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Preface

Since the World Economic Forum (WEF) was founded in 1971, its annual meeting in Davos has
served as a useful indicator of the global economic zeitgeist. These conferences, which last a few
days in late January, bring together corporate executives, senior politicians, representatives of
NGOs and a sprinkling of concerned celebrities to address the main issues confronting the global
economy and the decision-makers tasked with looking after it.

In the 1970s, when the WEF was still known as the ‘European Management Forum’, its main
concern was slumping productivity growth in Europe. In the 1980s, it became preoccupied with
market deregulation. In the 1990s, innovation and the internet came to the fore, and by the early
2000s, with the global economy humming, it began to admit a range of more ‘social’ concerns,
alongside the obvious post-9/11 security anxiety. For the five years after the banking meltdown of
2008, Davos meetings were primarily concerned with how to get the old show back on the road.

At the 2014 meeting, rubbing shoulders with the billionaires, pop stars and presidents was a
less likely attendee: a Buddhist monk. Every morning, before the conference proceedings began,
delegates had the opportunity to meditate with the monk and learn relaxation techniques. ‘You are
not the slave of your thoughts’, the man in red and yellow robes, clutching an iPad, informed his
audience. ‘One way is to just gaze at them … like a shepherd sitting above a meadow watching the
sheep’.1 A few hundred thoughts of stock portfolios and illicit gifts for secretaries back home most
likely meandered their way across the mental pastures of his audience.

True to their competitive business principles, the Davos organizers had not just gone for any
monk. This was a truly elite monk, a French former biologist named Matthieu Ricard, a minor
celebrity in his own right, who acts as French translator to the Dalai Lama and gives TED Talks on
the topic of happiness. This is a subject he is uniquely qualified to speak on, thanks to his reputation
as the ‘happiest man in the world’. For a number of years, Ricard participated in a neuroscientific
study at the University of Wisconsin, to try and understand how different levels of happiness are
inscribed and visible in the brain. Requiring 256 sensors to be attached to the head for three hours
at a time, these studies typically place the research subject on a scale between miserable (+0.3) and
ecstatic (-0.3). Ricard scored a -0.45. The researchers had never encountered anything like it.
Today, Ricard keeps a copy of the neuroscientists’ score chart on his laptop, with his name proudly
displayed as the happiest.2

Ricard’s presence at the 2014 Davos meeting was indicative of a more general shift in emphasis
from previous years. The forum was awash with talk of ‘mindfulness’, a relaxation technique
formed out of a combination of positive psychology, Buddhism, cognitive behavioural therapy and
neuroscience. In total, twenty-five sessions at the 2014 conference focused on questions related to
wellness, in a mental and physical sense, more than double the number of 2008.3

Sessions such as ‘Rewiring the Brain’ introduced attendees to the latest techniques through
which the functioning of the brain could be improved. ‘Health Is Wealth’ explored the ways in
which greater well-being could be converted into a more familiar form of capital. Given the unique
opportunity of having so many of the world’s senior decision-makers in one place, it is no surprise
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that this was also the scene of considerable marketing displays, by companies selling devices, apps
and advice aimed at supporting more ‘mindful’ and less stressful lifestyles.

So far so mindful. But the conference went further than just talk. Every delegate was given a
gadget which attached to the body, providing constant updates to the wearer’s smartphone to assess
the health of his recent activity. If the wearer is not walking enough, or sleeping enough, this
evaluation is relayed back to the user. Davos attendees were able to glean new insights into their
lifestyles and wellness. Beyond that, they were getting a glimpse of a future in which all behaviour
is assessable in terms of its impact upon mind and body. Forms of knowledge that could
traditionally be accrued only within a specialized institution, such as a laboratory or hospital,
would be collected as individuals wandered around Davos for the four days of the conference.

This is what now preoccupies our global elites. Happiness, in its various guises, is no longer
some pleasant add-on to the more important business of making money, or some new age concern
for those with enough time to sit around baking their own bread. As a measurable, visible,
improvable entity, it has now penetrated the citadel of global economic management. If the World
Economic Forum is any guide, and it has always tended to be in the past, the future of successful
capitalism depends on our ability to combat stress, misery and illness, and put relaxation, happiness
and wellness in their place. Techniques, measures and technologies are now available to achieve
this, and they are permeating the workplace, the high street, the home and the human body.

This agenda extends well beyond the reaches of Swiss mountaintops and has in truth been
gradually seducing policy-makers and managers for some years. A number of official statistical
agencies around the world, including those of the United States, Britain, France and Australia, now
publish regular reports on levels of ‘national well-being’. Individual cities, such as Santa Monica,
California, have invested in their own localized versions of this.4 The positive psychology
movement disseminates techniques and slogans through which people might improve their happiness
in everyday life, often by learning to block out unhelpful thoughts and memories. The idea that some
of these methods might be added to the curriculum of schools, so as to train children in happiness,
has already been trialled.5

A growing number of corporations employ ‘chief happiness officers’, while Google has an in-
house ‘jolly good fellow’ to spread mindfulness and empathy.6 Specialist happiness consultants
advise employers on how to cheer up their employees, the unemployed on how to restore their
enthusiasm to work, and – in one case in London – those being forcibly displaced from their homes
on how to move on emotionally.7

Science is advancing rapidly in support of this agenda. Neuroscientists identify how happiness
and unhappiness are physically inscribed in the brain, as the researchers in Wisconsin did with
Matthieu Ricard, and seek out neural explanations for why singing and greenery seem to improve
our mental well-being. They claim to have found the precise parts of the brain which generate
positive and negative emotions, including an area that provokes ‘bliss’ when stimulated, and a ‘pain
dimmer switch’.8 Innovation within the experimental ‘quantified self’ movement sees individuals
carrying out personalized ‘mood tracking’, through diaries and smartphone apps.9 As the statistical
evidence in this area accumulates, so the field of ‘happiness economics’ grows to take advantage of
all this new data, building up a careful picture of which regions, lifestyles, forms of employment or
types of consumption generate the greatest mental well-being.

Our hopes are being strategically channelled into this quest for happiness, in an objective,
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measurable, administered sense. Questions of mood, which were once deemed ‘subjective’, are
now answered using objective data. At the same time, this science of well-being has become
tangled up with economic and medical expertise. As happiness studies become more
interdisciplinary, claims about minds, brains, bodies and economic activity morph into one another,
without much attention to the philosophical problems involved. A single index of general human
optimization looms into view. What is clear is that those with the technologies to produce the facts
of happiness are in positions of considerable influence, and that the powerful are being seduced
further by the promises of those technologies.

Is it possible to be against happiness? Philosophers can argue as to whether or not this is a
plausible position to take. Aristotle understood happiness as the ultimate purpose of human beings,
though in a rich and ethical sense of the term. Not everyone would agree with this. ‘Man does not
strive for happiness’, wrote Friedrich Nietzsche, ‘only the Englishman does that.’10 As positive
psychology and happiness measurement have permeated our political and economic culture since
the 1990s, there has been a growing unease with the way in which notions of happiness and well-
being have been adopted by policy-makers and managers. The risk is that this science ends up
blaming – and medicating – individuals for their own misery, and ignores the context that has
contributed to it.

This book shares much of that disquiet. There are surely ample political and material problems
to deal with right now, before we divert quite so much attention towards the mental and neural
conditions through which we individually experience them. There is also a sense that when the
doyens of the World Economic Forum seize an agenda with so much gusto, there is at least some
cause for suspicion. The mood-tracking technologies, sentiment analysis algorithms and stress-
busting meditation techniques are put to work in the service of certain political and economic
interests. They are not simply gifted to us for our own Aristotelian flourishing. Positive psychology,
which repeats the mantra that happiness is a personal ‘choice’, is as a result largely unable to
provide the exit from consumerism and egocentricity that its gurus sense many people are seeking.

But this is only one element in the critique to be developed here. One of the ways in which
happiness science operates ideologically is to present itself as radically new, ushering in a fresh
start, through which the pains, politics and contradictions of the past can be overcome. In the early
twenty-first century, the vehicle for this promise is the brain. ‘In the past, we had no clue about what
made people happy – but now we know’, is how the offer is made. A hard science of subjective
affect is available to us, which we would be crazy not to put to work via management, medicine,
self-help, marketing and behaviour change policies.

What if this psychological exuberance had, in fact, been with us for the past two hundred years?
What if the current science of happiness is simply the latest iteration of an ongoing project which
assumes the relationship between mind and world is amenable to mathematical scrutiny? That is one
thing which this book aims to show. Repeatedly, from the time of the French Revolution to the
present (and accelerating in the late nineteenth century), a particular scientific utopia has been sold:
core questions of morality and politics will be solvable with an adequate science of human feelings.
How those feelings are scientifically classified will obviously vary. At times they are ‘emotional’,
at other times ‘neural’, ‘attitudinal’ or ‘physiological’. But a pattern emerges, nevertheless, in
which a science of subjective feeling is offered as the ultimate way of working out how to act, both
morally and politically.
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The spirit of this agenda originates with the Enlightenment. But those who have exploited it best
are those with an interest in social control, very often for private profit. That unfortunate
contradiction accounts for the precise ways in which the happiness industry advances. In criticizing
the science of happiness, I do not wish to denigrate the ethical value of happiness as such, less still
to trivialize the pain of those who suffer from chronic unhappiness, or depression, and may
understandably seek help in new techniques of behavioural or cognitive management. The target is
the entangling of hope and joy within infrastructures of measurement, surveillance and government.

Such political and historical concerns open up a number of other propositions. Maybe this
scientific view of the mind, as a mechanical or organic object, with its own behaviours and
sicknesses to be monitored and measured, is not so much the solution to our ills, but among the
deeper cultural causes. Arguably, we are already the product of various overlapping, sometimes
contradictory efforts to observe our feelings and behaviours. Advertisers, human resource
managers, governments, pharmaceutical companies have been watching, incentivizing, prodding,
optimizing and pre-empting us psychologically since the late nineteenth century. Maybe what we
need right now is not more or better science of happiness or behaviour, but less, or at least
different. How likely is it that, in two hundred years’ time, historians will look back at the early
twenty-first century and say, ‘Ah, yes, that was when the truth about human happiness was finally
revealed’? And if it is unlikely, then why do we perpetuate this kind of talk, other than because it is
useful to the powerful?

Does this mean that the current explosion of political and business interest in happiness is just a
rhetorical fad? Will it dissipate, once we’ve rediscovered the impossibility of reducing ethical and
political questions to numerical calculations? Not quite. There are two significant reasons why the
science of happiness has suddenly become so prominent in the early twenty-first century, but they
are sociological in nature. As such, they are never directly addressed by the psychologists,
managers, economists and neuroscientists who advance this science.

The first concerns the nature of capitalism. One of the attendees at the 2014 Davos meeting
made a remark that contained far more truth than he probably realized: ‘We created our own
problem that we are now trying to solve’.11 He was talking specifically about how 24/7 working
practices and always-on digital devices had made senior managers so stressed that they were now
having to meditate to cope with the consequences. However, the same diagnosis could be extended
to the culture of post-industrial capitalism more broadly.

Since the 1960s, Western economies have been afflicted by an acute problem in which they
depend more and more on our psychological and emotional engagement (be it with work, with
brands, with our own health and well-being) while finding it increasingly hard to sustain this.
Forms of private disengagement, often manifest as depression and psychosomatic illnesses, do not
only register in the suffering experienced by the individual; they are increasingly problematic for
policy-makers and managers, becoming accounted for economically. Yet evidence from social
epidemiology paints a worrying picture of how unhappiness and depression are concentrated in
highly unequal societies, with strongly materialist, competitive values.12 Workplaces put a growing
emphasis on community and psychological commitment, but against longer-term economic trends
towards atomization and insecurity. We have an economic model which mitigates against precisely
the psychological attributes it depends upon.

In this more general and historical sense, then, governments and businesses ‘created the
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problems that they are now trying to solve’. Happiness science has achieved the influence it has
because it promises to provide the longed-for solution. First of all, happiness economists are able
to put a monetary price on the problem of misery and alienation. The opinion-polling company
Gallup, for example, has estimated that unhappiness of employees costs the US economy $500
billion a year in lost productivity, lost tax receipts and health-care costs.13 This allows our
emotions and well-being to be brought within broader calculations of economic efficiency. Positive
psychology and associated techniques then play a key role in helping to restore people’s energy and
drive. The hope is that a fundamental flaw in our current political economy may be surmounted,
without confronting any serious political–economic questions. Psychology is very often how
societies avoid looking in the mirror.

The second structural reason for the surging interest in happiness is somewhat more disturbing,
and concerns technology. Until relatively recently, most scientific attempts to know or manipulate
how someone else was feeling occurred within formally identifiable institutions, such as
psychology laboratories, hospitals, workplaces, focus groups, or some such. This is no longer the
case. In July 2014, Facebook published an academic paper containing details of how it had
successfully altered hundreds of thousands of its users’ moods, by manipulating their news feeds.14

There was an outcry that this had been done in a clandestine fashion. But as the dust settled, the
anger turned to anxiety: would Facebook bother to publish such a paper in future, or just get on with
the experiment anyway and keep the results to themselves?

Monitoring our mood and feelings is becoming a function of our physical environment. In 2014,
British Airways trialled a ‘happiness blanket’, which represents passenger contentment through
neural monitoring. As the passenger becomes more relaxed, the blanket turns from red to blue,
indicating to the airline staff that they are being well looked after. A range of consumer technologies
are now on the market for measuring and analysing well-being, from wristwatches, to smartphones,
to Vessyl, a ‘smart’ cup which monitors your liquid intake in terms of its health effects.

One of the foundational neoliberal arguments in favour of the market was that it served as a vast
sensory device, capturing millions of individual desires, opinions and values, and converting these
into prices.15 It is possible that we are on the cusp of a new post-neoliberal era in which the market
is no longer the primary tool for this capture of mass sentiment. Once happiness-monitoring tools
flood our everyday lives, other ways of quantifying feelings in real time are emerging that can
extend even further into our lives than markets.

Liberal concerns about privacy have traditionally seen it as something which needs to be
balanced against security. But today, we have to confront the fact that a considerable amount of
surveillance occurs to increase our health, happiness, satisfaction or sensory pleasures. Regardless
of the motives behind this, if we believe that there are limits to how much of our lives should be
expertly administered, then there must also be limits to how much psychological and physical
positivity we should aim for. Any critique of ubiquitous surveillance must now include a critique of
the maximization of well-being, even at the risk of being less healthy, happy and wealthy.

To understand these trends as historical and sociological does not in itself indicate how they
might be resisted or averted. But it does have one great liberating benefit: of diverting our critical
attention outward upon the world, and not inward upon our feelings, brains or behaviour. It is often
said that depression is ‘anger turned inwards’. In many ways, happiness science is ‘critique turned
inwards’, despite all of the appeals by positive psychologists to ‘notice’ the world around us. The
relentless fascination with quantities of subjective feeling can only possibly divert critical attention
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away from broader political and economic problems. Rather than seek to alter our feelings, now
would be a good time to take what we’ve turned inwards, and attempt to direct it back out again.
One way to start would be by turning a skeptical eye upon the history of happiness measurement
itself.
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Knowing How You Feel

Jeremy Bentham was sitting in Harper’s Coffee Shop in Holborn, London, when he shouted,
‘Eureka!’ The prompt was not some intellectual inspiration from within, as it had been when
Archimedes immortalized the exclamation from his bath, but a passage from a book, Essay on
Government, by the English religious reformer and scientist Joseph Priestley. The passage was this:

The good and happiness of the members, that is, the majority of the members, of any state, is
the great standard by which everything relating to that state must finally be determined.

Bentham was eighteen years old and the year was 1766. Over the next sixty years, he took
Priestley’s insight and converted it into an extensive and hugely influential doctrine of government:
utilitarianism. This is the theory stating that the right action is whichever one produces the maximum
happiness for the population overall.

There is something telling about the fact that Bentham’s ‘eureka’ moment was not a matter of
great intellectual originality. Nor did he ever claim to be much of a philosophical pioneer. In
addition to Priestley’s influence, Bentham was content to admit that much of his account of human
nature and motivation was lifted from the Scottish philosopher David Hume.1 He had little interest
in producing new theories or weighty philosophical tomes, and never took much enjoyment in
writing. As far as Bentham was concerned, there was a limit to what any idea or text could hope to
achieve when it came to the political or social improvement of mankind. Merely believing that ‘the
greatest happiness of the greatest number’ should be the goal of politics and ethics was of little
consequence, unless a set of instruments, techniques and methods could be designed to turn this
belief into the founding principle of government.

Rather than as an abstract thinker, Bentham is best understood as half philosopher and half
technician, and from this various contradictions followed. He was an intellectual with a classically
English distaste for intellectualism. A legal theorist, who believed that much of what law rested on
was simple nonsense. An Enlightenment optimist and modernizer, who scoffed at any notion of
inherent human rights or freedoms. And an advocate for hedonism, who insisted that every pleasure
be neurotically accounted for. Reports of his personality vary wildly, with some discovering a man
of great warmth and humility, and others one who was vain and dismissive.

Bentham’s relationship with his father caused him considerable misery. He was a weak, shy and
often unhappy child, and appears to have been bullied into the status of a child prodigy by his father,
who insisted on teaching him Latin and Greek from the age of five. He attended Westminster School
but was made miserable by being the smallest boy there. Aged twelve, Bentham went to Oxford,
where he was drawn towards chemistry and biology. If anything, he was even less happy at
university than at school. He established a small chemistry laboratory in his room and felt a strong
affinity for the natural sciences, which he pursued throughout his teens. With a less domineering
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father, this would no doubt have provided him with the intellectual satisfaction that his
mathematical mind was seeking. But his father was a lawyer and insisted his son follow in his
footsteps in order to earn a decent income. Under duress, he became a barrister in London’s
Lincoln’s Inn.

Practising law did not make Bentham happy, and nor did the continued influence of his father.
His shyness made him dread having to stand up and speak in court. Perhaps he still longed for his
homemade chemistry laboratory. He certainly pined for emotional and sexual intimacy, but when he
fell in love in his early twenties, yet again his father stood in his way, vetoing the relationship on
the basis that the woman in question wasn’t rich enough. In this conflict between love and money,
the measurable thwarted the immeasurable. Later in life, Bentham would be an outspoken advocate
for sexual freedoms, including the tolerance of homosexuality, which he saw as an inevitable
component of the maximization of human pleasure.2

His career, as it developed from his arrival at Lincoln’s Inn, was always a compromise,
between the professional and moral injunctions imposed by his father, and the scientific and
political urges that drove him from within. The law would indeed become the field in which he
made his name, but never as his father intended. Instead, he set about criticizing law, ridiculing its
language, demanding more rational alternatives and designing policies and instruments through
which government could finally escape the philosophical nonsense of abstract moral principles.
This stance did not make him rich, and Bentham ended up financially dependent on a stipend from
his father, whose disappointment in his failed barrister son never lifted.

There were times when Bentham the technician overshadowed Bentham the philosopher. During
the 1790s his activities were those of what we might now associate with a public sector
management consultant. He spent much of this period designing exotic schemes and technologies,
which he believed could improve the efficiency and rationality of the state. He wrote to the Home
Office suggesting that the various departments of government be linked up by a set of ‘conversation
tubes’ for better communication. He drew up plans for what he termed a ‘fridgarium’, to keep food
fresh. And he wrote to the Bank of England with the blueprint for a printing device that would
produce unforgeable bank notes.

This engineer’s vocation was integral to his vision of a more rational form of politics. It drove
many of his more famous policy proposals, such as the ‘Panopticon’ prison, which was very nearly
signed into English law during the 1790s before falling by the wayside. During the late 1770s,
Bentham began to write on the topic of punishment, specifically because punishment seemed to offer
a rational means of influencing human behaviour, if it could target the natural psychological
propensity to pursue pleasure and avoid pain. This was never a merely academic or theoretical
issue, and very little of this writing was published until several years later. His goal was always to
achieve reform of public policy. But this did require a little deeper thinking about the nature of
human psychology.

The science of happiness

Bentham was a fierce critic of the legal establishment, but he was scarcely much more sympathetic
to the radical and revolutionary movements which were erupting elsewhere. Confronted by the
political claims of the French and American revolutionaries, Bentham was scornful. ‘Natural rights
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is simple nonsense’, he declared, ‘natural and imprescriptible rights, rhetorical nonsense –
nonsense upon stilts.’3 When radical philosophers such as Thomas Paine appealed to such ideas,
they were making the identical mistake that monarchs or religious leaders made when they claimed
some divine or magical sanction for their actions: they were talking about something which had no
tangible existence.

Bentham’s alternative was to ground political and legal decision-making in hard, empirical
data. In that respect, he was the inventor of what has since come to be known as ‘evidence-based
policy-making’, the idea that government interventions can be cleansed of any moral or ideological
principles, and be guided purely by facts and figures. Whenever a policy is evaluated for its
measurable outcomes, or assessed for its efficiency using cost-benefit analysis, Bentham’s influence
is present.

The great advances of the natural sciences, as he saw it, derived from the ability to avoid the
meaningless use of language. Politics and the law had to learn this lesson. In Bentham’s view, every
noun either refers to something ‘real’ or something ‘fictitious’ – but we often fail to notice the
difference. Words such as ‘goodness’, ‘duty’, ‘existence’, ‘mind’, ‘right’, ‘wrong’, ‘authority’ or
‘cause’ might mean something to us, and they have come to dominate philosophical discourse. But,
as far Bentham was concerned, there is nothing which these words actually refer to. ‘The more
abstract the proposition is’, he argued, ‘the more liable is it to involve a fallacy.’4 The problem is
that we often mistake such propositions for reality.

By contrast, the language of natural science is organized in relation to physical, tangible things,
which each word is attached to. But how would government or law be organized in this fashion? It
is one thing for a chemist to attach names to specific compounds, but it is quite another for a judge
or a government official to be quite so disciplined in their use of words. In any case, what are the
physical, tangible things which make up politics? If politics is no longer to concern itself with
abstract problems such as ‘justice’ or ‘divine right’, what will it concern itself with instead?

Bentham’s answer was happiness, thereby assuming that this entity was rooted in something
‘real’. But how? In what sense is the term ‘happiness’ any less fictitious than, say, ‘virtue’? To
answer this, Bentham fell back on a form of naturalistic assertion. ‘Nature has placed mankind
under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure’, and that just happens to be a
fact.5 Happiness itself may not be an objective, physical phenomenon, but it occurs as a result of
various sources of pleasure, which have a firm, physiological basis.

Unlike many other things that arise in our minds, happiness is prompted by something real,
something objective. It reminds us that we are biological and physical beings, with urges and fears,
not unlike other animals. We can be scientific about happiness in a way that we simply can’t about
virtually any other philosophical category. If such a science could be pursued, it would provide
governments with an entirely new basis on which to design policies and laws, so as to improve the
welfare of mankind in the only realistic or rational sense.

It’s possible to spot elements of Bentham’s own life experiences in this psychological theory of
politics. Its premise was a tragic one, which spoke of its author’s own unhappiness: the one thing
which all human beings hold in common is their capacity to suffer. Optimism could only lie in a
wholesale reorientation of the state, towards the relief of suffering and the promotion of pleasure.
Bentham was known to be unusually empathetic, often to a fault. His sensitive nature made him
highly attuned to the unhappiness of others. One of the great virtues of utilitarianism, as a moral
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philosophy, is this empathetic dimension, its belief that we should take all others’ welfare as
seriously as our own. Given that humans are not the only species that suffers, many utilitarians also
extend this to animals.

With a better understanding of what motivates human psychology, policy-makers might be able
to divert human activity towards the greatest happiness of all. The question of punishment captured
so much of Bentham’s time and energy because it appeared to be the most effective tool in the
possession of lawmakers when it came to steering individual activity in the optimal direction. ‘The
business of government is to promote the happiness of society, by punishing and rewarding’, he
argued.6 The free market, of which Bentham was an unabashed supporter, would largely take care
of the reward part of this ‘business’; the state would take responsibility for the former part. To
inflict pain on people, either via their bodies or their minds, was to bring politics into the realm of
tangible reality, and to leave the world of linguistic illusions behind. As a vision of Enlightenment
optimism goes, Bentham’s had a darker edge than most.

Bentham’s emphasis upon the brute reality of physical pain and his distrust of language can be
seen as mutually reinforcing. The cultural historian Joanna Bourke has highlighted the fraught
relationship between language and pain since the eighteenth century.7 Either pain seems to defy
description altogether, or it has been treated as a taboo subject to be experienced silently. There is
a long history of viewing sufferers, especially those of suspicious character, as exaggerating or
wrongly describing pain. This assumes, as Bentham did, that there is an objective reality about pain
which could be represented if only words or sufferers were better equipped to do so. This opens
the way for experts to grasp or describe that reality, given the sufferer himself cannot, and for
numbers to represent such feelings on the assumption that words cannot.

The science of happiness was therefore a critical component in achieving a rational form of
politics and law. It could be used to divert behaviour towards goals that would be best for
everyone. And as government became more scientific, so it would be able to predict how different
interventions influenced individual choices. This is not ‘happiness’ in some ethereal or
metaphysical sense, and certainly not in any ethical sense, as Aristotle had understood it. It was
happiness in the sense of a physical occurrence within the human body. Contemporary neuroscience,
which consummates this reduction of psychology to biological processes, would have looked to
Bentham like the answer to all of our political and moral questions. Conversely, a great deal of
contemporary scientific interest in the brain and behaviour has strongly Benthamite presuppositions.

This is well illustrated by one neuroscientific study published by a group of researchers at
Cornell in 2014. Claiming to breach the ‘last frontier’ of neuroscience, namely the secrets of our
inner feelings, the researchers argued that they had unlocked the ‘code’ through which the human
brain deals with all different pleasures and pains. As the lead author explained:

It appears that the human brain generates a special code for the entire valence spectrum of
pleasant-to-unpleasant, good-to-bad feelings, which can be read like a ‘neural valence
meter’ in which the leaning of a population of neurons in one direction equals positive
feeling and the leaning in the other direction equals negative feeling.8

This description of how pleasure and pain operate physically is more or less what Bentham had
already assumed, posing questions as to how successfully neuroscience can ever hope to escape its
protagonists’ cultural presuppositions. For scientists armed with measuring devices to discover that
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a bodily organ is also armed with measuring devices sounds like a coincidence to say the least.
The study touches upon one of the great controversies of utilitarianism, of whether diverse types

of human experience can all be located on a single scale. The Cornell neuroscientists clearly
believe that they can: ‘If you and I derive similar pleasure from sipping a fine wine or watching the
sun set, our results suggest it is because we share similar fine-grained patterns of activity in the
orbitofrontal cortex’. This is a relatively innocent remark when it is fine wine or sunsets that are at
stake. But when profound experiences of love or artistic beauty are rendered equivalent to baser
experiences, such as drug taking or shopping, the claim that all pleasures are computed in the
orbitofrontal cortex in the same way becomes more problematic.

Philosophers refer to this argument, that all pleasures and pains can be located on a single scale,
as ‘monism’. Bentham was the monist par excellence.9 He couldn’t deny that we speak of different
varieties of happiness and contentment using different words, but the objective underpinning of all
these forms was always the same – that is, physical pleasure. We naturally seek ‘benefit, advantage,
pleasure, good or happiness, all of which ultimately comes to the same thing’.10 Likewise, suffering,
rooted in the physical experience of pain, represents an entity that varies in quantity, but not quality.

Once we accept that there is a single, ultimate and physical sensation underlying all ‘good’ and
‘bad’ experiences and actions, then it follows that this sensation varies only in terms of quantity.
Bentham never conducted any scientific research on the question but proposed a psychological
model, detailing the different ways in which pleasure could vary in quantity. In his most famous
statement on the topic, ‘Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation’, he offered seven
of these, most of which were easy to conceive of in quantitative terms.11 ‘Duration’ of pleasure was
one relatively obvious quantitative category. ‘Certainty’ of future pleasure is something that we
would now see as amenable to mathematical risk modelling. ‘Extent’ of the population affected by
an action is another simple quantitative yardstick.

The main scientific stumbling block for Bentham’s entire enterprise was one category of
variation in particular, namely ‘intensity’. How could a scientist, legislator, punisher or policy-
maker know how intense a particular pleasure or pain was? Of course one might draw on one’s
own experience through introspection, but that is scarcely a very scientific approach. Or one might
ask people to report on their experiences using their own words. But then wouldn’t utilitarianism be
drawn back into the hall of mirrors that is philosophical language, the ‘tyranny of sounds’ through
which we describe what it is like to be human? Measuring the intensity of different pleasures and
pains was the technical task on which the Benthamite project would stand or fall.

How to measure?

The eighteenth century was a time of great inventiveness in the creation of measurement tools. The
thermometer was invented in 1724, the sextant (which measures angles between any visible objects,
such as stars) in 1757, and the marine chronometer in 1761. The introduction of new measuring
tools and standards was one of the first achievements of the French revolutionaries in the 1790s.
This involved the commissioning of an original platinum metre, the famous mètre des archives ,
which was placed in a vault in the National Archives in Paris.

The need for reliable standardized measures cut to the heart of the Enlightenment, whose high
point coincided with the first half of Bentham’s career. As Immanuel Kant defined it in 1784,
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Enlightenment meant mankind escaping its ‘self-incurred immaturity. Immaturity is the inability to
use one’s own understanding without the guidance of another’.12 Unlike their predecessors, who
would allow religious and political authorities to dictate truth from falsehood, right from wrong, the
‘mature’ and Enlightened citizen would draw on nothing but his own judgement. The motto of
Enlightenment, Kant suggested, was sapare aude – dare to know. The critical individual mind was
the only authoritative barometer of truth. But for this reason, it was equally important that everybody
was using the same yardsticks of comparison, or the whole project would collapse into a relativist
babble of subjective perspectives.

Bentham hoped to cast a similarly scientific, sceptical eye over the workings of politics,
punishment and law. In place of unquestioned beliefs about justice or common values, Bentham
insisted that we should know what will make people happier, and to treat every person’s feelings as
of equal value. He knew precisely how to frame the scientific question – does this policy, law or
punishment create more or less pleasure across society as a whole?

But what type of measuring tool was available to gather the answers? It’s all very well feeling
empathetic to the suffering of others, as Bentham undoubtedly did, but without a standard through
which different pleasures and pains can be compared, the utilitarian is exercising guesswork. On the
other hand, surely the very nature of pleasant or painful sensations is that they are subjective. The
search for a common measure of happiness is fraught with difficulty.

Despite being critical to the viability of his political project, Bentham dedicated surprisingly
little attention to this problem. Occasionally, he suggested that the ‘greatest happiness’ principle of
political judgement was just that, a principle, which could never realistically be converted into a
quantitative science. But given the appeal to hard empirical reality that is threaded through
Bentham’s psychology, and his scathing remarks about all forms of philosophical abstraction, one
has to take seriously the sense in which he did intend to rebuild politics and law on technical forms
of measurement and calculation. If happiness were the only human good on which it is possible to
speak scientifically, then it would be strange if we didn’t then pursue it using scientific methods. So
we return to the problem: How is the intensity of a pleasant or unpleasant feeling to be measured?
How does utility manifest itself in such a way that it can be grasped by measurement?

Bentham suggests only two tentative answers to this question, neither of which he pursued in any
practical or experimental way. Both involved the identification of proxies for happiness, rather than
a claim that feelings themselves could be grasped. But in each case, he unwittingly hinted towards
vast zones of scientific enquiry which would later be explored by psychologists, marketers, policy-
makers, doctors, psychiatrists, human resources experts, social media analysts, economists,
neuroscientists and individuals themselves.

The first of Bentham’s answers was that the human pulse rate might provide the indicator of
pleasure that could be used to solve the measurement problem.13 He wasn’t particularly taken with
this idea himself, but he recognized that the body offered certain measurable symptoms of what the
mind was experiencing. As happiness is ultimately an assemblage of pleasant feeling, the notion that
one might be able to discover happiness levels via the body is not so surprising. In everyday life,
we intuitively understand this, in how we read another’s facial expression or body language. A
science of such signs might therefore be possible. Pulse rate would appear to offer the possibility of
a hard, quantitative science of well-being that transcends culture. Words can deceive, but our heart
rate does not.

Bentham’s second answer, on which he was far keener, was that money might be used. If two
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different goods can command an identical monetary price, then it can be assumed that they generate
the same quantity of utility for the purchaser. By making this claim, Bentham was well ahead of his
time. Economists would only catch up with this analysis some thirty years after his death, but since
Bentham was interested in what governments could do to influence general public happiness, rather
than what occurred in market transactions between private individuals, he had little concern with
pursuing this idea as an economist. Nevertheless, by putting out there the idea that money might have
some privileged relationship to our inner experience, beyond the capabilities of nearly any other
measuring instrument, Bentham set the stage for the entangling of psychological research and
capitalism that would shape the business practices of the twentieth century.

These were and remain the options: money or the body. Economics or physiology. Payment or
diagnosis. If politics were to become scientific and emancipated from abstract nonsense, it is
through economics, physiology or some combination of the two that the project would be realized.
When the iPhone 6 was released in September 2014, its two major innovations were quite telling:
one app which monitors bodily activity, and another which can be used for in-store payments.
Whenever experts seek to witness our shopping habits, our brains or our stress levels, they are
contributing to the project that Bentham had mapped out. The status of money in this science is
intriguing. While political and moral concepts are attacked as empty, nonsensical abstractions,
somehow the language of pounds and pence is viewed as having some firm and natural relationship
to our inner feelings. The exceptional status attributed to economics from the late nineteenth century
onwards, as closer to a natural science than a social one, is one legacy of this worldview.

The problem of measurement may seem like a nerdish matter of scientific methodology. Surely
we all know what Bentham was getting at when he said that government should pursue the greatest
happiness of all. Do we really need to get fixated on the details of how to calculate this? Of course,
we can allow Bentham the status of a philosopher and ignore his inventive and technical
aspirations. We can look at how utilitarianism works in the abstract, by playing analytical games in
the philosophy seminar room.

It is not clear that Bentham would have been very happy with such a legacy. And it is less clear
that this is what his most important legacy has actually been. The technical, calculative,
methodological problems of Benthamism, in various guises, are arguably the most transformative in
how they have come to structure our political, economic, medical and personal lives. For this
reason, whether happiness is to be indicated via the body (such as through pulse rate) or via money
may prove to be of the utmost importance for how utilitarianism has actually set about constructing
the world around us. However, any systematic attempt to construct quantitative measures of
sensation would not begin until a few years after Bentham’s death in 1832.

Weight-lifting in Leipzig

On 22 October 1850, a second ‘eureka’ moment took place, this time in Leipzig, Germany. Gustav
Fechner, a theologiancum-physicist who had recently emerged from a protracted nervous
breakdown, suddenly realized that the mind–body problem, which preoccupied so many German
philosophers, might be solvable through mathematics. He recorded the date of this breakthrough in
his diary.

The relationship of the mind to the physical world, including the body, is the foundational
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problem of modern philosophy. René Descartes’ doubt about the reality of the physical world,
combined with his certainty of his own existence, established a dualism between the realm of
thought and that of physical things. Dualism is an unwieldy philosophical position to hold, which
always runs the risk of a reductionism in one direction or the other. Either the entire world might get
reduced to an effect of the thinking mind (idealism), or thinking can be reduced to a merely physical
occurrence, subject to natural forces (empiricism), rather as Bentham had assumed. Various
Enlightenment thinkers grappled with this, most notably Kant, who believed he had avoided either
fate by systematically distinguishing matters of scientific knowledge from matters of moral and
philosophical principle. The human mind was, for Kant, something which fell firmly into the latter
category, rendering any science of the psyche impossible.

Fechner was a dualist, but of a peculiar sort. His ideas were formed by a highly eclectic
intellectual background, which put him in an unusual position with respect to traditional
philosophical problems. Fechner was the son of a pastor, who (like Bentham’s father) taught him
Latin when he was a small child. He registered to study medicine at the University of Leipzig, but
took the opportunity while there to attend lectures in botany, zoology, physics and chemistry. At the
same time, he was exposed to many of the excesses of German idealist philosophy, including
Schelling’s philosophy of nature, romanticism and Hegel. Early in his academic career, he carried
out experiments with electricity, while also getting drawn into theological debates about the nature
of the soul. The separate domains that we now know as ‘science’ and ‘philosophy’ remained
entangled in the German universities of the 1830s.

Nowadays, Fechner might well be described as a new age thinker. His genius was to find a way
of bringing his disparate intellectual interests together, remaining a philosopher and a scientist, a
metaphysician and a physician. In the process, he brought questions of the mind (which Kant had
stipulated lay beyond the realms of knowledge) into the purview of science. For this reason,
Fechner represents one of the key figures in the development of what we now know as psychology.

In what way would mathematics be helpful in solving the mind–body problem? The answer
derived from Fechner’s engagement with physics. The principle of the ‘conservation of energy’ had
been formulated by a number of German physicists over the course of the 1840s, with
transformative implications for the understanding of basic matter. This stated that energy is
indestructible: it can be altered in its form, but not its quantity. If heat turns into light, or coal into
heat, so the principle states, then we can assume that a single quantity of energy has been conserved
along the way. This might be seen as another variant of monism. In the context of the industrial
revolution, this discovery was a source of tremendous optimism that there was no limit to how
efficient technology could become.

The power of mathematics to explain all forms of change was greatly increased as a result of
this breakthrough in physics. An underlying quantitative stability had been unearthed. Fechner’s
innovation was to extend this same principle to questions that had previously resided in the terrain
of philosophy. If the physicists were right, then even the mind could be included in this
mathematical framework. What is interesting about Fechner’s breakthrough was that it didn’t simply
propose a form of biological reductionism. He was adamantly not suggesting that the mind was
constituted by physical matter, but that ‘the will, the thought, the whole mind may be as free as it
may be, yet it will be able to exercise its freedom only by means of, not counter to, the general laws
of kinetic energy’.14 Energy, as Fechner understood it, traversed the border between mind and body,
obeying laws of mathematics as it did so.
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The doctrine that Fechner proposed, known as ‘psychophysics’, argued that mind and matter are
separate entities but must nevertheless have some stable, mathematical relationship to one another.15

In certain respects, Fechner’s theory of psychology was similar to Bentham’s. He too was
convinced that people pursued pleasure, although less as a matter of natural cause and effect and
more as a matter of spontaneous libidinous desire. (He coined the term ‘pleasure principle’, which
Sigmund Freud later adopted.)16

Fechner distinguished himself from Bentham’s English empiricism in two respects. Firstly,
philosophy held no threat for him. Words such as ‘soul’, ‘mind’, ‘freedom’ or ‘God’ referred to
real things, albeit not in any physical or measurable sense. This was evidence of Hegel’s influence.
The philosophical innovation of psychophysics was to suggest that these entities could become
known via the physical body in certain ways. The conservation of energy, as it passed between
physical and non-physical realms, meant that philosophical ideas must sit in some stable
mathematical relation to material and bodily things.

Fechner was therefore a dualist, in the sense that he maintained a belief in two parallel realms,
one of philosophical ideas, the other of scientific facts. What distinguished him from philosophical
dualists, such as Descartes and Kant, was a somewhat mystical belief that the two were in some
mathematical harmony. Industrial metaphors were helpful here, which speaks of the economic
context in which he was working. A steam engine involves intangible forces at work within a
physical entity; likewise, a human being must be understood as an alliance of the immaterial mind
and the material body.17

Secondly, Fechner was intent on discovering how this mathematical relation actually worked in
practice. From 1855, he set about this with a series of arcane experiments, in which he lifted
objects of subtly different weights, to test how changes in physical weight correlated to changes in
subjective sensation. If I lift two very similarly weighted objects, precisely how big must the
difference between them be before I can tell for sure which is the heaviest? The unit of measurement
that Fechner introduced to assess this was what he referred to as a ‘just noticeable difference’.

Alternatively, if I am already holding a weight of one size, how much additional sensation does
it cause me if someone adds another weight of half that size? Does it alter the sensation by half
again (as one might expect), or by less than that? Once the relationship between psychic and
physical realms was properly measured, the questions of philosophy would be scientifically
answerable. The scale of ambition that drove psychophysics was vast, even if the experiments
which it rested on were comparatively primitive.

Bentham may have designed various schemes and policies, blueprints for prisons, proposals for
‘conversation tubes’, and so on, but he had never set to work upon the human body itself or tackled
the problem of measurement beyond his theoretical speculations about pulse rate and money.
English philosophers tended to be biased towards privileging the physical, sensible world of things
over the metaphysical world of ideas – but they maintained this bias from the comfort of their
armchairs. It is interesting that it was Fechner – the idealist, mystical, romantic – who really
dragged metaphysics down to earth, by probing the body, measuring sensations, conducting
experiments.

Precisely because he didn’t simply presume that the physical was prior to the psychological (as
Bentham did), he needed to set about testing how one related to the other. This wasn’t a theory
stating whether mental processes were really driven by biological ones, or vice versa. It was the

18



opening up of a new field of scientific enquiry, which, by the end of the nineteenth century, would
be populated by psychologists, economists and a nascent industry of management consultants. The
quantitative and economic psychology in which theories of mind would be replaced by scales and
measures, and which Bentham had merely speculated about, was now being assembled. The idea
that individual feelings and behaviour might be amenable to expert adjustment was also now a
technical, mechanical possibility.

A democracy of bodies

In the age of the fMRI scanner, it has become increasingly common to speak of what our brains are
‘doing’, ‘wanting’ or ‘feeling’. In many situations, this is represented as a more profound statement
of intent than anything which we could report verbally. A 2005 article published by the Oxford
neuroscientist Irene Tracey is titled ‘Taking the Narrative Out of Pain’.18 The marketing guru Martin
Lindstrom, who has studied the brains of thousands of consumers using fMRI, has built his career on
the notion that ‘people lie, but brains don’t’.19 In the less high-tech reaches of mental management,
such as mindfulness training, people are taught to notice what their minds and feelings are doing in
the present moment, as a way of alleviating anxiety. Meditation helps them to observe and accept
these silent processes.

This poses a number of questions. How can some particular part of our bodies or selves
possess its own voice, and how can experts claim to know what it is saying? Underlying these types
of claims are some of the arguments and techniques that were first introduced by Bentham and
Fechner. First and foremost is the distrust of language as a medium of representation. Bentham’s
fear of the ‘tyranny of sounds’ casts doubt on the capacity of individuals to adequately express
themselves. To be sure, Bentham recognized that each person was the best judge of her own private
pleasures and happiness in her own life. But for the purposes of a public politics, some other means
of knowing what was good for people needed inventing.

Variants of mind-reading technology are invented only to get around the apparent problem that
language is inadequate to communicate feelings, desires and values. Whether that technology
involves money and prices, or measurements targeted at the human body (such as pulse, sweat or
fatigue monitors), the science of our inner sensations seeks forms of truth that might eventually
bypass speech altogether. One of the most striking cases of this ideal in action was reported in
2014, with the news that scientists had successfully achieved ‘telepathic’ brain-to-brain
communication for the first time, using EEG neuroscanners. The final destination of such
developments is a form of silent democracy, peopled only by mute physical bodies. Bentham had
little idea of how extensive the measurement of pleasure and pain would become, while Fechner
was limited to running experiments on his own body rather than anyone else’s. But taken to their
logical conclusions, the work of these two polymaths points to a society in which experts and
authorities are able to divine what is good for us without our voices being heard.

Something important is lost along the way. In the monistic worldview of Bentham and Fechner,
experiences differ in terms of their quantity, sitting on a scale between extreme pleasure and
extreme pain. One thing that this necessarily discounts is the possibility that human beings may have
their own considered reasons to be happy or unhappy, which may be just as important as the
feelings themselves. In order to credit individuals with ‘critiques’ or ‘judgments’ or ‘demands’ (or,
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for that matter, with ‘gratitude’ or ‘acclaim’), we have to recognize that they possess authority to
speak for their own thoughts and bodies. This means understanding the difference between, say,
‘despair’ and ‘sadness’, and the ability of the person using those terms to do so deliberately and
meaningfully. Were, for instance, someone to describe themselves as ‘angry’, a response focused on
making them feel better might entirely miss the point of what they were saying. It might even be
deemed insulting. Were someone to be unhappy about the fact that income inequality in Britain and
the United States has reached levels not seen since the 1920s, the advice – as given by some
happiness economists – that one is best off not knowing what other people earn would seem like a
form of hopelessness.20 In a monistic world, there is merely sentiment, experiences of pleasure and
pain that fluctuate silently inside the head, with symptoms that are discernable to the expert eye.

This has profound implications for the nature of political and moral authority. The rational,
enlightened society imagined by Bentham was one in which all institutions were designed in such a
way that they were perfectly attuned to the vagaries of human psychology. The job of governing a
modern, liberal society comes to appear as the confrontation between two types of material thing.
On the one side, there is the mechanics of the mind, governed by the pursuit of pleasure and the
avoidance of pain, which is no more deniable than the need to eat or sleep. And on the other, there
are various material forces designed to influence that psychology. Monetary incentives, social
reputation, physical punishment and confinement, aesthetic seductions, rules and regulations, and so
on, serve no purpose unless they are geared towards the calculations of the individual.

In this society, political authority lies with those who are most expert to measure and manage
individuals. There is no reason why administration of this nature should be handled by the state
directly, as so many neoliberal regimes have more recently discovered. Anticipating Thatcherism
and workfare nearly two centuries beforehand, one of Bentham’s policy recommendations was for
the state to establish a National Charity Company (a joint stock company, modelled on the East
India Company), which would alleviate poverty by employing hundreds of thousands of people in
privately managed ‘industry houses’.21 His proposal for the Panopticon also included a
recommendation for private firms to build and run the prisons, with a license provided by the state.
Not content with reconceiving the very basis of legal authority, Jeremy Bentham can be viewed as
the godfather of public sector outsourcing.

Fechner pointed the way to a more intimate micromanagement of individuals. In representing the
relationship between mind and world as a numerical ratio, he implicitly offered two alternative
ways of improving the human lot. If a certain physical context (such as work or poverty) is causing
pain, one progressive route would involve changing that context. But another equivalent would be to
focus on changing the way in which it is experienced. Many of the experts who followed in
Fechner’s footsteps were psychiatrists, therapists and analysts, whose critical eye was turned upon
the subject having the feelings, rather than the object that seemed to be causing them. If lifting
weights becomes too painful, you’re faced with a choice: reduce the size of the weight, or pay less
attention to the pain. In the early twenty-first century, there is a growing body of experts in
‘resilience’ training, mindfulness and cognitive behavioural therapy whose advice is to opt for the
latter strategy.

The job of intervening, to alter the psychological calculations and feelings of individuals, can
be distributed across various types of institution and expert.22 We classify some as ‘medical’ or
‘managerial’, others as ‘educational’ or ‘penal’. But really, these terms are just further abstractions
and fictions. All that matters is how effectively they administer their task, of offering the carrots and
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sticks which alter human activity and experience for the better.

The (in)visibility of happiness

In 2013, the Cheltenham Literature Festival in Britain introduced an innovative form of evaluation
in an effort to capture the value that it delivered to its attendees. Using a technology developed by
the company Qualia, it set up cameras all around the site to track the smiles on the faces of visitors
as they wandered around. Computers were taught to interpret these smiles and to convert them into a
form of value. This was a more high-tech version of an experiment undertaken in the town of Port
Phillip, Australia, which carried out an experiment in happiness measurement by stationing
researchers around the streets who sought to record how much smiling they witnessed on the faces
of those around them. A ‘smiles per hour’ value was produced from one day to the next.

Qualia’s technology is still clumsy; a computer’s ability to tell an ‘authentic’ smile from an
‘inauthentic’ one is not nearly as good as a human’s. However the science of smiling is advancing
rapidly in various directions, both psychological and physiological. The physical practice of
smiling has been shown to accelerate recovery from illness.23 The experience of seeing smiling
faces has been shown to lower aggression.24 Experiments show that ‘real’ smiles achieve different
emotional and behavioural responses from ‘social’ smiles.25

A smile is another potential indicator of (and influence on) what is going on under the surface,
along with pulse rate, use of money or a ‘just noticeable difference’ between two weights. To these,
a long list of recently developed measures could be added, from the ‘smart’ watches developed by
Apple and Google to monitor stress, to psychometric affect questionnaires used to assess
depression. These are all means of rendering subjective experience tangible and visible, and
therefore comparable. Like the sonar technologies which are used to map the ocean floor from sea
level, these tools aim to mine the depths of our feelings and bring them out into the daylight for all to
see.

Yet there is a perpetual uneasiness about this project. With something as important as happiness,
no measure ever seems quite adequate to the philosophical importance of the matter. We are
generally content to accept that the map of the ocean floor is not the same as the ocean floor itself,
but merely a representation with various advantages and disadvantages. But with happiness, there
always remains a frustration. The sense that quantified smiles, heart rate, money and ‘just noticeable
differences’ miss something crucial about the nature of emotional experience is overwhelming. A
smile may indeed reveal something of the person – but surely not as a scientific representation.

Let’s consider again the foundation of Bentham’s political science. ‘Nature has placed mankind
under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure’. By making this claim, Bentham
hoped to strip out abstract, unscientific bases for political programmes. But in what sense is his
claim about ‘nature’ really any less metaphysical? Since when did nature involve erecting
‘sovereign masters’ over certain species? That sounds suspiciously like metaphysics after all. No
matter how scientific his portrait of motivation may claim to be, in its epic generality it is guilty of
the same abstraction that Bentham deplored in philosophy. And if it weren’t, then the notion of
happiness as the ultimate purpose of government would not be able to hold.

Here’s the paradox. If happiness is granted its grand, philosophical and moral status as a
‘sovereign master’, we might agree that this is ultimately what life is all about. But then how could

21



such an entity ever be measured scientifically? Whereas if happiness is anchored firmly in the
physical, sensory experience of pleasure and pain, who is to say that such a mundane matter carries
any fundamental or political importance? It becomes just a grey mushy process inside our brains.
Too often, the utilitarian route out of this dilemma is simply to duck it altogether. As the influential
British economist and positive psychology advocate Lord Richard Layard writes, ‘If we are asked
why happiness matters we can give no further external reason. It just obviously does matter.’26 Is
happiness measurement really a way of resolving moral and philosophical debate? Or is it actually
a way of silencing it? Once the technocrats are in charge, it is too late to raise any questions of
intrinsic meaning or collective purpose.

Happiness science is a science like no other, because it is always reaching beyond a mere
object. What it grasps for is something meaningful, but it grasps for it via tools and measures that
are too cold to adequately capture that meaning. Fechner’s bizarre efforts to access transcendent
truths via weight-lifting have become an exemplar of how psychological management works today.
Neurological, physiological and behavioural monitoring devices are clamped together with
meditation practices and pop existentialism. The philosophical deficit in the science of happiness is
dealt with by importing ideas from Buddhism and new age religions. Somewhere in between the
quantitative science and the spiritualism sits happiness.

The cultural effect of this is that certain indicators and measures of happiness take on a moral
luminosity of their own. While happiness itself may remain invisible, a smile or a diagnosis of
positive health acquires a sort of iconic value. The material symptom or indicator becomes a
doorway into some inner being, granting it a magical quality. When Bentham idly wondered whether
pulse rate or money might be the best measure of utility, he could scarcely have imagined the
industries that would develop dedicated to asserting and reinforcing the authority of particular
indicators to represent our inner feelings. Among these, no indicator has acquired a greater authority
than money, an object that straddles the abstract and the material like no other.

22



2

The Price of Pleasure

The accident and emergency unit of the Royal London Hospital in East London is never the most
salubrious of environments. But on a Saturday night, it turns into a cross between a warzone and a
Hammer horror movie. Drunk people stumble around, bruised and beaten from bar brawls.
Ambulance staff and police officers compete for access to suspected drink-drivers. The fear or
grief on the faces of visiting family members is the most disturbing sight of all.

It was into such a scene that my wife and I arrived with our screaming daughter when she was
less than a year old. We actually had no idea if there was anything wrong with her or not. That’s the
problem with babies: they won’t tell you. The question perennially asked by doctors of parents with
babies – ‘But does she seem OK in herself?’ – is another way of saying, ‘Trust your instinct.’ On
this occasion, she’d woken up at an unusual time and was screaming in a way we’d never heard
before, coupled with a rash and a temperature. She really didn’t seem ‘OK in herself’.

Amid the predictable chaos of the waiting area at 2 a.m., I noticed three young men who
appeared to be plotting something with urgency. They were clustered around a form, onto which one
of them was writing details in consultation with the other two. They pointed at parts of it, advising
him on what to write, checking with each other for agreement before encouraging him further. He
scribbled away while his two friends appeared to debate what he should do next, occasionally
looking up to check if they were being watched. There was a great deal of nodding and pointing, as
if some plan were being hatched. This went on for about twenty minutes or so, while our by now
infuriatingly cheerful daughter was enjoying playing with some NHS leaflets.

After a while, a nurse came out and called the name of the young man who was filling in the
form. The effect this had on him surprised me. His shoulders drooped, his face went into a grimace
and he very, very slowly got to his feet, while his two friends suddenly became a picture of concern
and pity. As he inched towards the nurse clutching his form, he held his head angled sharply down
to one side and supported his neck, to suggest that he was now suffering a great deal. He walked
slowly and – apparently – painfully towards the nurse, who led him off to a treatment area. After
he’d gone, his two friends cheered right up and returned to their furtive discussions.

The young man had clearly suffered a neck injury. Or at least, he had clearly experienced some
mishap that could have caused a neck injury. Whatever had happened, it had resulted in slightly
more enthusiasm among the three young men than one would normally associate with accidents or
emergencies. From where I was sitting, this was an obvious case of an insurance scam being
plotted. I immediately felt angry that these time-wasters were holding us up, quite apart from the
apparent fraud going on. No doubt a car accident had occurred, and one of them had then
immediately recognized an opportunity to make some money. The only question was whether the
‘injured’ party could get through the necessary medical examination without fluffing his lines.

Maybe my reaction was grossly unfair. Maybe it wasn’t. As with babies, so for whiplash: there
is no possible way of knowing. Whiplash is a curious type of medical phenomenon for a couple of
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reasons. Firstly, the term itself technically refers to an event that has befallen the sufferer, and not to
a medical condition as such. Thus, if someone has experienced sudden straining of the neck
muscles, as often occurs with rear-end car collisions, it makes sense to say that she has ‘suffered
whiplash’. Secondly, to the extent that whiplash has any symptoms, they are only detectable to the
sufferer. Evidence that ‘whiplash’ has occurred (other than a smashed car bumper) consists in the
fact that the victim experiences long-term pain in the neck and back. But as with some psychiatric
disorders, there is no identifiable disorder underlying this symptom.

Medical researchers have studied whiplash since the 1950s, in search of some physiological
explanation for it, but without luck.1 It first entered the Cumulated Index Medicus (the database of
American medical journals) in 1963, as experts struggled to come to terms with this mercurial
syndrome. During the 1960s, American scientists conducted a series of experiments on monkeys
which simulated extreme rear-end collisions, in the hope of then being able to discover the precise
way in which these accidents damaged neck tissue. Too many of these caused paralysis or brain
damage to the monkeys, without doing much to unravel the mystery of whiplash in humans.

One thing which is well known about whiplash, however, is that it is very unevenly distributed
internationally. Rates of whiplash diagnosis are far higher in the English-speaking world than in
most other nations, and have been growing sharply since the 1970s. Given that whiplash is chiefly
associated with car accidents, and that cars have been getting progressively safer over this period,
this increase is clearly associated with other factors to do with insurance claims. In Britain, for
example, whiplash is responsible for a 60 per cent rise in personal injury claims related to car
accidents between 2006–13, to the point where whiplash payouts are now equivalent to 20 per cent
of the cost of every car insurance premium.

In other countries, the syndrome is far less well known, and extracts far less money from the
insurance industry as a result. While whiplash featured in 78 per cent of all personal injury claims
made in Britain in 2012, across the channel in France the figure was only 30 per cent.2 In the early
2000s, Norwegian neurologist Harald Schrader noticed that the incidence of long-term neck pain
resulting from car accidents in Lithuania was zero. After studying this phenomenon and publishing
his findings, he was met with fury from the Norwegian whiplash disability patient group (which
boasted 70,000 members in a nation of 4.2 million people), who took umbrage with what they
assumed he was implying.

The bizarre philosophical status of whiplash as a form of entirely invisible pain makes it
unusually amenable to fraudulent insurance claims. Intuitively, this explains how rates of whiplash
diagnosis vary so sharply from one country to the next: in countries such as Britain and the United
States, where it is a well-known phenomenon, drivers who have suffered a rear-end collision will
be that much more likely to spot the opportunity for some monetary reward. The three young men in
the Royal London accident and emergency unit were a case in point. They obviously realized that
they had to work out their version of events straight away and then get the victim to report the right
sort of pain, even though a ‘whiplash’ diagnosis would require the pain to persist for some time.
The number of lawyers specializing in representing such claims has grown dramatically since the
1970s. In the United States, lawyers can even attend specialist training seminars, organized by fee-
hungry doctors, on how to construct a viable medical case.

Yet for the same reason that this syndrome is attractive to the fraudster, it is impossible to ever
know how much fraud is really going on. Expert estimations of the rate of fraud vary wildly,
between 0.1 per cent and 60 per cent, indicating the depth of the fog obscuring this issue.3 Insurance

24



companies are struggling to know how to cope. Some have introduced somewhat mediaeval-
sounding ‘Truth Statements’, which accident victims and their lawyers are required to sign, to
confirm the discomfort that they claim to be suffering.

Adding to the confusion is a further philosophical and cultural riddle. As even some critics of
the whiplash industry will admit, it is perfectly possible that drivers in Britain or America will, on
average, genuinely suffer greater long-term neck pain following a rear-end collision than those in
continental Europe. An accident victim who is aware of whiplash, and its possible monetary value,
will consult a doctor, wear a neck brace, take rest, recuperation and time off work, and generally
act like a victim. The psychosomatic aspects of back and neck pain mean that this person may
indeed find herself with long-term problems. Meanwhile, the accident victim who dusts herself off,
swaps numbers with the other driver, and sets about getting her car repaired, is likely to feel far
less discomfort over the long term. Observable behaviour and subjective sensation eventually bleed
into each other.

The medical or neurological response to this sort of problem, encouraged by the insurance
industry, is to carry on looking even harder for the physical reality of neck pain. Fraud will be
eliminated once the truth of pain has been uncovered. Until that point, truth statements and the like
will have to do. This assumes, as per Bentham’s gambit, that accident victims experience a certain
quantity of pain that could in principle be scientifically known to an observer, if only an appropriate
method could be found. Such a method would likely have to focus on the body in some way.
Bentham’s preferred route for measuring utility – using money as a proxy for it – is ruled out on this
occasion, seeing as it is precisely the pursuit of money that appears to be generating the problem in
the first place.

But what if whiplash is necessarily entangled with the pursuit of monetary compensation? And
what if fraud of this sort is not some unfortunate, exceptional and eradicable element of our
compensation culture, but an entirely inevitable feature of how our sense of justice and injustice has
been colonized by monetary calculation? Deep within the whiplash syndrome, there is the idea of
equivalence between the sensations produced via the nervous system, and money. The principle
states that a certain quantity of subjective feeling can be counterbalanced by an appropriate quantity
of money. Admittedly, this principle may be widely abused, in some societies far more than others.
But the very fact that it is impossible to know whether it is being abused, or by how much, tells us
something about the absurdity of this presupposition. Maybe, instead of searching harder for the
‘truth’ of physical pain, we should explore if money could ever serve as some neutral, honest and
mathematical representation of our feelings.

The authority of mathematics

Joseph Priestley, the man whose work had led Bentham to shout ‘Eureka!’ in Harper’s coffee shop
that day in 1766, was a strong influence over the emerging middle class of industrial England. In
1774, he helped to establish the first Unitarian church in the country, which was still an illegal
religious movement at the time. Unitarians rejected the orthodox Christian belief in the Trinity of
Father, Son and Holy Ghost, arguing instead for a single God. Varieties of Unitarianism had been in
existence across Europe since the sixteenth century, though never politically accepted. The English
practitioners had been an underground movement until Priestley formally established his church.
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Understandably, given the suppression they had experienced, they were avid Enlightenment
optimists and campaigners who argued for freedoms of speech and religious association.

They were also scientific optimists who placed great faith in the power of mechanics and
engineering to advance the progress of humanity. Popular among industrialists, this coincidence of
faith with machinery was convenient. A number of Mechanics’ Institutes were founded by
Unitarians in the early nineteenth century, in an effort to connect engineering progress to the public
good. Mathematics was viewed as especially valuable, where it helped to construct useful
machinery and transform the physical world for the benefit of mankind. But it needed pushing
beyond the study of the natural world or engineering and into social and political realms. It is
scarcely surprising that they immediately viewed Bentham as a kindred spirit.

William Stanley Jevons was born into a Unitarian family in the outskirts of Liverpool in 1835.
His father was a successful iron merchant, and the family was comfortably off. Unitarian principles
dominated the family and dictated the young Jevons’s education, within which mechanical devices
and geometric reasoning were constantly recurring features. As a child, he played with a balancing
device as a toy, and such instruments would retain a fascination for him throughout his later career.4

He received his first introduction to economics as a nine-year-old, through the children’s textbook
Easy Lessons on Money Matters, authored by the Archbishop Richard Whateley, which was read to
him by his mother.5 Aged eleven, he attended the Liverpool Mechanics’ Institution. Throughout this,
he was taught to view mathematics as the mark of ‘true’ science, no matter what the object might be.

In the early 1850s, Jevons enrolled to study chemistry at Bentham’s alma mater, University
College London (UCL). This also gave him the chance to attend the lectures of another famous
Unitarian, James Martineau, a Benthamite who taught a course on ‘mental philosophy’. It was during
the 1850s that a distinctive tradition of English psychology was emerging that had parallels with
what Fechner was doing in Leipzig at the same time. The use of introspection, to study the inner life
of the mind, gained respectability through the mid nineteenth century, especially following
Alexander Bain’s 1855 work, The Senses and the Intellect. Bentham’s influence was important to
this tradition too, but it was more the speculative, philosophical Bentham, who created theories of
pleasure, rather than the technocratic Bentham, who wanted to actually ground politics in physical
equipment. With his Unitarian and industrial background, Jevons was more naturally inclined to
hard, geometric mechanics. Psychology was all very well, unless it could not be rendered
mathematical.

Jevons would have remained at UCL for longer, but in 1853, with his family suffering financial
difficulties, his father obliged him to accept a job in Sydney, Australia, as a gold assayer. This
required the use of very finely tuned instruments and scales to test the quality and weight of gold, a
practice that appealed to Jevons’s mechanical sensibility. Here was a practical challenge, which
involved the application of mathematics to the physical world and saw Jevons returning to his
childhood hobby of using balancing devices. Not only that, but the object in question would prove
to be the critical one in shaping Jevons’s later intellectual career: money. It is interesting to
consider that at precisely the same time as Fechner had begun his weight-lifting experiments to look
at the mathematical relationship between physical objects and psychic feeling, 10,000 miles away
Jevons was working with another form of weight-lifting instrument to test the monetary value of a
precious metal. If the three different entities of mind, matter and money could be fixed in some
mathematical relation to each other, the implications for the understanding of the market economy
would be profound.
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While in Australia, Jevons continued to read widely in psychology, exploring Bentham’s work
and discovering the writings of another English psychologist, Richard Jennings. He showed
comparatively little interest in economics, which was at the time dominated by the figure of John
Stuart Mill, and remained within the tradition of ‘classical political economy’ that had been
initiated by Adam Smith in the 1770s. Classical political economists concerned themselves with
weighty, material and political issues of how to increase the productive capacity of nations through
free trade, division of labour, agricultural policy and population growth. They argued in favour of
free markets, but principally because this was viewed as a way of increasing production. If wealth
was the goal, they reasoned, then the resources that needed studying were physical ones: labour
power, food, fixed capital, land. The classical economists had no discernible concern with
psychological questions of feelings or happiness. As far as they were concerned, the problems of
economics were ultimately those of how best to harness nature.

But while Jevons was in Australia, there were signs that the core assumptions of political
economy were about to change. Jennings was a psychologist, but his 1855 work Natural Elements
of Political Economy suggested that economists could not ignore psychology any longer. Given that
labour was central to the classical economic view of capitalism, it must surely be relevant that
workers suffer different levels of pain as they go through their day, which then influences how much
they are able to produce.

It is often said in circumstances of boring or monotonous work that ‘the last hour drags the
longest’. Jennings made a similar observation, but specifically in relation to physical exertion: the
longer one spends labouring on a task, the harder it gets. Fechner’s observation, that weights feel
heavier the longer they are held, picked up on the identical issue. Such insights spoke to an
emerging concern among industrialists at the time, that workers were suffering from fatigue, and that
the bourgeoisie’s principal source of wealth, namely labor, was gradually becoming depleted. As
the nineteenth century wore on, this worry led to an explosion of strange experiments on fatigue and
possible ergonomic solutions.6 And so it was via the subjective experience of work, as an exercise
that gradually increases in painfulness, that capitalists became interested in how we think and feel
for the very first time.

Jevons was drawn into reading economics, thanks to Jennings’s pioneering work. In 1856 he
was also drawn into a dispute over the funding of a railway in New South Wales, and his interest in
economic theory was piqued further.7 From Jevons’s Unitarian perspective, economics, as passed
down by Adam Smith, was not strictly speaking a science: it lacked the mechanical and
mathematical rigor. But by starting from a different premise, much as Jennings had already
suggested, perhaps this was a domain that was amenable to truly scientific reasoning after all. If the
economy could be understood as a mathematical problem, to be solved through the attainment of
quasi-mechanical balance, then economics would be placed on genuinely scientific foundations. He
wrote to his sister in 1858 letting her know that he was now determined to focus on extending
mathematics to the study of society. In 1859, he returned to Britain and re-joined UCL to study
economics.

Markets as balancing devices

Money is an extraordinary thing which can cause psychological havoc. In some psychosomatic
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situations such as whiplash, it may even cause physiological havoc. The central fact about money is
that it must perform two contradictory functions at once: to serve as a store of value and as a
medium of exchange. When acting as a store of value, it becomes something we cherish and want to
hang onto, often by placing it in a bank account. When acting as a medium of exchange, it is
something that opens up infinite possibilities to attain other, much more useful and desirable things.
This contradiction is manifest in the physical design of money itself, which has to combine a high
level of symbolic appeal (in its insignia and shininess) and minimal level of actual physical
usefulness.

Interest rates are the main way in which capitalist societies strive to balance these two functions
of money. When interest rates go up, our desire to hang onto money increases accordingly; when
they go down, our desire to spend it increases instead. Sometimes, we flip between viewing money
as everything, and viewing it as nothing. The psychoanalyst Darian Leader has noted how money
often plays a central role in the behaviour of bipolar disorder sufferers.8 When they are manically
happy, they view money in purely liquid terms, of infinite possibility, with no intrinsic worth of its
own. They give it away, spend rashly, revel in the freedom it grants. When they are later depressed,
they become weighed down by money’s ubiquitous importance once more, only more so due to the
debts and costs they ran up during their mania.

Thus one way of understanding the history of liberal economics, from Smith onwards, is as an
ongoing attempt to deal with the bipolar character of money. As we all instinctively recognize,
markets are places where goods or services are exchanged for money of some sort. But what we
tend to overlook is how odd such an exchange actually is.

How is that a £10 note can be deemed equivalent to, say, a pizza? In order for this exchange to
take place, money’s dual roles as both medium of exchange (I am willing to get rid of it) and as
store of value (the pizza seller is willing to accept it) have to function simultaneously. How can a
piece of pure, numerical symbolism serve as equivalent to a doughy, cheesy meal, without either
side feeling hard done by? For if it can’t, then the market system itself becomes completely
impossible, and we would end up each having to produce our own food, clothes and shelter. The
constant risk is that people either value money too highly (cue hoarding and price deflation) or not
highly enough (cue barter and hyper-inflation). The solution offered by economists is to invent a
mysterious entity that lurks magically inside the pizza, which they term ‘value’.

Often, we use the word ‘value’ to mean ‘price’, as when someone says, ‘This painting is valued
at £1,000’. But it’s quite clear from other uses of the term ‘value’ that it doesn’t mean price at all. If
I describe the pizza as ‘bad value for money’, that suggests it really shouldn’t have been exchanged
for as much as £10. The value and price of the pizza were not, in fact, equivalent to each other, and
the customer was being ripped off. The idea of value allows us to view markets as balancing
devices, whose outcome should in principle be fair. By suggesting that value is a quantity like
money, economists are able to show how both sides of an exchange are, ultimately, equivalent.
When the market for pizzas is working correctly, they argue, ten of these pounds will buy you an
equivalent quantity of value. Rather than exchange a quantity (money) for a quality (pizza), both
sides of the equation can be represented in numerical terms. The market becomes imagined as a set
of scales, which weigh money and value against each other, until the two are in perfect balance.
What the idea of value really says is this: money itself is not the most important thing in life, but it is
the perfect measure for anything that we do consider important.

So what is value? How is this ubiquitous quantity to be conceived? The classical political
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economists argued that the value of a good or service derives from the amount of time that has gone
into making it. In this case, the pizza’s real worth resides in the amount of time spent producing its
various ingredients and cooking it. In principle, if markets are working fairly, the price of the pizza
should be equivalent to this quantity of labour time in some way. This ‘labour theory of value’
dominated economics for nearly a century. By 1848, John Stuart Mill was confident enough to write
that ‘happily there is nothing in the laws of value which remains for the present or any future writer
to clear up; the theory of the subject is complete’.9 But that particular version of the theory never
interested Jevons.

On 19 February 1860, Jevons wrote the following entry in his diary:

At home all day and working chiefly at Economy, arriving as I suppose at a true
comprehension of Value regarding which I have lately very much blundered.10

The book in which this ‘true comprehension of Value’ would be articulated, The Theory of
Political Economy, would not appear for another decade. By then, two continental economists,
Léon Walras in France and Carl Menger in Austria, had ‘blundered’ towards a similar discovery. In
combination, these three economists unleashed a revolution within economics, eventually producing
the narrower, more mathematical discipline that we recognize as economics today.

Shopping for pleasures

A number of English theorists, including Bentham, had wondered whether the mentality of
consumers might actually be the decisive factor in determining the price of things. This idea even
cropped up in Archbishop Whateley’s children’s book of economics that was read to Jevons as a
child. But it took Jevons, Walras and Menger to establish this notion as the new foundation for
economics. The question of value remained crucial, for how else could the market be represented as
a place of fair exchange? Their novelty was to conceive of value from the perspective of the person
spending the money, rather than the person producing the goods. Value would become a matter of
subjective perspective.

What marks out Jevons was his determination to build such a theory directly upon the
psychology of pleasure and pain. He described his project in sharply Benthamite language:

To satisfy our wants to the utmost with the least effort – to procure the greatest amount of
what is desirable at the expense of the least that is undesirable – in other words, to
maximize pleasure, is the problem of economics.11

The centrifugal point of capitalism was being shifted. From Adam Smith through to Karl Marx,
the factory and labourer were deemed to dictate the price things were sold for in the market. From
1870 onwards, all of this changed. Now it would be the inner ‘wants’ of the consumer where the
all-important question of value would be established. From this perspective, work is simply a form
of ‘negative utility’, the opposite of happiness, which is only endured so as to gain more money to
spend on pleasurable experiences.12 Subjective sensation, and its interaction with markets, was
elevated to a central question of economics.
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In keeping with his Unitarian roots, Jevons was only prepared to engage in economics if he
could find a way of doing so mathematically. ‘It is clear that economics, if it is to be a science at
all, must be a mathematical science’, he argued; ‘our science must be mathematical, simply because
it deals with quantities’. It’s not clear that Jevons was ever particularly good at maths himself, but
his prejudice in favour of such an analysis held nevertheless. Economics could be founded on a
science of pleasure and pain, but only on the basis that these psychic entities also obeyed certain
mathematical laws. For such a vision of economics to succeed, the mind itself would have to be
treated like a calculator.

In the preface to the second edition of The Theory of Political Economy, Jevons expressed his
regret that he had retained the term ‘political economy’ in the book’s title and not used ‘economics’
in its place. The distinction is a significant one. He clearly saw his work as a new start for a more
rigorous discipline than the political economists had been able to achieve. Once the correct
mathematical foundations had been established, the study of the economy would be placed on new
and objective foundations.

For Jevons, everything was a question of balance, gauged in terms of quantity. His fascination
with the machine-like qualities of the mind made him a pioneer of the sort of cybernetic thinking that
would later produce computer science. He even commissioned a Salford clockmaker to build him a
primitive calculator out of wood, or what he termed his Logical Abacus, as a mechanical model for
rational thought.13 The mind resembled the toy balance he’d played with as a child, or the gold-
assaying device he’d used in Sydney.

When deciding whether or not to eat a pizza, I am performing a balancing act, with the pleasures
on one side and the pains on the other. How much pleasure will it give me, versus how much pain?
Whichever quantity is greatest will dictate what I decide to do. As Bentham had proposed, our
minds work like mathematical calculators, constantly trading off the pros against the cons.14

Jevons’s landmark contribution was to plant this vision of a calculating hedonist firmly in the
marketplace. Bentham was seeking mainly to reform government policy and punitive institutions,
which acted on the public in general. But Jevons converted utilitarianism into a theory of rational
consumer choice. The mechanics of the mind, where value resided, and the mechanics of the market,
which generated prices, could be perfectly attuned to each other. As he suggested:

Just as we measure gravity by its effect in the motion of a pendulum, so we may estimate the
equality or inequality of feelings by the decisions of the human mind. The will is our
pendulum, and its oscillations are minutely registered in the price lists of the markets.15

The market was a vast psychological audit, discovering and representing the desires of society.
This granted money an exceptional psychological status, as it allowed others to peer into

people’s private desires. Bentham had idly wondered if money might serve as a proxy through
which to measure pleasure, but never quite extrapolated this into a theory of economics. Jevons was
effectively turning the market into one vast mind-reading device, with prices – that is, money – as
the instrument that made this possible. This being the case, money was no ordinary instrument, and
economics was no ordinary science. The ideal of bringing the invisible realm of emotions and
desires into the open was now bound up with the ideal of the free market.

The classical economists had studied capitalism in terms of toil, sweat and the physical produce
that resulted. Jevons represented it merely as the play of fantasies and fears, rendered mathematical.
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This was partly an effect of historical context. Between his childhood in industrial Liverpool and
his middle age spent living a comfortable scholarly existence in Hampstead, north London,
industrial economies were exhibiting some profound changes, especially manifest in cities.

The world’s first department store opened in Paris in 1852, introducing the experience that we
now recognize as ‘shopping’. Never before had products simply appeared on display, magically
separated from their producer, with nothing but a price tag to represent the pain of acquiring them.16

Nationwide rail networks meant that goods were now moving around further and faster than most
people. Official bank notes or fixed prices would have been relatively uncommon in the 1830s,
with many shops still maintaining their own ledgers of who owed what to whom, and at what agreed
price. By the 1880s, retail culture, based upon widespread circulation of paper money and even
some recognizable brands, was established. In the absence of such a culture, an economic theory
founded on the premise of individual pleasure-seeking would have looked like crazed utopianism.

In short, capitalism could now be viewed as an arena of psychological experiences, in which
physical things were merely props for the production of sensations, to be acquired through cash. A
commodity, for Jevons, was simply anything that can ‘afford pleasure, or ward off pain’.17 Alfred
Marshall, one of the giants of English economics who followed directly after Jevons, expressed this
acutely:

Man cannot create material things. In the mental and moral world indeed he may produce
new ideas; but when he is said to produce material things, he really only produces utilities;
or in other words, his efforts and sacrifices result in changing the form or arrangement of
matter to adapt it better for the satisfaction of wants.18

During the 1980s, it became fashionable to declare that capitalism had suddenly become based
upon ‘knowledge’, ‘intangible assets’ and ‘intellectual capital’, following the demise of many
heavy industries in the West. In truth, the economy was reconceived as a phenomenon of the mind a
whole century earlier. Capitalism became oriented around consumer desire, directed by that most
alluring spokesman for our silent inner feelings, money.

Measurement revisited

‘I hesitate to say that men will ever have the means of measuring directly the feelings of the human
heart’, wrote Jevons in The Theory of Political Economy.19 This must have been a difficult thing
for him to admit. After all, he had made some strong claims about precisely how human beings take
decisions. Like Bentham, he looked to the natural sciences in the hope that they might one day
provide the empirical basis for his theory of individual choice. ‘The time may come,’ he suggested,
‘when the tender mechanism of the brain will be traced out, and every thought reduced to the
expenditure of a determinate weight of nitrogen and phosphorous.’20 He even conducted some
experiments of his own, very similar to Fechner’s, in which he lifted weights to study the impact of
objects on his own sensations.

For a cluster of British scholars, working between 1850–90, the challenge of psychic
measurement would not be given up without a struggle. They drew on Bentham and Darwin in
search of a theory of human behaviour that might confirm their largely aristocratic political
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prejudices, which often translated into a belief in eugenics. One of them, James Sully, had studied
with the great German physicist Hermann von Helmholtz in Berlin and returned to England with the
new psychophysical methods pioneered by Fechner. Another, Francis Edgeworth, became a
neighbour and close friend of Jevons, through whom he was introduced to economics.21

Building on Jevons’s example, Edgeworth pushed the case for psychic measurement even
further.22 He had high hopes for the science of feelings. We need ‘to imagine an ideally perfect
instrument, a psychophysical machine, continually registering the height of pleasure experienced by
an individual’. Such a machine would be called a ‘hedonimeter’. ‘From moment to moment the
hedonimeter varies,’ he went on, ‘the delicate index now flickering with the flutter of the passions,
now steadied by intellectual activity, low sunk whole hours in the neighbourhood of zero, or
momentarily springing up towards infinity’. Of course, in 1881, this was mere science fiction. Some
would claim that in the twenty-first century, it is no longer so, that we are approaching the point
when the inner feelings of consumers (for example, whiplash claimants) can be scientifically
discerned. The more interesting question is why such a scientific fantasy has long exerted such a
hold over our economic imaginations at all.

The question that Jevons was not able to answer was why, if markets are working effectively,
such a science of pleasure and pain is necessary. If we can simply assume that individuals are
broadly pursuing their own interests, and that they know how to do this, why not just let the market
sort it out? Why would we also worry about how much ‘nitrogen and phosphorous’ is churning
through their brains, or build ‘hedonimeters’ to represent their pleasures? For Bentham, as a public
policy thinker, it was quite clear why such instruments were needed. Governments needed a science
which informed them of what was the best use of their power and money. But wasn’t the great
advantage of the market price system that it would perform such a science of its own accord? Surely
money was the measure of value, not psychology. Did economists really need to know what was
going on inside people’s heads?

For the economists who came immediately after Jevons, the answer was a firm ‘no’. Following
Jevons’s death in 1888, economists began to distance themselves from his psychological theories or
methods.23 In place of Jevons’s theory stating that each pleasure and pain has its own discernible
quantity, a theory of preferences was introduced in its place. As economists such as Marshall and
Vilfredo Pareto saw it, economists have no need to know how much pleasure a pizza gives me, but
only whether I would prefer to have a pizza or a salad. The way I spend my money is determined by
my preferences, and not by my actual subjective sensations.

Gradually economists discovered that they could say less and less about what goes on in the
minds of consumers, to the point where it’s enough to simply observe their use of money and assume
the rest. By the 1930s, the divorce of economics from psychology was complete. Jevons would
have been delighted to see how mathematical the science was becoming. But he may have been
somewhat disappointed to discover that the basis for such science owed nothing to his theories of
happiness. In which case, why, today, is happiness everywhere once more?

Economic imperialism

Jevons is one of the architects of what is often referred to as homo economicus, a somewhat
miserable vision of a human being who is constantly calculating, putting prices on things,
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neurotically pursuing his own personal interests at every turn. Homo economicus doesn’t have
friends and doesn’t relax. He is too busy looking out for number one. If he ever really existed, he
would be deemed a psychopath. But of course that is partly the point – this theoretical construct
doesn’t actually exist. Jevons imagined the mind through metaphors of geometry and mechanics; he
never went quite as far as suggesting that the brain is actually a physical balancing instrument.

At the end of the nineteenth century, homo economicus made sense as a scientific theory to help
understand markets. There was never any sense that it should be applied outside of the monetary
arena. The theory of utility maximization, as it was developed by Jevons et al. in the 1870s, was
useful to the extent that it explained why people buy and sell things. That was all. But over the
second half of the twentieth century this economic theory became increasingly expanded, until it
came to serve the same broader public function that Bentham’s original utilitarianism sought to
achieve. What began as a theory of market exchange was gradually inflated until it became a theory
of justice.

Consider the following example. On 24 March 1989, the Exxon Valdez oil tanker ran aground
off the coast of Alaska, while carrying 55 million gallons of oil, resulting in what was then the
largest oil spill in US history. Over one hundred thousand sea-birds were killed, and the
populations of various fish, sea otters and other wildlife were still below their previous level over
twenty years later. Various reports emerged regarding the negligence of those on board, inadequate
staffing, and poor equipment that might otherwise have prevented the disaster. The legal
consequences of this took several years to be worked out. But beyond Exxon’s liability for the cost
of the clean-up, there was a broader moral question: how to punish the company for the damage they
had done to a thousand miles of beautiful coastline? How to counterbalance what they’d done?

One of the answers to this question was produced by the state of Alaska. Using a technique
known as a ‘willingness to pay survey’, a representative sample of citizens in all of the other forty-
nine US states were interviewed on how much they would be ‘willing to pay’ for the Exxon Valdez
disaster not to have taken place.24 They were each provided with information about the extent and
impact of the disaster to inform this mental calculation. The answer, so it turned out, was an average
of $31 per household. Multiplied by 91 million households, this produced the calculation that Exxon
owed the American public $2.8 billion. This figure was used to help calculate the final legal
settlement of what Exxon had to pay as a fine.

What we witness in this sort of example is economics becoming used as a basis for broad
public agreement, well beyond the limits of the marketplace. Techniques invented for the study of
equilibrium in small private market exchanges are extended to deliver judgements over major
public moral controversies. And think what a strange activity is at work at the heart of this: citizens
scattered across America were required to close their eyes and imagine what they personally would
pay in order for some distant event not to have happened. They must reach down inside themselves,
in search of some number which they believe to be equivalent to the ‘value’ of a clean coastline.
How odd it is that a technique based on wild introspection, whose veracity is entirely impossible to
prove one way or the other, should attain higher authority than, say, the testimony of judges or
elected officials or wildlife experts.

And yet the political authority of such techniques is growing all the time. Wherever the capacity
to reach publicly acceptable agreements recedes, so the recourse to economics to settle disputes has
increased. To find out whether it is worth spending money to protect beautiful landmarks, making
cultural resources freely available to the public or increasing transport safety, policymakers
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increasingly use techniques such as ‘willingness to pay surveys’ to work out what the hypothetical
price of those goods might be.25 Other techniques include studying the effect of a beautiful park on
local house prices, to understand the park’s value in money terms. In health care, where limited
resources must be spent in the best way possible, the question of ‘value for money’ is a constant
problem. Once again, psychological introspection plays a role, with the public being surveyed to
discover their numerical evaluation of cancer or blindness, despite typically having no experience
of these hypothetical syndromes.

These techniques represent a fudge between a democratic worldview, which demands that the
voice of the public be heard, and a Benthamite science, which states that only numbers can be
trusted. The unwieldy outcome is that the public may speak, but on the condition that they adopt
metrics and prices as their language. In order to have their say, they must mimic a calculator.

In the early 1990s, economics and psychology experienced something of a reunion. Data on
‘well-being’, drawn from surveys, began to be used by economists. New techniques for measuring
‘experienced’ utility (as opposed to ‘reported’ or ‘anticipated’ utility) were introduced, such as the
‘day reconstruction method’, in which participants try and record how they actually felt at various
times during the day, or smartphone apps which prompt the user for an update on their current
feelings throughout the day. Appropriately enough, one of these apps, developed at the London
School of Economics, is referred to as a ‘hedonimeter’.

If economists can establish precisely the link between psychological pleasure and money
(through comparing the well-being of people with different incomes), and they can then study the
relationship between well-being and various non-market goods (such as safety, clean air, health and
so on), a series of correlations can be traced in order that a price can then be put on anything. The
British government has used just such a technique to establish the monetary ‘value’ of art galleries
and libraries: find out how much happiness these places create, and then find out how much income
would be required to produce the equivalent amount of psychological benefit.26 This enables
decision-makers to put a price on public culture. The same technique has been suggested as a basis
on which to calculate damages payments to those who have been victims of some intangible or
emotional harm, such as the loss of a child.27

None of this is to say that such techniques are not useful. Spending on health care, for example,
requires some basis on which to navigate dilemmas. Money has become the moral lingua franca
through which this is now done: different health outcomes are given different monetary values by
specialist health economists. But as economics is drawn into more and more public issues and
moral disputes, so the psychological question of valuation becomes more problematic. In order that
money and economics can stand up as viable means of dealing with public controversies, Jevons’s
question of how we experience pleasures and pains becomes harder to ignore.

So long as economists were only dealing with market exchanges, they were able to operate
without any concern for what we felt inside. Jevons’s dabblings in utilitarian psychology were not
really necessary for what he was trying to achieve. It is only when economists start to spread their
calculative tentacles further into public life, into the settling of moral and legal disputes, that they
start to wonder what we’re feeling. Outside of the market, the question returns: what is this quantity
of money equivalent to? How much well-being is it actually delivering? Money tries to stand on its
own as the measure of everything, but ultimately, given its bipolar character, always fails. And it’s
only for this reason – the perilous vacuity of cash – that happiness has returned as a preoccupation
for economists once more.
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Back to Jevons?

Jevons wondered if the ‘tender mechanism of the brain’ would eventually be brought to light,
resolving the truth of our pleasure-seeking once and for all. Just over a century after his death, some
believed that this breakthrough had arrived. Nitrogen and phosphorous were not quite as central as
Jevons had guessed. Instead, the economic mechanics of the mind appeared to come down to a
single brain chemical: dopamine.

The notion of a neurological ‘reward system’ first appeared in the 1950s, as scientists began to
probe the brains of rats to see how they altered their behaviour in pursuit of pleasure.28 The very
idea of such a system has clear echoes of the psychological theories as proffered by Bentham and
Jevons. It implies that animals are governed by pleasures and pains, repeating the actions which
reward them, and avoiding those which punish them. Only now, there is no longer any need for
metaphors of balancing devices, along the lines entertained by Jevons – the real biological substrate
of our calculated hedonism is allegedly being revealed.

In the early 1980s, it was discovered that dopamine is released in our brains as the ‘reward’ for
a good decision. To economists, this posed an enticing question: could value in fact be a real,
chemical substance, varying in quantity, inside our brains?29 When I decide to spend £10 on a pizza,
might this actually be because I will receive an exactly equivalent quantity of dopamine, by way of
reward? Some perfect balance is imagined, with cash on one side of the scales, and a commensurate
dose of neurochemical on the other. Perhaps it might be possible to identify the exchange rate
through which these dollars-for-dopamine trades are undertaken.

Elsewhere, neuroscientists believe they have identified the precise region of the brain, the
nucleus accumbens, which triggers decisions to buy a product. Confirming the theory of psychology
as a balancing act, one paper claims to have located the specific neural circuits which deal with
pleasure and price respectively, the scales, as it were, on which every consumer decision
depends.30 For the more optimistic disciples of Jevons, this is the brave new world that is dawning
today.

Common sense suggests that these are absurd propositions. The sheer unlikeliness that the brain
would ‘naturally’ operate according to principles first developed by economists in the 1860s seems
overwhelming. Why would anyone believe that, in our fundamental biological nature, we operate
like accounting machines? The answer to that question is simple: to rescue the discipline of
economics and, with it, the moral authority of money.

After 2008, which witnessed the largest financial crisis since 1929 leading to the longest
recession since the 1880s, this was the terrain in which a large number of apparently intelligent
people believed political economy should be debated. Peering inside the brain would reveal what
exactly had gone wrong. Thus it was not the strategic lobbying of banks against financial regulation
from the 1980s onwards that was to blame. Nor was it the revolving door between the White House
and Goldman Sachs. Neither was it the fact that investment banks were able to bribe credit-rating
agencies into praising financial products that were full of junk. No. The problem that had struck the
financial world was one of the wrong kinds of neurochemicals.

Explanations were legion. There were too many men in Wall Street, driven by too much
testosterone!31 Too many of the bankers were high on cocaine, which led to dopamine being
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released when it shouldn’t have been!32 Bankers had simply forgotten about the biological flaws in
their brains, which led them to be overconfident at the wrong moment (blame cavemen for not
having evolved out of that one). They were victims of evolutionary malfunctions.33 In response,
traders have discovered meditation practices as ways of trying to calm themselves to a state of
better-calculated risk-taking. A medicine is offered by the company truBrain, a neurosupplement
developed on the basis of EEG brain scans run on traders while trading, which promises better
decision-making in the market. Some are simply fortunate to be endowed with brains that ‘tip them
off’ when a financial bubble is about to burst.34

The neuroeconomic prejudice is that the mechanical, mathematical view of the mind ought
ultimately to be correct. Of course there are anomalies, when neurochemicals are produced in the
wrong quantity, or at the wrong time. But by tracing when these occur and building them into our
calculations, the mind can be relied upon to perform its balancing act once more. The truth is that
whenever policy-makers, economists or business leaders start to dabble in the neuropsychology of
reward or incentives or dopamine, their agenda is really a different one altogether: to ensure that
money retains its privileged position as the measure of all value.

A financial crisis represents an acute threat to the public status of money, raising the urgency of
placing ‘value’ on firm foundations. The brain is simply the latest locus for these foundations, in a
history that snakes back to the 1860s. Much of our interest in pleasure and happiness today derives
from a tradition of economics that only requires sufficient theory of the mind, as is required by a
free market economy. To suggest that such theories can be divorced from that political and cultural
context is like trying to understand a set of kitchen scales without any understanding of what cooking
involves. When the three young men in the Royal London Hospital recognized that neck pain equals
compensation payout, they were simply exploiting an idea that is integral to our contemporary trust
in markets. Unless the idea of fairness can be disentangled from the notion of ‘value for money’,
with all of the psychological questions that the notion poses, philosophical quandaries such as
whiplash will proliferate.

Markets are one context in which such ideas have been developed in the broader service of
capitalism. But they are far from being the only one. Other economic and political institutions
require quite different ways of imagining and measuring our pleasures and well-being. After
economists shut the door on psychology during the 1890s, psychologists were free to engage in
economic activity on their own terms, with their own paymasters. Different metaphors and
assumptions about our minds came into play, with their own implications for how capitalism would
develop. Our current preoccupation with quantities of inner happiness is as much a legacy of these,
as it is of Jevons and those who followed him.
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In the Mood to Buy

A sheet of metal with two square holes cut into it lies on a table-top, with a piece of rope attached
to it. At the end of the rope, dangling from the table, there is an iron weight. At a given moment, a
lever will be pulled, releasing the sheet of metal, which is then pulled violently across the tabletop
by the weight. As it moves, the square holes quickly pass over an image drawn on the tabletop
below, revealing it to an observer for a split second, and then concealing it again. The observer
calculates precisely how long the image was revealed and makes a record of what impression, if
any, it made on the eye.

This is how ‘tachistoscopes’ worked in Germany in the 1850s.1 At the time, they were used by
physiologists researching human vision. Optical research examined various aspects of seeing,
including light, depth perception, afterimages and how a pair of eyes constructed the image in three
dimensions. The eye was to be probed and tested in search of different responses.

Today’s equivalent of a tachistoscope can operate, relatively cheaply, via an ordinary computer
webcam. The movement of the eye can be tracked, as can the dilation of the pupil. The length of
time that the eye settles on a particular image, or part of an image, can be timed to the nearest
millisecond. Private companies, with names like Affectiva and Realeyes, deliver commercial
services to clients wanting to know how to win and keep the attention of their audiences. These
techniques often operate within more extensive face-scanning programmes, which promise to unlock
the secrets of our emotional states. Face-scanning technology is spreading into everyday situations,
such as supermarkets and bus stops, to help tailor messages appropriately for individuals. Of
course, these twenty-first-century tachistoscopes are not being employed for purely scientific
purposes. More often than not, eye tracking of this sort is done in the service of market research and
targeted advertising.

Since the late 1990s, market researchers have become increasingly fixated upon our eyes and
faces for tell-tale signs of what we might buy. Underlying this has been a growing belief that
consumption is driven primarily by emotions. A 1994 book by the Portuguese American
neuroscientist Antonio Damasio, entitled Descartes’ Error, exerted a profound influence across the
advertising and market research industries. On the basis of brain scans, Damasio argued that
rationality and emotion are not alternative or opposing functions of the brain, but on the contrary,
that emotions are a condition of behaving in a rational way. For example, individuals who’d
suffered brain damage hampering their emotional capacities were also discovered to be incapable
of taking more calculated, rational decisions.

Damasio is now spoken of in hushed tones as the forefather of a mini-enlightenment in marketing
theory and science. Gradually at first, but gaining momentum with the arrival of Malcolm
Gladwell’s 2005 book Blink, every leading advertising and market research guru has come to view
the emotional aspects of the mind and brain as the target for their ad campaigns and research. This
has yielded such dubious legacies as neuromarketing and scent logos. Psychologists such as
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Jonathan Haidt push this further, to analyse the emotional underpinnings of moral and political
choices.2

In a way, this sounds a little surprising. We have long known that advertisers target our
unconscious desires and insecurities in their efforts to get us to buy their products. It was in 1957
that The Hidden Persuaders first claimed to pull back the curtain and reveal the manipulations and
tricks that the ad-men were practicing on us. Perhaps it’s just that advertising theory is unusually
fad-based, and emotions are back ‘in’ again right now but will soon be usurped by another concept.
There is also the fact that advertisers have long resisted the portrayal of them as ‘hidden
persuaders’, insisting that it is impossible to get someone to buy something he doesn’t ‘really’ want.
What’s new?

To many market researchers, the dawn of neuroscience has fundamentally changed things.
According to the more optimistic among them, scientists are close to discovering the brain’s ‘buy
button’, that specific area of mushy grey matter that triggers us to put an item in our shopping
basket.3 The neuroscience of emotions potentially means that advertisers are no longer faced with a
choice between thinking creatively and thinking scientifically: they can identify what forms of
image, sound and smell produce emotional attachments to specific brands. Add to this advances in
the computerized coding of eye movement and facial muscles, and you have the apparatus to really
know what people are feeling. Some are using hormonal testing, to add to the mix.

So much technological progress has led to a surge of scientific exuberance in the market
research community. Discovering whether or not an advertisement actually works in targeting a
specific emotion and, with it, the propensity to buy something, is now a real possibility. An
objective, quantitative science of desire seems feasible.

Various new findings are emerging as a result. The South African advertising guru Erik du
Plessis has convinced many businesses – most crucially, Facebook – that whether or not we ‘like’
something exerts the greatest emotional influence over what we will then do.4 Another study has
shown that fear is what drives people to buy products from big-name brands.5 Brian Knutson, a
Stanford neuroscientist, has discovered that most of the pleasure associated with buying something
occurs during the anticipation of receiving it, and has advised companies to structure their sales
practices accordingly.6 Ways of reducing the ‘pain’ of the price tag – such as minimizing the number
of syllables in the price when spoken – are also explored.7 The psychological pain of spending
money is reduced when the customer uses a credit card than when they pay with cash.8

Positive psychologists and happiness economists make a great play of the fact that money and
material possessions don’t lead to an increase in our mental well-being. But these experts are in a
minority, compared to the vast assemblage of consumer psychologists, consumer neuroscientists and
market researchers all dedicated to ensuring that we do achieve some degree of emotional
satisfaction by spending money.

Less and less about our shopping habits is being left to chance. Advertisers will still swear that
the ‘hidden persuaders’ image of them is inaccurate and unfair. After all, the emotions being
targeted, generated and researched are not ‘fake’ in any way. This is not about lying to people. On
the contrary, emotion has become the market research industry’s preferred version of happiness or
pleasure, as they existed for Bentham and his followers. It is the solid neural, chemical or
psychological reality which underpins everything else that we experience or think is going on. Most
importantly, it is what leads us to get our credit cards out of our pockets. But in a way that Jevons
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might have respected, we don’t do so under the influence of lies or advertising ideology, but
because we really will receive a quantity of positive feelings as a result. That, at least, is the claim.

As market research becomes increasingly swept up in this scientific exuberance, a number of
questions are going unanswered. What precisely is an emotion anyway? It is all very well saying
that it is a visible occurrence in the brain, but that doesn’t help us understand what we mean by the
term, or by specific words such as ‘anxiety’, ‘joy’, ‘fear’, ‘happiness’, ‘hate’, ‘like’ and so on. It is
difficult to imagine how one would explain or describe these occurrences to someone who had
never experienced them, no matter how good one’s instruments of detection were.

Furthermore, it is deeply unclear within this new neuroindustrial complex where precisely
agency lies. Are consumers considered to be sovereign, autonomous beings, whose emotions are
constitutive of their free will and personality? Or are they passive vessels, who get emotionally
buffeted by the images, sounds and smells that come before them? Marketers would hesitate to
declare the latter, and yet their methods are scarcely compatible with the former view either. Maybe
they don’t really know. Accrediting decision-making to the brain is the preferred way of ducking
this philosophical dilemma.

While the scanning technology that promises to unlock the secrets of our feelings is dazzlingly
new, the philosophical and ethical questions that result from it are quite old. This points us to a
recurring pattern within psychological research that dates back to those first optical tachistoscopes
of the 1850s, and it concerns the mesmerizing lure of mind-reading technologies. With every wave
of new methods and instruments for scanning the thought processes or sensations of others, so there
occurs a resultant belief that hard science has ousted philosophy and ethics once and for all. At the
same time, there is always the hope that it is possible to understand another human being without
talking to them.

But on each occasion, there is still some residual vision of what freedom and consciousness
really mean that escapes scientific validation. When psychologists, neuroscientists or market
researchers claim to have liberated their discipline from moral or philosophical considerations
once and for all, the question has to be posed – so where do you get your understanding of humanity
from, including its various emotional states, drives and moods? From your own intuition? And what
feeds that?

In the years since those first tachistoscopes were introduced, the answer has become
increasingly plain. The residual notion of freedom that structures how this science progresses is the
freedom to shop. If that is the case then contemporary neuromarketing and facial coding might
rightly be accused of being a circular venture. What they discover in the synapses of our brains and
the flickering of our eyes is not raw data, to be injected afresh into advertising designs, but is
unavoidably interpreted through a consumerist philosophy.

Therefore we need to examine the history of psychology and the history of consumerism as
intertwined projects. Technology is absolutely integral to this entanglement. It is thanks to technical
methods and instruments, from the tachistoscope onwards, that psychology can claim to be its own
objective science in the first place. The seductive power of such instruments has allowed certain
individuals to declare that philosophy and ethics are no longer needed. It is here that much of the
Benthamite promise of a scientific politics has been channelled, a politics in which hard expertise
over the feelings of others replaces the messiness and ambiguity of dialogue. But behind this
version is not national government in pursuit of a public interest, rather a corporation in pursuit of a
private one.
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Between philosophy and the body

In 1879, a former physiologist and occasional philosopher named Wilhelm Wundt declared that a
certain part of his office at Leipzig University had become off limits. Henceforth, it would be used
for carrying out experiments, not unlike the ones he’d helped arrange when working as an assistant
to the great German physicist Hermann von Helmholtz in Heidelberg during the 1860s. He’d also
practised physiological experiments on human muscles while training to be a doctor. Wundt was
never short of self-confidence, and at one point promised to reveal the truth of muscular reflex once
and for all.

But Wundt also had philosophical ambitions, which he didn’t intend to relinquish entirely for
the sake of the natural sciences. He was convinced that, while mental processes could occur
spontaneously, they also occurred at a certain ‘speed’, which could in principle be measured. The
purpose of his new experimental space was to explore such philosophical questions, using
techniques and instruments that he’d picked up from the physical sciences. Human subjects would
be used, just as they had been when he was testing muscular responses.

That sealed-off area of Wundt’s office is now recognized as the world’s first-ever psychology
laboratory. The physical delineation of the laboratory was highly symbolic, resulting in a
disciplinary separation of psychology from the areas of theory and science on which it had
previously been dependent. Forms of psychological research had been conducted across Europe
since the early nineteenth century, often including elements of experimentation, as exemplified by
Fechner’s weight lifting. But these were conducted from within physiological and/or philosophical
traditions of enquiry, and were typically carried out by researchers upon themselves, meaning they
relied on introspection for their data. Wundt’s achievement was to distinguish psychology as a
discipline of its own, potentially separate from both physiology and philosophy.

In doing this, he made a statement with profound and far-reaching implications for how we
understand ourselves and others. What Wundt effectively implied was that the psyche hovers in its
own specific domain, between the realm of natural biology and that of philosophical ideas. Bentham
had established a sharp binary opposition between the matters of ‘reality’ (for which read natural
science) and those of nonsensical ‘fiction’ (for which read metaphysics). Wundt was adding a third
option: a form of reality which we can acquire knowledge of but isn’t reducible to the laws of
nature. This includes the various categories that we recognize as ‘psychological’ today: ‘mood’,
‘attitude’, ‘morale’, ‘personality’, ‘emotion’, ‘intelligence’ and so on.

How could these apparently intangible, conceptual entities become an object of scientific
investigation? Wundt was keen to avoid resorting to introspection of the sort that many English
psychologists had used during the 1850s and 1860s. The purpose of the laboratory was to study
mental processes in a more objective fashion than that. He and his assistants built various tools to
test the response of experimental subjects to different stimuli. They also borrowed various
instruments from physiology and physics labs to time neural reflexes. And they built their own
version of a tachistoscope, which was used to time how long it took to get a person’s attention. The
eyes were a crucial area of study for the pioneering psychologists, but not merely in a physiological
sense. Now they provided a glimpse of thinking itself.

Much of what went on in Wundt’s lab would have appeared very similar to what was going on
in physiological experiments on the body. Pulse rate and blood pressure were among the
measurable indicators of inner emotional states. One of the key differences – which also
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distinguishes this early psychological research from what would come later – was that the subjects
being experimented on were scholarly associates and students of Wundt. They were fully aware of
what the experiments were seeking to test and contributed their own subjective insights to the
findings.

The perspective of the experimental subject was important here, and there was no sense in
which they were being manipulated. Conscious thought processes needed to be respected in their
own right and not reduced to naturalistic questions of cause and effect. For instance, the speed of
conscious reaction (when the subject became aware of something) could be compared to the speed
of unconscious reaction (when the physical reflex occurred). Wundt’s challenge was to avoid
collapsing his research back into physiology, but also to avoid idle, untestable philosophical
speculation. In truth, he was combining an element of both in the hope of achieving more than the
sum of those two parts.

As the aesthetic theorist Jonathan Crary has argued, Wundt’s focus upon the eyes and attention
was indicative of a profound philosophical shift that was underway during the late nineteenth
century.9 The conditions of subjective experience, which had been matters of philosophical
speculation since the seventeenth century, were gradually being rendered bodily, and therefore
visible to the expert eye. Wundt did not dispense with the philosophical notion of ‘consciousness’,
but he was happy to elide it with that of ‘field of vision’. In doing so, the shift from a conceptual
language to a scientific one was accelerated. The capacity to experience the outside world was no
longer something God-given, lying invisibly within all human beings, but a function of the human
body. As such, it could be seen, tested, known and influenced.

Despite the symbolic separation of the psychology lab from his office, Wundt himself never
achieved an entirely clear delineation of psychological research. In Germany, psychology remained
closely associated with philosophy right up until the First World War. In the early twentieth century,
in the final years of his career, Wundt drifted back into philosophy, but also into the terrain of
sociology. Zigzagging his way between methods he’d picked up from physical research, and
metaphysical questions of consciousness, Wundt nevertheless produced some important
psychological theories.

He identified three different measurable ways in which the emotions can vary: pleasure–
displeasure, tension–composure, excitement–composure.10 This may sound crude, but already the
contrast between the mental insights of psychology and those of economics was becoming
pronounced. According to Wundt, our instinctive emotional responses to things are critical in
determining the choices we make. Human beings are far more complicated than mere calculators of
pleasure, and the dawn of psychological experimentation revealed how.

In extending experimental instruments beyond the study of the human body and into terrain
previously dominated by philosophers, Wundt’s place in history was guaranteed. Many
philosophers and economists merely fantasized about instruments capable of measuring thought, but
Wundt actually built and used them. The path he carved between physiology and philosophy was
only possible thanks to this new equipment and the authority he claimed for himself in applying it to
the study of other minds. Today, neuroscience might appear to be bringing the Wundt project to a
close: we no longer need to access the mind via the eyes or any other part of the body, but believe
we can go direct to the brain. The very idea of the mind, as a knowable yet immaterial entity, is, as
a result, in question.

Yet there is also an underlying intellectual honesty in Wundt’s approach. He never claimed to
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be escaping profound philosophical dilemmas; the mind was not reducible to the body, but nor was
it entirely separate from it either. Thinking and consciousness exert their own influence over how
we act and the symptoms our bodies display. Our free will is not an illusion. For this reason, Wundt
refused to purge psychology of philosophical language, much to the chagrin of one particular group
of his students.

Migrating methods

Wundt’s lab turned him into an academic celebrity. It made him an object of fascination for visitors
to Leipzig and an appealing patron for ambitious young scholars. Numerous graduate students
flocked to work with Wundt, and he oversaw the completion of an astonishing 187 doctoral
research projects over the course of his career. Over the 1880s and 1890s, Leipzig was the focal
point for anyone interested in the emerging discipline of experimental psychology.

These scientific developments in Germany coincided with the most transformative period in
American history. Between 1860 and 1890, the population of the United States trebled, due to an
influx of immigrants, largely into cities. The end of the Civil War saw a large population of African
Americans migrate from the former slave states to the rapidly industrializing cities of the North-east
and Midwest. Coinciding with this was an unprecedented wave of business mergers, leading to the
creation of what we now recognize as the modern corporation. This in turn required that a new
cadre of professional managers be produced to oversee these huge enterprises.

In a relatively short space of time, America went from being a largely agrarian economy of
Anglo-Saxon small landowners (still romanticized by many conservatives today), to being an urban,
industrial economy, driven by large, professionally managed businesses, which sucked in labour
from impoverished parts of Europe at great speed. The identity crisis this caused in a society that
had been founded on the basis of local, democratic participation among landowners and slave-
owners was profound.

A further development during this period was the foundation of a number of new American
universities, including Cornell, Chicago and Johns Hopkins. Right from the beginning, many of these
institutions had close relationships with the business world, which became closer still as the
century wore on, and the wealth and benefaction of corporations increased. To support the emerging
managerial class, the world’s first business school, Wharton Pennsylvania, was established in
1881. With the scale of domestic markets growing, thanks to the spread of railroads across the
United States, businesses were increasingly hungry for knowledge they could use, especially
regarding consumers.11 Some crude market research techniques were in existence by the 1860s,
including newspaper straw polls and primitive survey techniques, plus a few advertising agencies
had already been established. There were even some basic theories of consumer behaviour,
borrowed largely from economics. But this was all clumsy stuff.

Who would teach in all of these new universities? Where would they acquire their expertise?
German universities were also growing rapidly during this period and offered a crucial source of
scientific training for a new generation of American scholars. Between the middle of the nineteenth
century and the First World War, fifty thousand Americans travelled to Germany and Austria to
undertake university degrees and research training to bring back to the United States.12 This
represents one of the biggest exports of intellectual capital in history, especially in areas such as
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chemistry, physiology and the new field of psychology.
Among this number was a collection of relatively junior American psychologists, eager to

discover more about the celebrated goings-on in Wundt’s laboratory. They included William James,
the godfather of American psychology and brother of the novelist, Henry; Walter Dill Scott and
Harlow Gale, the first psychological theorists of advertising; James McKeen Cattell, who went on
to become an influential figure in New York’s Madison Avenue advertising industry; and G. Stanley
Hall, later founder of the American Journal of Psychology, who bequeathed us the term ‘morale’.

The period spent by these Americans in Germany was not an altogether happy one. William
James had initially struck up a long-distance relationship with Wundt, but on arrival in Leipzig
became increasingly contemptuous of Wundt’s continuing metaphysical language, which he deemed
unscientific and mystical. Hall was even more horrified by all of the philosophical jargon and soon
dropped out to return home. There is some indication that the low level animosity between the
visitors and their host was mutual. Wundt complained that the Americans were basically
economists, who assumed that human beings were slaves to external incentives, and not actually
possessing free will at all. He described McKeen Cattell as ‘typically American’, which was not
intended as a compliment.

What did impress James and his cohort, however, was the technology that Wundt had
assembled. They looked in awe at the finely tuned tachistoscopes and other timing devices which
Wundt put to work in his laboratory. They studied the physical layout of the lab itself and drew
careful diagrams of its arrangement. Much of the intellectual narrative accompanying these
instruments was left well alone, but the devices and space were an inspiration. Much of it was
copied directly once the American visitors returned home; indeed the first psychology labs at
Harvard, Cornell, Chicago, Clark, Berkeley and Stanford all clearly betrayed the influence of
Wundt.13 In addition to copying the floor plan and many of the instruments, they even tempted some
of Wundt’s students across the Atlantic: James persuaded Hugo Munsterberg to migrate to the
United States, where he established the first psychology lab at Harvard and went on to become a
prominent figure in the field of industrial psychology.

‘What do they want, these English psychologists?’ Friedrich Nietzsche had mused in his 1887
work, The Genealogy of Morals. The question was intended for the Benthamites and Darwinists of
his day, such as Sully, Jevons and Edgeworth. Why were they so obsessed with understanding
fluctuations in pleasure? If the same question had been put to their American contemporaries, as
they feverishly hunted down new methods and designs to bring back from Germany, the answer
would have been much easier to divine. Crudely put, they wanted to provide a set of tools for
managers.

American psychology had no philosophical heritage. It was born into a world of big business
and rapid social change, which risked spiralling out of control. If it couldn’t offer to alleviate the
problems that were afflicting American industry and society, then it had no reason to exist at all.
That, at any rate, was the view expressed by leaders of the new league of universities, who were
eager to please their corporate benefactors. In the early twentieth century, psychology made an
explicit pitch to act as the ‘master science’ through which the American dream might yet be
rescued.14 If individual decision-making itself could be reduced to a hard science, with quasi-
natural laws and statistics, then it might still be possible for a multinational, multi-ethnic, industrial,
mass society to function, while still upholding the core Enlightenment principle of liberty on which
the republic had been founded.
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The journey time between the founding of American psychology and its application to business
problems was extremely short. If we date modern psychology back to that moment in 1879, when
Wundt drew a symbolic line around his laboratory, it was only another twenty years before the field
of consumer psychology emerged. By 1900, James McKeen Cattell and Harlow Gale had returned
from Leipzig and were carrying out their own experiments with tachistoscopes, specifically to
understand how individuals responded to different advertisements. Using Wundt’s tools, they hoped
to understand not only consumer reactions to different advertisements, but also their emotions.
Publishing in 1903 and 1908 respectively, Walter Dill Scott produced the first two classic works of
advertising theory, The Theory of Advertising and The Psychology of Advertising. Cattell later
established The Psychological Corporation, a business consultancy tailoring academic research for
clients, after he was dismissed from Columbia University in 1917 due to his opposition to the draft.

None of this would have been possible without Wundt, but these former students were less than
loyal to his legacy. With the entry of America into the First World War, anti-German sentiment saw
many American psychologists attempt to scrub the Leipzig chapter from their history.15 They
believed that they had put Wundt and his metaphysics behind them, and the road ahead was purely
scientific. It was never a coincidence that this was precisely what American business wanted to
hear. Shortly before his death, William James expressed some regrets at quite how anti-
philosophical American psychology had become. He worried that the mysteries and spontaneity of
the mind risked being obscured by so much emphasis on observation and measurement, especially
where it was in the service of business. But, by that standard, things were about to get a whole lot
worse.

Is it possible to study and understand human beings, without allowing abstract concepts such as
‘the will’ or ‘experience’ to enter one’s assessment? Can they be understood, without letting them
speak for themselves? Clutching their various measurement devices and timing gauges, many of the
first generation of American psychologists may have hoped that the answer to these questions was
‘yes’. But some ambivalence remained. They may have moved well away from either philosophy or
introspection, but the objects of their study, such as attention and emotion, were still somewhat
abstract, and presumed something innately human. There was still a more radical option that they
hadn’t considered. What if psychologists were to try and forget that they were studying human
beings altogether?

The invention of human behaviour

In 1913, an animal psychologist named John B. Watson gave a lecture at Columbia University,
which would serve as a manifesto for one of the most influential scientific traditions of the twentieth
century: behaviourism. Watson was making a clear pitch for its and his supremacy, not only within
American psychology, but in the various areas of policy and management which it was seeking to
shape.16 ‘If psychology would follow the plan I suggest, the educator, the physician, the jurist and
the businessman could utilize our data in a practical way, as soon as we are able, experimentally, to
obtain them’. A more explicit offer of scholarly complicity with power is harder to imagine.

Within two years of the Columbia address, Watson had become president of the American
Psychological Association. The remarkable thing is that by this stage he had never even studied a
single human being. If the purpose of American psychology was to take Wundt’s methods and then
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get rid of all the metaphysical jargon, elevating a man whose only scientific experiments had been
on white rats to the most prestigious position in the discipline was a stroke of genius.

In the early twenty-first century, the term ‘behaviour’ is everywhere. ‘Behaviour change’
preoccupies policy-makers, in their efforts to combat obesity, environmental degradation and civic
disengagement. ‘Health behaviours’ regarding nutrition and exercise allegedly hold the key to
controlling spiralling healthcare budgets. ‘Behavioural economics’ and ‘behavioural finance’
indicate the ways in which people miscalculate the optimal use of their time and money, as
popularized in the best-selling Nudge, whose two authors advise presidents around the world. We
are encouraged to learn tricks to alter our own ‘behaviour’ (or ‘nudge ourselves’, as some experts
put it), to help us pursue more active, resilient lifestyles.17

In 2010, the British government opened a ‘Behavioural Insights Unit’ to bring such findings into
policy-making. This unit has been so successful that in 2013 it was part-privatized to enable it to
offer commercial consultancy to governments around the world. In 2014, a $17 million gift from the
Pershing Square family philanthropic trust led to the launch of the Harvard Foundations of Human
Behavior Initiative, aimed at pushing the science of behaviour to the next level. Brain sciences
occupy the current frontier for the investigation of what really leads us to behave as we do.

Contained within each of these policy projects is a single ideal: that individual activity might be
diverted towards goals selected by elite powers, but without either naked coercion or democratic
deliberation. Behaviourism stretches Bentham’s dream of a scientific politics to its limit, imagining
that beneath the illusion of individual freedom lie the cold mechanics of cause and effect,
observable only to the expert eye. When we put our faith in ‘behavioural’ solutions, we withdraw it
from democratic ones to an equal and opposite extent.

Until the 1920s, however, the term ‘behaviour’ would have been scarcely associated with
people at all. It would have made perfect sense to talk of the behaviour of a plant or an animal.
Doctors might have used the term to refer to the behaviour of a particular body part or organ.18 This
tells us something important about contemporary appeals to ‘behavioural science’. When this
category is being invoked, there is no specific recognition that the behaviour in question is
displayed by a person, as opposed to anything else that reacts to stimuli. The behaviourist believes
that observation can tell us everything we need to know, while interpretation or understanding of
actions or choices can be sidestepped altogether.

This was exactly why Watson believed the concept held such huge promise for psychology, if it
was serious about becoming a science. In 1917 (by which point he had finally made the switch to
the study of human subjects) he made his position brutally clear:

The reader will find no discussion of consciousness and no reference to such terms as
sensation, perception, attention, will, image and the like. These terms are in good repute, but
I have found that I can get along without them both in carrying out investigations and in
presenting psychology as a system to my students. I frankly do not know what they mean.19

This was not merely anti-philosophical. It was virtually anti-psychological, at least in the sense
that we typically understand psychology. His rubbishing of abstract mental concepts – ‘sensation,
perception …’ – has strong echoes of Bentham. But Bentham didn’t have a psychology lab and
couldn’t progress without a little speculation regarding the nature of human motives. Watson was
calling his colleagues’ bluff: if you really want to be a proper science, cleansed of metaphysics,
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then you have to give up everything that can’t be observed scientifically. The search for hard,
objective reality of the psyche would now be the exclusive preserve of specialists, with specialist
equipment.

Watson revelled in provocation. He declared that ‘thinking’ was no less observable an activity
than baseball, scoffing at the privilege that philosophers attached to subjective experience. He
famously proclaimed that, since there was no such thing as ‘personality’ or ‘innate’ ability, he could
take a child from any background and turn him into a successful businessman or sportsman, purely
through conditioning. Humans were like white rats, which responded to their environment and
whatever stimuli came their way. Our actions could not be scientifically attributed to us, as free-
thinking, autonomous persons; rather they could only be explained in terms of other aspects of our
environment or previous environmental factors that have trained us to behave that way.

There is something subtly seductive about this vision, which may account for its enduring
popularity in spite of its technocratic ideal. ‘Nudging’ has been criticized on grounds of
‘paternalism’, but of course paternalism can also be comforting. The sense that someone else is
taking the important decisions, that we have been relieved of full responsibility for our actions, can
come as a relief. To learn that I’m ‘hard-wired’ or conditioned to take certain decisions may
represent a welcome break from the constant modern demand to exercise free will. If our actions
are shaped by our environment, nature or upbringing, at least we’re part of some larger collective,
even if it is only visible to experts. The problem is that we often have little idea what those experts
want.

Watson’s appearance on the academic stage prefigured a bonfire of metaphysical language. The
science of behaviour would either dominate all rival areas of scholarly expertise (such as
sociology, management, public policy) or simply destroy them altogether (the fate intended for
philosophy). Was this really intellectual progress of any sort? Only if the natural sciences are
viewed as the sole model for sensible and honest debate. And implicit in Watson’s agenda was an
even greater reverence for the capabilities of technology than even his forbears had displayed,
following their return from Leipzig.

What he was effectively promising was this: using exceptional powers of experimentation, the
psychological observer will reveal everything that can be known about human beings, and all other
claims (such as those made by the person being studied) are entirely irrelevant. In that sense,
behaviourism was only possible if the practice of psychology was re-founded on a fundamental
power imbalance, between the status of the psychologist and that of the ordinary layperson.

In Watson’s hands, psychology would become a tool of expert manipulation. Wundt had
assumed that it was more revealing to experiment on subjects who understood what was being
tested. This was why he conducted experiments on his own students and associates: they could
contribute informed insights to the research. Watson assumed the opposite. To discover how the
human animal responded to different stimuli, and might be re-programmed to respond differently, it
was far more revealing to use subjects who were entirely ignorant of what was being tested and
how. This would also ensure that psychology could deliver on its promise of practical utility, in the
hands of marketers, policy-makers and managers. If psychology were to help keep the sprawling,
complex mass of American society under some sort of control, it was no use acquiring insights from
studies that were only valid in relation to the behaviour of other psychologists.

For these reasons, behaviourism runs inevitably into problems of research ethics. It is not just
that behavioural experiments seek to manipulate; they also work through a modicum of deception.
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Even where informed consent is used, the subjects must remain partly ignorant of exactly what is
being tested, or else there is the fear that they might adjust their behaviour accordingly. The goal is
to minimize conscious understanding of what is going on.

Nevertheless – if one can still be bothered to think this way – a familiar philosophical
contradiction arises once more. Is the autonomous, critical, conscious mind really eliminated from
this psychological science? Within the behaviourist worldview, the general public are not unlike
white rats, whose inner thought processes are effectively non-existent, until they become observable
in some way. But the thoughts of the psychologist are far from irrelevant and are communicated via
academic articles, lectures, books, policy reports and conversations. Behaviourism only succeeds
in eliminating all forms of ‘theory’ or interpretation, to the extent that it privileges the perspective
of one single scientific discipline and profession, and trashes all others. In that respect, the
eradication of metaphysics can only succeed as a tangible, political project, in which the vast
majority of people have no legitimate view (be it scientific or otherwise) to be taken into account.

The buying animal

Behaviourism was ready-made for clients in the government and private sector. It didn’t take much
to help it spread to Madison Avenue and beyond, although the journey was accelerated by an event
of professional disgrace. In the period after World War One, Watson was a highly celebrated
academic at Johns Hopkins University, winning large research grants and pay rises. But in 1920, it
emerged that he’d been having an affair with a young graduate student and assistant, Rosalie
Rayner.20 Unfortunately for him, the Rayners were a revered Maryland family, who had made
generous donations to Johns Hopkins. News of the affair spread fast, making national newspapers,
which even published a letter between Watson and Rayner.

Given the somewhat nihilistic view of human nature that underpinned Watson’s research
agenda, some observers could not help but make a connection. His colleague, Adolf Meyer, who
would later exert a powerful influence over the American psychiatric profession, was of this view:

I cannot help seeing in the whole matter a practical illustration of the lack of responsibility
to have a definite philosophy, the implications of not recognising meanings, the emphasis on
the emancipation of science from ethics.21

Watson, evidently, had failed to avoid ‘responding’ to the physical ‘stimulus’ represented by
Rosalie Rayner, but behaviourism did not cut it as a defence. Johns Hopkins forced him out, and he
left Baltimore for New York.

By 1920, the advertising industry was fully alert to the potential riches offered by psychology.
At the forefront of this movement was the Madison Avenue firm J. Walter Thompson (JWT), whose
president at the time, Stanley Resor, pledged to turn his business into a ‘university of advertising’.
‘Scientific advertising’ was all the rage. Resor was especially bullish about the emerging
possibilities. ‘Advertising’, he argued, ‘is educational work, mass education’. The great advertising
campaigns of the future would send messages directly to their passive recipients, who would
respond accordingly in their shopping habits. What this new ‘university’ needed were the scientists
to provide them with the data on how to do this.
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Resor was specifically seeking someone who could advise them on the psychology of ‘appeal’,
believing that successful ads triggered that particular emotional response. Perhaps recognizing that
he needed a scholar of flexible morals, he initially contacted another recently disgraced academic,
William I. Thomas, who had been kicked out of the University of Chicago sociology department for
his own extramarital affair. Thomas viewed Madison Avenue as too grubby a business, so he
passed them on to Watson, a personal friend of his. Resor had found his man.

That same year, Watson joined JWT as an account executive, on a salary four times what he was
earning at Johns Hopkins. As part of the new position, he had to undergo some training, including
travelling the backwaters of Tennessee, trying to sell coffee, and working several months behind the
counter at Macy’s in New York. With that out of the way, he was free to start applying his
behaviourist doctrines to the design of advertising campaigns, and advising his JWT colleagues on
how to trigger the right responses.

The most crucial thing for advertisers to remember, Watson implored his colleagues, was that
they are not selling a product at all, but seeking to produce a psychological response. The product is
simply a vehicle with which to do this, along with the advertising campaign. Consumers can be
conditioned to do anything if the environmental factors are designed in the right way. Don’t appeal
to the consumer’s existing emotions and desires, Watson urged, but trigger new ones. As part of a
contract with Johnson & Johnson, he explored ways of marketing washing powder in terms of the
emotions experienced by mothers, such as anxiety, fear and the desire for purity. He is also credited
with identifying celebrity endorsements as an effective route to achieving consumer attachments to
brands.

These were exactly the sort of messages and methods that Resor was hoping to receive. In 1924,
Watson was made a vice president of JWT. Looking down on Lexington Avenue, from his office
high up in JWT’s headquarters near Grand Central Station, he had far outstripped the fame and
fortune of any psychologist who had remained in the academy.

But Watson’s hubris was problematic. Business had bought into the notion that psychology
could reveal everything that managers needed to know in order to sell their products effectively.
Watson was content to stoke up this optimism further. ‘Love, fear, and rage are the same in Italy,
Abyssinia and Canada,’ he bragged. He was confident that he knew how to trigger any emotion in
any situation, purely through designing the ‘stimulus’ in the right way. From the perspective of the
advertiser and the marketer, this was a hugely seductive way of understanding their task. But it was
all one-way traffic: psychological stimuli would be chucked at the public, and they would respond
accordingly in the supermarket aisles. What if they didn’t? What if Watson’s own understanding of
‘love, fear and rage’ wasn’t the same as other people’s? How would businesses find out?

To complete the science of advertising, it was necessary that some form of feedback was also
built into the system that would bring information back to the marketer. This could also be
understood in behavioural terms, that is, whether a given ad directly prompted a certain response.
For instance, discount coupons could be included in newspaper advertisements, to be cut out and
used to purchase the product in question. This feedback mechanism would allow the marketer to
discover which ads stimulated the best response. Seventy years later, the rise of online advertising
and e-commerce would make such behavioural analysis of marketing effectiveness far more
widespread: the response of the person viewing an ad is that much easier to assess, in terms of
click-throughs and purchases.

In the 1920s, the risk of Resor and Watson’s scientific exuberance was that they overlooked

48



what members of the public actually thought and felt, so confident were they that they could dictate
emotional responses from scratch. Corporate America could not depend on this leap of faith alone.
Behaviourism’s radically scientific view of the mind suggested there was nothing to fear here.
There was nothing lurking, hidden, in the dark recesses of the mind that actually existed beyond
what could be observed by psychologists. In fact, the very idea of the ‘mind’ was just a
philosophical distraction.

The worry this generates is that a brand (or, for that matter, a politician or ideology or policy)
might have become unappealing in ways that are apparent to the public but not yet to scientists and
elites. The science of desire also required discovering what people wanted, finding out what they
hoped for, in addition to trying to shape it. Doing this required an unusual psychological technique
that Watson had hoped to abandon: speaking to people.

Glimpsing democracy

Watson could not help but notice that humans have a tendency to speak. He referred to this as
‘verbal behaviour’. He was even prepared to accept that it could play a role in psychological
research, though a deeply regrettable one. He ruefully reflected that:

We suffer in psychology today greatly because methods for observing what goes on in
another individual’s internal mechanisms in general are lacking. This is the reason we have
to depend in part at least upon his own report of what is taking place. We are gradually
breaking away from this inexact method; we shall break away very rapidly when the need is
more generally recognized.22

What Bentham called the ‘tyranny of sounds’ frustrates the behaviourist as much as the
utilitarian. Today, the facial-coders, neuromarketers and eye-trackers are living Watson’s dream of
‘breaking away’ from subjective reports of experience, and finding supposedly more objective
routes to our internal states.

Before behavioural psychology or market research achieved this ‘break-away’ feat, they found
themselves in some quite unusual alliances. In the process, business came to understand people not
only as passive recipients of corporate ‘education’ or ‘stimuli’, but as active, tentatively political
actors with judgements about the world around them. If the task was to find out what people felt,
wanted or thought, going out and asking them risked revealing some far more radical responses than
JWT or Watson would have been prepared to countenance. What if they were sick of mass-
produced goods? What if they didn’t want lots more advertising? What if, above all, they wanted a
say?

As the craze for psychological analysis swept American business over the course of the 1920s,
large foundations such as Rockefeller and Carnegie looked to fund cutting-edge forms of market
research. Statisticians had just invented randomized sampling methods, which greatly improved the
authority of surveys as representations of large populations.23 Before sampling methods became
available, surveys were very much skewed in terms of who happened to respond to them. They gave
a flavour of opinion, but this couldn’t claim to be typical. The foundations offered to fund
researchers who would put the new sampling techniques to work in the service of better market
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intelligence on the part of US corporations. But they were frustrated to discover that most of the
individuals or organizations capable of delivering this type of knowledge were political activists,
socialists and sociologists.24

Since social surveys had first been conducted in Europe in the 1880s, they had tended to be
carried out in pursuit of progressive political agendas. Charles Booth in East London, or W. E. B.
Du Bois in Philadelphia, set the stage for quantitative sociological research, which would go out
and find how ordinary people lived, by seeing them in their domestic environments and asking them
questions. The techniques for doing this work became increasingly professionalized with the
establishment of progressive institutions such as the London School of Economics and the
Brookings Institute in Washington, DC.

As the statistical techniques of social research developed, they became a matter of public
fascination in their own right. One of the studies funded by Rockefeller became a national
obsession, debated across the mainstream media. Conducted by a socialist husband and wife,
Robert and Helen Lynd, from 1924 onwards, the ‘Middletown Studies’ produced a series of best-
selling publications. The research purported to hold up a mirror to American society, revealing
banal yet fascinating details of the minutiae of how people went about their day-to-day lives. The
researchers were hopeful that people would read these studies and challenge the culture of
consumerism that was engulfing them.

The Rockefeller Foundation believed that they were helping to identify new ways of connecting
social values to corporate agendas. The Lynds believed they were helping to raise class-
consciousness. At the intersection of the market and democratic socialism, the new survey
techniques could serve either and both goals at the same time. Following a sequel 1937 study,
‘Middletown in Transition’, one sales journal announced that ‘the only two books that are
absolutely necessary for an advertising man are the Bible and Middletown!’25 A new form of
shared national self-consciousness had occurred, and its political implications were entirely open-
ended.

These sorts of unlikely ideological alliances became a feature of how psychological surveys
would advance over the course of the 1930s. The same techniques of enquiry moved seamlessly
among market research departments, sociology, socialist campaigns and the media. In one of the
more extreme ideological balancing acts, the émigré Frankfurt School Marxist Theodor Adorno was
hired to work on another Rockefeller-funded research project, to study CBS radio audiences, along
with the psychologists Hadley Cantril, Paul Lazarsfeld and a future president of CBS, Frank
Stanton. Adorno had no immediate objection to the use of survey methods, which he saw as
potentially emancipatory. He recognized that surveys had the capacity to challenge the dominance of
the market, as a form of collective expression. But he was quickly appalled by the more simplistic
aspect of the research, in which individuals were invited to push buttons marked ‘like’ and ‘dislike’
when played different types of music. He left the project, which was soon redesigned to serve the
needs of the CBS marketing department more closely.

In Britain, market research was pioneered by a number of left-wing intellectuals and
campaigners, including the philanthropist Joseph Rowntree and the Labour Party advisor Mark
Abrams.26 Like the Lynds, figures such as Abrams were openly critical of advertising and consumer
culture, yet never gave up on the idea that market research could be used in a more noble fashion.
With more objective knowledge of how people really lived, perhaps business might focus on
serving real desires and needs, and not manufacturing new ones. A British equivalent of the
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Middletown studies, The Mass Observation Project, was launched in 1937.
In defiance of the behaviourist prejudice that humans are automatons to be programmed, these

survey specialists had come to view individuals as the bearers of their own personal ‘attitudes’,
towards anything from Coca-Cola, to the Catholic Church, to the government. These attitudes were
psychological phenomena that were amenable to quantification. As someone with an ‘attitude’, I am
able to tell you how much I like a given product or institution on a scale of -5 to +5. But crucially,
in ways that defy the behaviourist prejudice, I alone am best placed to know what that attitude is,
and any scientist who wishes to know will have to ask me. Button-pressing machines for the
capturing of attitudes (like the ‘worm’ that reveals how the audience feels during a presidential
debate, or the Facebook ‘like’ button) cut out the use of speech from attitudinal research, but not the
judgement of the attitude-holder. This was the crypto-democratic underbelly of how market research
developed as the Great Depression took hold, and elites grew increasingly concerned as to what the
masses had in mind.

Understanding the attitudes of radio audiences, newspaper readers and the voting public became
big business over the course of the 1930s. It also became big politics. In 1929 and 1931, President
Herbert Hoover commissioned surveys on social trends and consumer habits, partly in the hope of
understanding what level of political unrest might be brewing. This variety of political knowledge
soon became commercially available, with the establishment of George Gallup’s opinion-polling
company in 1935. When Gallup predicted the outcome of the 1936 presidential election with
uncanny accuracy, the prestige of his techniques soared. President Franklin Roosevelt was a
compulsive commissioner of polls from then on, and hired Hadley Cantril (formerly of the CBS
radio research project) as his in-house pollster.

Anti-capitalism for sale

Once the judgement and voice of the ordinary person is admitted into market research, things can
start to shift in a democratic direction. This is an unpredictable and – from the perspective of a
corporation, government or advertising account executive – worrying situation. It contains the
possibility that drove the Lynds to conduct the Middletown studies, or Abrams’s market research
activities, namely that people may report a negative attitude towards consumerism, or even towards
capitalism itself.

On the other hand, it is precisely the capacity to detect such threats that made these techniques
indispensable for corporations and governments. Roosevelt may have conducted endless polls on
how the public perceived his policies, but he never once altered a policy in response. Cantril
revealed that every commission for a new attitudinal study also included the requirement for advice
on ‘how the attitude might be corrected’, for which read ‘propaganda’.27

Combine an effective survey technique with a ruthless behaviourist approach to advertising and
you have a complete information loop. Messages go out to the public, individuals respond via
behaviour and surveys, and information then returns to the message-sender. Each element of this has
changed dramatically since the 1930s. The emphasis on mass society and the attitude of the general
public came to appear dated in the post-war period, as smaller consumer niches started to appear
and multiply. In place of the mass survey, another crypto-democratic form of consultation came to
the fore, namely the ‘focus group’. The rise of digital ‘data analytics’ represents the latest phase in
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this evolution. Meanwhile, the current neuromarketing frontiers of behaviourism make John B.
Watson look positively innocent by comparison.

What has remained constant, however, is the interplay and tension between behaviourist
technique and quasi-democratic forms of consumer voice. The behaviourist does not want to hear
what people feel, want or demand; he wants to discover ways of producing feelings, wants or
demands, as objective entities which can be seen. This way, he believes he can eliminate the
subject from psychology altogether, producing an entirely scientific basis for business practices
such as advertising. The problem is that he ends up reliant on his own presupposition about what
these feelings mean, drawing on his own experiences and ideals about what rational behaviour
might look like. No amount of data can explain what ‘happiness’ or ‘fear’ means to someone who
has never experienced them himself. If the researcher happens to be located in an advertising
agency or a business school, terms like ‘choice’, ‘desire’, ‘emotion’ and ‘rationality’ take on an
unavoidably consumerist hue. Behaviourism and the advertising industry are necessarily parasitic
on pre-existing spaces and techniques of deliberation, or else they have no way of escaping their
own presuppositions or discovering what other people’s emotions and desires actually mean.

The advertiser who does listen, on the other hand, may be somewhat disturbed by what she
hears. She may discover that people want a form of ‘authenticity’ or ‘community’ or sheer ‘reality’
that no product or advert can deliver. The challenge then becomes one of how to package up
critical, political, democratic ideals in ways that can be safely delivered via products or public
policies, without disrupting the status quo. Elements of anti-capitalist politics, which promise an
uncommodified, more honest existence, have long been a fixture of advertising copy. As far back as
the 1930s, advertisements contained images of pre-industrial, communal and family life, which
seemed to be imperilled by the chaos of the industrial American city.28 By the 1960s, counter-
cultural imagery was featuring in commercials, even before the counter-culture had fully emerged.29

Under the influence of market research, political ideals are quietly converted into economic desire.
The cold mechanics of marketing and the critique of capitalism are locked into a constant feedback
loop, such that there is no remaining idea of what freedom might look like, beyond that of
consumption.

In utilitarian terms, the trick of marketing is to maintain a careful balance between happiness
and unhappiness, pleasure and pain. The market must be designed as a space in which desires can
be pursued but never fully satisfied, or else the hunger for consumption will dwindle. Marketers
speak of various emotions today, including ‘liking’ and ‘happiness’, but these positive ones can
never be the end of the matter. ‘Anxiety’ and ‘fear’ are also important parts of the mix, or else the
shopper may find a degree of peace and comfort which requires no further satisfaction.

In the twenty-first century, popular psychologists and neuroscientists are doing a roaring trade,
as consultants and authors, in promising to reveal the ‘truth’ of how we take decisions, how
influence works, and what will deliver the target emotions and moods. The need to ask people what
they want tends to diminish somewhat during these upturns in behaviourist excitement, as it did
during Watson’s day. The Benthamite distrust of language as an indicator of our feelings is manifest
in how the neuromarketers claim to bypass what we say we feel, directly to the feeling itself.

The plausibility of this project is built on various strategic acts of forgetting or not seeing, of
both history and political possibility. History falls by the wayside, or else somebody might notice
that the waves of scientific marketing exuberance tend to resemble each other, yet never quite
deliver on what they originally promised to. The dream of rendering people completely predictable
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and controllable is always dashed, and that rather low-tech alternative form of engagement –
dialogue – is reintroduced in some form or other. And politics disappears, to the extent that,
whenever dialogue does come back in, it does so within safely administered routines and spaces,
where political desire can appear but not translate into political transformation.

The power of human speech is, ultimately, necessary for consumer culture to be sustained. A
science built on the study of white rats, combined with clever tools for peering at our eyes and other
body parts, is not, in the final instance, adequate for selling products. Less still is it adequate for the
management of human beings in workplaces. For this latter purpose, yet another set of techniques,
instruments and measuring devices is required, of which ‘happiness’ evaluations are the latest
instalment.
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4

The Psychosomatic Worker

The end of capitalism has often been imagined as a crisis of epic proportions. Perhaps a financial
crisis will occur that is so vast not even government finances can rescue the system. Maybe the
rising anger of exploited individuals will gradually congeal into a political movement, leading to
revolution. Might some single ecological disaster bring the system to a halt? Most optimistically,
capitalism might be so innovative that it will eventually produce its own superior successor,
through technological invention.

But in the years that have followed the demise of state socialism in the early 1990s, a more
lacklustre possibility has arisen. What if the greatest threat to capitalism, at least in the liberal
West, is simply lack of enthusiasm and activity? What if, rather than inciting violence or explicit
refusal, contemporary capitalism is just met with a yawn? From a political point of view, this
would be somewhat disappointing. Yet it is no less of an obstacle for the longer-term viability of
capitalism. Without a certain level of commitment on the part of employees, businesses run into
some very tangible problems, which soon show up in their profits.

This fear has gripped the imaginations of managers and policymakers in recent years, and not
without reason. Various studies of ‘employee engagement’ have highlighted the economic costs of
allowing workers to become mentally withdrawn from their jobs. Gallup conducts frequent and
wide-ranging studies in this area and has found that only 13 per cent of the global workforce is
properly ‘engaged’, while around 20 per cent of employees in North America and Europe are
‘actively disengaged’.1 They estimate that active disengagement costs the US economy as much as
$550 billion a year.2 Disengagement is believed to manifest itself in absenteeism, sickness and –
sometimes more problematic – presenteeism, in which employees come into the office purely to be
physically present.3 A Canadian study suggests over a quarter of workplace absence is due to
general burn-out, rather than sickness.4

Few private sector managers are required to negotiate with unions any longer, but nearly all of
them confront a much trickier challenge, of dealing with employees who are regularly absent,
unmotivated or suffering from persistent, low-level mental health problems. Resistance to work no
longer manifests itself in organized voice or outright refusal, but in diffuse forms of apathy and
chronic health problems. The border separating general ennui from clinical mental health problems
is especially challenging to managers in twenty-first-century workplaces, seeing as it requires them
to ask personal questions on matters that they are largely unqualified to deal with.

Lack of engagement from the workforce also registers as a problem for governments, inasmuch
as it bites into economic output, and in doing so hits tax receipts. In societies with socialized health
insurance and unemployment insurance, the problem is far more serious. There is a growing
economic problem of individuals dropping out of work due to some often ill-defined personal and
intangible problem, then gradually sinking into a more generalized inactivity. These people may
show up at the doctor’s surgery on a regular basis, making complaints about undiagnosable pains
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and problems. This is often because they have nobody else to speak to and are lonely.
Unemployment undermines their sense of self-worth, and inactivity brings various other
psychosomatic problems with it. A general deflation of psychological and physical capacity is the
end result, which in many societies produces costs for the state to pick up.

Nor is the economic threat posed by declining mental health confined only to the periphery of
labour markets. The World Health Organization caused a stir in 2001 by predicting that mental
health disorders would have become the world’s largest cause of disability and death by 2020.
Already, some estimates suggest that over a third of European and American adults are suffering
from some form of mental health problem, even if many are going undiagnosed.5 The economic
costs this imposes are vast. Mental health disorders are estimated to cost 3–4 per cent of GDP in
Europe and North America. In Britain, the overall cost of this to the economy (including various
factors, such as workplace absence, reduced productivity, medical costs) is put at £110 billion per
year.6 This is already far more than the economic cost of crime, yet it is a figure that is expected to
double in real terms over the next twenty years, unless the current trend is diverted in some way.7

The causes of mental health problems are obviously complex and do not lie simply in the
economy any more than they do in brain chemistry. But it is the way in which these problems
manifest themselves in the workplace, threatening productivity as they do so, that has placed them
amongst the greatest problems confronting capitalism today. It is the principal reason that the World
Economic Forum is now so concerned about our health and happiness.8 The murky grey area
separating workplace disaffection from a clinical disorder has required managers, and the human
resources profession especially, to equip themselves with various new ways of intervening in the
minds, bodies and behaviours of their workforce. The term most commonly used to describe the
goal of these new interventions is ‘well-being’, which encompasses the happiness and health
experienced by employees.

There is a clear economic incentive for managers to consider the positive attitude of employees.
Endless studies have shown that workers are more productive when they feel happy, possibly by as
much as an additional 12 per cent of output.9 And in workplaces where they feel respected, listened
to, consulted and involved, they are more likely to work harder, and less likely to take sick leave.
Where employees have no say in how their work is organized, this is known to generate some of the
psychological problems that now concern businesses, up to and including mental health problems.10

By emphasizing well-being, managers hope to turn a vicious circle of disengagement and ill-health
into a virtuous one of active, fulfilling commitment.

It is tempting to be cynical about some of this: the manager is after all still attempting to extract
effort from the worker. But why not also recognize the opportunity contained in this current business
anxiety? If capitalism is being ground down by the chronic, unspecifiable alienation of those it
depends on, then surely solving that problem may also open up possibilities for political reform?
The hard economic costs that ennui now places upon employers and governments means that human
misery has shown up as a chronic problem that elites cannot simply shove aside. The question of
what type of work, and what type of workplace organization, might generate a real sense of
commitment and enthusiasm on the part of workers should not be abandoned altogether.

The difficulty is that the enthusiasm managers are seeking to promote is no less slippery than the
psychosomatic problems they are seeking to avoid. A report commissioned by the UK government
on the importance of employee engagement found it impossible to say exactly what this gaseous
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entity consists of. Expert insights that ‘you sort of smell it’ and ‘know it when you see it’ confirmed
a shortage of objectivity on this particular issue.11 Managers and policy-makers yearn for a hard
science of workplace happiness. But it is with that sort of hard science that many of our problems
begin.

Happiness boot camps

Confronted by other people’s problems which are both ambiguous and personal, senior decision-
makers have a tried and tested coping method: bring in the external contractors and consultants.
There is copious political and market demand for experts willing to pronounce and act upon the
well-being of others, on the basis of some presumed scientific authority. These sit on a spectrum
between qualified medical practitioner and ill-informed bully. When handling painful issues of
other people’s health and happiness, outsiders have the great advantage of being able to duck full
moral accountability and, if necessary, withdraw from the job altogether. Bentham’s vision of a
‘National Charity Company’, a corporation established by the state to put people to work,
foreshadowed today’s murky world of workfare that lies in the unaccountable gaps between market
and state.

In its bid to push people off reliance on the welfare state and into the labour market, the UK
government appointed the public service outsourcing company Atos to conduct individual ‘work
capability assessments’ of individuals. As this agenda was ramped up by the Conservative-led
government from 2010 onwards, it led to a number of tragedies and acts of cruelty. These included
the suicide of a 53-year-old blind and agoraphobic man, Tim Salter, only weeks after his benefits
were stopped in 2013, following an assessment by Atos that he was able to work.12 Atos also found
individuals suffering brain damage and terminal cancer to be ‘fit for work’. In 2011, Britain’s
General Medical Council investigated twelve doctors working for Atos as disability assessors, due
to allegations that they were not performing their duty of care towards patients.13 Between January
and November 2011, 10,600 sick and disabled people died within six weeks of their benefits being
stopped.14 In one darkly comic computer malfunction, Atos confirmed that a disability benefit
claimant was fit to work, even after they’d died of their illness.

When it comes to then motivating people to seek work, once again, the government also stands
back, letting its contractors perform the most controversial psychological interventions. Those being
forced to seek work are assessed, in terms of their attitude and optimism, and then have their
motivation reactivated. The companies who carry out this task in the British context are A4e and
Ingeus, who hold contracts with the government to get unemployed people into jobs. Around a third
of the people who come through their doors report some sort of mental health problem, although the
companies suspect that the rate is really twice that. Questionnaires are used to try and spot what the
behavioural and mental obstacles are towards working (lack of jobs not being viewed as an
adequate excuse).

In the eyes of these contractors, unemployment is really a ‘symptom’ of some broader personal
malaise, which manifests itself in inactivity. The solution consists of a range of coaching
programmes, combined with ‘behavioural activation’ courses, aimed at restoring the unemployed
individual’s self-belief and optimism with ruthless efficiency. As one participant in an A4e course
reported, they were shouted at by a self-help guru to ‘talk, breathe, eat, shit belief in yourself’ and
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that ‘you are the product – you either believe it or you don’t’.15

Wherever the economics of mental health become more explicit, the gap between care and
punishment tends to shrink. In 2007, the economist Richard Layard laid out the ‘business case’ for
cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT), demonstrating that it could save the UK government money,
given the treatment’s brevity and apparent success rate in keeping people in work.16 This was
instrumental in the creation of the Increasing Access to Psychological Therapies programme, which
involved a dramatic rise in the number of cognitive behavioural therapists trained and employed by
the National Health Service.

But with the dawning of austerity, this sympathy for talking cures started to look somewhat
different. In 2014, the government announced that disability benefit claimants could have their
payments stopped if they refused to attend sessions of CBT. People would effectively be forced to
receive a talking cure. Quite how therapy could be expected to ‘work’, when it was only being
undergone under the threat of losing £85 a week, was not explained.

To close down every route for the avoidance of work, doctors have had to be conscripted into
this policy agenda too. A UK government report published in 2008 complained that ‘the fallacy
persists that illness is incompatible with being at work’, which doctors were guilty of peddling.17 A
government campaign was launched to dissuade doctors of this, and their official ‘sick notes’
(which were once signed by doctors to declare that an individual shouldn’t work) were replaced
by ‘fit notes’, requiring doctors to describe the remaining ways in which an individual could still be
employed, despite any illnesses or disabilities. Doctors were encouraged to sign a draft statement
scripted by the state, agreeing that work is good for people.

At the opposite end of the labour market, things look a lot sunnier, but somehow no less brutal.
While Atos, A4e and Ingeus grapple with the apparent sluggishness and pessimism of the poor,
high-end wellness consultants make large sums of money by teaching corporate elites how to
maintain themselves in a state of optimal psychosomatic fitness. Classes such as Dr Jim Loehr’s
‘Corporate Athlete Course’ ($4,900 for two and a half days) introduce executives to elite ‘energy
investment’ strategies, which will enable them to achieve a high performance level of physical and
mental wellness. The American productivity guru Tim Ferriss sells advice on how senior managers
should best employ their own brains over the course of the working day, following an earlier career
selling dubious brain-enhancing nutritional supplements.

This consultancy circuit moves seamlessly among various apparently separate domains of
expertise. The psychology of motivation blends into the physiology of health, drawing occasionally
on insights from sports coaches and nutritionists, to which is added a cocktail of neuroscientific
rumours and Buddhist meditation practices. Various notions of ‘fitness’, ‘happiness’, ‘positivity’
and ‘success’ bleed into one another, with little explanation of how or why. The idea which
accompanies all of this is that there is one ideal form of human existence: hardworking, happy,
healthy and, above all, rich. A science of elite perfectibility is built on the back of this heroic
capitalist vision. The flip side of this, and the real driving force behind many executive wellness
programmes, is a set of well-researched risks run by highly competitive businessmen, colloquially
known as ‘burn-out’, which includes the higher chance of heart attacks, strokes and nervous
breakdowns.

Of course, the majority of adults living in capitalist societies lie somewhere between the
purview of Atos et al. and that of the executive wellness gurus. Is there no scope for a less
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individualized vision of well-being across the middle swathes of the labour market? Possibly there
is. But here too are some brutally competitive injunctions offered to those managers worrying about
worker disengagement and its impact upon productivity.

One of America’s leading workplace happiness gurus, entrepreneur Tony Hsieh, argues that the
most successful businesses are those which deliberately and strategically nurture happiness
throughout their organizations. Businesses should employ chief happiness officers to ensure that
nobody escapes workplace happiness. But if this sounds like the recipe for inclusive community, it
isn’t. Hsieh advises businesses to identify the 10 per cent of employees who are least enthusiastic
towards the happiness agenda, and then lay them off.18 Once this is done, the remaining 90 per cent
will apparently become ‘super-engaged’, a finding which is open to more than one psychological
interpretation.

As the science of happiness has moved closer to the front line of profit-maximizing business,
something curious has happened to it. For Bentham, happiness was something which resulted from
certain activities and choices. Neo-classical economists such as Jevons and behaviourist
psychologists such as Watson assumed something similar, implying that individuals could be lured
to make certain choices by dangling a pleasurable carrot in front of them. But in the context of
business consultancy and individual coaching, happiness looks altogether different. Suddenly, it is
represented as an input to certain strategies and projects, a resource to be drawn upon, which will
yield more money in return. Bentham and Jevons’s psychological premise, that money yields a
proportionate quantity of happiness, is spun on its head, suggesting instead that a quantity of
happiness will yield a certain amount of money.

One of a new generation of positive psychology management gurus, Shawn Achor, outlines a
range of data in his book, The Happiness Advantage, suggesting that happier people achieve more
in their careers.19 They get promoted more, sell more (if they work in marketing) and enjoy better
health. Happiness becomes a form of capital on which they can fall back amidst the turbulence of an
uncertain economy. It is, as the title of his book suggests, a source of advantage in the battle to
succeed. If this was the limit of his wisdom, Achor might sound like a fatalist: optimists are just
luckier in all regards than pessimists.

The crucial supplement to the data is that we are all, supposedly, capable of influencing our
own happiness levels. Happiness, Achor tells us, is a choice. We can either choose to be happy
(and consequently successful) or choose to be unhappy (and suffer the consequences).
Neuroscientist Paul Zak, another leading speaker and consultant on these issues, suggests that we
view our happiness like a ‘muscle’, which needs exercising regularly in order to keep it in full
working order, for when we need it. Lurking within this highly individualized agenda is the capacity
to blame people for their own misery and failure, both of which are matters that they have evidently
failed to act upon adequately.

What does ‘happiness’ even mean, once it is being conceived of in this way? It seems to imply a
source of energy and resilience, but always directed towards goals other than being happy, such as
status, power, employment and money. In the face of workplace ennui and psychological stagnation,
the motivational gurus simply demand more willpower. By this account, the activities that might
result in happiness, such as socializing or relaxing, are only valuable to the extent that they might
restore brain and body to a level of fitness, from which they can then be propelled forwards to the
next business challenge. This particular version of utilitarianism means expanding corporate
rationality further into everyday life, such that there is now even an ‘optimal’ way of taking a break
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from work, and simply going for a walk can be viewed as a calculated act of productivity
management.20 What is going on? The misery of working people is a serious political issue. How
did it become captured in this way?

The extraction of effort

The discovery of the ‘conservation of energy’ in the 1840s, which so excited physiologists and
philosophers such as Fechner, also unleashed a wave of enthusiasm among industrialists and
inventors. If quantities of energy remained the same, as they passed between man, matter, heat and
motion, then mathematical analysis could yield ever-more productive technologies. The search for
‘perpetual motion’ machines was a manifestation of this optimism.

However, this enthusiasm was soon tempered by a more troubling discovery made by the
physicist Rudolf Clausius in 1865. It transpired that energy did not remain a single quantity after all,
as it changed from one state to another. In fact it was gradually diminished. This was the law of
‘entropy’, and it catalysed an outbreak of anxiety and pessimism regarding the very future of
industrial capitalism. During the 1870s, as Jevons was converting economics into a form of
psychological mathematics, physiologists – and industrialists – were growing increasingly
concerned by the problem of physical human fatigue, especially in the factory. The Victorians had
tended to view inactivity and unemployment as moral failings, associated with drink and bad
‘character’. But by the 1880s, there was a creeping concern that industrial work was simply
grinding people down. Human beings were running out of steam.

A fin-de-siècle neurosis developed. As capitalism’s human resources were diminishing, the
vitality on which Western civilization depended was in terminal decline. The syndrome of
‘neurasthenia’, a form of nervous exhaustion supposedly brought on by the strains of modern urban
life, claimed thousands of victims among the European and American bourgeoisie. Progress just
seemed like too much effort.

The science of work at the end of the nineteenth century was not entirely dissimilar to how it
looks today. Fatigue was a preoccupation, just as general inactivity (for the poor) or burn-out (for
the rich) is today. This was viewed as a matter of national economic priority: variations in national
economic output were attributed to differences in the physiology and nutrition of rival national
workforces.21 As one study suggested, maybe Britain’s economic advantage over Germany was that
its workers ate more meat, whereas the latter’s ate more potatoes. The science of ergonomics
developed to study and photograph bodies in motion, in the attempt to spot precisely where energy
was being wasted. The muscles, and even the blood, were examined, to try and understand how
entropy afflicted the human body in the workplace.

This was the context into which the mechanical engineer Frederick Winslow Taylor launched
his career as the world’s first management consultant. Taylor was born into a prominent and
wealthy Philadelphia family, with roots stretching back to Edward Winslow, one of the passengers
on the Mayflower. This heritage was crucial. It was his eminent family name which granted him
privileged access to the industrial firms of the city, in ways that would be decisive for his career.
During the 1870s and 1880s, Taylor worked for a number of successful manufacturing and steel
plants in the area, achieving automatic promotions to managerial positions, on account of his family
connections.
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Taylor was never an industrialist as such – he’d originally hoped to become a lawyer. Like
every management consultant who would come after him, this put him in an ambivalent position,
both an insider and an outsider. This granted him an unusual view of the shop floor of manufacturing
plants, which he was able to look down on from a dispassionate white-collar position, with an air
of objectivity. He had power within a business, but he also had scientific detachment. And much of
what he saw, from this observational vantage point, looked deeply wasteful. There was no
methodical, scientific analysis going into the design of work processes. Managers had a given
quantity of resources, and a given quantity of hours in the day, but seemed bereft of any
mathematical logic through which to exploit these for the greatest output.

Taylor never remained in the employment of a single company for very long, again setting a
precedent for the consultancy industry that came after him. He kept moving from one Philadelphia
manufacturer to the next, amassing insights into what was preventing more efficient modes of
workplace organization. It was only in 1893 that he formally established himself as an independent
consultant and began to sell his knowledge. His business card read, ‘Consulting Engineer –
Systematizing Shop Management and Manufacturing Costs a Specialty’.

In the late 1890s, Taylor was hired by Bethlehem Steel to study the manufacture of pig iron.
This was the topic of his first quantitative, scientific analysis of ‘time and motion’ in the workplace,
specifically looking at how to increase the amount of pig iron that labourers could load onto a
wagon in a given day.22 He not only looked at the process of labour itself, but also the physical
conditions of work, and the physical condition of the individual labourers. He broke production
down into individual tasks to be logged and rationalized. Even if economics had recently been
converted into a utilitarian study of consumption, the problems of industrial management remained
thoroughly physical, of how to extract as much produce from as few machines and human bodies as
possible. He claimed to have increased the average output of pig-iron handlers from 12.5 to 47.5
tons per day, purely by rationalizing their time, motion and monetary incentives.

The Bethlehem study turned Taylor into a celebrity in business and academic circles. In 1908,
Harvard Business School offered an MBA for the first time, but without much of a clue as to what
would go in it. As the world’s now pre-eminent scientist of management, Taylor was invited to
lecture on the course and in 1911 published a synthesis of his various theories, The Principles of
Scientific Management. Among businessmen, time and motion studies became all the rage, arriving
in European factories in the years immediately prior to World War One.

While the immediate clients for Taylor’s services were interested in maximizing their business
revenue, the political appeal of scientific management was extremely broad. American progressives
believed that with greater scientific insight, corporations could be harnessed for the common good.
Socialists, including Lenin, saw in Taylorism a model for how society itself could be run in an
efficient manner, without reliance on markets.

Taylor himself also attached a loftier social purpose to his new science, believing that scientific
management would spell the end of industrial conflict, substituting ‘hearty brotherly co-operation
for contention and strife’. One of his professed advantages, when he entered firms as an outsider,
was that he could avoid being dragged into industrial conflicts between management and labour and
maintain a politically neutral position. In workplaces that had become conflict-riven, the consultant
could have a tempering effect – though of course it was never labour that had invited the consultant
to intervene in the first place.

The accident of Taylor’s aristocratic roots created a template for how management consultants
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have behaved ever since. McKinsey & Co., Accenture, PwC presume a similar form of privilege,
promising to sprinkle expertise upon organizations and workplaces, then very often exiting before
the results become too apparent. That may be Taylor’s most powerful legacy, because beyond that,
the term ‘Taylorism’ has come to acquire some largely negative connotations. Even as companies
continue to push surveillance and scientific analysis further into the lives of their workforce, now
through digital data analytics and mobile devices, it has been deeply unfashionable for some time to
hark back to the hard, scientific analysis of Frederick Taylor. The reason for this is simple: the
brutalist approach to management is deemed to make people unhappy.

It would be perverse to defend Taylorism, but there was at least a transparency about its logic.
Workplaces and managers existed to extract value, in the most efficient way possible. Workers
were never expected to like this, which was a freedom of sorts. As Ian Curtis, the lead singer of Joy
Division who hanged himself aged twenty-three, once said, ‘I used to work in a factory and I was
really happy because I could daydream all day’. Labourers in a Taylorist factory brought their
physical capabilities into work, to be exploited for sure, but were never expected to give anything
more personal or intangible. And this is exactly why managers soon turned their backs on Taylor’s
version of scientific management.

Psychology gets to work

In 1928, a researcher from Harvard Business School sat down with a young woman working in a
telephone production plant in Cicero, Illinois, and asked her an unusual question: ‘If given three
wishes, what would they be?’ The woman paused to reflect before listing her answers. ‘Health, to
take a trip home at Christmas time, and to take a wedding trip to Norway next spring.’

The reason the question was unusual was that the researcher was not, ultimately, interested in
the woman’s life or wish fulfilment. Like Taylor before him, he was interested in her productivity.
The enthusiasm for Taylorism had waned considerably since its heyday in the years prior to World
War One, but Taylor’s basic scientific ambitions were still largely unquestioned among
management theorists. Only in 1927 Harvard Business School had established a Fatigue Laboratory,
containing rooms of various temperatures and state-of-the-art instruments to study the reactions of
the human body to different types of work and recuperation. In an economy still dominated by
manufacturing and physical labour, physiology and infrastructure seemed to hold the key for
unleashing better workplace performance. Managers did not consider the Christmas or travel plans
of their employees to be any of their business.

The man asking the questions in that telephone production plant was Elton Mayo, an Australian
polymath of somewhat dubious scholarly provenance. He had dabbled in philosophy, medicine and
psychoanalysis, and was seduced by many of the doom-laden cultural critiques published in the
years following World War One, such as Oswald Spengler’s Decline of the West. Mayo was
convinced that civilization was heading for a fall, and that industrial conflict would be its trigger.
Trade unions and socialists were thus a threat, not only to management and capital, but to world
peace.

In some of Mayo’s more outlandish theories, socialism was a symptom of physical fatigue and
psychiatric illness. ‘To any working psychologist’, he asserted, ‘it is at once evident that the general
theories of Socialism, Guild Socialism, Anarchism and the like are very largely the phantasy
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constructions of the neurotic’.23 He believed that the only solution lay in corporations coming to
provide forms of psychoanalytic therapy to their employees, which would soothe them, bringing
them closer into the arms of their employers. Employees who resisted the authority of their
managers were in need of treatment.

Mayo emigrated to the United States in 1922, firstly to San Francisco, where he took a visiting
lectureship at Berkeley. He soon discovered that the Rockefeller Foundation was a source of
considerable funds for anyone seeking to pursue business-friendly research, and he won a series of
lucrative grants over the next twenty years, which kept him in some personal luxury. These studies
took him to the East Coast, where he had the chance to visit a number of factories and consider how
his ideas might be applied. His psychosomatic theories assumed that psychiatric problems in the
workplace would show up not only in terms of low productivity and industrial unrest, but high
blood pressure. Between 1923 and 1925, he toured manufacturing plants in the Boston area in the
company of a nurse and a blood pressure gauge, attempting to prove this link between the mental,
the economic and the physical, which he was convinced existed quite regardless of the evidence.

The psychological study of work was an emerging field during the 1920s, led by some of the
same scholars who had previously pioneered the psychological study of advertising a few years
earlier. But Mayo had some much more far-reaching theories regarding the ways in which the
insights of psychology might fundamentally reform and rescue capitalism. By focusing on the entire
person in the workplace, including all of their personal concerns and mental well-being, work might
provide the labourer with their deepest source of meaning, and offset the risk of industrial upheaval
once and for all. In 1926, Mayo was hired by the Harvard Business School.

The research in Cicero, Illinois, known as the Hawthorne Studies, after the name of the
manufacturing plant where they were carried out, quickly became a landmark of management
science.24 Mayo was one of the founders of the Fatigue Laboratory, but the impact of his work was
to divert attention away from the working body and towards the mental happiness of employees.
According to the mythology that now surrounds the Hawthorne Studies, Mayo’s main discovery was
accidental. The working women who were chosen to be observed and interviewed were taken off
the regular shop floor and into a test room, where they were able to relax and interact in a more
informal and convivial atmosphere. This seemed to correlate with improved performance, and
Mayo had an inkling of why: the study itself, including the interview process, was what resulted in
the productivity increases, because the women had developed a higher sense of group identity with
one another. Their enthusiasm for work had grown, as their ability to form relationships with one
another increased. The general phenomenon, whereby research subjects respond to being studied, is
now known as the ‘Hawthorne Effect’ for this reason.

The lesson that Mayo drew from his repeated visits to the Hawthorne plant was that managers
had to learn how to talk to their employees if they wanted to extract greater productivity from them.
An unhappy worker was also an unproductive worker, and the unhappiness stemmed from a deep-
set feeling of isolation. They also had to understand the unique psychological properties of social
groups, which were not simply reducible to individual incentives, as Taylorism and neo-classical
economics had supposed. A thriving and collaborative group identity could do far more for an
employee’s happiness, and hence for the manager’s bottom line, than a pay rise.

There is some basis to doubt whether Mayo was really reporting on data acquired at Hawthorne
or simply repackaging some theories that he’d long held about the future of capitalism. In fact, the
productivity of the women did coincide with a pay increase in 1929, but Mayo was absent at the
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time and chose to ignore this in his analysis.25 Regardless of the scientific validity of his work
however, Mayo’s impact on management thinking was profound and long lasting. Whenever we now
hear that managers must focus on the ‘whole person’, and not just the ‘employee’, or that employee
happiness is critical to the bottom line, or that we must ‘love what we do’ or bring an ‘authentic’
version of ourselves to work, we are witnessing Mayo’s influence. When managers strive for more
laughter in the workplace, as some consultants now insist they must, or seek to transform its smell
so as to optimize our subjective feelings, they are practicing what Mayo first preached.26

Therapeutic management

Within the longer history of happiness expertise, what is interesting about Mayo’s intervention is
that he downplayed the more obvious material ways of tweaking the pleasures and pains of the
mind. Neither money nor the physical body were deemed adequate for understanding or influencing
levels of happiness, once the workplace came to be understood in terms of group psychology.
Instead, talking to workers and facilitating their relations with one another became the main
instruments for gauging and improving their happiness. Management, which originated as a
technique for controlling slaves on plantations, and developed as a means of running heavy
industrial corporations, had become a ‘soft’, social and psychological skill.

While Mayo did not conceive of things in quite this way, this was a form of psychosomatic
intervention, like a placebo. The aim of management in the 1930s was, after all, still the same as it
was in Taylor’s day: to increase output of physical produce. But now, rather than focusing on the
physical and physiological work process, managers would focus on the social and psychological
elements, in the expectation that this would yield behavioural, physical, economic improvements.

The term ‘psychotherapy’ today refers to a range of treatments, ranging from more
psychoanalytic, long-term relationships, to the quick fixes such as CBT that are more akin to
training or coaching. But the first known uses of the term referred to the ‘talking cures’ offered by
medical doctors in the late nineteenth century, who came to recognize that their patients often
responded as much to the manner in which they were spoken to, as they did to the medicinal
treatment they received.

What Mayo was recommending was the industrial parallel to this. An open, conversational
relationship could be conducted in such a way as to bring about a change in the worker’s mentality,
and a consequent change in their physical performance. Speech was instrumentalized, to make
people feel better, and as a result, behave better. As a tonic to the harsh mechanics of Taylorism,
this made perfect sense. It could even be taken in some more emancipatory directions, to investigate
groups as autonomous entities, which might allow firms to be more democratically managed in
future. Research on group psychology was put to various uses over the 1940s and 1950s, from the
analysis of tank commandment during the war, to the analysis of consumers via focus groups.27

Mayo personally hoped to anaesthetize political sentiments. Therapeutic management would
reduce unhappiness and, with it, resistance. Other avenues were possible, however. Once dialogue
and co-operation become viewed as an essential element of economic production, one sees the
glimmer of a more transformative economic democracy. Once the woman working on the shop floor
is asked what her three wishes are, might the next step not be to invite her to have a say in how the
business is managed? And might things not progress politically from there? Mayo would have
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scoffed at the idea. But the critique of management oligarchy cannot discount the emancipatory
potential of social psychology altogether.

Yet the analogy to psychosomatic medical treatments would gradually become more telling as
the post-war period progressed, for a couple of coincidental reasons. Firstly, the nature of work in
the West became progressively less physical over the second half of the twentieth century. By the
1980s, an employee’s customer care, service ethic and enthusiasm were not simply mental
resources, which existed to help churn out more products: they were the product. The importance of
employee happiness and psychological engagement becomes all the greater once corporations are in
the business of selling ideas, experiences and services. Businesses speak of ‘intangible assets’ and
‘human capital’ in the hope of capturing this amorphous workplace ethos, but in practice it is
nothing which resembles either an asset or capital. Some other way of conceiving of work is
required.

Secondly, the concept of health started to undergo some profound changes. In 1948, the newly
founded World Health Organization redefined health as ‘a state of complete physical, mental and
social well-being’ – an almost utopian proposition that few of us ever attain for very long.
Intangible aspects of health and illness came to the fore. In particular, the notion of ‘mental illness’
emerged concurrently with the decline of mental asylums, a category that could be applied liberally
to people living relatively ordinary lives in the community, not unlike sufferers from common
bodily illnesses.

The awareness that mental processes were a crucial component of health exerted a profound
influence across health policy and medical practice, altering the nature of medical expertise as they
did. This was sometimes known as ‘experience medicine’, as it brought the experience of the
patient, and not just their body, into the medical assessment for the first time. By the 1970s, there
was a range of quality of life measures that were used to assess health outcomes, which took into
account the subjective perspective of the sufferer, and not simply their physical condition.28 In place
of binary analyses, between life and death, health and disease, new sliding scales of wellness were
emerging. This is partly a symptom of medical progress: as medicine becomes better at preventing
death, so attention turns to the question of how well it is able to support life.

What does any of this have to do with management or work? The problem confronting managers
and policy-makers over the second half of the twentieth century was that everything seemed to be
evaporating into thin air at the same time. Work was becoming intangible as manufacturing went
into decline. Illness was becoming intangible as mental and behavioural problems increased.
Money itself was becoming intangible as the financial system globalized from the late 1960s
onwards. Problems of activity and enthusiasm moved elusively between the domains of medicine,
psychiatry, workplace management and economics. The challenges of health care and those of
business were becoming harder to disentangle, with the issue of mental health at the interface
between the two. The job of management increasingly came to resemble psychotherapy in that
original sense of ‘talking cure’, of propping up the well-being of individuals, in order to keep their
enthusiasm for service-based jobs as high as possible.

And as the nature of work and management changes, so too does the nature of resistance.
Opposition to management typically takes a form other than that preferred by the manager himself.
The classical mode of opposition to Taylorism, which seeks to reduce human beings to physical
capital, is for the worker to speak back or strike via a trade union. The manager, having ignored the
feelings or desires of the worker, is told that they cannot do so any longer.
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As Mayo’s style of therapeutic management expanded over the post-war period, opposition to it
began to take the opposite form. Gradually, as post-industrial workers were encouraged to be
‘themselves’, speaking ‘openly’ and ‘honestly’ to their manager, the sole remaining form of
opposition was to return to the physical body once more. The only escape from a manager who
wants to be your friend is to become physically ill. With the list of available diagnoses growing,
and complete ‘health’ becoming idealized, sickness became one of the dominant ways in which
refusal to work came to manifest itself, especially from the 1970s onwards. Evidently, management
could not only focus on relationships and subjective feelings, any more than it could only focus on
the productive body. What it needed, if it was to ensnare employees thoroughly, was a truly
psychosomatic science that could treat the mind and the body as an integrated part of a single system
to be optimized. This brings us to a final character in the story of psychosomatic management.

Holistic work and well-being

In 1925, a nineteen-year-old Austrian medical student at Prague University named Hans Selye
noticed something so obvious that he almost didn’t dare report it to his teacher. As his class was
observing various patients with a range of different maladies, it dawned on Selye that all of the
patients bore some resemblance to each other, regardless of their medical condition. They each
reported aches and pains in the joints, loss of appetite and had a coated tongue. In short, all of them
looked ill.

He later recalled this moment as follows:

Even now – after half a century – I still remember vividly the profound impression these
considerations made upon me at the time. I could not understand why, ever since the dawn of
medical history, physicians should have attempted to concentrate all their efforts upon the
recognition of individual diseases and the discovery of specific remedies for them, without
giving any attention to the much more obvious ‘syndrome of just being sick’.29

When he did share the insight with his professor – namely that sick people look sick – he
received the sarcastic reply that, indeed, ‘if a man is fat, he looks fat’. But Selye refused to abandon
his insight. As a child he had accompanied his father, one of a long line of doctors in the Selye
family, on his visits to poor households in Vienna, and had a strong vocation towards a traditional,
somewhat holistic, understanding of the healing process.30 As the medical ‘psychotherapists’ had
realized, the doctor’s personal interaction with the patient was a crucial ingredient in how they
responded to treatment.

The history of utilitarianism is littered with dashed hopes that there might be a single measure of
human optimization which could serve as the instrument through which all public and private
decisions might be taken. This ideal rests on the hope that the ambiguity and plurality of human
culture might be overcome through knowledge of a single quantifiable entity. Whether it is via the
idea of utility, energy, value or emotion, the project of monism always involves this form of
simplification. In his apparently banal observation that ill people look ill, Selye had hit on another
version of this. It took him another ten years before he had developed this into a scientific theory,
which he termed ‘General Adaptation Syndrome’.
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The novelty of this idea, from the perspective of medicine, was that the syndrome Selye was
describing was non-specific: it had a common set of symptoms, but these were not tied firmly to any
particular causes or disorders. He explored this doing various experiments on animals, plunging
them into cold water, cutting them, implanting poisons into them, to see how quite disparate forms
of brutality could prompt the identical modes of biological response.

Like any biological system, an animal body experiences various external stimuli, intrusions and
demands which it has to respond to. What Selye was interested in was the nature of this response,
which could sometimes become a problem in its own right. Biological systems which are
overstimulated start to shut down; the same also happens when they are under-stimulated. The health
of any organism depends on an optimal level of activity, not too much, not too little. Humans were
no different, as far as Selye was concerned. The patients who simply ‘looked ill’ in his medical
class that day were all displaying a common form of physical reaction to a very diverse set of
illnesses. A monistic theory of general wellness was emerging.

Until the 1940s, the term ‘stress’ was used principally in reference to metals and was virtually
unknown outside the worlds of engineering and physics. An iron bar becomes ‘stressed’ when it is
unable to cope with the demands that are placed on it. Selye recognized that what engineers saw as
‘wear and tear’ in, say, a bridge, was the same problem as what he had termed ‘General Adaptation
Syndrome’ in the human body. General Adaptation Syndrome was effectively an indicator of the
‘rate of wear and tear in the body’.31 In the aftermath of World War Two, he re-christened the
syndrome as ‘stress’. By the 1950s, this was a distinctive new field of medical and biological
research.

Like Mayo, Selye never saw himself as an academic only: he was on a mission. According to
his holistic understanding of illness, entire societies and cultures could become sick if they lost the
capacity to cope with external stimuli and demands. Equally, they could slump into passive
inactivity if they were never stimulated sufficiently. As he grew older, Selye developed this idea
into something approaching an ethical philosophy, though a frighteningly egocentric one. A healthy
society, he argued, is built around ‘egoistic altruism’, in which every individual sets about doing his
utmost to win the adoration of others. This produces a form of natural equilibrium, in which the
egotist becomes integral to his own social system:

No one will make personal enemies if his egotism, his compulsive hoarding of valuables,
manifest itself only by inciting live, goodwill, gratitude, respect, and all other positive
feelings that render him useful and often indispensable to his neighbours.32

Despite his aspiration to offer a science capable of diagnosing every social problem, Selye
stuck firmly to biology when it came to seeking explanations. His characteristically monistic
assumption was that any society or organization was merely a larger, more complex biological
system, whose behaviour could be reduced back to the actions of organisms and cells.

Away from Selye’s own biological research, and his macho libertarian politics, the non-
specific nature of stress represented an opportunity which would eventually permeate into the world
of management. Stress, as Selye had argued, is simply a particular type of reaction to any excessive
demand. This was equally amenable to psychological or organizational forms of exploration. In
fact, without using the term ‘stress’, the US military had become aware of the same syndrome during
World War Two, in the common forms of psychological collapse experienced by soldiers who had
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spent too long in battle. The stressful demands placed on a human being are not merely physical, but
social and psychological too. What went on between the demand and the response was open to a
range of different scientific explanations beyond merely biological ones. The study of stress became
an expressly interdisciplinary field.

As the study of how humans cope with physical and mental demands, it also lent itself perfectly
to the study of work. By definition, stress is something we encounter without having chosen to, but
cannot avoid. It often occurs when we are trapped in a certain situation, simply forced to react to it.
The field of occupational health emerged during the 1960s to understand precisely how work
impacts upon us, physically and mentally. Studying how different types of job demand produce
different hormonal and emotional responses yielded a number of potentially transformative findings.
It wasn’t simply that excessive demands were bad for people; insufficient workplace demands – or
boredom – could also be unhealthy, as Selye had recognized. Our current concern with
unemployment as a potential health risk is one manifestation of the latter anxiety.

Just as Mayo’s emphasis on dialogue created an opening for a more thoroughly egalitarian
critique of business hierarchy, the study of stress in the workplace achieved something similar for a
while. Work carried out by the psychologist Robert Kahn and his colleagues at the University of
Michigan during the early 1960s highlighted the various ways in which power structures and work
design impact upon the health of employees.33 Badly designed jobs and lack of proper recognition
in the workplace were clear contributors to physical and mental ill-health. Lack of any influence
over where and when one carries out a task is a stress factor, which takes its toll on both mind and
body. A number of clear routes, between the injustices of hierarchical business and the
vulnerabilities of the human body, were becoming apparent. One of the most important of these was
the discovery that stress leads to the cortisol hormone being released into the bloodstream,
hardening the arteries and increasing the risk of heart attack.34 Despite the high-profile obsession
with executive burn-out, this form of stress is far more common for those lacking power or status at
work.

By the 1980s, the non-specific syndrome that Selye had first identified in his lecture hall in
1925 had become one of the most pressing problems confronting managers in the Western world.
Workers were no longer reporting straight-forward physical fatigue of the sort that Frederick Taylor
might have understood; nor were they simply unhappy in a way that Elton Mayo might have
recognized. They were now exhibiting a generalized deflation of activity, a form of psychosomatic
collapse that we have come to identify with the concept of stress. In the UK, stress overtook
repetitive strain injury in 2012 as the leading cause of absence from work. This is not easily
classified as either a physical illness or a mental illness. What prompts it may include work but may
equally include other types of social, psychological or physical demands that the individual simply
can’t cope with.

The science of stress was of the utmost importance for managers worrying about the depletion
of their workforce. It became one of the main preoccupations of the human resources profession,
who sought out rudimentary wisdom on a wide panoply of ‘bio-psycho-social’ complaints. The
sheer breadth of contributory factors to stress – some tangible, others intangible – made it extremely
difficult to achieve any control over it. This is in addition to the graver psychosomatic risks faced
by those in precarious jobs, who move in and out of work, without even managers to support them
from one month to the next. One conclusion to draw from this would be, as per the occupational
health studies of the 1960s, that the fundamental politics of work had grown dysfunctional and
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needed a more wholesale transformation, and not simply piecemeal medical treatment. But would
this be the lesson that was learnt?

Taylor’s revenge

When the young woman in the Hawthorne plant informed Elton Mayo in 1928 that she was hoping to
visit Norway for a wedding, this would have represented an unusual level of intimacy, had Mayo
been her boss. In the early twenty-first century, managers in large corporations pursue a very
different form of intimacy with their employees.

Consider Unilever, the global manufacturer of food, beauty products and cleaning products. In
2001, its senior management demanded a programme to help them personally manage their own
energy levels, as they feared the consequences of executive working lifestyles.35 Being in the
industry they were in, there was ample expertise to help them design this. The ‘Lamplighter’ health
and well-being programme (named ‘Ignite U’ in Australia) was the result, tailor-made to help
senior management keep up their performance levels and offset the risk of stress. The business
benefits for Lamplighter quickly became clear, with evaluations suggesting that every £1 spent on
the programme yielded £3.73 in return. It was quickly rolled out across dozens of Unilever offices
around the world before being extended to cover the rest of the workforce.

Programmes such as Lamplighter are becoming more and more common. They seek to identify a
wide range of health and well-being risks in their workforce, including the sporting activities of
employees and their ‘mental resilience’. Lamplighter requires Unilever employees to be formally
(albeit, confidentially) assessed in terms of a range of ‘behaviours’, relating to nutrition, smoking
and drinking, exercise and personal stress. The state-of-the-art workplace of today has taken on
features of the doctor’s surgery, just as the doctor has been required to take on skills of the
motivational manager. What are referred to as ‘Health 2.0’ technologies for the digital monitoring
of well-being are often indistinguishable from productivity enhancements. The iPhone 6’s Health
app, launched in September 2014, was celebrated as another example of Apple’s reimagining of our
everyday lives, without much pause to think who it had really been designed for. Needless to say,
employers, health insurers and wellness service providers are amongst the main enthusiasts for the
phone’s constant measurement of bodily behaviour.

Many ‘best practice’ employers now offer free gym membership to their most valued staff, and
even free counselling. Business services, such as Virgin Pulse (a telling name, seeing as pulse rate
represents life in its most quantifiable form), offer an integrated suite of psychosomatic programmes
aimed at optimizing their physical energy, their attention span and their ‘true motivations’, through
extensive digital surveillance and coaching. As the physical and the psychological character of
work – and of illness – start to blend into each other, notions of ‘health’, ‘happiness’ and
‘productivity’ become ever harder to distinguish from each other. Employers end up treating all
three things as a single entity, to be maximized via a range of stimuli and instruments. This is the
monistic philosophy of the twenty-first century manager: each worker can become better, in body,
mind and output.

The political hope that perhaps the human benefits of dialogue and workplace empowerment
might be more thoroughly recognized turns into disappointment, as performance management and
health care are fused into a science of well-being optimization. And yet there are radical political
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economists for whom the de-materialization of contemporary work represents an opportunity for a
whole new industrial model.36 The shift towards a ‘knowledge-based’ economy, in which ideas and
relationships are key sources of business value, could be the basis of entirely new workplace
structures in which power is decentralized and decisions taken collaboratively. There are good
reasons to suspect that such models might produce fewer psychosomatic stresses; in that sense, they
may be more efficient than the status quo. If dialogue in the workplace is a necessary factor for
productivity – as Mayo recognized – why not grant it some real influence over how decisions get
made, right up to the highest level? Rather than ironic management speak, which twists words to
manipulate emotions in the expectation that this will yield greater output, a more honest reflection
on the problems of occupational ill-health would question the hoarding of status and reward by a
small number of senior managers. Instead, traditional forms of management and hierarchy are
rescued by the new ubiquity of digital surveillance, which allows informal behaviour and
communication to be tracked, analysed and managed.

Rather than the rise of alternative corporate forms, we are now witnessing the discreet return of
the ‘scientific management’ style of Frederick Winslow Taylor, only now with even greater
scientific scrutiny of bodies, movement and performance. The front line in worker performance
evaluation has shifted into bodily-monitoring devices, heart-rate monitoring, and sharing of real-
time health data, for analysis of stress risks. Strange to say, the notion of what represents a ‘good’
worker has gone full circle since the 1870s, from the origins of ergonomic fatigue studies, through
psychology, psychosomatic medicine and back to the body once more. Perhaps the managerial cult
of optimization just needs something tangible to cling onto.
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The Crisis of Authority

In recent years, Britain’s Conservative Party has viewed its annual conference as a PR disaster
waiting to happen. These meetings, traditionally held in seaside towns such as Brighton and
Blackpool, see thousands of delegates from local Conservative clubs congregate in search of
leaders finally willing to throw off the scourge of political correctness and modern values. Whether
it be low-level racism emanating from the conference platform, the bland male greyness of the
figures in the spotlight or the sight of elderly supporters expressing their disgust with same-sex
relationships, potential embarrassment lurks around every corner.

But in 1977, two years into Margaret Thatcher’s leadership of the party, a dose of youthful and
unexpected colour was injected into proceedings. A sixteen-year-old schoolboy with a thick
Northern accent, William Hague, took the platform and elicited hoots of approval from the
otherwise staid conference, including from the woman who would go on to be prime minister for
eleven years.

In between tearing into the ‘socialist state’ of the Labour government of the day, the teenager
gently ribbed his audience: ‘It’s alright for most of you – half of you won’t be here in thirty or forty
years’ time’. He proceeded to identify the nub of the socialist threat. ‘There is at least one school in
London’, he announced, ‘where the pupils are allowed to win just one race each, for fear that to win
more would make the other pupils seem inferior. That is a classic illustration of the socialist state,
which draws nearer with every Labour government.’

Twenty years later, Hague was the new leader of his party. He never got to taste the electoral
victory as leader that his heroine had over the course of the 1980s. But he would no doubt have
been delighted with how British society had developed in the meantime. After twenty years of
Thatcherite policy-making, the ‘socialist state’ was scarcely discernable anywhere, least of all in
Tony Blair’s recently elected Labour government. A pro-business, free-market creed had taken hold
across the Western world. And in keeping with the teenage Hague’s vision, the political appeal of
competitive sport had never been higher.

During the long economic boom that lasted from the early 1990s up until the banking meltdowns
of 2007–08, sport was the great unquestionable virtue for political leaders everywhere. Attracting
international sporting contests, such as the FIFA World Cup and Olympics, to particular cities
became a cause célèbre for political elites who hoped to bask in the reflected glory of successful
professional athletes. As prime minister, Tony Blair took to the sofa of the BBC’s flagship football
programme to chat informally about the skills of his favourite midfielder. His successor, Gordon
Brown, tried to get in on the act, using his first day in 10 Downing Street to give a speech citing his
school rugby team as his abiding inspiration. And when his authority was tottering in the summer of
2008, Brown returned to Hague’s original theme, throwing his weight behind more competitive
school sport. ‘That is the spirit we want to encourage in our schools,’ he declared, ‘not the medals
for all culture we have seen in previous years, but more competition’.
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Meanwhile, there was little sporting metaphors couldn’t apparently justify. Every further
inflation of executive pay was explained in terms of maintaining a ‘level playing field’ in a ‘war for
talent’. When pressed by an interviewer in 2005 about the rising inequality that his government had
overseen, Tony Blair responded that ‘it’s not a burning ambition for me to make sure that David
Beckham earns less money’, despite the fact that football had nothing to do with the question.1

Even after the epic failure of the neoliberal model of 2008, Britain’s political class has returned
to this rhetoric, announcing that the ‘global race’ requires that welfare is slashed and labour
markets further deregulated. The need to entrench ‘competitiveness’ as the defining culture of
businesses, cities, schools and entire nations, so as to out-do international rivals, is the mantra of
the post-Thatcher era. A science of winning, be it in business, sport or just in life, now brings
together former sportsmen, business gurus and statisticians to extend lessons from sport into
politics, from warfare into business strategy, and from life coaching into schools.

But as the teenage Hague imagined the future thirty or forty years hence, there was one defining
trend of the new era that neither he nor anybody else could foresee. It transpires that competition
and competitive culture, including that of sport, is intimately related to a disorder that was scarcely
discussed in 1977 but which had become a major policy concern by the end of the century. As the
1970s drew to a close, Western capitalist countries stood on the cusp of a whole new era of
psychological management. The disorder at the heart of this was depression.

One way of observing the relationship between depression and competitiveness is in statistical
correlations between rates of diagnosis and levels of economic inequality across society. After all,
the function of any competition is to produce an unequal outcome. More equal societies, such as
Scandinavian nations, record lower levels of depression and higher levels of well-being overall,
while depression is most common in highly unequal societies such as the United States and United
Kingdom.2 The statistics also confirm that relative poverty – being poor in comparison to others –
can cause as much misery as absolute poverty, suggesting that it is the sense of inferiority and status
anxiety that triggers depression, in addition to the stress of worrying about money. For this reason,
the effect of inequality on depression is felt much of the way up the income scale.

Yet there is more to this than just a statistical correlation. Behind the numbers, there is troubling
evidence that depression can be triggered by the competitive ethos itself, afflicting not only the
‘losers’ but also the ‘winners’. What Hague identified as the socialist fear, that competition makes
many people ‘seem inferior’, has been proved far more valid than even left-wing 1970s
schoolteachers could have imagined; it also tells them that they are inferior. In recent years, there
has been a flurry of professional sportspersons confessing their battles with depression. In April
2014, a group of prominent ex-sportsmen in the UK penned an open letter urging ‘sporting directors,
coaches, and leaders of development programmes, to attend to the development of “inner fitness”
alongside “athletic fitness”’, to protect professional sportsmen from this epidemic.3

A study conducted at Georgetown University found that college footballers are twice as likely
to experience depression as non-footballers. Another study discovered that professional female
athletes display similar personality traits as those with eating disorders, both being linked to
obsessive perfectionism.4 And a series of experiments and surveys conducted by the American
psychologist Tim Kasser has revealed that ‘aspirational’ values, oriented around money, status and
power, are linked to higher risk of depression and a lower sense of ‘self-actualization’.5 Wherever
we measure our self-worth relative to others, as all competitions force us to, we risk losing our
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sense of self-worth altogether. One of the sad ironies here is that the effect of this is to dissuade
people, including schoolchildren, from engaging in physical exercise altogether.6

Perhaps it is no surprise, then, that a society such as America’s, which privileges a competitive
individual mindset at every moment in life, has been so thoroughly permeated by depressive
disorders and demand for antidepressants. Today, around a third of adults in the United States and
close to half in the UK believe that they occasionally suffer from depression, although the diagnosis
rates are far lower than that. Psychologists have shown that individuals tend to be happiest if they
credit themselves for their successes, but not for their failures. This might sound like a symptom of
delusion, but it is arguably no more delusional than a competitive, depressive culture which
attributes every success and every failure to individual ability and effort.

Hasn’t America always been a competitive society? Isn’t that the original dream of the settlers,
the Founding Fathers and the entrepreneurs who built American capitalism? This myth of society-
as-competitive-sport surely dates back far earlier than the late 1970s; and yet it was only in the late
1970s that the epidemic of depression first took hold. It seems extraordinary now to consider that,
in 1972, British psychiatrists were diagnosing depression at five times the rate of their US
counterparts. And as recently as 1980, Americans still consumed tranquilizers at more than twice
the rate of antidepressants. What changed?

From ‘better’ to ‘more’

The sixteen-year-old Hague had taken the conference platform at a turning point in the history of
economic policy-making in the Western world. According to the most respected measure of income
inequality, Britain has never been more equal than it was in 1977.7 But at the same time, the case for
market deregulation was becoming increasingly credible, urged on by corporations that felt that they
had become victimized by regulators, unions and consumer pressure groups.8 Persistently high
inflation had led a number of governments, including Britain’s, to experiment in ‘monetarism’, an
attempt to control the amount of money in circulation but which also threatened economic growth
and jobs. Thatcher and Ronald Reagan were waiting in the wings to usher in the era that would
become known as ‘neoliberalism’.

One way of understanding neoliberalism is to examine how things progressed from there: the
spiralling executive pay, the unprecedented levels of unemployment, the growing dominance of the
financial sector over the rest of the economy and society, the expansion of private sector
management techniques into all other walks of life. Analysing these trends is important. But it is
also important to understand how and why they were possible, and that involves turning in the
opposite direction, to the twenty-year period which preceded young Hague’s call to arms. It is
during those two decades that many of the critical ingredients of neoliberalism would shift from the
outer margins of intellectual and political respectability to becoming the orthodoxies of a new era.
Among these were a renewed reverence for both competitiveness and the management of
happiness.

At the heart of the cultural and political battles of the 1960s was an acute relativism which
attacked the roots of moral, intellectual, cultural and even scientific authority. The right to declare
some behaviours as ‘normal’, certain claims as ‘true’, particular outcomes as ‘just’, or one culture
as ‘superior’ was thrown into question. When the traditional sources of authority over these things
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attempted to defend their claims, they were accused of offering just one partial perspective, and of
using their own parochial language to do so. In place of some values being ‘better’ or ‘truer’ than
others, there was simply conformity on the one hand and difference on the other.

The core political and philosophical questions posed by the 1960s were these. How to take any
publicly legitimate decisions, once there are no commonly recognized hierarchies or shared values
any longer? What will provide the common language of politics, once language itself has become
politicized? How will the world and society be represented, once even representation is considered
to be a biased and political act? The problem, from a governmental point of view, was that the
reach of democracy was extending too far.

Jeremy Bentham’s vision of a scientific, utilitarian politics was initially motivated by an urge to
cleanse legal process and punishment of the abstract nonsense that he believed still polluted the
language of judges and politicians. In that sense, he hoped it would rescue politics from philosophy.
But viewed differently, it could also serve a different function. The recourse to mathematical
measurement could also rescue politics from excessive democracy and cultural pluralism. The
Benthamite emphasis on a robust and scientific measure of psychological welfare reappeared in the
wake of the 1960s, in various guises, some of which were associated with the counter-culture,
others of which were ostensibly being peddled by conservatives. But they succeeded politically to
the extent that they could claim to sit outside the fray. What they shared was an attempt to use
numbers as a means of recreating a common public language.

In a world where we cannot agree what counts as ‘good’ and what counts as ‘bad’, because it’s
all a matter of personal or cultural perspective, measurement offers a solution. Instead of indicating
quality, it indicates quantity. Instead of representing how good things are, it represents how much
they are. Instead of a hierarchy of values, from the worst up to the best, it simply offers a scale,
from the least up to the most. Numbers are able to settle disputes when nothing else looks likely to.

At its most primitive, the legacy of the 1960s is that more is necessarily preferable to less. To
grow is to progress. Regardless of what one wants, desires, or believes, it is best that one gets as
much of it as possible. This belief in growth as a good-in-itself was made explicit by some
subcultures and psychological movements. Humanistic psychology, as advanced by Abraham
Maslow and Carl Rogers, attempted to reorient psychology – and society at large – away from
principles of normalization and towards the quest for ever greater fulfilment.9 Individuals were
perceived to be hemmed in by the dull conformity of 1950s culture, which blocked their capacity to
grow. To assume that there was a ‘natural’ or ‘moral’ limit to personal growth was to fall back into
repressive traditions. It wasn’t long before corporations were making the identical argument about
the malign impact of market regulation on profit growth.

The first-ever attempt to compare the happiness levels of entire nations was conducted in 1965,
by the former pollster to President Roosevelt, Hadley Cantril.10 In collaboration with the Gallup
polling company, Cantril surveyed members of the public around the world in an entirely new way,
which he termed the ‘self-anchoring striving scale’. Pollsters had historically been interested in
how individuals felt towards specific products, policies, leaders or institutions. Cantril’s
innovation was to ask them how they felt about their lives, relative to their own aspirations.
Attitudinal research had invited people to look outwards upon the world and express their opinion
as a number. Cantril asked them to look inwards upon themselves and do the same. This was a
landmark in the development of contemporary happiness studies. But in the notion of ‘self-anchored
striving’, it also hinted at the loneliness and aimlessness of a society with nothing but private
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fulfilment as its overarching principle.
The problem is that even a society of self-actualization and growth still needs some form of

government and recognized authority. Who will provide it? Where will the expertise come from, to
write the ground rules of this new growth-obsessed, relativist society?

What we witness, in the period from the late 1950s to the late 1970s, is the rise of a new breed
of expert, capable of reconstructing authority for this new cultural landscape. Unlike the scientific
and political authorities that they – often deliberately – displaced, their authority was devoid of the
traditional moral baggage of professionalism, and rooted instead in a dispassionate ability to
measure, rank, compare, categorize and diagnose, apparently uncluttered by moral, philosophical or
social concerns. The old experts carried around notions such as the ‘public interest’, ‘justice’ and
‘truth’. As Bentham might have put it, they were victims of the ‘tyranny of sounds’ that theory exerts
over the mind. The new experts were simply technicians, applying tools and measures which they
were proud to declare were ‘theory neutral’.

At a time when political disputes were raging to the point of violence and beyond, dispassionate
scientists, who were simply qualified to measure and to classify, were an attractive new source of
authority. Crucially, this ethos was both counter-cultural and conservative at the same time: counter-
cultural, because it knocked the old establishment authorities off their perch, and conservative
because it lacked any vision of political progress of its own. In that respect, these experts offered an
exit route from the ‘culture wars’. In the biographies of a handful of scholars who moved from the
periphery of American academia circa 1960 to becoming the architects of a new competitive-
depressive society by 1980, we can see the seeds of neoliberalism being sown.

Bentham in Chicago

There is something a little eerie about Chicago’s Hyde Park neighbourhood. Its tree-lined streets of
late-nineteenth-century houses feel typical of many traditional upper-middle-class American
suburbs. At its heart sits the great University of Chicago, mimicking the gothic style of an Oxford
college, complete with mediaeval turrets and stain-glassed windows. Wandering around the leafier
parts of Hyde Park, where ivy creeps up walls and lawns are groomed immaculately, the visitor
could be forgiven for forgetting where they actually were. A reminder comes in the form of the
emergency phones, located in white posts on every corner in and around the university, with a blue
light on top. Hyde Park is a sanctuary of peace and scholarship, but it is located in Chicago’s South
Side, and visitors are advised against straying too far in any single direction on foot.

This cocoon in which the university sits was a significant factor in the development of the
‘Chicago School’ of economics, which was instrumental in the design and implementation of the
neoliberal policy revolution. Chicago itself is 700 miles from Washington, DC, and 850 miles from
Cambridge, Massachusetts, the homes of Harvard and MIT, the original bastions of American
economics. Not only were Chicago School economists tightly congregated in Hyde Park, they were
also several hundred miles from the core of the political and academic establishments. They had
little choice but to seek debate with one another, and for three decades after the end of World War
Two, they engaged in this with a rare fury.

The scholars who became known as the Chicago School began to cluster around the leadership
of economists Jacob Viner and Frank Knight during the 1930s. By the late 1950s, they had grown
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into a tight-knit family. In one case, the family ties were quite literal: Milton Friedman married
Rose Director, sister of Aaron, who was the linchpin of the post-war Chicago School. Aside from a
certain geographic isolation, these economists had a number of intellectual and cultural traits in
common. Among these was the sensibility of the outcast.

Until cracks appeared in the previously dominant Keynesian policy programme during the early
1970s, Chicago was rarely taken entirely seriously as a centre of economics and was only
grudgingly offered recognition by Harvard and MIT as the Reagan revolution unfolded. In time,
however, the Chicago economists began a steady accumulation of Nobel Prizes. Friedman, who
grew into the status of a conservative celebrity as the 1960s wore on, was the son of Jewish
immigrants and boasted of his lack of establishment credentials. Gary Becker, another prominent
member of the school, admitted that they all had a ‘chip on their shoulder’.11 Their sense of
iconoclasm was fuelled by the sense that America was run by a northeastern elite of liberal
intellectuals who simply assumed their right to rule.

Following from this was a shared suspicion of government. One way in which this was aired
was via the application of economic analysis to the behaviour of law-makers and government
bureaucrats, to demonstrate that they were equally self-interested as businesses or consumers in a
marketplace. The work of George Stigler, known as ‘Mr Micro’ to Friedman’s ‘Mr Macro’ (a joke
on account of the microeconomist Stigler being over a foot taller than his macroeconomist friend),
turned the spotlight of economic analysis away from markets and towards those in Washington who
claimed to act in the public interest.

Suspicion of government is not necessarily the same thing as being anti-state, and so it proved.
In the most controversial episode of a controversial career, Friedman visited Chile in spring 1975
to offer advice to the autarchic Pinochet regime. For a man who professed anarchist sympathies, this
engagement with a military dictator appeared hypocritical to say the least. Friedman simply
defended himself as someone who was in pursuit of scientific knowledge and willing to share it
with whomever was interested. In any case, the Chicago School complaint against governments was
not that they had too much power, but – à la Bentham – that they used it in an unscientific fashion. In
short, policy-makers needed to listen to economists more closely, a view that reveals the most
distinctive Chicagoan trait of all: the fundamental belief that economics is an objective science of
human behaviour which can be cleanly separated from all moral or political considerations.

At the root of this science lay a simple model of psychology that can be traced back via Jevons
to Bentham. According to this model, human beings are constantly making cost-benefit trade-offs in
pursuit of their own interests. Jevons explained the movement of market prices in terms of such
psychological rationality on the part of consumers, who are constantly seeking more bang for their
buck (or less buck for their bang). What distinguished the Chicago School was that they extended
this model of psychology beyond the limits of market consumption, to apply to all forms of human
behaviour. Caring for children, socializing with friends, getting married, designing a welfare
programme, giving to charity, taking drugs – all of these apparently social, ethical, ritualized or
irrational activities were reconceived in Chicago as calculated strategies for the maximization of
private psychological gain. They referred to this psychological model as ‘price theory’ and saw no
limit to its application.

Nobody seized the implications of this more than Gary Becker. Today, Becker is known for
having developed the notion of ‘human capital’, a concept that has helped shape and justify the
privatization of higher education through demonstrating that individuals receive a monetary return
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from ‘investment’ in their skills.12 More diffusely, Becker’s influence has been felt in an approach
that reduces all moral and legal questions to problems of cost-benefit analysis. Individuals are
addicted to drugs? The price of the drugs is obviously too low, or perhaps the pleasure received
from them is too high. Shoplifting is on the rise? The penalties (and risk of being caught) are
obviously too low; but then again, maybe it makes more sense to endure the shoplifting than to
invest money in closed-circuit television and security guards.

The economists who carried out this work were always fiercely resistant to the idea that they
were ideologically motivated. All they were trying to do, they reasoned, was identify the facts, free
from the moral and philosophical baggage that cluttered the minds of their liberal rivals in Harvard
and MIT or the politicos in Washington. The behaviourist ghost of John B. Watson hovered in the
background, insisting that human activity could be understood in its entirety, with sufficient
scientific scrutiny by a detached observer.

Their analyses were tested in the infamous pressure-cooker environment of the economics
department’s ‘workshop’ system. In conventional academic seminars, a speaker reads a paper
which the attendees are encountering for the first time. There is no time for an audience member to
develop a very acute critique, even if she wanted to. But Chicago’s ‘workshop’ system was
different. Papers would be circulated in advance for reading and authors would have only a few
minutes to defend what they’d written before the roomful of colleagues would dive upon them,
seeking holes in their logic, pursuing errors in the argument like it was their prey. ‘Where should I
sit?’ a nervous speaker once asked Stigler, who was organizing the workshop. ‘In your case, under
the desk’, quipped Stigler grimly.

What if the psychological model or ‘price theory’ itself was faulty? What if people don’t act
like rational calculators of private gain, least of all in their domestic, social and political lives?
What if economics isn’t fully adequate to understanding why people behave as they do? In the
seminar rooms of Chicago economics, these were the questions that could never be raised. All
regimes of radical, sceptical, anti-philosophical empiricism require certain propositions which are
exempted from scrutiny. In Chicago, that proposition is price theory, which, from the lectures of
Viner during the 1930s through to the current pop-economics fad of Freakonomics, has been the
central article of faith for an institution that proclaims to have no need for faith.

How to out-Chicago Chicago

An Archimedes who suddenly has a marvelous idea and shouts ‘Eureka!’ is the hero of the
rarest of events. I have spent all of my professional life in the company of first-class
scholars but only once have I encountered something like the sudden Archimedian revelation
—as an observer.

It was in these breathless tones that George Stigler recounted one particular workshop in 1960,
which took place in Aaron Director’s home in Hyde Park. Stigler would never forget that evening
and later cursed Director for not having tape-recorded it.13 It became a turning point for his career
and for the Chicago School more generally. Arguably, it was a turning point for the project of
neoliberalism.

The paper that was discussed that evening was the work of the British economist Ronald Coase,
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then of the University of Virginia. Coase always resisted the iconic status that Stigler and others
were keen to bestow upon him. His career had progressed quietly and methodically, through asking
simple scientific questions about why economic institutions are structured as they are. He claimed
never to understand the excitement that his work had engendered. He collected his 1991 Nobel with
the words ‘What I have done has been determined by factors which were no part of my choosing’, a
sentiment that would have struck the chip-on-shoulder, competitive individualists of Chicago as
akin to defeatism.

And yet, by accident or otherwise, this modest economist with a working class background in
Kilburn, London, acquired the role of an ‘Archimedes’ for the intellectual bruisers from Hyde Park.
In the process, he contributed to a new, more vicious understanding of how capitalism should be
governed, and the form that competition should take. Coase’s work ended up a crucial plank in a
political worldview stating that there was no limit to how large and powerful a capitalist firm
should be allowed to become, so long as it was acting in a ‘competitive’ fashion.

Coase has never been described as a ‘neoliberal’, less still a ‘conservative’. He was, however,
taught by two economists at the London School of Economics during the 1930s, Friedrich Hayek
and Lionel Robbins, who were both instrumental in the emergence of neoliberal thought. Robbins
and Hayek were seeking to muster a fight-back against the Keynesian and socialist thinking that
thrived through the Depression, by highlighting the unique intelligence contained in the price system
of competitive markets. Coase breathed this in. More importantly, he was exposed to Hayek’s
intense scepticism regarding what any social science, including economics, could be capable of
knowing.

Armed with a radically sceptical eye, though nevertheless adhering to the basic tenets of ‘price
theory’, Coase was able to ask a question that his more libertarian colleagues in Chicago had never
properly considered: What exactly is the benefit of a market anyway? If it’s to produce welfare, is it
not possible that, under certain circumstances, this can be done even better through different types of
organization, such as corporations? In their hostility to state intrusions in markets, Friedman and
company had largely just assumed that free markets were intrinsically superior on principle. But
paradoxically, this belief also committed them to certain types of state intervention, namely
regulation and competition law, which would ensure that the market maintained its correct form.

Coase’s brilliance was to spot within the Chicago School position a final remnant of
metaphysical speculation that they themselves were not aware of. Up until this point, the Chicago
School still assumed that markets needed to be open, competitive, run according to certain
principles of fairness, or else they would become submerged under the weight of monopolies.
Markets needed ground rules if they were to match up to the ideal of being a space of individual
freedom. This meant that they still required authorities capable of intervening, once competitors
ceased to play fair or grew too powerful, and the market started to ‘fail’.

Ever the sceptic, Coase did not accept this style of reasoning. Nothing in real economic life was
ever that simple. Markets were never perfectly competitive in actuality, so the categorical
distinction between a market that ‘works’ and one that ‘fails’ was an illusion generated by
economic theory. The question economists should be asking, Coase argued, is whether there is good
evidence that a specific regulatory intervention will make everyone better off overall. And by
‘everyone’, this shouldn’t just mean consumers or small businesses, but the party being regulated as
well. This argument was straight out of Bentham: he was advocating that policy be led purely by
statistical data on aggregate human welfare, and abandon all sense of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ altogether.

77



If there isn’t sufficient data to justify government intervention – and such evidence is hard to
assemble – then regulators would be better off leaving the economy alone altogether.

One of the most far-reaching implications of Coase’s argument was that monopolies are not
nearly as bad as economists tend to assume. Compared to a perfectly competitive, perfectly efficient
market, then yes, monopolies are undesirable. But this was what Coase disparagingly called
‘blackboard economics’. If economists opened their eyes and looked at capitalism as it actually
existed, they might discover that regulatory efforts to produce efficient markets were often counter-
productive. Meanwhile, leaving firms alone to work things out for themselves (using private
contracts and compensation where necessary) could actually produce the best available outcome
overall – not a perfect outcome, just the best one available. The function of economics was to
carefully calculate what should be done, on a case-by-case basis, not to offer utopian visions of
perfect scenarios.

Coase’s scepticism towards regulation first appeared in a 1959 paper on the telecoms market.
This made a stir. While the Chicago School were no friends of government, they had at least
assumed that markets needed to be kept in check to some extent, if they were not to become
dominated by vast corporations making excessive profits. On the other hand, they were intrigued by
Coase’s critical style of reasoning, and the radicalism of his conclusions. Director invited the
Englishman to give a paper defending his position, a paper which was later published as ‘The
Problem of Social Cost’, becoming one of the most cited articles in the history of economics.

Scenting blood, twenty-one leading figures from the Chicago economics department arrived. All
had read Coase’s paper, and a vote taken at the beginning of the evening suggested that all twenty-
one of them disagreed with it. In the timeworn style of the Chicago workshop, Coase was
introduced by Director, then given five minutes to explain and justify his argument, before he would
be torn apart by force of economic logic. As ever on these occasions, when it came to the latter
part, Milton Friedman led the way. But on this occasion, something unusual happened – Friedmanite
logic did not appear to be working. Here’s George Stigler again:

Ronald didn’t persuade us. But he refused to yield to all our erroneous arguments. Milton
would hit him from one side, then from another, then from another. Then to our horror,
Milton missed him and hit us. At the end of that evening the vote had changed. There were
twenty-one votes for Ronald and no votes [against].14

As one of his students later put it, ‘He had out-Chicagoed Chicago’.15 Coase had no ideological
axe to grind against government. He was not possessed of any particular love of unregulated, dog-
eat-dog capitalism, which was more than could be said of Friedman.

What he did have, which the Chicago economists found irresistible, was a desire to question
every assumption about how the economy ought to be governed, every assumption about what
‘good’ and ‘bad’ competition looked like, and to challenge the assumptions of policy-makers that
they could necessarily tell the difference between the two. Through his scepticism towards the very
possibility of a perfect market, he was even more doubtful of the state’s authority than Friedman et
al. Scientific economic analysis alone could determine whether a regulatory intervention was
needed.
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Sympathy for the capitalist

Stigler believed that an entire paradigm had shifted before his eyes. The theoretical case that
underpinned government regulation of markets had evaporated, right there in Aaron Director’s
living room. It turned out that, up until 1960, even the Chicago School had been labouring under
some metaphysical moral presumption that certain situations were essentially in need of government
intervention and others weren’t. ‘Coase’s Theorem’, as Stigler later christened it, stated that this
wasn’t the case, and there was no basis on which to believe that regulation could automatically
improve on situations that arose spontaneously between competing actors.

Except that this wasn’t quite what Coase had argued. The paper he had defended in Director’s
home that evening in 1960 said that there were no grounds on principle to assume that market
regulation was ever necessary. There were no grounds on principle to assume that one competitor
exploiting another was necessarily a bad thing. But nor were there any grounds on principle to
believe that regulatory intervention was a bad thing either. Coase was simply making a plea for
robust economic analysis of the data available, as an alternative to the utopian propositions of
‘blackboard economics’. To maintain authority amidst various conflicting perspectives on the rights
and wrongs of a competitive situation, regulators needed to be staffed by economists who would
simply represent the facts.

Stigler and his colleagues had little interest in such even-handedness. What they now possessed
was a devastating critique of the moral authority of regulators and legislators, who purported to act
in the ‘public interest’ but were typically just acting either in their own interests (to create more
jobs for regulators) or out of political resentment towards large successful businesses. What
regulators and left-wing liberals had singularly failed to recognize was that large, exploitative,
monopolistic businesses also generate welfare. In fact, given a free rein, who knew how much
welfare they might produce?

From the increasingly bullish Chicagoan perspective, the scale of giant corporations allowed
them to work more efficiently, doing more good for consumers and society at large. The benefit they
produced did not happen in spite of their aggressive competitive behaviour, but because of that
behaviour. Let them grow as far as they can, as profitably as they can, and see what happens. Why
worry about businesses getting ‘too big’? Who is to say that they shouldn’t be even bigger? By the
end of the decade, Friedman was stating the pro-corporate argument even more nakedly. As he put it
in a famous article published in The New York Times Magazine in 1970, the single moral duty of a
corporation is to make as much money as it possibly can.16

The question that Coase posed that evening in 1960 was a radical one: regulators had long been
striving to protect competitors from larger bullies, but what about the welfare of the bully? Didn’t
he deserve to be taken into account as well? And – as the Chicago School would later seek to
explain – might consumers actually be better off being served by the same very large, efficient
monopolists than constantly having to choose between various smaller, inefficient competitors? If
the welfare of everyone were taken into account, including the welfare of aggressive corporate
behemoths, then it was really not clear what benefit regulation was actually achieving.

Here was utilitarianism being reinvented in such a way as to include corporations in the state’s
calculus. Walmart, Microsoft and Apple didn’t exist in 1960, but they could not have imagined a
more sympathetic policy template than the one that was cooked up in Chicago on the back of
Coase’s work. Once Reagan was in the White House, these ideas spread quickly through the policy
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and regulatory establishments of Washington, DC, before permeating many international regulators
over the 1990s.17 In less than a decade, policy-makers went from viewing high profitability as a
warning sign that a firm was growing too large to being a welcome indication that a firm was being
managed in a highly ‘competitive’ fashion.

There is one deeply counter-intuitive lesson which emerges from this: American neoliberalism
is not actually all that enamoured with competitive markets at all. That is to say, if we understand a
market as a space in which there is a choice of people to transact with, and a degree of freedom as
to whether to do so – think of eBay for example – the Chicago School was entirely comfortable with
the notion of businesses restricting this choice, restricting this freedom, on grounds that it produces
more utility overall.

What Stigler, Friedman, Director and their colleagues really admired was not the market as
such, but the competitive psychology that was manifest in the entrepreneurs and corporations which
sought to vanquish their rivals. They didn’t want the market to be a place of fairness, where
everyone had an equal chance; they wanted it to be a space for victors to achieve ever-greater glory
and exploit the spoils. In their appeals to the limitless potential of capital, these Chicago
conservatives were making a similar appeal to the logic of growth as the counterculture and the
humanistic psychologists were. With Gary Becker’s metaphor of ‘human capital’, the distinction
between corporate strategy and individual behaviour dissolved altogether: each person and each
firm was playing a long-term game for supremacy, whether or not there was a market present.

In what sense is this winner-take-all economics still ‘competition’? Perhaps the clue to the
Chicagoan vision lay in their own combative intellectual culture. These professed outcasts, with a
‘chip on their shoulder’, believed that no game was ever really lost. Friedman made his career on
the basis of arguing single-handedly against a global Keynesian orthodoxy for nearly four decades,
until finally, by the late 1970s, he was perceived to have ‘won’. Coase no doubt impressed his
hosts partly by his willingness to stand up for his minority view, and willing them over. The elites
of Harvard, MIT and the federal government were entitled to enjoy their period of dominance, but
they should have taken these upstarts in Chicago a little more seriously from the start. Because when
the neoliberals got to taste intellectual and political victory, they would fight just as hard to cling
onto it. Chicago-style competition wasn’t about co-existing with rivals; it was about destroying
them. Inequality was not some moral injustice, but an accurate representation of differences in
desire and power.

The Chicago School message to anyone complaining that today’s market is dominated by
corporate giants is a brutal one: go and start a future corporate giant yourself. What is stopping you?
Do you not desire it enough? Do you not have the fight in you? If not, perhaps there is something
wrong with you, not with society. This poses the question of what happens to the large number of
people in a neoliberal society who are not possessed with the egoism, aggression and optimism of a
Milton Friedman or a Steve Jobs. To deal with such people, a different science is needed
altogether.

The science of deflation

The ability of individuals to ‘strive’ and ‘grow’ came under a somewhat different scientific
spotlight between 1957 and 1958, due to accidental and coincidental discoveries made by two
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psychiatrists, Ronald Kuhn and Nathan Kline, working in the United States and Switzerland
respectively. As with so many major scientific breakthroughs, it is impossible to specify who
exactly got there first, for the simple reason that neither quite understood where exactly they had got
to. The era of psychopharmacology was still very young, with the discovery of the first drug
effective against schizophrenia in 1952 and the running of the first successful ‘randomized control
trials’ (whereby a drug is tested alongside a placebo, with the recipients not knowing which one
they’ve received) on Valium in 1954. These breakthroughs opened up a new neurochemical terrain
for psychiatrists to explore.

Unlike the developers of those anti-anxiety and anti-schizophrenia drugs, Kline and Kuhn were
not sure precisely what disorder they were seeking to target. Kline began experimenting with a drug
called iproniazid, which had first been used against tuberculosis, while Kuhn was trialling
imipramine in the hope that it might target psychosis. Had they both been certain of what effect they
were looking for in advance, it’s doubtful that they would have made any discovery at all. It was
because they were not sure that they engaged in extremely careful observation of the drugs’
recipients. Thanks to this, both psychiatrists noticed something that was both banal and
revolutionary at the same time.

The drugs did not appear to have any particular effects that could be scientifically classified.
There was no specific psychiatric symptom or disorder that they seemed to relieve. Given that
psychiatrists of the 1950s still viewed their jobs principally in terms of healing those in asylums
and hospitals, it wasn’t clear that these drugs offered anything especially useful at all. As a result,
drug companies initially showed little interest in the breakthrough. The drugs simply seemed to
make people feel more truly themselves, restoring their optimism about life in general.

People felt better as a result of these pharmaceuticals, not in any specifically medical or
psychiatric sense, but more in terms of their capacity for fulfilment and hope. As Kuhn observed, his
new substance appeared to have ‘antidepressant properties’. The extraordinary implication, which
has since become our society’s common sense, was that sadness and deflation, and hence their
opposites, could be viewed in neurochemical terms.

For a while, psychiatrists struggled to know how to describe the new drugs. Kline chose to refer
to his as a ‘psychic energizer’, which remains a decent description of many of the drugs currently
marketed as ‘antidepressants’, but which are used to treat anything from eating disorders to
premature ejaculation. The subtlety of their effects was perplexing, but this very property – this
selectivity – has since come to be the main promise of those who seek to transform and improve us
via our neurochemistry. Unlike barbiturates, the new drugs did not alter physical metabolism or
overall levels of psychic activity. They appeared to boost those parts of the patient that had been
deflated or damaged but to leave mind and body otherwise unaffected. This wasn’t just the
discovery of a new drug, but of a whole new notion of personhood.18

In the decades since Kuhn and Kline first experimented with their new drugs, antidepressants
have become celebrated for this alleged selectivity and their non-specificity. The supposed genius
of the selective serotonin reuptake inhibitor (SSRI) is to seek out the precise part of the self that
requires energizing and give it a boost. In the years following the launch of Prozac in 1988,
enthusiasm for the potential of SSRIs reached unprecedented heights. Claims were made by
psychiatrists such as Peter Kramer that Prozac didn’t simply boost mood, but reconnected
individuals with their real selves.19 The notion of illness, not to mention that of sadness, has been
transformed in the process.
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It would take twenty-five years before Kuhn and Kline’s new ‘psychic energizers’ would attain
mass market appeal; indeed they were initially marketed as anti-schizophrenia drugs. But culturally,
their discovery was perfectly timed. Psychiatrists and psychologists had shown virtually no interest
in the notion of happiness or flourishing up until this time. The influence of psychoanalysis meant
that psychiatric problems were typically viewed through the lens of neurosis, that is, as conflict
with oneself and one’s past. Depression was a recognized psychiatric disorder that could be treated
with electric shock therapy if severe enough, but it received comparatively little attention from the
psychiatry profession, let alone the medical profession. The Freudian category of ‘melancholia’, as
the inability to accept some past loss, continued to shape how chronic unhappiness was understood
within much of the psychiatry profession.

But these psychoanalytic ideas were relatively useless when it came to dealing with a more
diffuse form of depression, manifest as a generalized deflation of desire and capability. It was this
that psychiatrists and psychoanalysts were increasingly confronted by as the 1960s wore on, forcing
them to question certain core aspects of their theoretical training.20 Depressed individuals were not
speaking in terms of shame or repressed desires any longer, but merely in terms of their own
weakness and inadequacy. If anything, it was an absence of desire that afflicted them, more than a
bottling up. Admittedly, drug companies were content to assist with the relinquishing of traditional
psychoanalytic theory, as the pharmaceutical company Merck demonstrated in 1961 when it
distributed fifty thousand copies of Frank Ayd’s Recognizing the Depressed Patient to doctors
around the United States, immediately after winning a patent battle over the antidepressant
amitriptyline.21 But the drugs were entangled in a broader cultural and moral transformation.

The question of how to boost general energy and positivity was an entirely new one for
psychologists at the close of the 1950s. But it was slowly emerging as a distinctive field of research
in its own right, with a number of new questionnaires, surveys and psychiatric scales through which
to compare individuals in terms of their positivity. The year 1958 saw the launch of the Jourard
Self-Disclosure Scale and then in 1961 the Beck Depression Inventory, the work of Aaron Beck, the
father of cognitive behavioural therapy. Mental health surveys conducted in the United States during
the 1950s, aimed partly at assessing the psychological state of war veterans, discovered that
generalized depression was a far more common complaint than psychiatrists had assumed. This
psychic deflation was coming to appear as a risk that could afflict anyone at any time, whether or
not there was psychoanalytic material to back that assessment up.

By the late 1960s, psychologists were studying depression far more closely, without the
assumption that there must be an underlying neurosis. Martin Seligman’s experiments on ‘learned
helplessness’, in which he showed that if you electrocuted a dog enough it would eventually cease
to resist, helped to map out a new understanding of depression. This sowed the seeds of the positive
psychology movement, dedicated to the programmatic ‘unlearning’ of helplessness, of which
Seligman is the figurehead.

A drug that is itself selective immediately weakens the responsibility of the physician or
psychiatrist to identify precisely what is wrong with a patient. It can therefore be prescribed in a
non-specific way, as if to say, ‘Try this, and see if whatever is ailing you starts to fade’. Misery
itself becomes the phenomenon to be dealt with, rather than any particular manifestation or
symptom. In the early 1960s, this was an affront to the authority of psychiatrists and doctors, whose
professional role involved specifying exactly what was causing a problem and offering a solution
to it. The idea that individuals may be suffering from some general collapse of their psychic
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capabilities, manifest in any number of symptoms, challenged core notions of medical or psychiatric
expertise.

Over half a century after the discovery of antidepressants, it remains the case that nobody has
ever discovered precisely how or why they work, to the extent that they do.22 Nor could anybody
ever make this discovery, because what it means for an SSRI to ‘work’ will differ from one patient
to the next. A great deal of attention has been paid to how SSRIs alter our understanding of
unhappiness, relocating it in our brain neurons; but they also fundamentally alter the meaning of a
medical diagnosis and the nature of medical and psychiatric authority.

A society organized around the boosting of personal satisfaction and fulfilment – ‘self-anchored
striving’ – would need to reconceive the nature of authority, when it came to tending and treating the
pleasures and pains of the mind. Either that authority would need to become more fluid, counter-
cultural and relativist itself, accepting the lack of any clear truth in this arena, or it would need to
acquire a new type of scientific expertise, more numerical and dispassionate, whose function is to
construct classifications, diagnoses, hierarchies and distinctions, to suit the needs of governments,
managers and risk profilers, whose job would otherwise be impossible.

Psychiatric authority reinvented

The Chicago School ultimately benefited from the ostracism that it was long shown by the American
economics and policy establishment. It offered a lengthy gestation period, during which alternative
ideas and policy proposals could mature and be ready for application by the time the governing
orthodoxy had been engulfed in crisis. That crisis began brewing in 1968, as US productivity
growth began to falter and the cost of the Vietnam War ate into the government’s finances. The
crisis mounted from 1972 onwards, with sharp rises in oil prices and the breakdown of the global
monetary system that had been put in place after World War Two.

The American psychiatry profession experienced its own crisis, with an almost identical
chronology. In 1968, the American Psychiatric Association (APA) published the second edition of
its handbook, the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM). Compared to
later versions of the manual, this publication initially elicited very little debate. Even psychiatrists
had little interest in the book’s somewhat nerdish question of how to attach names to different
symptoms. But within five years, this book was the focus of political controversies that threatened
to sink the APA altogether.

One problem with the DSM-II was that it seemed to fail in its supposed goal. After all, what
was the use of having an officially recognized list of diagnostic classifications if it didn’t appear to
constrain how psychiatrists and mental health professionals actually worked? The same year that the
DSM-II was published, the World Health Organization published a study showing that even major
psychiatric disorders, such as schizophrenia, were being diagnosed at wildly different rates around
the world. Psychiatrists seemed to have a great deal of discretion available to them, being led by
theories as to what was underlying the symptoms, which were rarely amenable to scientific testing
in any strict sense. They shared a single terminology but lacked any strict rules for how it should be
applied.

The ‘anti-psychiatry movement’, as it was known, included some who viewed the entire
profession as a political project aimed at social control. But it also included others, such as Thomas
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Szasz, who believed that psychiatry’s main problem was that it was incapable of making testable,
scientific propositions.23 In a famous experiment conducted in 1973, nineteen ‘pseudopatients’
managed to get themselves admitted into psychiatric institutions, by turning up and falsely reporting
that they were hearing a voice saying ‘empty’, ‘hollow’ and ‘thud’. This was later written up in the
journal Science under the title ‘On Being Sane in Insane Places’, adding fuel to the anti-psychiatry
movement.24

Most controversially, the DSM-II included homosexuality in its list of disorders, provoking an
outcry that gathered momentum from 1970 onwards, with the support of leading anti-psychiatry
spokespersons. The APA was relatively untroubled by the problem of unreliable diagnoses, seeing
as few of its members or governing body were especially interested in reliability in the first place.
But the political storm generated by the homosexuality classification was far harder to ignore.
Whereas the problem of diagnostic reliability was largely containable within the profession itself,
the controversy over the DSM classification of homosexuality had spilled out into the public sphere.

Just as the Chicago School waited patiently in the cold until the economic policy crisis of the
1970s had run its course, there was one school of psychiatry which was blissfully untroubled by the
turmoil sweeping the APA. This small group, based at Washington University in St Louis, had long
felt alienated from the psychoanalytic style of American psychiatry. Far more indebted to the Swiss
psychiatrist Emil Kraepelin than to Freud (or to Adolf Meyer, whose adaptation of Freud’s ideas
dominated much APA thinking through the 1950s and ’60s), they treated classification of psychiatric
symptoms as of the foremost importance. Mental illness was to be viewed in the identical way as
physiological illness, an event in the body – more specifically, the brain – which required objective
scientific observation and minimal social interpretation.

Through the 1950s and 1960s, the St Louis group, led by Eli Robins, Samuel Guze and George
Winokur, was left to operate in its own intellectual and social bubble. They were repeatedly
refused funding by the National Institute of Mental Health, who preferred instead to fund studies
within the Meyerian tradition, which focused on the relationship between mental illness and the
social environment. The St Louis school were outcasts from the establishment, relying on networks
with European sympathizers and throwing some rollicking parties among themselves, but peripheral
to American psychiatry.

For these ‘neo-Kraepelinians’, psychiatry’s claims to the status of science depended on
diagnostic reliability: two different psychiatrists, faced with the same set of symptoms, had to be
capable of reaching the same diagnostic conclusion independently from one another. Whether a
psychiatrist truly understood what was troubling someone, what had caused it, or how to relieve it,
was of secondary importance to whether they could confidently identify the syndrome by name. The
job of the psychiatrist, by this scientific standard, was simply to observe, classify and name, not to
interpret or explain. Within this vision, the moral and political vocation of psychiatry, which in its
more utopian traditions had aimed at healing civilization at large, was drastically shrunk. In its
place was a set of tools for categorizing maladies as they happened to present themselves. To many
psychiatrists of the 1960s, this seemed like a banally academic preoccupation. But it was about to
become a lot more than that.

While they were rejected by the psychiatry profession itself, the St Louis school were not the
only voices arguing for greater diagnostic reliability at the time. Health insurance companies in the
United States were growing alarmed by the escalating rates of mental health problems, with
diagnoses doubling between 1952 and 1967.25 Meanwhile, the pharmaceutical industry had a clear
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interest in tightening up diagnostic practices in psychiatry, thanks to a landmark piece of government
regulation. There was an increasingly powerful business case for establishing a new consensus on
the names that were attached to symptoms.

In 1962, Senator Estes Kerfauver of Tennessee and Representative Oren Harris from Arkansas
had tabled an amendment to the 1938 Federal Drug, Food and Cosmetic Act, aimed at significantly
tightening the rules surrounding regulatory approval of pharmaceuticals. This was a direct response
to the thalidomide tragedy, which led to around ten thousand children around the world being born
with physical deformities between 1960 and 1962 as a result of a new anti-anxiety drug that had
begun to be prescribed for morning sickness. The United States was relatively unaffected, due to the
prudence (later viewed as heroism) of one FDA official who blocked the drug on grounds that it
wasn’t adequately tested.

One feature of the Kerfauver-Harris amendment was that drugs had to be marketed with a clear
identification of the syndrome that they offered to alleviate. Again, this made clarity around
psychiatric classification imperative, although in this case for business reasons. If a drug seemed to
have ‘antidepressant properties’, for example, this wasn’t enough to clear the Kerfauver–Harris
regulatory hurdle. It needed a clearly defined disease to target – which in that case would need to
be called ‘depression’. As the British psychiatrist David Healy has argued, this legal amendment is
arguably the critical moment in the shaping of our contemporary idea of depression as a disease.26

Thanks to Kerfauver–Harris, we’ve come to believe that we can draw clear lines around
‘depression’, and between varieties of it – lines that magically correspond to pharmaceutical
products.

By 1973, the APA was facing charges of pseudoscience, homophobia and the peddling of
regressive 1950s moral standards of normality. No less critically, they also represented a threat to
the long-term profitability of big pharma. Both cultural and economic forces were pitted against the
profession, throwing the very purpose of psychiatry into question. Ultimately, the St Louis approach
to psychiatry would be the winner in this crisis, and the strict, anti-theoretical diagnostic approach
would soon move from the status of nerdish irrelevance to orthodoxy. But it would take a
particularly restless figure within the higher ranks of the APA to bring this volte-face about.

Robert Spitzer came from a traditional psychiatric background, joining the New York State
Psychiatric Institute in 1966. He fell in with the authors of the DSM-II after hanging out with them at
the Columbia University canteen in the late ’60s, but was growing somewhat bored of the
psychoanalytic theories peddled by his colleagues.27 Spitzer was someone who enjoyed a fight.
He’d grown up in a family of New York Jewish communists and spent his youth engaged in lengthy
political and intellectual arguments with his father, not least over the latter’s Stalinist sympathies.
Today, he is commonly recognized as the most influential American psychiatrist of the late twentieth
century. But as much as anything, this was down to his entrepreneurial zeal and imagination as it
was to his ideas. What Spitzer had in spades, and which professional associations tended to lack,
was an appetite for radical change.

In the late 1960s, Spitzer had a growing interest in diagnostic classification, spotting an
alternative to the status quo. But his status within the APA was marginal, until he was given the task
of defusing the homosexuality controversy. To achieve this, he mounted an aggressive campaign
within the APA, offering an alternative description of the syndrome concerned – ‘sexual orientation
disturbance’ – which highlighted that suffering must be involved before any diagnosis of sexuality
disorder could be made. This was a subtle but telling distinction: Spitzer was implying that the
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relief of unhappiness should replace the pursuit of normality as the psychiatrist’s abiding vocation.
In 1973, he faced down opposition from senior colleagues within the APA on this issue and won.
Thanks to Spitzer’s advocacy, the question of sexual ‘normality’ was (not-so-quietly) replaced with
one of classifiable misery, hinting at how the character of mental illness was changing more
broadly.

The following year, Spitzer was given his next political challenge: to deal with the APA’s
diagnostic reliability. The DSM-II was already looking dated, and in any case needed rewriting to
abide by the World Health Organization’s own changing diagnostic criteria. Spitzer was appointed
as chair of the Task Force on Nomenclature and Statistics, now with a clear mandate to deal with
the problems of diagnostic reliability that had been brewing for over a decade. Crucially, he
retained complete control over how the task force would be composed. He hand-picked its eight
members with a clear intention to tear up the APA’s existing theoretical principles and replace them
with a set of methods which were straight out of St Louis.

Four of the eight appointees to Spitzer’s task force were from St Louis, whom he described as
‘kindred spirits’. The other four were judged to be sympathetic to the coup that Spitzer was about to
stage. In appointing Spitzer, the APA – and certainly the health insurance industry – had hoped that
stricter diagnostic categories would actually lead to a reduction in the levels of diagnosis overall.
Greater rigor in the criteria attached to a diagnosis, it was assumed, would make it harder for
syndromes to be diagnosed. What they hadn’t calculated for was the exhaustiveness of the task
force’s approach to classification, which yielded a progressive multiplication in the varieties of
recognized mental illness.

Every known psychiatric symptom was being listed, alongside a diagnosis. To do this, they
drew heavily on a 1972 paper on diagnostic classification authored by the St Louis group, but
adding further classifications and criteria.28 Typing away in his office in Manhattan’s West 168th
Street, urging on his task force to recite symptoms and diagnoses like some endless psychiatric
shopping list, Spitzer was unperturbed. ‘I never saw a diagnosis that I didn’t like’, he was rumoured
to have joked.29 A new dictionary of mental and behavioural terminology was drafted.

Relatively unhappy

The resulting document that Spitzer and his team produced in 1978 provided the basis of the DSM-
III, arguably the most revolutionary and controversial text in the history of American psychiatry.
Finalized over the course of 1979 and published the following year, this handbook bore scarce
resemblance to its 1968 predecessor. The DSM-II outlined 180 categories over 134 pages. The
DSM-III contained 292 categories over 597 pages. The St Louis School’s earlier diagnostic toolkit
had specified (somewhat arbitrarily) that a symptom needed to be present for one month before a
diagnosis was possible. Without any further justification, the DSM-III reduced this to two weeks.

Henceforth, a mental illness was something detectable by observation and classification, which
didn’t require any explanation of why it had arisen. Psychiatric insight into the recesses and
conflicts of the human self was replaced by a dispassionate, scientific guide for naming symptoms.
And in scrapping the possibility that a mental syndrome might be an understandable and
proportionate response to a set of external circumstances, psychiatry lost the capacity to identify
problems in the fabric of society or economy.30 Proponents described the new position as ‘theory
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neutral’. Critics saw it as an abandoning of the deeper vocation of psychiatry to heal, listen and
understand. Even one of the task force members, Henry Pinsker (not from St Louis), started to get
cold feet: ‘I believe that what we now call disorders are really but symptoms’.31

The DSM-III came about because the APA had found itself on the wrong side of too many
cultural and political arguments at once. The forms of truth that psychiatrists were seeking could not
survive the turbulent atmosphere of 1968 and its aftermath: they were too metaphysical, too
politically loaded and too difficult to prove. But amidst this is a story about how happiness – and its
opposite – appeared as a preoccupation of mental health professionals, medical doctors,
pharmaceutical companies and individuals themselves. To get to this point, the mainstream
psychiatric establishment had to be virtually cut out of the loop. A landmark legal case in 1982, in
which a psychiatrist was successfully sued for prescribing long-term psychodynamic therapy to a
depressed patient, and not an antidepressant drug, offered a rousing demonstration of the new state
of affairs.32 Today, 80 per cent of the prescriptions that are written for antidepressants in the United
States are by medical doctors and primary care practitioners, and not by psychiatrists at all.

In a post-1960s era of ‘self-anchored striving’, what can people possibly hold in common other
than a desire for more happiness? And what higher purpose could a psychological expert pursue
than the reduction of unhappiness? These simple, seemingly indisputable principles were what
emerged from the cultural and political conflicts which came to a head in 1968. The growing
problem of depression, experienced as a non-specific lack of energy and desire, combined with the
emergence of a drug that seemed selectively to alleviate this, and the need of drug companies,
regulators and health insurers to find clarity amidst such murkiness, meant that psychoanalytic
expertise was heading for a fall.

A host of new techniques, measures and scales would be needed to track positive and negative
moods in this new cultural and political landscape. Aaron Beck was well ahead of his time with his
1961 Beck Depression Inventory. In respect of physical pain, the influential McGill Pain
Questionnaire was introduced in 1971. Various additional questionnaires and scales were
introduced during the 1980s and 1990s to identify and quantify levels of depression, such as the
Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (1983) and Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (1995). With
the growing influence of positive psychology, which offered to mitigate the ‘risk’ of depression
occurring, scales of ‘positive affect’ and ‘flourishing’ were added to these. Each of these
represented a further manifestation of the Benthamite ambition to know how another person was
feeling, through force of scientific measurement alone. Underlying them was the familiar monistic
hope, that diverse forms of sadness, worry, frustration, neurosis and pain might be placed on simple
scales, between the least up to the most.

The reconfigured DSM, together with the various newly designed scales, made it very clear
what should be classified as depression and to what extent. A sufficient number of symptoms, such
as loss of sleep, loss of appetite, loss of sexual appetite, in combination for two weeks or more
could now be called ‘depression’. But what it actually meant to be depressed, or what caused it,
had disappeared from view, for many of the new league of psychological experts who emerged on
the tails of Spitzer and the St Louis team. The voice of the sufferer was not quite silenced in the new
diagnostic era, but it was regulated by the construction and imposition of strict questionnaires and
indices. The neurosciences potentially now enable psychiatry to move away from even those
restricted questions and answers.

So what really is this so-called disease that now afflicts around a third of people at some point
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in their lifetime, and around 8 per cent of American and European adults at any one time? It is often
said that depression is the inability to construct a viable future for oneself. What goes wrong, when
people suffer our contemporary form of depression, is not simply that they cease to experience
pleasure or happiness, but that they lose the will or ability to seek pleasure or happiness. It is not
that they become unhappy per se, but that they lose the mental – and often the physical – resources to
pursue things that might make them happy. In becoming masters of their own lifestyles and values,
they discover that they lack the energy to act upon them.

It is only in a society that makes generalized, personalized growth the ultimate virtue that a
disorder of generalized, personalized collapse will become inevitable. And so a culture which
values only optimism will produce pathologies of pessimism; an economy built around
competitiveness will turn defeatism into a disease. Once the Benthamite project of psychic
optimization loses any sense of agreed limits, promising only more and more, the troubling
discovery is made that utilitarian measurement can go desperately negative as well as positive.

Depressive-competitive disorder

‘Just do it’. ‘Enjoy more’. Slogans such as these, belonging to Nike and McDonald’s respectively,
offer the ethical injunctions of the post-1960s neoliberal era. They are the last transcendent moral
principles for a society which rejects moral authority. As Slavoj Žižek has argued, enjoyment has
become an even greater duty than to obey the rules. Thanks to the influence of the Chicago School
over government regulators, the same is true for corporate profitability.

The entanglement of psychic maximization and profit maximization has grown more explicit
over the course of the neoliberal era. This is partly due to the infiltration of corporate interests into
the APA. In the run up to the DSM-V, published in 2013, it was reported that the pharmaceutical
industry was responsible for half of the APA’s $50 million budget, and that eight of the eleven-
strong committee which advised on diagnostic criteria had links to pharmaceutical firms.33 The
ways in which we describe ourselves and our mental afflictions are now shaped partly by the
financial interests of big pharma.

One of the last remaining checks on the neurochemical understanding of depression was the
exemption attached to people who were grieving: this, at the very least, was still considered a not
unhealthy reason to be unhappy. But in the face of a new drug, Wellbutrin, promising to alleviate
‘major depressive symptoms occurring shortly after the loss of a loved one’, the APA caved in and
removed this exemption from the DSM-V.34 To be unhappy for more than two weeks after the death
of another human being can now be considered a medical illness. Psychiatrists now study
bereavement in terms of its possible mental health ‘risks’, without any psychoanalytic or common
sense of why loss might be a painful experience.35

Corporations are also increasingly aware of the economic inefficiency of depression in an
economy that trades on enthusiasm in the workplace and desire in the shopping mall.36 Finding ways
to lift people out of this illness, or reduce the risks of encountering it in the first place (through
tailored diet, exercise or even brain scans to assess the risk early in children), is viewed as
essential to the survival of corporate profitability. One report on the topic, sponsored by a number
of UK corporations including Barclays Bank, stated with a peculiar absence of compassion,
‘Today’s brain-based economy puts a premium on cerebral skills, in which cognition is the ignition
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of productivity and innovation. Depression attacks that vital asset.’37

One way in which Bentham was shaped by the emancipatory social spirit of his age was in his
assumption that the measurement and maximization of happiness were a collective venture. There
was, in principle, a justification for one man’s happiness to be impeded: for another man’s benefit.
Admittedly, the main arena in which he explored this was punishment: prison is justified to the
extent that non-prisoners benefit from its existence. But nevertheless, the calculus of utility was one
that took everyone into account. In economic policy, this could justify transfers of money from rich
to poor, if it was clear that poverty was the cause of misery.

The depressive-competitive disorder of neoliberalism arises because the injunction to achieve a
higher utility score – be that measured in money or physical symptoms – becomes privatized. Very
rich, very successful, very healthy firms or people could, and should, become even more so. In the
hands of the Chicago School of economics or the St Louis School of psychiatry, the logic that says
we have a particular political or moral responsibility towards the weak, which may require us to
impose restrictions on the strong, is broken. Authority consists simply in measuring, rating,
comparing and contrasting the strong and the weak without judgement, showing the weak how much
stronger they might be, and confirming to the strong that they are winning, at least for the time being.

Buried within the technocratic toolkits of neoliberal regulators and evaluators is a brutal
political philosophy. This condemns most people to the status of failures, with only the faint hope of
future victories to cling onto. That school in London ‘where the pupils are allowed to win just one
race each, for fear that to win more would make the other pupils seem inferior’ was, in fact, a
model of how to guard against a depressive-competitive disorder that few in 1977 could have seen
coming. But that would also have required a different form of capitalism, which few policymakers
today are prepared to warrant.

89



6

Social Optimization

Imagine walking into a coffee shop, ordering a cappuccino, and then, to your surprise, being
informed that it has already been paid for. This sounds like a pleasant experience, one which might
even make the coffee more pleasurable to drink. Where did this unexpected gift come from? It
transpires that it was left by the previous customer. The only snag, if indeed it is a snag, is that you
now have to do the same for the next customer to walk in.

This is known as a ‘pay-it-forward’ pricing scheme. It is something that has been practised by a
number of small businesses in California, such as Berkeley’s Karma Kitchen, and sometimes has
been introduced spontaneously by customers themselves. On the face of it, it would seem to defy the
logic of free market economics. After all, the basic premise of the price system, as it appeared to
William Stanley Jevons and the neoclassical economists, is that I will exchange my money for a
pleasure that I experience privately. Money for the shopkeeper is counter-balanced against
satisfaction for me. Markets, surely, are places where we are allowed, even expected, to behave
selfishly. With its hippy idealism, pay-it-forward would appear to defy the core tenets of economic
calculation.

But there is more to it than this. Researchers based at UC Berkeley’s Decision Science
Research Group have looked closely at pay-it-forward pricing and discovered something with
profound implications for how markets and business work. It transpires that people will generally
pay more for a good, under the pay-it-forward model, than under a conventional pricing system.1
This is true even when the participants are complete strangers. As the study’s lead author, Minah
Jung, puts it, ‘People don’t want to look cheap. They want to be fair, but they also want to fit in with
the social norms.’ Contrary to what economists have long assumed, altruism can often exert a far
stronger influence over our decision-making than calculation. If individuals can become seduced
into relationships of reciprocity, rather than of selfish calculation, the capacity to influence them is
that much greater. As Jung’s research shows, so is the opportunity to charge them more money.

Similar research findings have been made in the workplace. The notion of ‘performance-related
pay’ is a familiar one, suggesting, reasonably enough, that additional effort by an employee is
rewarded by a commensurate increase in pay. But studies conducted by researchers at Harvard
Business School have discovered that there is a more effective way of extracting greater effort from
staff: represent pay increases as a ‘gift’.2 When money is offered in exchange for extra effort, the
employee may be minded to view the extra money as their entitlement and carry on as before. But
when the employer makes some apparently gratuitous act of altruism, the employee enters a more
binding reciprocal relationship and works harder.

These findings are typical of the field of ‘behavioural economics’, which emerged in the late
1970s thanks to a reunion of psychology with economics, following their split at the end of the
nineteenth century. Like regular economists, behavioural economists assume that individuals are
usually motivated to maximize their own benefit – but not always. In certain circumstances, they are
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social and moral animals, even when this actually appears to undermine their economic interests.
They follow the herd and act according to certain rules of thumb. They have some principles that
they will not sacrifice for money at all. A number of much-hyped policy lessons follow from this,
which have been referred to as ‘nudges’.

For example, if some people are repeatedly creating a disturbance in their neighbourhood, how
should they be dealt with? Jeremy Bentham would have supposed that the answer involved some
sort of punishment: only if the behaviour were associated with pain would it become less
appealing. An alternative answer, though with the same logic, is that they could be paid to behave
better. But there is a third option, which Bentham might well have scoffed at. What if they sign a
piece of paper, promising to change the way that they behave in future? Somewhat surprisingly, it
transpires that this can often be the most effective strategy. Making an explicit moral commitment –
even under duress – seems to bind people in certain ways that utilitarian penalties and incentives
often do not.

It seems that this undermines the cynical, calculative, individualist theory of human psychology,
which lies at the heart of Benthamism and orthodox economics. It transpires that we are as much
motivated by moral principles as we are by our own selfish interests. Maybe the cold rationality of
the market does not have quite the grip on our psychology as we have long feared. Could it be that
we are decent, social creatures after all? A great deal of evidence from neuroscience, showing how
sympathy and reciprocity are ‘hard-wired’ into the brain, confirms this. Perhaps this could be the
basis for a new political hope, of a society in which sharing and gift-giving offer a serious
challenge to the power of monetary accumulation and privatization.

But there is also a more disturbing possibility: that the critique of individualism and monetary
calculation is now being incorporated into the armoury of utilitarian policy and management. The
history of capitalism is littered with critiques of the dehumanizing, amoral world of money, markets,
consumption and labour, offered by romantics, Marxists, anthropologists, sociologists and cultural
critics among many. These critics have long argued that social bonds are more fundamental than
market prices. The achievement of behavioural economics is to take this insight, but to then
instrumentalize it in the interests of power. The very idea of the ‘social’ is being captured.3

John B. Watson had promised in 1917 that, in an age of behaviourist science, ‘the educator, the
physician, the jurist and the businessman could utilize our data in a practical way, as soon as we are
able, experimentally, to obtain them.’ Behavioural economics has been true to this mission
statement. One of its key insights is that, if one wants to control other human beings, it is often far
more effective to appeal to their sense of morality and social identity than to their self-interest. By
framing notions such as ‘fairness’ and ‘gift’ in purely psychological and neurological terms,
behavioural science converts them into instruments of social control.

Viewed from a more cynical perspective – as behavioural economists themselves do –
activities such as pay-it-forward and random acts of managerial generosity have a pernicious
element, which works through never being made explicit. In abandoning the psychology of pure self-
interest, these projects shift to a far more invasive and constrictive alternative, namely the
psychology of credit and debt. A psychological sense of social obligation is first manufactured and
then harnessed for particular purposes which remain concealed. If utilitarianism is, at its heart, a
political logic in which every institution is to be judged in terms of its measured outcome, then the
extension of this to encompass our basic moral sensibilities must represent that logic’s final
triumph.

91



The money-making ‘social’

Generosity has become big business. In 2009, Chris Anderson, former editor of Wired magazine,
published Free: The Future of a Radical Price. In this rallying cry, Anderson argued that there was
now a strong business case for giving products and services away for free, so as to produce a better
relationship with a customer. Of course money is not dispensed with altogether in this idyll of gift-
giving. Giving things away for free becomes a means of holding an audience captive or building a
reputation, which can then be exploited with future sales or advertising, this time commanding a
price. Michael O’Leary, boss of Ryanair, Ireland’s controversial budget airline, has even suggested
that airline tickets might one day be priced at zero, with all costs recovered through additional
charges for luggage, using the bathroom, skipping queues, and so on.

When it comes to the free market, all corporations dwell in a paradoxical position. They seek
all of the freedoms that the market offers for their vested interests, but as few as possible for
anybody else.4 The trick is to maintain maximum autonomy for shareholders and executives while
gaining maximum commitment from employees and customers. What Anderson was highlighting was
simply the powerful potential of non-monetary relationships in building closer bonds where they are
useful in the service of profitmaking. To put it another way, the last thing a business wants from its
customers (or their more valued staff) is for them to remember that they are in a market, with
freedom of choice. Freebies are a useful way of disguising what’s really taking place.

And just as corporate giving can be used as a way of boosting revenue, so can the magic words
that are used in return. Marketing specialists now analyse the optimal way of saying the words
‘thank you’ to a customer, so as to deepen the ‘social’ relationship with them further. As one expert
explains for the benefit of online retailers:

Thank you pages are much more than pieces of virtual real estate on which to display
gratitude and order numbers. These pages are an integral part of an optimized conversion
system that, when used properly, can continue to boost your revenue.5

The language of gratitude has infiltrated a number of high-profile advertising campaigns.
Around Christmas 2013, a number of corporations – notably, those that had suffered serious
reputational deficits in recent times – launched advertising campaigns offering general thanks to
everyone around them. Naturally this included their customers, but it also extended to a general
mood of gratitude for the gift of friendship.

Lloyds TSB, one of the British banks to be most embarrassed by the 2008 financial crisis,
launched a campaign consisting entirely of cutesy images of childhood friends enjoying happy
moments together, concluding with the words ‘thank you’ written in party balloons. There was no
mention of money. More bizarrely, Tesco, a vast supermarket chain whose brand entered free fall in
2011, released a series of YouTube videos with men in Christmas jumpers singing ‘thank you’ to
everyone from the person who cooks Christmas dinner, to those driving safely, to other companies
such as Instagram and so on. Tesco, it was implied, sprays gratitude in all directions, regardless of
its own private interests.

The strange spectacle of a corporation attempting to project feelings associated with friendship
takes an even weirder turn when businesses seize the affordances of Twitter to grant them a quirky,
conversational identity. Brands tweet at each other, in a coy, almost flirtatious fashion. Confronted
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by the phenomenon of the Denny’s diner chain acting cool on Twitter, the writer Kate Losse
observed how ‘to become popular and “cool”, brands have had to learn the very techniques we
learned as resistant teens to deal with power: our sarcastic humor and our endlessly remixable
memes’.6 Corporations now want to be your friend.

There is, of course, a limit to how much of a social bond an individual can have with a PLC.
Companies today are obsessed with being ‘social’, but what they typically mean by this is that they
are able to permeate peer-to-peer social networks as effectively as possible. Brands hope to play a
role in cementing friendships, as a guarantee that they will not be abandoned for more narrowly
calculated reasons. So, for example, Coca-Cola has tried a number of somewhat twee marketing
campaigns, such as putting individual names (‘Sue’, ‘Tom’, etc.) on their bottles as a way of
inducing gift-giving, and even offered a ‘twin pack’, with the assumption that the drinks will be
enjoyed by two people together. Managers hope that their employees will also act as ‘brand
ambassadors’ in their everyday social lives and seek advice on how to influence them to do this.
Meanwhile, neuromarketers have begun studying how successfully images and advertisements
trigger common neural responses in groups, rather than in isolated individuals. This, it seems, is a
far better indication of how larger populations will respond.7

The rise of the ‘sharing economy’, exemplified by Airbnb and Uber, and studies such as the pay-
it-forward experiment, offer a simple lesson to big business. People will take more pleasure in
buying things if the experience can be blended with something that feels like friendship and gift
exchange. The role of money must be airbrushed out of the picture wherever possible. As marketers
see it, payment is one of the unfortunate ‘pain points’ in any relationship with a customer, which
requires anaesthetizing with some form of more ‘social’ experience. Shopping must be represented
as something else entirely.

Yet the greatest catalyst for the new business interest in being ‘social’ is, unsurprisingly, the
rise of social media. This offers a number of new opportunities and challenges from a marketing
perspective. The story of marketing over the course of the twentieth century was one of a gradual
disintegration of the mass media, mass market, broadcast model of advertising. From the 1960s
onwards, brands were increasingly targeting niche groups and ‘tribes’ who had to be understood in
a more subtle fashion, through careful observation and focus groups. Social media allows for an
even finer grain of consumer insight, allowing researchers to spot how tastes, opinions and
consumer habits travel through social networks. It allows advertising to be tailored to specific
individuals, on the basis of who else they know, and what those other people liked and purchased.
These practices, which are collectively referred to as ‘social analytics’, mean that tastes and
behaviours can be traced in unprecedented detail.

The most valuable trick, from a marketing perspective, is how to induce individuals to share
positive brand messages and adverts with each other, almost as if there were no public advertising
campaign at all. The business practice known as ‘friendvertising’ involves creating images and
video clips which social media users are likely to share with others, for no conscious commercial
purpose of their own.8 ‘Sponsored conversations’, in which individuals participate in online
discussions and blogs with the commercial support of a business, are a slightly less-well-hidden
attempt to achieve the same thing. The science of viral marketing, or the creation of ‘buzz’, has led
marketers to seek lessons from social psychology, social anthropology and social network analysis.

At the same time that behavioural economics has been highlighting the various ways in which
we are social, altruistic creatures, social media offers businesses an opportunity to analyse and
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target that social behaviour. The end goal is no different from what it was at the dawn of marketing
and management in the late nineteenth century: making money. What’s changed is that each one of us
is now viewed as an available instrument through which to alter the attitudes and behaviours of our
friends and contacts. Behaviours and ideas can be released like ‘contagions’, in the hope of
‘infecting’ much larger networks. While social media sites such as Facebook offer whole new
possibilities for marketing, the analysis of email networks can do the same for human resource
management in workplaces. The project initiated by Elton Mayo in the 1920s, of understanding the
business value of informal relationships, can now be subjected to a far more rigorous and
quantitative scientific analysis.9

One of the outcomes of this fine-grained level of social analysis is the discovery that different
social relationships have very different levels of economic value. Once marketing campaigns are
being mediated by individuals, in their informal social lives, it quickly becomes plain that certain
individuals – well-connected influencers – are more useful instruments of communication than
others. In the workplace, the socially connected employee will come to appear more valuable than
the more isolated one. The business logic which emerges from this is to be highly generous towards
a small minority of already well-connected people, and pay far less attention to everybody else.
Celebrities have long had gifts lavished upon them by companies, hoping to have their brands
boosted by association. The same process is beginning to apply to social networks: the people who
are least in need of this corporate generosity are the most likely recipients of it, and vice versa.

The ideology of this new ‘social’ economy depends on painting the ‘old’ economy as horribly
individualistic and materialistic. The assumption is that, prior to the World Wide Web and the
Californian gurus that celebrate it, we lived atomized, private lives, with every relationship
mediated by cash. Before it became ‘social’, business was a nasty, individualist affair, driven only
by greed.

This picture is, of course, completely false. Corporations have been trying to produce, manage
and influence social relationships (as an alternative to purely monetary transactions) since the birth
of management in the mid-nineteenth century. Businesses have long worried about their public
reputation and the commitment of their employees. And it goes without saying that informal social
networks themselves are as old as humanity. What has changed is not the role of the ‘social’ in
capitalism, but the capacity to subject it to a quantitative, economic analysis, thanks primarily to the
digitization of social relationships. The ability to visualize and quantify social relations, then
subject them to an economic audit, is growing all the time.

While the expert practitioners of ‘social analytics’ are best placed to do this, there is also a
growing tendency and opportunity for individuals themselves to view their social lives in this
mathematical, utilitarian sense. As this happens, the moral dimension of friendship and reciprocity
starts to recede, and the more explicitly utilitarian dimension moves to the foreground. Something
like pay-it-forward ceases to influence us because we want to fit in with social norms, and more
because of the psychological kick we get out of it ourselves. People start to think of altruism in
terms of incentives. Viewing social relations and giving in this tacitly economic way introduces an
unpleasant question: what’s in it for me? One of the most persuasive answers emerging is that
friendship and altruism are healthy, for both mind and body.

The medical ‘social’
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In February 2010, I found myself sitting in a large hall, with a huge golden throne on my left, and the
future leader of the UK Labour Party, Ed Miliband, to my right. We were watching images on a
screen that reminded me of the fractal videos that used to be sold by the ‘herbal remedy’ salesmen
in London’s Camden Market in the early 1990s. Also present was a number of government policy
advisors, all straining to appear as shambolically relaxed as possible, a status game which goes on
in the corridors of power, played to indicate that one is at home there (the game was won under the
subsequent government by David Cameron’s closest confidant, Steve Hilton, who was notorious for
wandering into meetings barefooted).

There were about ten of us in the room, one of the more baroque offices in the government’s
Cabinet Office, and we were all staring at this screen, transfixed by the movement of individual
lines and dots that were being displayed. Standing next to the screen, clearly enjoying the impact
that his video was having on this influential audience, was the American medical sociologist
Nicholas Christakis. Christakis was on a speaking tour, promoting his book Connected, and had
been invited in to present some of his findings to British policy-makers during the dying days of
Gordon Brown’s government. As a sociologist with an interest in policy, I’d been invited along.

Christakis is an unusual sociologist. Not only is he far more mathematically adept than most, but
he has also published a number of articles in high-ranking medical journals. The fractal-like images
we were watching on the screen that day represented social networks in a Baltimore
neighbourhood, within which particular ‘behaviours’ and medical symptoms were moving around.
Christakis’s message to the assembled policy-makers was a powerful one. Problems such as
obesity, poverty and depression, which so often coincide, locking people into chronic conditions of
inactivity, are contagious. They move around like viruses in social networks, creating risks to
individuals purely by virtue of the people they happen to hang out with.

There was something mesmeric and seductive about the images. Could entrenched social
problems really be represented by graphics of this sort? Christakis’s technical prowess was
certainly alluring. In the grand tradition of American GIs bringing chewing gum and nylon stockings
to the British during World War Two, his high-tech social network analysis seemed novel and
irresistible. The behaviourist promise, that policy might be grounded in hard science, will always
get a hearing among senior decision-makers.

What I found slightly surreal that day, aside from the massive gold throne, was the freakish view
of this particular inner-city American community that we were privy to. Like the social analytics
companies, which try to spot consumer behaviour as it emerges and travels, here we were in
London observing how the dietary habits and health problems of a few thousand relatively deprived
Baltimore residents were moving around, like a disease. It felt as if we were viewing an ant colony
from above. Indeed, the fact that these flickering images represented human beings, with
relationships, histories and agendas, was almost incidental.

Of course the policy opportunities here are tremendously exciting, especially in an age of
government austerity. If medical practitioners can change the behaviour of just a few influential
people in a network for the better, potentially they can then spread a more positive ‘contagion’. The
question is whether policymakers could ever possibly hope to attain this kind of sociological data
en masse, without some form of mass surveillance of social life. While we grow increasingly
accustomed to the idea of a private company, such as Google, collecting detailed data on the
everyday behaviour of millions, the notion that the government might do the same remains more
chilling.
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While marketers desperately seek to penetrate our social networks in order to alter our tastes
and desires, policy-makers have come to view social networks as means of improving our health
and well-being. One important aspect of this is the discovery that a deficit of social relations – or
loneliness – is not only a cause of unhappiness, but a serious physiological health risk as well. The
‘social neuroscience’ pioneered by Chicago neuroscientist John Cacioppo suggests that the human
brain has evolved in such a way as to depend on social relationships. Cacioppo’s research suggests
that loneliness is an even greater health risk than smoking.10 Practices such as ‘social prescribing’,
in which doctors recommend that individuals join a choir or voluntary organization, are aimed at
combating isolation and its tendency to lead to depression and chronic illness.

The positive psychology movement, which has grown rapidly since the early 1990s, has done a
great deal to highlight the psychosomatic benefits of reciprocal social relations. While positive
psychologists like to speak in terms of ‘flourishing’ and ‘optimism’, lurking behind much of the
rhetoric is the ongoing rise in diagnosis rates of depression. While the gurus of this movement may
be all smiles, many of their readers and listeners are wrestling with a sense of pointlessness,
loneliness and deflation, for which they are desperately seeking a remedy.

Once again, the logic of monetary market exchange is vigorously attacked in positive
psychology. The words which recur over and over in positive psychology texts and speech are
gratitude, giving and empathy. In a world that seems cold, calculating and careless, positive
psychology invites its follower to adopt a more ethical stance, based around empathy and
generosity. The fact that this stress upon social reciprocity is entirely in keeping with the current
spirit of capitalism (clearly manifest in marketing) goes unremarked-upon. But what really leaps out
from this new ethical orientation is the way in which it is ultimately justified: giving makes the
giver feel happier. Equally, the mental habit of feeling grateful delivers positive mental benefits.
The advice is to stop thinking so much of oneself – but the justification is ultimately a self-centred
one.

As was clear from the Christakis seminar in the Cabinet Office throne-room, social networks
are now recognized as tools of health policy. They are ways in which the pleasures and pains of our
minds and bodies can be influenced. The utilitarian project has historically been dependent on some
rather crude carrots and sticks – punishments to deliver pain, money and physical pleasures to
deliver happiness. Now, thanks to the growing reach of medical research and policy, it is the
people we socialize with who are becoming the latest instruments of psychophysical improvement.
We now know that socially isolated people experience more physical pain following a hip
operation than those who are more socially connected.11 Adopting a positive outlook is known to
aid recovery from medical illness and reduce the risk of it arising.

Driven particularly by neuroscience, the expert understanding of social life and morality is
rapidly submerging into the study of the body. One social neuroscientist, Matt Lieberman, has
shown how pains that we have traditionally treated as emotional (such as separating from a lover)
involve the same neurochemical processes as those we typically view as physical (such as breaking
an arm). Another prominent neuroscientist, Paul Zak (known in the media as Dr Love), has focused
on a single neurochemical, oxytocin, which he argues is associated with many of our strongest
social instincts, such as love and fairness. Scientists at the University of Zurich have discovered
that they can trigger a sense of ‘right and wrong’ by stimulating a particular area of the brain.12

Social science and physiology are converging into a new discipline, in which human bodies are
studied for the ways they respond to one another physically.
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It would seem a little perverse to suggest that policy-makers ignore this evidence of the impact
of social networks and altruism on health. And if positive psychology can generate just a little more
mutual concern, through self-help and cognitive tips, then why not? Yet there is still a danger lurking
in this worldview, which is the same problem that afflicts all forms of social network analysis. In
reducing the social world to a set of mechanisms and resources available to individuals, the
question repeatedly arises as to whether social networks might be redesigned in ways to suit the
already privileged. Networks have a tendency towards what are called ‘power laws’, whereby
those with influence are able to harness that power to win even greater influence.

A combination of positive psychology with social media analytics has demonstrated that
psychological moods and emotions travel through networks, much as Christakis found in relation to
health behaviour. For example, through analysing the content of social media messages, researchers
at Beihang University in China found that certain moods like anger tended to travel faster than others
through networks.13 A negative frame of mind, including depression itself, is known to be socially
‘contagious’. Happy, healthy individuals can then tailor their social relationships in ways that
protect them against the ‘risk’ of unhappiness. Guy Winch, an American psychologist who has
studied this phenomenon, advises happy people to be on their guard. ‘If you find yourself living
with or around people with negative outlooks,’ he writes, ‘consider balancing out your friend
roster’.14 The impact of this friend-roster-rebalancing on those unfortunates with the ‘negative
outlooks’ is all too easy to imagine.

There is something a little sad that the fabric of social life is now a problem which is addressed
within the rubric of health policy. Loneliness now appears as an objective problem, but only
because it shows up in the physical brain and body, with calculable costs for governments and
health insurers. Generosity and gratitude are urged upon people, but mainly to alleviate their own
mental health problems and private misery. And friendship ties within poor inner-city
neighbourhoods have become a topic of government concern, but only to the extent that they mediate
epidemics of bad nutrition and costly inactivity. This is all an attempt to grasp the social world
without departing from mathematical, individualist psychology. While this may offer genuine
medical aid to needy individuals, trying to understand society in purely psychological terms is also
a recipe for narcissism. And the man who initiated it was nothing if not a narcissist.

Playing God

In 1893, a four-year-old boy sat on top of a rickety mountain of chairs that he and his friends had
stacked on top of each other in the basement of his parent’s house, on the outskirts of Bucharest near
the Danube. The boy, Jacob Moreno, was seizing the opportunity of his parents’ absence to play his
favourite game. He was ‘God’, and the other children from his neighbourhood were his ‘angels’.
Perched on top of his chair stack, Moreno instructed his angels to start flapping their wings. They
obeyed. ‘Why don’t you fly?’ one of the angels then asked him. He agreed, launched himself into the
air and within seconds found himself lying on the basement floor with a broken arm.

Moreno’s desire to play God never really deserted him. The idea of humans as individual gods
in their own social worlds, creators of themselves and creators of their relationships, animated his
work as a psychoanalyst and social psychologist during his adulthood. His 1920 work, The Words
of the Father, outlined a frightening humanistic philosophy, where individuals confront situations of
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infinite possibility, in which the only limiting factor upon their own powers of self-creation is that
they exist in social groups. But social groups are also malleable and improvable. Every god needs
its angels.

A fantasy of ultimate paternity was an abiding feature of Moreno’s professional conduct,
leading him to create some absurd myths surrounding his own originality. This included some
outright lies, such as the claim he repeatedly advanced that he was born on board a ship in 1892, of
unknown nationality, with an unknown father, when in fact he was born in Bucharest in 1889, the
son of a struggling Jewish merchant with Turkish nationality. In later life, he exerted himself in
claiming authorship over various concepts and techniques that were circulating in psychology and
psychiatry at the time, with particular hostility aimed at the psychologist Kurt Lewin, who he
believed was stealing his ideas. For one so interested in studying social relations, Moreno was
unusually paranoid and egocentric.

His family moved to Vienna when he was a child, and it was there that he later enrolled to study
medicine at university. This enabled him to attend the lectures of Sigmund Freud shortly before the
First World War. Moreno was only marginally impressed by the celebrity psychoanalyst. As he left
the lecture hall one day in 1914, he accosted him. ‘Well, Dr. Freud, I start where you leave off,’ he
told him. ‘You meet people in the artificial setting of your office. I meet them on the street and in
their homes, in their natural surroundings.’15 The onset of war provided him with his first
opportunity to do just this.

His mixed nationality meant that he was unable to serve in the army, so he took a position as a
doctor in refugee camps in Austria-Hungary between 1915 and 1918. Observing those who resided
in these camps, Moreno began to consider ways in which their happiness could be influenced
through altering their immediate social surroundings. Clearly their objective circumstances were a
cause of considerable misery, but Moreno believed that careful observation to patterns of
relationships might reveal ways in which psychological satisfaction could be improved, with
relatively minor changes. In 1916, he laid down these thoughts in a letter to the Austro-Hungarian
minister of the interior as follows:

The positive and negative feelings that emerge from every house, between houses, from
every factory, and from national and political groups in the community can be explored by
means of sociometric analysis. A new order by means of sociometric methods is herewith
recommended.16

What was this ‘sociometric’ analysis he referred to? And how would it help? Though still
undeveloped as a mathematical science, let alone a computational one, ‘sociometry’, as Moreno
imagined it, laid the groundwork for what later became social network analysis and, consequently,
social media. But before this could be developed as a scientific possibility, another part of
Moreno’s self-fantasy would have to be mobilized.

He claimed that he was always destined to live in the United States. Advancing the myth of his
fatherless, nationless origins, he declared, ‘I was born a citizen of the world, a sailor moving from
sea to sea, from country to country, destined to land one day in New York harbor.’ In 1922, he
reported a dream in which he was standing on Fifth Avenue, Manhattan, in possession of a new
device for recording and playing sound. Not content with giving birth to a whole new branch of
psychology, the dream indicated to Moreno that he was also destined to invent the record player.
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With his collaborator, Franz Lornitzo, he set to work on such a device over the course of 1924,
filing a patent on it in Vienna, resulting in an invitation to Ohio to develop the technology with the
General Phonograph Manufacturing Company.

Moreno would be ultimately frustrated by the lack of recognition he would receive for this
creation, characteristically refusing to acknowledge that there were multiple similar projects going
on simultaneously. Nor were his hosts in Ohio as fawning towards this unlikely inventor as he had
assumed they would be. But the invitation to Ohio did nevertheless allow him to realize his vision
of himself as a self-parented, nationless American. Besides, New York City – the place that had
occupied his dreams and fantasies for the previous decade – pointed towards a new model of
society that seemed to chime with Moreno’s assumption about sovereign selves existing in social
groups of their own making.

As Moreno’s curt remark to Freud indicated, his problem with psychoanalysis was that it
studied individuals as separate from society, without the constraints offered by existing
relationships. But what was the alternative? The danger was that the extreme individualism of
Freudianism could flip directly into the equally extreme collectivism of Marxism, or else the form
of statistical sociology pioneered by Émile Durkheim. In Moreno’s eyes, this left Europeans with a
bipolar choice, between the enforced collectivity of the socialist state and the unruly egoism of the
unconscious self. New York, however, suggested that some sort of third way was possible. Here
was a city where individuals lived on top of one another, cooperating in various subtle ways, but
without having their individual freedom trammelled in the process. America, Moreno reasoned, was
a nation built upon self-forming groups.

The mathematics of friendship

It was in New York that he got his first opportunities to develop the research techniques he had
already conceived of as ‘sociometry’. He was judicious enough to abandon the talk of individuals
as their own personal gods, but other than that, Moreno was intent on building on the insights he’d
acquired in the wartime refugee camps and the psychological theories in The Words of the Father.
He described the project of sociometry as follows:

It is important to know whether the construction of a community is possible in which each of
its members is to the utmost degree a free agent in the making of the collectives of which he
is a part and in which the different groups of which it consists are so organized and fitted to
each other that an enduring and harmonious commonwealth is the result.17

Relationships are there to serve the individual. Spontaneity and creativity derive wholly from
each of us individually, but our capacity to release them depends on being in the right social
circumstances. The task of sociometry was to place the study of an individual’s social relationships
on a scientific footing, which would ultimately incorporate mathematics.

Moreno had toyed with various ways of doing this while still in Vienna. He had a hunch that
visual diagrams might be the best way of representing complex webs of interaction. Having
presented some of these ideas at a psychiatry conference in 1931, he was invited to try out this
proposed mode of study on the inmates of Sing Sing prison, New York. Moreno devised a
questionnaire to assess the prisoners according to thirty simple attributes, such as age, nationality,

99



ethnicity and so on. In the age of the survey, there was nothing unusual about that; what he did next
was ground-breaking.

Rather than analyse this data in terms of averages, aggregates and probabilities (as the market
researchers and pollsters were beginning to do at this time), he compared each and every prisoner
to each and every other prisoner, with a view to assessing how well matched they were to one
another, individually. Here was the birth of a new form of sociology aimed at capturing the value of
one-to-one relationships, in terms of how far they benefited the individuals who were party to them.
He wasn’t interested in what was normal or typical in general. What he wanted to know was how
individuals were influenced by those people they happened to know.

Prior to the invention of computers, the mathematics of this research method was fearsome. To
study every relationship in a group of four people involves looking at a maximum of six links.
Increase the group size to ten people, and you’re looking at forty-five possible connections.
Increase it again to thirty people, and the potential number of relationships increases to 465. And so
on. It was slow and laborious work. But men could not retain the status of gods in their own social
worlds unless their individual autonomy was respected by the social research method.

The following year, Moreno got another chance to implement sociometry, at the New York
Training School for Girls in Hudson. This time, he focused more explicitly on individual attitudes
towards each other, asking them with whom they would like to share a room and whom they already
knew. This study witnessed Moreno produce visual sociometric maps of the results for the first
time, marking out webs of common links between girls in the school in hand-drawn red lines, later
to be published in his 1934 work Who Shall Survive? The social world had just become visible in
an entirely new way. This, arguably, was the means of visualization which would dominate twenty-
first-century understandings of the ‘social’.

The vision of social life that fuelled sociometry was undoubtedly a far more individualistic one
than that which had inspired sociology up until then. Collective entities emerged only thanks to the
spontaneous power of individual egos. They could just as easily be dispensed with again. As far as
Moreno was concerned, American culture was founded on specifically this freedom to enter and
exit groups. But creating a social science which recognized this individual freedom was far from
straight-forward. Two problems in particular presented themselves.

Firstly, the rich, binding, comforting and sometimes suffocating nature of social life gets
eliminated from view. The sorts of data that can be included in a sociometric study are necessarily
very simplified. Just as social media sites offer users strict limits to how they can define themselves
romantically (‘single’, ‘in a relationship’ or ‘it’s complicated’) or in relation to each other (‘friend’
or ‘unfriend’, ‘follow’ or ‘unfollow’), Moreno’s sociometry would only succeed if nuance were
stripped out. The price to be paid for exiting the restricted limits of the Freudian office was that the
depths of the human psyche started to disappear from view. To carve a path between a science of
society and a science of the isolated individual, sociometry necessarily had to simplify both
substantially. Of course such simplification can also be attractive, as Nicholas Christakis’s
visualization demo in London that day testified. To act scientifically upon the social world, elites
need to have nuance and culture removed.

Secondly, what to do with the reams of data that resulted from viewing society as a web of
interpersonal relations? How to cope with it all or make sense of it? Moreno had no answer to this.
The fact that social network analysis would not really take off until the 1960s wasn’t for want of an
adequate underlying theory, but for want of sufficient power to crunch the numbers. As we have
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seen, the mathematical challenge that Moreno laid down for the social sciences was onerous. Social
network analysis developed slowly in the United States during the 1950s and 1960s, impeded by the
problem of processing complex bodies of data. Algorithms were developed which could discover
patterns in social data, but universities lacked the computing power to automate them.

It wasn’t until the 1970s that a succession of software packages was developed for purposes of
social network analysis.18 Of course these still required academic researchers to go and collect
data to feed into the computers. This was still a laborious way of analysing the social world, which
– compared with statistics – had little hold over the public imagination. All it took was for a broad
mass of individuals to become regular users of networked computers, and Moreno’s methodology
could become a dominant way of understanding the meaning of the term ‘social’. At the beginning of
the twenty-first century, this was the very situation which had arisen, the opportunities of which
were seized by the ‘Web 2.0’ companies which emerged from 2003 onwards. The sociometric
studies which Moreno had conducted through interviews with a few dozen people, producing hand-
drawn diagrams, could now be carried out in Facebook HQ at the flick of a switch, with a billion
participants.

But methods of social analysis are never as politically innocent as they appear. While social
network analysis purports to be a simple, stripped-down mathematical study of the ties that bind us,
it’s worth reflecting on the philosophy that inspired its founder. As far as Moreno was concerned,
other people are there to prop up and please individual egos. A friendship is valuable to the extent
that it makes me feel better. Once the study of social life is converted into a branch of mathematical
psychology, then this produces some worrying effects on how people start to relate to each other.
The narcissism of the small boy playing God surrounded by his angels has become another model
for how pleasure is now manufactured and measured.

Addicted to contact

The main charge that has been levelled against the DSM, since the introduction of the DSM-III in
1980, is that it converts everyday forms of sadness and personality quirks into illnesses. This has
been particularly pronounced in the identification of ever more forms of addiction. Until the early
1970s, addiction would only have been understood as referring to syndromes which affect the
metabolism, such as alcoholism, and even then its social and cultural dimensions would have been
recognized. In the era of the DSM-III and since, new addictions have been identified and diagnosed
in relation to all manner of hedonistic practices and experiences, from gambling to shopping to sex.
Inevitably, the new diagnostic categories lend support to biological explanations that the behaviours
are hard-wired into certain brains or genes.

The DSM-V, which was launched in early 2013, added a further item to the menu of
dysfunctional compulsions: internet addiction. Many doctors and psychiatrists are confident that this
latest syndrome qualifies as a true addiction, no less than addiction to drugs. Sufferers show all the
hallmarks of addictive behaviour. Internet use can overwhelm their ability to maintain relationships
or hold down a career. When internet addicts are cut off from the web as a form of ‘cold turkey’,
they can develop physiological withdrawal symptoms. They lie to those they are close to in an
effort to get their fix. Neuroscience shows that the pleasures associated with internet use can be
chemically identical to those associated with cocaine use or other addictive pastimes.
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If we can look beyond the neurochemistry for a moment, it is worth asking one simple question:
what is the internet addict addicted to exactly? One of the psychiatrists who has explored this
phenomenon most closely is Richard Graham, based at London’s Tavistock Clinic. And the
conclusion he has reached brings us squarely to the pathologies of the new concept of the ‘social’.

In 2005, Graham was studying the ways in which video games impacted on the behaviour and
attitudes of young people. It was thanks to this expertise that a teenage boy was referred to him with
symptoms of depression, who was also a compulsive player of computer games, in particular a
game called Halo. The boy played for four or five hours a day, obsessively trying to reach the next
level of the game, cutting him off from his friends and family in the process. His parents were
concerned about the amount of time he spent in his room. And yet the gaming in itself didn’t strike
Graham as a particular cause for concern.

But in 2006, the boy’s situation became rapidly more serious. He switched to playing World of
Warcraft, which coincided with a marked increase in his amount of gaming time, to as much as
fifteen hours every day. His parents became increasingly concerned but felt powerless to do
anything. The situation continued like this for another three years. Reaching breaking point on
Mothering Sunday, 2009, they turned off his modem. The boy immediately became violent, to the
point where they had to call the police. His relationship to the video game had become beyond his,
or anyone else’s, control.

The key difference between the two games is that World of Warcraft involves playing against
other gamers in real time. It involves respect and recognition from real people. Unlike Halo, which
the boy had played obsessively but not addictively, World of Warcraft is a social experience. Even
while the boy remained alone in his room staring at moving graphics on a monitor, the knowledge
that other players were present offered a form of psychological ‘hit’ that wasn’t available from
regular video games. Clearly, the boy was not simply addicted to technology but to a particular type
of egocentric relationship which networked computers are particularly adept at providing.

Graham has since become a noted authority on the topic of social media addiction, especially
among young people. What he noticed, in the case of the World of Warcraft addict, was simply an
extreme case of an affliction that has become widespread in the age of Facebook and smartphones.
Social media addiction may be classed as a particular subset of internet addiction, as far as the
DSM is concerned, but it is the social logic of it which is so psychologically powerful. Not unlike
the gamer, people who cannot put down their smartphones are not engaging with images or gadgetry
for the sake of it: they are desperately seeking some form of human interaction, but of a kind that
does nothing to limit their personal, private autonomy. In America today, it is estimated that 38 per
cent of adults may suffer from some form of social media addiction.19 Some psychiatrists have
suggested that Facebook and Twitter are even more addictive than cigarettes and alcohol.20

The ubiquity of digital media has become a lightning rod for media hysteria. The internet or
Facebook can be blamed for the fact that young people are increasingly narcissistic, unable to make
commitments to one another, cannot concentrate on anything which isn’t ‘interactive’. This typically
includes some latest discovery about what ‘screen time’ is doing to our brains. There is indeed
some evidence to suggest that individuals who use social media compulsively are more egocentric,
prone to ‘exhibitionism’ and ‘grandiose behaviour’.21 But rather than treat the technology as some
virus that has corrupted people psychologically and neurologically, it is worth standing back and
reflecting on the broader cultural logic at work here.
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What we witness, in the case of a World of Warcraft addict, a social media addict or, for that
matter, a sex addict, is only the more pathological element of a society that cannot conceive of
relationships except in terms of the psychological pleasures that they produce. The person whose
fingers twitch to check their Facebook page, when they’re supposed to be listening to their friend
over a meal, is the heir to Jacob Moreno’s ethical philosophy, in which other people are only there
to please, satisfy and affirm an individual ego from one moment to the next. This inevitably leads to
vicious circles: once a social bond is stripped down to this impoverished psychological level, it
becomes harder and harder to find the satisfaction that one desperately wants. Viewing other people
as instruments for one’s own pleasure represents a denial of core ethical and emotional truths of
friendship, love and generosity.

One grave shortcoming of this egocentric idea of the ‘social’ is that none (or at least,
vanishingly few) of us can ever constantly be the centre of attention, receiving praise. Nobody can
be God the whole time; mostly they must be the angels who surround the deity. And so it also
proves with Facebook. As an endless stream of grandiose spectacles, Facebook has been shown, on
balance, to make individuals feel worse about themselves and their own lives.22 The mathematics of
networks means that most people will have fewer friends than average, while a small number of
people will have far more than average.23 The tonic to this sense of inferiority is to make grandiose
spectacles of one’s own, to seek the gaze of the other, thereby reinforcing a collective vicious
circle. As the positive psychologists are keen to stress, this inability to listen or empathize is a
significant contributor to depression.

A key category in social network analysis is ‘centrality’. It refers to the extent to which a given
‘node’ (such as a person, but it could potentially be an organization) is integral to its own social
world. In Moreno’s terms, one might even say that it offers a measure of social ‘godliness’. Again,
where a network is larger than a few dozen people, this is something that is almost impossible to
calculate without computing power. But throw in twenty-first-century processing power and the
ubiquitous digitization of social networks, and the logic of centrality comes to divide and rule. It
governs the Twitter user, who keeps anxious check on her ratio of followers to those followed. It
underpins the depression and loneliness of the person who feels marginalized from a social world
that he can observe but not participate in. The fetish of celebrity permeates our own social lives,
now that we are able to gaze at the carefully curated images and utterances of people we are
actually acquainted with.

If happiness resides in discovering relationships which are less ego-oriented, less purely
hedonistic, than those which an individualistic society offers, then Facebook and similar forms of
social media are rarely a recipe for happiness. It is true that there are specific uses of social media
which lend themselves towards stronger, more fulfilling social relations. One study of Facebook
use distinguishes between a type of ‘broadcast-and-consume’ model of usage (in which individuals
are either on display, or watching others on display) which leads to greater feelings of isolation,
and a more email-based usage, which can lead to cohesion through dialogue.24 A group of positive
psychologists has drawn on their own evidence of what types of social relations lead to greater
happiness, to create a new social media platform, ‘Happier’, designed around expressions of
gratitude and generosity, which are recognized to be critical ingredients of mental well-being.

What is left unquestioned by the science of happiness and any social media innovations that may
spin off from it is the social logic in which relationships are there to be created, invested in and –
potentially – abandoned, in pursuit of psychological optimization. The darker implication of
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strategically pursuing happiness via relationships is that the relationship is only as good as the
psychic value or kick that it delivers. ‘Friend rosters’ may need to be ‘balanced’, if it turns out that
one’s friends aren’t spreading enough pleasure or happiness. This logic undoubtedly has a
hedonistic variant that may spiral into social addiction and narcissism, and a more Zen-like holistic
version, which enjoys longer time horizons and fewer ups and downs. But the social serves an
almost identical purpose in each case.

Neoliberal socialism

Our society is excessively individualistic. Markets reduce everything to a question of individual
calculation and selfishness. We have become obsessed with money and acquisition at the expense
of our social relationships and our own human fulfilment. Capitalism spreads a plague of
materialism, which undermines our connectedness, leaving many of us isolated and lonely. Unless
we can rediscover the art of sharing, our society will fragment altogether, making trust impossible.
Unless we can recover the values associated with friendship and altruism, we will descend into a
state of nihilistic ennui.

These types of claim have animated various critiques of capitalism and markets for centuries.
They have often provided the basis of arguments for political and economic reform, whether
moderate attempts to restrain the reach of markets, or more wholesale demands to overhaul the
capitalist system. Today, the same types of lament can be heard, but from some very different
sources. Now, the gurus of marketing, self-help, behavioural economics, social media and
management are first in line to attack the individualistic and materialist assumptions of the
marketplace. But all they’re offering instead is a marginally different theory of individual
psychology and behaviour.

The depressed and the lonely, who have entered the purview of policy-making now that their
problems have become visible to doctors and neuroscientists, exhibit much that has gone wrong
under the neoliberal model of capitalism. Individuals want to escape relentless self-reliance and
self-reflection. On this, the positive psychologists have a very clear understanding of the malaise of
extreme individualism, which locks individuals into introverted, anxious questioning of their own
worth relative to others. Their recommended therapy is for people to get out of themselves and
immerse themselves in relationships with others. But in reducing the idea of society to the logic of
psychology, the happiness gurus follow the same logic as Jacob Moreno, behavioural economics
and Facebook. This means that the ‘social’ is an instrument for one’s own medical, emotional or
monetary gain. The vicious circle of self-reflection and self-improvement continues.

How would one break out of this trap? In some ways, the example of ‘social prescribing’ is an
enticing one. While it starts from a utilitarian premise, that individuals can improve their well-being
through joining associations and working collaboratively, it also points towards the institutions to
make this happen, and not simply more cognitive tips and nudges. If people have become locked in
themselves, gazing enviously at others, this poses questions that need institutional, political,
collective answers. It cannot be alleviated simply with psychological appeals to the social, which
can exacerbate the very problems they aim to alleviate, once combined with digital media and the
egocentric model of connectivity which those media facilitate. There is a crucial question of how
businesses, markets, policies, laws, political participation might be designed differently to sustain
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meaningful social relationships, but it is virtually never confronted by the doyens of ‘social’
capitalism.

What we encounter in the current business, media and policy euphoria for being social is what
might be called ‘neoliberal socialism’. Sharing is preferable to selling, so long as it doesn’t
interfere with the financial interests of dominant corporations. Appealing to people’s moral and
altruistic sense becomes the best way of nudging them into line with agendas that they had no say
over. Brands and behaviours can be unleashed as social contagions, without money ever changing
hands. Empathy and relationships are celebrated, but only as particular habits that happy individuals
have learnt to practise. Everything that was once external to economic logic, such as friendship, is
quietly brought within it; what was once the enemy of utilitarian logic, namely moral principle, is
instrumentalized for utilitarian ends.

The logic of neoliberalism, stating that ‘winners’ deserve whatever prizes they can grab, risks
usurping the faint glimpse of social reform contained within this agenda. The ‘social neuroscience’
of Matt Lieberman, Paul Zak and others may prove most decisive here, because it offers a firm
physiological basis on which to analyse social behaviour as a component of health, happiness and
wealth. Focused resolutely on the individual brain and body, this science clearly offers as much –
and probably more – to the powerful and rich as it does to the lonely and marginalized. Once social
relationships can be viewed as medical and biological properties of the human body, they can
become dragged into the limitless pursuit of self-optimization that counts for happiness in the age of
neoliberalism.

It is not very long since the internet offered hope for different forms of organization altogether.
As the cultural and political theorist Jeremy Gilbert has argued, we should remember that it was
only a few years ago that Rupert Murdoch’s media empire was completely defeated in its efforts to
turn Myspace into a profitable entity.25 The tension between the logic of the open network and the
logic of private investment could not be resolved, and Murdoch lost half a billion dollars.
Facebook has had to go to great lengths to ensure that the same mistakes are not made, in particular,
anchoring online identities in ‘real’ offline identities, and tailoring its design around the interests of
marketers and market researchers. Perhaps it is too early to say that it has succeeded. Resistance to
Facebook’s techniques of psychological control gave rise to Ello, a social media platform with no
immediately apparent commercial logic, and which includes the right to anonymity. Even if Ello
turned out to be a false dawn, it at least highlighted the extent of public dissatisfaction with social
networks that are analysed and manipulated for the benefit of marketers.

The reduction of social life to psychology, as performed by Jacob Moreno and behavioural
economists, or to physiology as achieved by social neuroscience, is not necessarily irreversible
either. Karl Marx believed that by bringing workers together in the factory and forcing them to work
together, capitalism was creating the very class formation that would eventually overwhelm it. This
was despite the ‘bourgeois ideology’ which stressed the primacy of individuals transacting in a
marketplace. Similarly, individuals today may be brought together for their own mental and physical
health, or for their own private hedonistic kicks; but social congregations can develop their own
logic, which is not reducible to that of individual well-being or pleasure. This is the hope that
currently lies dormant in this new, neoliberal socialism.
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7

Living in the Lab

Business ideas and practices do not simply spread of their own accord, not even when they appear
to yield clear profits. They need pushing. Sometimes they need cultural and political barriers to be
forcefully broken down before they are later adopted, until eventually they come to appear entirely
natural. The idea of ‘scientific advertising’, pioneered in the 1920s by the firm James Walter
Thompson (JWT), with support from John B. Watson, is a case in point.

JWT were the first of the large Madison Avenue firms to believe that advertising could target
consumers scientifically thanks to psychological profiling techniques, such as surveys. They
believed individuals could be influenced through such techniques to make purchases, even against
their own better rationality. Today, the notion that advertising relies on detailed psychological
insights into our intimate emotions and behaviours seems quite obvious. But its journey from
Madison Avenue in the mid 1920s to the status of global common sense was not straight-forward.

JWT would not have succeeded in exporting scientific advertising around the world had it not
been for the contract they won with General Motors (GM) in 1927.1 By this time GM already had a
powerful international presence, with production plants scattered across Europe. The deal that JWT
struck with GM was that they would open an office in every country where GM was already
located, so as to furnish the car giant with local marketing expertise. In return GM would grant JWT
an exclusive account for all of its markets around the world. In 1927 alone, JWT opened offices in
six European countries. Over the next four years, it would open further offices in India, South
Africa, Australia, Canada and Japan. Thanks to the security offered by its corporate behemoth of a
patron, JWT became an international player, and its particular style of marketing expertise went
global. The capacity of US businesses to export to global markets, which surged after World War
Two, was greatly aided by the fact that such networks of business intelligence had already
permeated much of the capitalist world. Knowledge of foreign consumers was already on hand.

Following the acquisition of the GM contract, JWT set about accumulating consumer insight on
an unprecedented scale. In less than eighteen months, over 44,000 interviews were done around the
world, many in relation to cars, but also on topics such as food and toiletry consumption.2 This was
the most ambitious project of mass psychological profiling ever attempted. A detailed map of
global consumer tastes was being built up from scratch. And yet this was not achieved without
encountering some resistance.

JWT researchers quickly discovered that their techniques were not widely understood or
appreciated beyond their home market. The level of consumer intimacy that they were seeking was
often simply refused. In Britain, several researchers were arrested for conducting door-to-door
surveys.3 Another British interviewer found the job of consumer profiling so difficult that he was
reduced to chasing people down the street shouting questions at them. A researcher conducting
surveys in flats in Copenhagen in 1927 was met with such hostility that one resident threw him
down a flight of stairs. And another, also in Copenhagen, was arrested for trying to get into people’s
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homes by impersonating an inspection officer. The German Automobile Manufacturer’s Association
threatened to sue JWT for ‘business espionage’.

The globalization of consumer intelligence required a combination of luck, guile and brute
force. The challenge that JWT had set itself was deeply problematic. It wasn’t simply to observe
people in public or invite public opinions, as magazines had been doing for some time. It was to
acquire a new level of intimacy with the consumer, which often meant observing the housewife in
her home. Researchers didn’t only want to know what these people thought or said about certain
products, they also wanted to see the products in the home, watch how the consumer behaved. This
knowledge could only be acquired through a degree of snooping around and asking somewhat
personal questions.

The story of JWT’s painful arrival in Europe points towards one of the gravest challenges that
confronts the project of mass psychological measurement: how does one get ordinary people to
cooperate? There is a political dimension to any social science, whereby the researcher must either
negotiate with their research subjects in the hope of winning their consent, or else they must use
some degree of force and privilege to oblige people to be studied and measured. Either that, or they
operate in a more clandestine fashion.

When Wilhelm Wundt established his psychology laboratory in Leipzig, he used his own
students and assistants as the focus of his experiments. Their full consent was deemed necessary for
the type of science he was seeking to carry out. More commonly today, psychologists offer monetary
incentives to their research subjects, who are typically hard-up students from other disciplines. For
a counter-example, consider the history of statistics, which (as the word indicates) has always been
intimately entangled with the violent power of states in order to ensure that the population is
measured accurately and objectively. States are able to do what JWT initially struggled to do in
observing people en masse. Similarly, Frederick Taylor was dependent on his aristocratic
connections in order to peer inside numerous Philadelphia workplaces during the 1870s and 1880s.

The term ‘data’ derives from the Latin, datum, which literally means ‘that which is given’. It is
often an outrageous lie. The data gathered by surveys and psychological experiments is scarcely
ever just given. It is either seized through force of surveillance, thanks to some power inequality, or
it is given in exchange for something else, such as a monetary reward or a chance to win a free
iPad. Often, it is collected in a clandestine way, like the one-way mirrors through which focus
groups are observed. In social sciences such as anthropology, the terms on which data is gained (in
that case, through prolonged observation and participation) are a matter of constant reflection. But
in the behavioural sciences, the innocent term ‘data’ usefully conceals a huge apparatus of power
through which people can be studied, watched, measured and traced, with or without their consent.

Evidently, this political dimension was still visible in the 1920s, when JWT were expanding
oversees. In the years since, however, it has receded from view. Questions of what people think or
feel, how they intend to vote, how they perceive certain brands, have become simple matters of fact.
This is no less true of happiness. Gallup now surveys one thousand American adults on their
happiness and well-being every single day, allowing them to trace public mood in great detail, from
one day to the next. We are now so familiar with the idea that powerful institutions want to know
what we’re feeling and thinking that it no longer appears as a political issue. But possibilities for
psychological and behavioural data are heavily shaped by the power structures which facilitate
them. The current explosion in happiness and well-being data is really an effect of new technologies
and practices of surveillance. In turn, these depend on pre-existing power inequalities.
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Building the new laboratory

In 2012, Harvard Business Review declared that ‘data scientist’ would be the ‘sexiest job of the
twenty-first century’.4 We live during a time of tremendous optimism regarding the possibilities for
data collection and analysis that is refuelling the behaviourist and utilitarian ambition to manage
society purely through careful scientific observation of mind, body and brain. Whenever a
behavioural economist or happiness guru stands up and declares that finally we can access the
secrets of human motivation and satisfaction, they are implicitly referring to a number of
technological and cultural changes which have transformed opportunities for psychological
surveillance. Three in particular are worth highlighting.

Firstly, there is the much-celebrated rise of ‘big data’.5 As our various everyday transactions
with retailers, health-care providers, the urban environment, governments and each other become
digitized, so they produce vast archival records that can be ‘mined’ with sufficient technological
capability. Much of this data is viewed as a prized possession by the companies that acquire it, who
believe that it holds untold riches for those wanting to predict how people will behave in future.
Many, such as Facebook, are inclined to keep it private, such that they can conduct analysis of it for
their own purposes, or sell it on to market research companies.

In other circumstances, this data is being ‘opened up’ on the basis that it is a public good. After
all, we the public created it by swiping our smart cards, visiting websites, tweeting our thoughts,
and so on. Big data should therefore be something available to all of us to analyse. What this more
liberal approach tends to ignore is the fact that, even where data is being opened up, the tools to
analyse it are not. As the ‘smart cities’ analyst Anthony Townsend has pointed out with regard to
New York City’s open data regulations, they judiciously leave out the algorithms which are used by
e-government contractors to analyse the data.6 While the liberal left continues to worry about the
privatization of knowledge as enacted by intellectual property rights, a new problem of the
privatization of theory has arisen, whereby algorithms which spot patterns and trends are shrouded
in commercial secrecy. Entire businesses are now built on the capacity to interpret and make
connections within big data.

The second development is one that can only be truly understood in cultural terms. To put it
simply, the spread of narcissism has been harnessed as research opportunity. When JWT first sought
to profile European consumers in the 1920s, this was experienced as an invasion of privacy, as
indeed it was. More recently, tolerance for surveys has fallen all over again, though more out of
impatience on the part of potential participants than anything else.7 People simply cannot be
bothered to share details of what they like, think or want with researchers holding clipboards any
more. But when Facebook asks its one billion users that faux-innocent question ‘What’s on your
mind?’, we pour our thoughts, tastes, likes, desires and opinions into the company’s massive
databank without a further thought.

When obliged to report on their inner mental states for research purposes, people do so only
grudgingly. But when doing so of their own volition, suddenly reporting on behaviour and moods
becomes a fulfilling, satisfying activity in its own right. The ‘quantified self’ movement, in which
individuals measure and report on various aspects of their private lives – from their diets, to their
moods, to their sex lives – began as an experimental group of software developers and artists. But it
unearthed a surprising enthusiasm for self-surveillance that market researchers and behavioural
scientists have carefully noted. Companies such as Nike are now exploring ways in which health
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and fitness products can be sold alongside quantified self apps, which will allow individuals to
make constant reports of their behaviour (such as jogging), generating new data sets for the company
in the process.

There is a third development, the political and philosophical implications of which are
potentially the most radical of all. This concerns the capability to ‘teach’ computers how to
interpret human behaviour in terms of the emotions that are conveyed. For example, the field of
‘sentiment analysis’ involves the design of algorithms to interpret the sentiment that is expressed in
a given sentence, for example, a single tweet. The MIT Affective Computing research centre is
dedicated to exploring new ways in which computers might read people’s moods through evaluating
their facial expressions, or might carry out ‘emotionally intelligent’ conversations with people, to
provide them with therapeutic support or friendship.

Ways of reading an individual’s mood, through tracking his body, face and behaviour, are now
expanding rapidly. Computer programmes designed to influence our feelings, once they have been
gauged, are another way in which emotions and technology are becoming synched with each other.
Already, computerized cognitive behavioural therapy is available thanks to software packages such
as Beating the Blues and FearFighter. As affective computing advances, the capabilities of
computers to judge and influence our feelings will grow.

Facial scanning technologies hold out great promise for marketers and advertisers wanting to
acquire an ‘objective’ grasp of human emotion. These are beginning to move beyond the limited
realms of computing or psychology labs and permeate day-to-day life. The supermarket chain Tesco
has already trialled technologies which advertise different products at different individuals,
depending on what moods their faces are communicating.8 Cameras can be used to recognize the
faces of unique consumers in the street and market products at them based on their previous
shopping behaviours.9 But this may be just the beginning. One of the leading developers of face-
reading software has piloted the technology in classrooms, to identify whether a student is bored or
focused.10

The combination of big data, the narcissistic sharing of private feelings and thoughts, and more
emotionally intelligent computers opens up possibilities for psychological tracking that Bentham
and Watson could never have dreamed of. Add in smartphones and you have an extraordinary
apparatus of data gathering, the like of which was previously only plausible within university
laboratories or particularly high-surveillance institutions such as prisons. The political,
technological and cultural limits to psychological surveillance are dissolving. The great virtue of
the market, for neoliberals such as the Chicago School, was that it acted as a constant survey of
consumer preferences which extended across society. But mass digitization and data analytics now
offer a rival mode of psychological audit that potentially extends even further, engulfing personal
relations and feelings which markets do not ordinarily reach.

In moving beyond survey techniques, researchers believe that they can now circumvent the
quasi-democratic, political aspect of finding out what people value, but without simply depending
on the market either. By analysing tweets, online behaviour or facial expressions in a largely
clandestine fashion, a degree of detached objectivity becomes possible which is not available to the
researcher who actually has to confront people in order to collect data. Watson’s dream of freeing
psychology from its reliance on the ‘verbal behaviour’ of the subject looks to be nearly realized.
The truth of our emotions will, allegedly, become plain, once researchers have decoded our brains,
faces and unintentional sentiments.

109



As we move beyond the age of the survey, many of the same questions are being asked, but now
with far more fine-grained answers. In place of opinion-polling, sentiment-tracking companies such
as General Sentiment scrape data from 60 million sources every day, to produce interpretations of
what the public thinks. In place of users’ satisfaction surveys, public service providers and health-
care providers are analysing social media sentiment for more conclusive evaluations.11 And in
place of traditional market research, data analytics apparently reveals our deepest tastes and
desires.12

One interesting element of this is that our quasi-private conversations with each other (for
instance via Facebook) are viewed as good hard data to be analysed, whereas the reports we make
to interviews or surveys are considered less reliable. Our conscious statements of opinion or
critique are untrustworthy, whereas our unwitting ‘verbal behaviour’ is viewed as a source of inner
psychological truth. This may make sense from the perspective of behavioural and emotional
science, but it is disastrous from the point of view of democracy, which depends on the notion that
people are capable of voicing their interests deliberately and consciously.

These developments have generated a new wave of optimism regarding what can be known
about the individual mind, decisionmaking and happiness. Finally, the real facts of how to influence
decision-making may come to light. At last, the truth of why people buy what they buy might come to
light. Now, over two centuries after Bentham, we might be about to discover what actually causes a
quantifiable increase in human happiness. And in the face of a depression epidemic, mass
surveillance of mood and behaviour might unlock the secrets of this disease, so as to screen for it
and offer tips and tools to avoid it.

The unspoken precondition of this utopian vision is that society becomes designed and governed
as a vast laboratory, which we inhabit almost constantly in our day-to-day lives. This is a new type
of power dynamic altogether, which is difficult to characterize purely in terms of surveillance and
privacy. The accumulation of psychological data occurs unobtrusively in such a society, often
thanks to the enthusiastic co-operation of individual consumers and social media users. Its rationale
is typically to make life easier, healthier and happier for all. It offers environments, such as smart
cities, which are constantly adapting around behaviour and real-time social trends, in ways that
most people are scarcely aware of. And in keeping with Bentham’s fear of the ‘tyranny of sounds’,
it replaces dialogue with expert management. After all, not everybody can inhabit a laboratory, no
matter how big. A powerful minority must play the role of the scientists.

We received a glimpse of this future in June 2014, when Facebook published a paper analysing
‘emotional contagion’ in social networks.13 The public response was similar to that of JWT’s
survey subjects in Copenhagen and London in 1927: outrage. This one academic paper made
headlines around the world, though not for the quality of its findings. Instead, the discovery that
Facebook had deliberately manipulated the newsfeed of 700,000 users for one week in January
2012 seemed like an abuse of research ethics.14 It turned out that this platform, on which friendships
and public campaigns depended, was also being used as a laboratory to probe and test behaviour.

Will this sort of activity still prompt outrage in another ten or twenty years, or will we have
grown used to it? More to the point, will Facebook still bother to publish their findings, or will they
simply run experiments for their own private benefit? What is troubling about the situation today is
that the power inequalities on which such forms of knowledge depend have become largely
invisible or taken for granted. The fact that they combine ‘benign’ intentions (to improve our health
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and well-being) with those of profit and elite political strategy is central to how they function. The
only way in which such blanket administration of our everyday lives can now be challenged is if we
also challenge the automatic right of experts to deliver any form of emotion to us, be it positive or
negative.

The truth of happiness?

How happy were you yesterday? How did you feel? Do you know? Can you remember? It’s
possible that, even if you don’t, someone else could tell you. As the digital and neurological
sciences of happiness progress, they are nearing the point where experts are more qualified to speak
about your subjective state than you are. Or to put that another way, subjective states are no longer
subjective matters.

Twitter is a case in point. Twitter’s 250 million users produce 500 million tweets per day,
producing a constant stream of data which can potentially be analysed for various purposes. This is
one of the more dramatic examples of big data accumulation in recent years. Ten per cent of this
stream is made freely available at no cost, opening up enticing opportunities for social researchers,
both in business and universities. The rest of the stream, up to the complete fire-hose of every single
tweet, is available for a range of fees.

The research challenge is how to make sense of so much data, which involves building
algorithms capable of interpreting millions of tweets. At the University of Pittsburgh, a group of
psychologists has built one such algorithm, aimed at capturing how much happiness is expressed in
a single 140-character tweet. To do this, the researchers created a database of five thousand words,
drawn from digital texts, and gave every word a ‘happiness value’ on a scale of 1–9. A tweet can
then be automatically scored in terms of its expression of happiness.

The Pittsburgh project is designed to spot trends in happiness at an aggregate level, analysing 50
million tweets every day. It is not in itself interested in the happiness levels of individual users.
Instead, it can identify some clear patterns in how happiness fluctuates across the population, both
over time and over space. Happiness maps have been developed on the back of this data; the
researchers now know that Tuesday is the least happy day of the week, and Saturday the most
happy. This project might not actually report back on how happy you were last week. But a range of
similar projects could, typically under the auspices that it would be for your own well-being, health
or safety.

One such project is the ‘Durkheim Project’, developed by researchers at Dartmouth College,
named after Émile Durkheim. Durkheim is known as one of the founders of sociology, and author of
Suicide, an analysis of variations in national suicide rates in the nineteenth century. Durkheim was
drawing on the new statistical data on death rates that had recently accrued over a number of
decades in Europe at the time. The Durkheim Project aimed to go one better: drawing on analysis of
social media data and mobile phone conversations, suicide would be predicted.

The targets of this analysis are former US military veterans, who are known to have a higher
risk of suicide than the rest of the population. The question is how to identify those who need help
before it is too late. With support from the Department of Veterans Affairs, who are able to access
medical records as an additional source of data, the Durkheim Project aims to provide an early
warning system that a certain individual is showing higher risk of suicide. This requires
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sophisticated forms of data analytics capable of extracting meaning from large quantities of data,
again through learning what specific words are likely to mean. Sentences and grammatical
constructions of suicidal people are studied and taught to computers. Without any intrusion into the
individual’s life, their feelings are being tracked. A similar project, at University of Warwick, UK,
has used real suicide notes to teach computers how to spot suicidal thoughts within grammatical
constructions.

If individuals can be co-opted into such psychological surveillance programmes, then the
possibilities for measurement increase accordingly. The growth of mobile devices as tools for
‘Health 2.0’ policies, aimed at capturing the well-being of individuals on a moment-by-moment
basis, means that the medical gaze can penetrate much further into everyday life, beyond the
boundaries of the surgery, hospital or laboratory. ‘Mood tracking’ is now a particular wing of the
larger quantified self movement, in which individuals seek to measure fluctuations in their own
mood, either out of concern or just curiosity.15 Apps such as Moodscope (based on a well-known
psychiatric affect scale, PANAS) have been built to facilitate and standardize the tracking of one’s
own mood.

Smartphone apps such as Track Your Happiness developed at Harvard or Mappiness at London
School of Economics, which prod people every few hours for details of their present mood
(reported as a number) and present activity, enable economists and well-being specialists to
accumulate knowledge which was impossible to imagine only a decade ago. It turns out that people
are happiest while having ‘intimate relations’, though one wonders what reporting this via a phone
does for the quality of that experience.16

When researchers first began trying to collect data on the happiness of entire societies during
the 1960s, they encountered a problem. This is another of those technical problems which cut to the
heart of utilitarianism: to what extent can you trust people’s own reports of their happiness? The
way people report happiness is likely to be skewed by a couple of things, though this of course
assumes that there is something ‘objective’ about happiness to be reported in the first place. Firstly,
they may forget how they actually experience their day-to-day lives and end up with a sunnier or
gloomier overall take than is actually representative of their mood. We might consider this to be a
form of delusion, although people are of course at liberty to narrate their lives however they see fit.

Secondly, they will be influenced by cultural norms regarding how to answer a survey question.
If the question is, ‘Overall how happy do you feel with your life?’ or ‘How happy were you
yesterday?’, some individuals may immediately react in certain ways, due to culture or upbringing,
which lead them towards certain types of answer. They may feel that it is defeatist to complain and
so exaggerate their happiness (a distinctly American problem), or conversely that it is vulgar to
declare oneself happy and so under-report it (a more frequent phenomenon in France).

As happiness economics grew over the course of the 1990s, there emerged various strategies
for getting around this problem. The goal was to access happiness as we actually experience it,
rather than as we say we experience it. Obviously, this is as much a philosophical problem as a
methodological one. What would it mean to access the ‘truth’ of happiness, without going via the
individual’s own conscious reflections on it? Unperturbed, psychologists and economists have
developed various ways of doing just this. One technique is the day reconstruction method, in which
individuals participate in a happiness study by sitting down at the end of every day and producing a
diary of how happy they felt at various times and what they were doing. This has some obvious
flaws in terms of the possibility of misremembered experiences. But it takes one step towards
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cutting out the conscious, reporting mind in pursuit of some ethereal quantity of happiness that rises
and falls within the mind.

The new surveillance and self-surveillance opportunities offered by data analytics and
smartphones promise to eradicate this problem. People don’t need to report their happiness via a
survey if their words can be interpreted en masse without them even knowing, or if they can offer
real-time numerical feedback on it via a smartphone app. For two hundred years, the ambition to
measure the ebbs and flows of mental life was restricted to the limits of institutions – prisons,
university labs, hospitals, workplaces. The power hierarchies which facilitated this measurement
were therefore visible, even if they were not challengeable. Today, as those institutional limits
evaporate, they are neither of those things.

Yet this is not even the most extravagant possibility for utilitarian surveillance. At the outer
reaches of the science of human happiness are research projects which strip away the experience or
consciousness of it altogether. Happiness, by this account, is not so much a state of mind or
consciousness, but a biological and physical state of being that can be known objectively regardless
of the carrier’s own judgement or reports of it.

What has always been so seductive about the science of happiness is its promise to unlock the
secrets of subjective mood. But as that science becomes ever more advanced, eventually the
subjective element of it starts to drop out of the picture altogether. Bentham’s presumption, that
pleasure and pain are the only real dimensions of psychology, is now leading squarely towards the
philosophical riddle whereby a neuroscientist or data scientist can tell me that I am objectively
wrong about my own mood. We are reaching the point where our bodies are more trusted
communicators than our words.

If one way of ‘seeing’ happiness as a physiological event is via the face, the other way is to get
even closer to its supposed locus: the brain. Various types of mood and disorder are now
considered visible, thanks to the affordances of EEG and fMRI scanners, including bipolar disorder
and experiences of happiness.17 The exaggerated claims that have been made for neuroscience are
already legion, and the plausibility of ever entirely reducing mind (as studied by psychology) to
brain (as studied by neuroscience) depends on fundamentally misunderstanding what the word
‘mind’ means in the first place. Nevertheless, it’s possible that a new utilitarian epoch is opening
up, the like of which Bentham could never have imagined, in which happiness science reaches the
point where it can bypass not only traditional surveys and psychological tests, but all physical and
verbal indicators of mood, to access the mood itself in its physical manifestation. The fundamental
meaning of the word ‘mood’ is being transformed.

As familiar concepts of consciousness and emotion become increasingly marginalized by
physical symptoms and neurological events, something rather strange is taking place. Moods and
decisions, once attributable to the self, begin to migrate to other parts of our body. The cultural
imperative to relocate depression in the body has reached the point where scientists now believe
that it can be diagnosed through a blood test. What if the patient disagreed? Would they be wrong?
More bizarrely, the term ‘brain’ is morphing into an abstract concept, that can refer to various body
parts. The biologist Michael Gershon claims to have discovered a ‘second brain’ in the gut, which
handles digestion, but which may experience its own moods and ‘mental illnesses’.

Few of the new instruments of surveillance have been invented with the aim of manipulating us
or invading our privacy for political purposes. They are largely motivated by an honest scientific or
medical instinct that human welfare will be improved if the nature of well-being can be better
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understood, through tracking it across the population over time. For those walking in Bentham’s
footsteps, progress depends on the human sciences finding better ways of understanding the mind–
body relationship, new means of linking emotive pleasures to physical things, and grappling with
the endless riddle of what ‘really’ goes on inside our heads.

Where this is explicitly for our own health and well-being – which a great deal of it is
developed for – it becomes difficult to mount resistance. On the contrary, many of the new digital
apps and analytics tools aimed at uncovering the secrets of happiness and well-being require us to
actively cooperate in the measurement of ourselves, and to share data on our mood enthusiastically.
There must be obvious benefits available for doing so, or else these forms of measurement would
largely cease to work.

The problem is that this is never the end of the matter. What begins as a scientific enquiry into
the conditions and nature of human welfare can swiftly mutate into new strategies for behavioural
control. Philosophically speaking, there is a gulf separating utilitarianism from behaviourism: the
former privileges the inner experience of the mind as the barometer of all value, whereas the latter
is only concerned with the various ways in which the observed human animal can be visibly
influenced and manipulated. But in terms of methods, technologies and techniques, the tendency to
slip from the former into the latter is all too easy. Inner subjective feelings are granted such a
priority under utilitarianism that the appeal of machines capable of reading and predicting them in
an objective, behaviourist fashion becomes all the greater.

Likewise, what often begins as a basis on which to understand human flourishing and progress –
fundamental ideas of enlightenment and humanism – suddenly reappears as a route to sell people
stuff they don’t need, work harder for managers who don’t respect them and conform to policy
objectives over which they have no say. Quantifying relations among mind, body and world
invariably becomes a basis for asserting control over people and rendering their decisions
predictable.

The truth of decisions?

The Hudson Yards real estate project on the West Side of Manhattan is the largest development in
New York City since the Rockefeller Center was built in the 1930s. When completed, it will be
home to sixteen new skyscrapers, containing office space, around 5,000 apartments, retail space and
a school. And thanks to a collaboration between city authorities and New York University (NYU),
initially brokered by former mayor Michael Bloomberg, it will also be one vast psychology lab.
Hudson Yards will be one of the most ambitious examples of what the NYU research team term a
‘quantified community’, in which the entire fabric of the development will be used to mine data to
be analysed by academics and businesses. The behaviourist project initiated by Watson, of treating
humans like white rats to be stimulated in search of a response, is now becoming integrated into the
principles of urban planning.

One of the key ways in which the age of big data differs from that of the survey is that big data is
collected by default, without any intention to analyse it. Surveys are costly to carry out and need to
be carefully designed around specific research questions. By contrast, the main thing with
transactional data is that researchers are in a position to collect as much of it as possible first and
worry about their research questions second. The quantified community team are pretty sure they
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have an idea of what they’re interested in: pedestrian flows, street traffic, air quality, energy use,
social networks, waste disposal, recycling, and health and activity levels of workers and residents.
But none of this really matters when it comes to the design of the project. The lead developer of
Hudson Yards is enthusiastic and agnostic at the same time. ‘I don’t know what the applications
will be’, he says, ‘but I do know that you can’t do it without the data.’18 Observe everything first.
Ask questions later.

It is rare for academic researchers to be involved in projects of such a scale. But where it is
feasible, the possibilities for behavioural analysis and experimentation are vast. Behavioural
psychology is founded on a brutally simple question: how to render the behaviour of another person
predictable and controllable? Experiments which manipulate the environment, purely to discover
how people respond, always bring ethical dilemmas with them. But when these travel beyond the
confines of the traditional psychology lab and permeate everyday life, the problem becomes more
political. Society itself is used and prodded to serve the research projects of a scientific elite.

As always with behaviourism, it can only function scientifically on the basis that those
participating in experiments do so naively, that is, they are not fully aware of what is going on or
being tested. This can be disconcerting. In 2013, the British government was embarrassed when a
blogger discovered that jobseekers were being asked to complete psychometric surveys whose
results were completely bogus.19 Regardless of how the user answered the questions, they got the
same results, telling them what their main strengths are in the job market. It later transpired that this
was an experiment being run by the government’s ‘Nudge Unit’, to see if individual behaviour was
altered by having this survey offer them these findings. Social reality had been manipulated to
generate findings for those looking down from above.

This logic of experimentation allows for policies to be introduced which would otherwise seem
entirely unreasonable, or even illegal. Behavioural experiments on criminal activity show that
individuals are less psychologically prone to take drugs or engage in low-level crime if the
resulting penalty is swift and certain. The association between the act and the result needs to be as
firm as possible if punishment is to succeed as a deterrent. In that sense, due process becomes
viewed as an inefficient blockage, standing in the way of behaviour change. The much-celebrated
HOPE (Hawaii’s Opportunity Probation with Enforcement) programme, which builds directly on
this body of evidence, ensures that repeat offenders know they will be jailed immediately if found
up to no good.

Projects such as the Hudson Yards quantified community, the Nudge Unit’s fake survey and
HOPE share a number of characteristics. Most obviously, they are fuelled by a high degree of
scientific optimism that it may be possible to acquire hard objective knowledge regarding
individual decision-making, and then to design public policy (or business practices) accordingly.
This optimism is scarcely new; indeed it tends to recur ever few decades or so. The first wave
occurred during the 1920s, inspired by Watson and Taylorist principles of ‘scientific management’.
A second occurred in the 1960s, with the rise of new statistical approaches to management, whose
most high-profile proponent was US Defense Secretary Robert McNamara during the Vietnam War.
The 2010s represent a third wave.

What really drives this behaviourist exuberance? The answer in every case is the same: an anti-
philosophical agnosticism, combined with an enthusiastic embrace of mass surveillance. These two
things necessarily go together. What the behaviourist is really saying is this:
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I start with no theory about why people act as they do. I make no presumption as to whether
the cause of their decisions is found in their brain, their relationships, their bodies, or their
past experiences. I make no appeal to moral or political philosophy, for I am a scientist. I
make no claims about human beings, beyond what I can see or measure.

But this radical agnosticism is only plausible on the basis that the agnostic in question is privy
to huge surveillance capabilities. This is why new epochs of behaviourist optimism always
coincide with new technologies of data collection and analysis. Only the scientist who can look
down on us from above, scraping our data, watching our bodies, assessing our movements,
measuring our inputs and outputs, has the privilege of making no presumptions regarding why human
beings act as they do.

For the rest of us, talking to our neighbours or engaging in debate, we are constantly drawing on
assumptions of what people intend, what they’re thinking, why they have chosen the path they did,
and what they actually meant when they said something. On a basic level, to understand what
another person says is to draw on various cultural presuppositions about the words they’ve used
and how they’ve used them. These presuppositions may not be theories in any strict sense, but more
like rules of thumb, which help us to interpret the social world around us. The claim that it is
possible to know how decisions are taken, purely on the basis of data, is one that only the observer
in his watchtower can plausibly make. For him, ‘theory’ is simply that which hasn’t yet become
visible, and in the age of big data, fMRI and affective computing, he hopes to be able to abandon it
altogether.

Look at how this works today. Firstly, the theoretical agnosticism. The dream that pushes ‘data
science’ forwards is that we might one day be able to dispense with separate disciplines of
economics, psychology, sociology, management and so on. Instead, a general science of choice will
emerge, in which mathematicians and physicists study large data sets to discover general laws of
behaviour. In place of a science of markets (economics), a science of workplaces (management), a
science of consumer choice (market research) and a science of organization and association
(sociology), there will be a single science which finally gets to the truth of why decisions are made
as they are. The ‘end of theory’ means the end of parallel disciplines, and a dawning era in which
neuroscience and big data analytics are synthesized into a set of hard laws of decision-making.

The fewer assumptions that are made about human beings, the more robust the scientific
findings. For long periods of its history, behaviourism referred primarily to the study of animals,
such as rats. What made Watson a revolutionary figure within American psychology was his
adamant view that the identical techniques should be extended to the study of human beings. Today,
the fact that it is ‘quants’ (mathematicians and physicists, equipped with algorithmic techniques to
explore large data sets) who are rendering our behaviour predictable is deemed all the more
promising, given these individuals are not burdened by any theory of what distinguishes human
beings or societies from any other type of system.

Secondly, the surveillance. As examples such as Hudson Yards or the Nudge Unit indicate, the
new era of behaviourist exuberance has emerged on the basis of new high-level alliances between
political authorities and academic researchers. Without those alliances, social scientists continue to
labour under the auspices of ‘theory’ and ‘understanding’, as indeed we all do when seeking to
interpret what each other are up to in our day-to-day lives. Alternatively, there are companies such
as Facebook, who are able to make hard, objective claims about how people are influenced by
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different tastes, moods or behaviours – thanks to their ability to observe and analyse the online
activity of nearly a billion people.

Add mass behavioural surveillance to neuroscience, and you have a cottage industry of decision
experts, ready to predict how an individual will behave under different circumstances. Popular
psychologists such as Dan Ariely, author of Predictably Irrational, and Robert Cialdini, author of
Influence: The Psychology of Persuasion, unveil secrets of why people really take the decisions
that they do. It transpires, so we’re told, that individuals are not in charge of their choices at all, that
they can’t really tell you why they do what they do. Whether it be the pursuit of workplace
efficiency, the design of public policy or seeking a date, the general science of choice promises to
introduce facts where previously there was only superstition. The fact that, no matter what the
context, ‘choice’ always seems to refer to something which resembles shopping suggests that the
decision scientists may not have thrown off the scourge of prejudice or theory as much as they may
like.

And yet the apparent legitimacy of this data-led approach to understanding people is
contributing to further expansions in surveillance capabilities. Human resource management is one
of the latest fields to be swept up in data euphoria, with new techniques known as ‘talent analytics’
now available, which allow managers to evaluate their employees algorithmically, using data
produced by workplace email traffic.20 The Boston-based company Sociometric Solutions goes
further, producing gadgets to be worn by employees, to make their movements, tone of voice and
conversations traceable by management. ‘Smart cities’ and ‘smart homes’, which are constantly
reacting to and seeking to alter their inhabitants’ behaviour, are other areas where the new scientific
utopia is being built. In an ironic twist in the history of consumerism, it has emerged that we could
soon be relieved even of the responsibility for our purchasing decisions thanks to ‘predictive
shopping’, in which companies mail products (such as books or groceries) directly to the
consumer’s home, without being asked to, purely on the basis of algorithmic analysis or smart-home
monitoring.21

The rhetoric of the data merchants is one of enlightenment: of moving from an age of guesswork
to one of objective science, echoing how Bentham understood the impact of utilitarianism on law
and punishment. But this is to completely obscure the power relations and equipment necessary for
this form of ‘progress’ to be achieved at all.

Perhaps there is nothing surprising about any of this. We all intuitively understand that making a
digital transaction or sharing a piece of information with friends is to be a research subject in the
new all-encompassing laboratory. Controversies surrounding smart cities and Facebook focus on
the privacy threat that these types of platform involve. But for the most part, the science which the
new laboratory produces is beyond reproach: we are seduced by the idea that, underneath the
liberal myth of individual autonomy, every choice has some cause or objective driver, be that
biological or economic. What is too often forgotten is that this idea makes no sense whatsoever,
absent the apparatuses of observation, tracking, surveillance and audit. Either we can have theories
and interpretations of human activity, and the possibility of some form of self-government; or we
can have hard facts of behaviour, and reconstruct society as a laboratory. But we cannot have both.

The happiness utopia
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In 2014, Russia’s Alfa-Bank announced an unusual new type of consumer finance product called an
Activity Savings Account.22 Customers use one of several bodily-tracking devices, such as Fitbit,
RunKeeper or Jawbone UP, which measure how many steps they take per day. Each step taken
results in a small amount of money being transferred into the activity account, where it accrues
higher interest than in the standard account. Alfa-Bank has found that the customers who use this
account are saving twice as much as other customers and walking 1.5 times as far as the average
Russian.

The previous year, an experiment was conducted in Moscow’s Vystavochnaya subway station
as part of the preparation for the 2014 Winter Olympics.23 One of the ticket machines was replaced
by a new one containing a sensory device. Passengers were given the option of either paying thirty
rubles for their ticket or performing thirty squats in front of the machine in two minutes. If they
failed to achieve this, they had to pay the thirty rubles instead.

Services such as the fitness-tracking ticket machine are currently still at the status of gimmicks.
The activity bank account is more serious. Employee fitness-tracking programmes, which are sold
in terms of their calculated productivity benefits, have nothing gimmicky about them at all. When
Bentham confronted the question of how to measure subjective feelings, he expressed a vague hope
that it might be done through either money or the measuring of pulse rate. In this, he anticipated the
rudimentary tools of well-being experts entirely correctly.

The next stage for the happiness industry is to develop technologies whereby those two separate
indicators of well-being can be unified. Monism, the belief that there is a single index of value
through which any ethical or political outcome can be assessed, is always frustrated by the fact that
no single ultimate indicator of this value can be found or built. Money is all very well, but it leaves
out other psychological and physiological aspects of well-being. Measuring blood pressure or pulse
rate is fine up to a point, but it cannot indicate how satisfied we are with our lives. fMRI scans can
now visualize emotions in real time, but they miss broader notions of health and flourishing. Affect
scales and questionnaires run up against cultural problems of how different words and symptoms
are understood.

This is why the capacity to translate bodily and monetary measures into one another is
potentially so important right now. It begins to dissolve the boundaries which separate otherwise
discrete measures of well-being or pleasure, and to build an apparatus capable of calculating which
decision, outcome or policy is ultimately best in every way. This is a utopian proposition (in the
literal sense of utopia as ‘no place’). There can be no single measure of happiness and well-being,
for the good philosophical reason that there is not actually any single quantity of such things in the
first place. Monism is useful rhetorically, and attractive from the perspective of the powerful who
yearn for simple ways of working out what to do next. But does anyone actually believe that all
pleasures and pains sit on a single index? Sure, we might debate matters as if that were the case,
using the metaphor of ‘utility’ or ‘well-being’ with which to do so. But take away its objective
neural, facial, psychological, physiological, behavioural and monetary indicators, and the ghostly
notion of happiness as a single quantity also vanishes into thin air.

In which case, why build such an apparatus of measurement? Why go to such lengths to ensure
that the various separate bits of it are joined up, connecting our bank balances to our bodies, our
facial expressions to our shopping habits, and so on? Under the auspices of scientific optimism, we
are being governed by a philosophy that makes no real sense. It is unable to specify, finally, whether
happiness is something physical or metaphysical. Every time it is asserted as the former, it slips
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away again. Yet the apparatus of measurement keeps on growing, creeping further into our personal
and social lives.

The Copenhagen tenant who kicked the JWT researcher down the flight of stairs in 1927 saw
this for what it is: a strategy of power. The surveillance, management and government of our
feelings is successful to the extent that it neutralizes alternative ways of understanding human beings
and alternative forms of political and economic representation. This project will never reach its
destination. Despite claims by neuroscientists to be crossing ‘final frontiers’ regarding decision-
making or emotions, the search for the ‘objective’ reality of our feelings will keep being dashed,
and keep extending further. The main thing is that if unhappiness can be expressed via instruments of
measurement, if success can be understood in terms of quantifiable outcomes, then critical and
emancipatory projects are ensnared, and their energies are harnessed.

Utilitarianism can sanction virtually any type of policy solution in pursuit of mental
optimization, including quasi-socialist forms of organization and production on a small scale, where
they appear to make people feel better and healthier. It favours human ‘flourishing’ in an open-
ended, humanistic sense, which may be achieved through friendship and altruism, as recommended
by positive psychologists. But if a definition of optimization were offered which included control
over one’s circumstances and one’s time, a voice that exerted power over decision-making, and a
sense of autonomy that wasn’t reducible to neural or psychological causality, this simply would not
be computable. Such an idea of human fulfilment, in which each individual speaks her mind rather
than reveals it unwittingly, where unhappiness is a basis for critique and reform rather than for
treatment, and where mind–body problems are simply forgotten rather than targeted through
relentless medical research, points towards a different form of politics altogether.

There are a number of critical psychologists over the years who have sought to point this out, by
stressing how mental illness is entangled with disempowerment. There are plenty of inspiring
ventures and experiments which seek to give people hope partly through restoring their say over
their own lives. There are also businesses which do not rely on behavioural science to manage and
sell to people. These scattered alternatives are all parts of some larger alternative, which correctly
understood might even be a better recipe for happiness.
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Critical Animals

It has long been understood that working outdoors has certain psychological and emotional benefits,
especially when it involves tending nature. Gardening can prove helpful in alleviating depression,
and there is evidence to suggest that the presence of foliage directly lifts an individual’s mood.
When the British Office for National Statistics produced its first official data on ‘national well-
being’, it concluded that the happiest residents of the UK were those living in remote and beautiful
parts of Scotland, while the happiest workers were those managing forests.1 Some researchers have
even suggested that the colour green has positive psychological effects.2

There is a long history of putting mentally troubled people to work on farms. The routines of
milking, tilling and harvesting offer their own form of normality for those who cannot cope with the
normality offered in society at large. People who can’t seem to find coherence in their own lives,
can’t relate to a conventional job, or have suffered some brutal emotional rupture, discover that the
presence of plants and animals has a calming influence. The harshness of agricultural life may
sometimes be part of its value. Crops fail, weather turns bad, but the only plausible response is to
laugh and collectively have another go. Neither individual glory nor individual blame are
appropriate, in strong contrast to the ethos of twenty-first-century neoliberalism.

In the early 2000s, Beren Aldridge was looking to establish a farm of this sort in Cumbria, in
Britain’s Lake District. Aldridge had worked on a ‘care farm’ in America for a year and had
experience working in mental health services in Cumbria. He identified farming as an obvious gap
in the forms of mental health provision that were available and set about making the case to the
regional development agency and various charitable trusts. Funding was agreed, and in 2004,
Growing Well was established, a ten-acre farm producing vegetables that are sold locally.
Volunteers can spend as little as half a day a week working on the farm, to help them recover from a
variety of mental and emotional difficulties.

Judged from the perspective of funders, policy-makers and mental health experts, Growing Well
has been a great success. Evaluations have shown that those who spend time working at the farm
experience clear improvements in their conditions, which tend to be more sustainable than the
improvements offered by medicalized forms of treatment. Initially, most of the people who came to
Growing Well had been referred there by social services and social care practitioners. But with the
emergence of ‘social prescribing’ as a recognized medical practice, Growing Well has also been
able to forge relationships with doctor’s practices around the north-west of England. By 2013, 130
volunteers had spent time working at the farm.

How should we make sense of the success of something like Growing Well? If one chooses to
view the human mind or brain as some magically autonomous entity, with its own strange habits,
tastes, fluctuations and dysfunctions, which we as human beings have to look after (with the
assistance of managers, doctors and policy-makers), then the story is relatively obvious. People are
occasionally victims of a spontaneous mental or neurological affliction which they are powerless to
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fix. Perhaps some neuron isn’t firing properly. Perhaps a bad mix of hormones has been released
into their blood, due to stress factors which they should have avoided. Maybe they haven’t managed
their happiness effectively enough, through diet, exercise and empathy towards others. The natural
environment and physical activity offers a psychosomatic treatment for these sorts of ailment, not
unlike a drug or a talking cure.

No doubt this is the sort of story that many of Growing Well’s funders and NHS collaborators
would tell. It is certainly the sort of story that has captured the imagination of policy-makers and
managers today. And in the face of a constant drip-drip of neurological and behaviourist research
findings into the mainstream media (or via self-help literature), it is the sort of story that individuals
may now tell about their own lives. My brain has developed a dysfunction which requires a
treatment. My mind has started playing up, like an errant dog. Spending time with plants becomes a
medical fix. After all, as positive psychologists relentlessly remind us, well-being is a choice.
Someone needs to take my mind or brain in hand.

But this is very different from how Beren Aldridge understands the project he founded. As far as
he is concerned, Growing Well is a business, not some form of medical prescription in disguise.
Prior to establishing the farm, Aldridge had done a master’s degree in vocational rehabilitation,
studying how work helps people recover from illnesses and painful life events. His dissertation
looked at participatory management practices, exploring the benefits of democratic business
structures, otherwise known as co-operatives. It struck him that including people in the running of
businesses – be they social enterprises or not – was an obvious way of helping them rediscover a
sense of purpose and agency in their own lives. Why not bring together the movement for ‘care
farming’, which had traditionally been viewed as a service to mental health patients, with that of
cooperatives, which offered a template for empowering people to organize and produce
collectively?

Virtually all the scientific analysis of the psychological effects of spending time with plants
completely ignores why a person might do so. Gardening and harvesting become merely therapeutic.
The relationship between foliage and mood is represented as a simple one of cause and effect. The
ethos of Growing Well is entirely different from this. Its organizing principle is that volunteers
share the same purpose, of producing and selling good vegetables. The farm is established as an
‘industrial and provident society’, one of the legal forms available for the creation of co-operatives
in the UK. Anyone who has an interest in Growing Well, be it as a customer, a volunteer or a visitor
wanting to know more about farming, is encouraged to become a member, who is then able to
participate in decision-making. Volunteers are offered the opportunity to engage in management of
the business, at whatever level of seniority they would like. This isn’t just about ‘working with your
hands’; it is also about expressing a view and taking some control.

The agencies funding Growing Well, and the doctors referring patients to volunteer there, have
one theory as to what is going on. Aldridge and his colleagues have another one entirely. According
to the former, the volunteers are medically ill and receiving a form of treatment. According to the
latter, they are rediscovering their dignity, exercising judgement, and participating in a business
which trades successfully in the local area. In the first theory, the volunteers are passive, without
any medically relevant interpretation of their own of their situation. In the second theory, they are
active and gaining opportunities to influence the world around them, through interpreting and
debating it.

Could it not be that both views are correct? In a superficial sense, it could. People can maintain
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different ideas of what is going on, based on different types of evidence and scientific methodology.
The more fundamental question is what it means for society, for politics or for personal life stories,
to operate according to certain forms of psychological and neurological explanation. A troubling
possibility is that it is precisely the behaviourist and medical view of the mind – as some sort of
internal bodily organ or instrument which suffers silently – that locks us into the forms of passivity
associated with depression and anxiety in the first place. A society designed to measure and manage
fluctuations in pleasure and pain, as Bentham envisaged, may be set up for more instances of
‘mental breakdown’ than one designed to help people speak and participate.

Understanding unhappiness

Why do people become unhappy, and what should anyone do about it? These are questions which
concern philosophers, psychologists, politicians, neuroscientists, managers, economists, activists
and doctors alike. How one sets about answering such questions will depend heavily on what sorts
of theories and interpretations one employs. A sociologist will offer different types of answers from
a neuroscientist, who will offer different types of answers again from a psychoanalyst. The question
of how we explain and respond to human unhappiness is ultimately an ethical and political one, of
where we choose to focus our critique and, to be blunt about it, where we intend to level the blame.

Beren Aldridge’s insight, on which the structure and ethos of Growing Well is based, is an
important one. Treating the mind (or brain) as some form of decontextualized, independent entity
that breaks down of its own accord, requiring monitoring and fixing by experts, is a symptom of the
very culture that produces a great deal of unhappiness today. Disempowerment is an integral part of
how depression, stress and anxiety arise. And despite the best efforts of positive psychologists,
disempowerment occurs as an effect of social, political and economic institutions and strategies, not
of neural or behavioural errors. To deny this is to exacerbate the problem for which happiness
science claims to be the solution.

Beyond the various behaviourist and utilitarian disciplines that have been explored in this book,
there are a number of research traditions which share this focus on disempowerment. The
community psychology tradition, which emerged in the United States during the 1960s, insists that
individuals can only be understood within their social contexts. Clinical psychologists have been
among the most outspoken critics of the medicalization of distress, and the role of the
pharmaceutical companies in encouraging it. Allied to a critique of capitalism, these psychologists
– such as David Smail and Mark Rapley in the UK – have offered alternative interpretations of
psychiatric symptoms, based on a more sociological and political understanding of unhappiness.3
Social epidemiology, as practised by Carles Muntaner in Canada or Richard Wilkinson in the UK,
tries to understand how mental disorders vary across different societies and different social classes,
correlating with different socioeconomic conditions.

At various points in history, these more sociological approaches even found their way into the
thinking of business. As Chapter 3 explored, there was a period during the 1930s and 1940s when
market research acquired a quasi-democratic dimension, seeking to discover what the public
wanted from and thought about the world. Sociologists, statisticians and socialists became
instrumental to how the attitudes of the public were represented. As Chapter 4 discussed, the
emphasis which management came to put on teamwork, health and enthusiasm from the 1930s
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onwards has occasionally produced more radical analyses which highlight the importance of
collective power and voice in the workplace as contributing factors to productivity and well-being.
This potentially points towards whole new models of organization, and not simply new techniques
of management.

At each point in the history of happiness measurement, from the Enlightenment through to the
present, hopes for a different social and economic world flicker into view, as unhappiness becomes
a basis to challenge the status quo. Understanding the strains and pains that work, hierarchy,
financial pressures and inequality place upon human well-being is a first step to challenging those
things. This emancipatory spirit flips swiftly into a conservative one, once the same body of
evidence is used as a basis to judge the behaviour and mentality of people, rather than the structure
of power. Hope is not so much dashed as ensnared. Critique is turned inwards. This is not
necessarily how things have to be.

Once the critical eye is turned upon institutions, and away from the emotion or mood of the
individual who inhabits them, things start to look very different indeed. Among wealthy nations, the
rate of mental illness correlates very closely to the level of economic inequality across society as a
whole, with the United States at the top.4 The nature and availability of work plays a crucial role in
influencing mental well-being, as do organizational structures and managerial practices. One of the
most important findings in happiness economics is that unemployment exerts a far more negative
effect on people psychologically than the mere loss of earnings would suggest.5

Meanwhile, types of work where individuals have no ‘skill discretion’ or ‘decision authority’
have been repeatedly found to trigger the release of cortisol into the blood, which leads to
hardening of arteries and heightened risk of heart disease.6 It is scarcely surprising that employee
well-being is higher in employee-owned companies, where decision-making is more participatory
and authority more distributed, than in regular, shareholder-owned firms.7 In their extensive
analysis of how recessions affect public health, David Stuckler and Sanjay Basu demonstrate the
precise ways in which austerity policies have led to deteriorating mental and physical health, and
unnecessary deaths.8 They also indicate alternatives in which recessions can be an opportunity for
improvements in public health. Which route is chosen is ultimately a political question.

While economists and policy-makers focus only on whether or not an individual has work or
not, there is considerable evidence to suggest that the structure and purpose of an organization are
crucial to its psychological and physiological effects on employees. For instance, people find work
more fulfilling in not-for-profit organizations than in private businesses, leading to lower stress
levels.9 To view work as some contributor to well-being, as policy-makers now tend to do, without
considering the purpose of work, is to fall into the behaviourist fallacy of viewing people as lab
rats, just with slightly more developed ‘verbal behaviour’.

Research on advertising and materialist aspiration offers an equally compelling critique. Led by
the American psychologist Tim Kasser, a range of studies has looked at how materialist values
correlate to happiness, and repeatedly tells the same troubling story. Business school students who
have strongly internalized materialist values (that is, of measuring their own worth in terms of
money) report lower levels of happiness and self-actualization than those who haven’t.10

Individuals who spend their money in obsessive ways – either too cautiously or too loosely – have
been discovered to suffer from lower levels of well-being.11 And materialism and social isolation
have been shown to be mutually reinforcing: lonely people seek material goods more compulsively,
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while materialist individuals are more at risk of loneliness.12

Advertising and marketing play a crucial role in sustaining these negative spirals; indeed they
(and their paymasters) have a clear economic interest in doing so. If consumption and materialism
remain both cause and effect of individualistic, unhappy cultures, then the vicious circle is a
profitable one for those involved in marketing. The precise role of advertising in the propagation of
materialist values is disputed, although research does at the very least confirm that the two have
risen in tandem with one another.13

None of the research cited here is especially surprising, and much of it has attracted a great deal
of discussion in the mainstream media. What it all ultimately comes down to is the question of how
power is distributed in society and in the economy. Where individuals feel buffeted by forces over
which they have no influence – be that managerial discretion, financial insecurity, images of bodily
perfection, relentless performance measures, the constant experiments of social media platforms,
the diktats of well-being gurus – they will not only find it harder to achieve contentment in their
lives, but they will also be at much greater risk of suffering some more drastic breakdown. As
Muntaner’s research has shown, those at the bottom of the income scale are most vulnerable in this
respect. Trying to maintain a stable family while income is unpredictable and work is insecure is
among the most stressful things a person can do. No politician should be permitted to stand up and
talk about mental health or stress, without also clarifying where they stand on the issue of economic
precariousness of the most vulnerable people in society.

If we know most of this, why does this critical discourse not achieve more political bite? If we
want to live in a way that is socially and psychologically prosperous, and not simply highly
competitive, lonely and materialistic, there is a great deal of evidence from clinical psychology,
social epidemiology, occupational health, sociology and community psychology regarding what is
currently obstructing this possibility. The problem is that, in the long history of scientifically
analysing the relationship between subjective feelings and external circumstances, there is always
the tendency to see the former as more easily changeable than the latter. As many positive
psychologists now enthusiastically encourage people to do, if you can’t change the cause of your
distress, try and alter the way you react and feel instead. This is also how critical politics has been
neutralized.

This is not to say that altering social and economic structures is easy. It is frustrating,
unpredictable and often deeply disappointing. What is hard to deny, however, is that it becomes
virtually impossible to do in any legitimate way once institutions and individuals themselves have
become so preoccupied by measuring and manipulating individual feelings and choices. If there are
to be social and political solutions to the problems which cause misery, then the first step must be to
stop viewing those problems in purely psychological terms. And yet the utilitarian and behaviourist
visions of an individual as predictable, malleable and controllable (so long as there is sufficient
surveillance) have not triumphed merely due to the collapse of collectivist alternatives. It has been
repeatedly pushed by specific elites, for specific political and economic purposes, and is
experiencing another major political push right now.

Scientific tramlines

Since the 1980s, there has been a succession of ‘decades of the brain’. George Bush Snr announced
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that the 1990s would be the ‘decade of the brain’. The European Commission launched its own
equivalent ‘decade’ in 1992. In 2013, the Obama administration announced a new decade-long
programme of investment in neuroscience. Each of these has ratcheted up the amount of public
investment in brain research to an ever-higher level. The Obama BRAIN Initiative, as it is known,
is projected to cost $3 billion by the time it has run its course. The European Commission’s ‘FP7’
research funding round saw nearly €2 billion invested in neuroscientific projects between 2007–13.

The ‘military industrial complex’, as President Eisenhower named it in 1961, has been the
major driver of the neurosciences in the United States. The Pentagon sees new opportunities to
influence enemy combatants and produce more ‘resilient’ US soldiers. The neuroscientist Paul Zak,
whose work has focused on the social and economic importance of oxytocin, includes the Pentagon
among his various consultancy clients. In that case, the interest is in how US soldiers can behave in
ways more likely to win trust from civilians in countries they’ve invaded. Zak offers advice on the
neural underpinnings of moral engagement on the ground.

That industry is heavily invested in brain research is unsurprising. The pharmaceutical industry
has some very obvious incentives to push the boundaries of science in this area, while
neuromarketers maintain the hope that the brain’s ‘buy button’ will eventually be identified once
and for all. It is then only a question of working out how such a button might be pushed by
advertising. The implications of neuroscience for anyone seeking to influence and control people –
be they employees, delinquents, soldiers, ‘problem families’, addicts or whatever – are quite
obvious, even if they are occasionally exaggerated. Crudely causal explanations of why an
individual took decision x, as opposed to y, and how to alter this in future, have a lucrative market
among the powerful.

The political focus upon the brain as an individual organ may only date back to the early 1990s,
but it is in keeping with a much longer-standing tradition which has been producing alliances among
university researchers, governments and businesses since the late nineteenth century. It is well
known that a great deal of research investment in behavioural science and ‘decision research’
during the 1950s was driven by military imperatives of the Cold War.14 The University of
Michigan, which has been a leading centre of this research since World War Two, and occupies a
central place in the evolution of behavioural economics, is a regular recipient of defence-related
research contracts, to better understand teamwork and decision-making in combat situations.

The science of ‘social contagion’, to which the 2014 Facebook mood manipulation experiment
contributed, also has links to US defence interests. The Pentagon’s Minerva Research Initiative was
launched in 2008 to gather social scientific knowledge on issues and regions of strategic importance
to the United States.15 This included a contract with Cornell University to investigate how civil
unrest spreads as a social contagion. One of the recipients of Minerva funding at Cornell was
communications professor Jeffrey Hancock, who was also one of the researchers on the Facebook
study. This is not to imply ‘guilt by association’ but simply to point out that certain types of
knowledge are useful to certain types of agency, with particular strategic interests.

Pop behaviourism, offering to reveal the secrets of social influence, has become a booming area
of non-fiction publishing, making minor celebrities of psychologists such as Dan Ariely and Robert
Cialdini and behavioural economists such as Richard Thaler. Speaking fees for these academics
range between $50,000–$75,000 a day, giving an indication of the types of network that their
knowledge is fed into.16 The circuit of behavioural expertise feeds directly into the marketing and
advertising industries, as it has done pretty much ever since the American visitors to Wilhem
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Wundt’s laboratory returned home at the end of the nineteenth century.
Few of these examples are concerned with happiness or well-being as such, although

neuroscientists now profess to ‘see’ emotions, affect, depression and happiness as embodied and
behavioural phenomena. In that respect, happiness is being finally emptied of its subjective
dimension once and for all, and becoming rendered an objective, behavioural event, to be inspected
by experts. Whether or not the concern is explicitly Benthamite, in the sense of maximizing a
positive emotion within the individual, what all of these traditions share is a certain political co-
option of psychological science, in which human activities and feelings are studied so as to better
understand how they might be predicted and controlled.

Utilitarian, biological and behaviourist representations of human life have acquired a near-
monopoly on plausibility in the West today. But this is because the greatest sources of power and
wealth in human history have been mobilized towards ensuring that this is the case. We might well
describe this as ‘ideology’. But to bracket it in this way is to risk ignoring the ways in which a
certain vision of individual freedom is theorized, developed, sustained and enforced, thanks to
extensive technological and institutional apparatuses. This does not occur simply in some ghostly
way thanks to the market or capitalism or neoliberalism. It requires a lot of work, power and money
in order to be as successful as it is.

The greatest successes of behavioural and happiness science occur when individuals come to
interpret and narrate their own lives according to this body of expertise. As laypeople, we come to
attribute our failures and sadness to our brains or our troublesome minds. Operating with constantly
split personalities, we train our selves to be more suspicious of our thoughts, or more tolerant of
our feelings, with the encouragement of cognitive behavioural therapy. In ways that will baffle
cultural historians a century from now, we even engage in quantified self-monitoring of our own
accord, volunteering information on our behaviours, nutrition and moods to databases, maybe out of
sheer desperation to be part of something larger than just ourselves. Once we are split down the
middle in this way, a relationship – perhaps a friendship? – with oneself becomes possible, which
when taken too literally breeds loneliness and/or narcissism.

Mystical seductions

What would an escape from this hard psychological science look like? If politics and organization
have been excessively psychologized, reducing every social and economic problem to one of
incentives, behaviour, happiness and the brain, what would it take for them to be de-psychologized?
One answer is a constant temptation, but we should be wary of it. This is to flip the harsh,
rationalist objective science of the mind (and brain) into its opposite, namely a romantic, subjective
revelling in the mysteries of consciousness, freedom and sensation.

Confronted by a social world that has been reduced to quasi-mechanical natural forces of cause
and effect, the lure of mysticism grows all the greater. In the face of the radical objectivism of
neuroscience and behaviourism, which purport to render every inner feeling visible to the outside
world, there is a commensurate appeal in radical subjectivism, which claims that what really
matters is entirely private to the individual concerned. The problem is that these two philosophies
are entirely compatible with one another; there is no friction between them, let alone conflict. This
is a case of what Gustav Fechner described as ‘psychophysical parallelism’.
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For evidence of this, see how the promotion of mindfulness (and many versions of positive
psychology) slips seamlessly between offering scientific facts about what our brains or minds are
‘doing’ and quasi-Buddhist injunctions to simply sit, be and ‘notice’ events as they flow in and out
of the consciousness. The limitation of the behavioural and neurosciences is that, while they purport
to ignore subjective aspects of human freedom, they speak a language which is primarily meaningful
to expert researchers in universities, governments and businesses. By focusing on whatever can be
rendered ‘objective’, they leave a gap for a more ‘subjective’ and passive discourse. New age
mysticism plugs this gap.

Many happiness advocates, such as Richard Layard, work on both fronts simultaneously. They
analyse official statistics, draw on the lessons of neuroscience, mine data and trace behaviours to
produce their own objective view of what makes people happy. And then they push for new
‘secular religions’, meditation practices and mindfulness, which will provide the narrative through
which the non-scientist can master his own well-being. The result is that the powerful and the
powerless are speaking different languages, with the latter’s consequently incapable of troubling the
former’s. Nothing like a public denunciation or critique of the powerful is possible under these
conditions.

The language and theories of expert elites are becoming more idiosyncratic and separate from
those of the public. How ‘they’ narrate human life and how ‘we’ do so are pulling apart from each
other, which undermines the very possibility of inclusive political deliberation. For example,
positive psychology stresses that we should all stop comparing ourselves to each other and focus on
feeling more grateful and empathetic instead. But isn’t comparison precisely what happiness
measurement is there to achieve? Doesn’t giving one person a ‘seven’ and another person a ‘six’
work so as to render their differences comparable? The morality that is being offered by way of
therapy is often entirely insulated from the logic of the science and technologies which underpin it.

This problem is exacerbated in the age of ubiquitous digital tracking and the big data that
results. In his book Infoglut, the critical media theorist Mark Andrejevic looks at how the
phenomenon of excessive information requires and facilitates new ways of navigating knowledge.
But, as he shows, these have extreme forms of inequality built into them. There are those who
possess the power of algorithmic analysis and data mining to navigate a world in which there are
too many pieces of data to be studied individually. These include market research agencies, social
media platforms and the security services. But for the rest of us, impulse and emotion have become
how we orientate and simplify our decisions. Hence the importance of fMRI and sentiment analysis
in the digital age: tools which visualize, measure and codify our feelings become the main conduit
between an esoteric, expert discourse of mathematics and facts, and a layperson’s discourse of
mood, mystical belief and feeling. ‘We’ simply feel our way around, while ‘they’ observe and
algorithmically analyse the results. Two separate languages are at work.

The terminal dystopia of Benthamism, as touched on in Chapter 7, is of a social world that has
been rendered totally objective, to the point where the distinction between the objective and the
subjective is overcome. Once happiness is understood completely, the scientist will know where
and when it takes place, regardless of the person supposedly experiencing it. The need to learn from
the ‘verbal behaviour’ of the person being studied will be eliminated once and for all by
sophisticated forms of mind reading. Our faces, eyes, body movements and brains will communicate
our pleasures and pains on our behalf, freeing decision-makers from the ‘tyranny of sounds’. This
may be an exaggeration of any feasible political society, but it represents an animating ideal for

127



how particular traditions of psychological and political science progress. Mysticism may provide
private philosophical succour in such a society, but also a final political quietism.

‘I know how you feel’

Witnessing someone else’s brain ‘light up’ is something that costs a lot of money. A state of the art
fMRI scanner costs $1 million, with annual operating costs of between $100,000–$300,000. The
insights that such technologies offer into mental illness, brain defects and injuries are considerable.
Gradually, our everyday language of moods, choices and tastes is being translated into terms that
correspond to different physical parts of our brains. Neuromarketers can now specify that one
advertisement causes activity in a given part of the brain, while a different advertisement does not.
This is believed to have significant commercial implications. But to what extent does so much
technological progress aid us in a more fundamental problem of social life, that of understanding
other people?

When Bentham wrote that ‘nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign
masters, pain and pleasure’, and declared that these entities were potentially measurable, he
affirmed a certain philosophical approach in which the questions of psychology were not
significantly different from those of the natural sciences. Indeed, psychology (and politics) would
become truly scientific once it was grounded in matters as ‘natural’ and ‘objective’ as biology or
chemistry. By the same token, human beings have nothing to distinguish them from other animals
other than their particular biological features. All animals suffer, and humans are no different. In
various ways, many of the characters explored over the course of this book have shared this
philosophical prejudice. Our concepts have been shaped accordingly. Our notions of ‘behaviour’,
‘stress’ and ‘learned helplessness’ all originate with animal experiments using rats, pigeons and
dogs.

But what if this philosophy is grounded in a mistake? And what if it is a mistake that we keep on
making, no matter how advanced our brain-scanning, mind-measuring and facial-reading devices
become? In fact, what if we actually become more liable to make this mistake as our technology
grows more sophisticated? For Ludwig Wittgenstein, and those who have followed him, a statement
such as Bentham’s about our ‘two sovereign masters’ is based upon a fundamental misunderstanding
of the nature of psychological language. To rediscover a different notion of politics, we might first
have to excavate a different way of understanding the feelings and behaviours of others.

To understand what a word means, Wittgenstein argued, is to understand how it is used,
meaning that the problem of understanding other people is first and foremost a social one. Equally,
to understand what another person is doing is to understand what their actions mean, both for them
and for others who are involved. If I ask the question, ‘What is that person feeling?’ I can answer by
interpreting their behaviour, or by asking them. The answer is not inside their head or body, to be
discovered, but lies in how the two of us interact. There is nothing stopping me from being broadly
right about what they are feeling, so long as that is recognized as an interpretation of what they are
doing and communicating, or what their behaviour means. I am not going to discover what they are
feeling as some sort of fact, in the way that I can discover their body temperature. Nor would they
be reporting a fact, should they tell me what they’re thinking.

This points towards the unusual quality of psychological language. And neuroscientists and
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behaviourists repeatedly tie themselves in knots over precisely this.17 To understand a
psychological term such as ‘happiness’, ‘mood’ or ‘motivation’ is to understand it both in terms of
how it appears in others (that is, as behaviour) and in terms of how it occurs in oneself (that is, as
an experience). I know what ‘happiness’ means, because I know how to describe it in others, and to
notice it in my own life. But this is an unusual type of language. If one ever believes that ‘happiness’
refers to an objective thing, be it inside you, or inside me, I have misunderstood the word.

‘Psychological attributes’, Wittgenstein argued, ‘are attributes of the animal as a whole’. It is
nonsense to say that ‘my knee wants to go for a walk’, because only a human being can want
something. But due to the hubris of scientific psychology and neuroscience, it has become a
commonplace to say, for example, ‘Your mind wants you to buy this product’ or ‘My brain keeps
forgetting things’. When we do this, we forget that wanting and forgetting are actions which only
make any sense on the basis of an interpretation of human beings, embedded in social relations, with
intentions and purposes. Behaviourism seeks to exclude all of that, but in the process does
considerable violence to the language we use to understand other people.

Psychology is afflicted by the same error, time and time again, of being modelled on physiology
or biology, either by force of metaphor or by a more literal reductionism. Of course, this attempt to
either reduce psychology to the physical, or at least base it on mechanical or biological metaphors,
is one of the main strategies of power and control offered by the various theorists explored over the
course of this book. For Jevons, the mind was best understood as a mechanical balancing device;
for Watson, it was nothing but observable behaviour; for Selye, it could be discovered in the body;
for Moreno, it was manifest in measurable social networks; marketers now like to attribute our
decisions and moods to our brains; and so on.

And yet we needn’t (and mustn’t) return to the dualism of Fechner or Wundt either. To assert the
subjective, transcendent, intangible nature of the mind, in opposition to the physical body, is to keep
flipping the same dualism on its head, like preaching a mindfulness doctrine that is one half
neuroscience and the other half Buddhism. To return to a vision of the mental realm as entirely
private and invisible to the outside world is to remain trapped in a state of affairs where we keep
asking ourselves neurotic and paranoid questions, such as ‘What am I really feeling?’ or ‘I wonder
if he is truly happy’. It is in this sort of confused philosophical territory that the owner of the brain
scanner can promise to resolve all moral and political questions, once and for all.18

At its most fundamental, the choice between Bentham and Wittgenstein is a question of what it
means to be human. Bentham posited the human condition as one of mute physical pain, to be
expertly relieved through carefully designed interventions. This is an ethic of empathy, which is
extrapolated to a society of scientific surveillance. It also views the division between humans and
animals as philosophically insignificant. For Wittgenstein, by contrast, there is nothing prior to
language. Humans are animals which speak, and their language is one that other humans understand.
Pleasure and pain lose their privileged position, and cannot treated as matters of scientific fact.
‘You learned the concept “pain” when you learned language’, but it is fruitless to search for some
reality of consciousness outside of the words we have to express ourselves.19 If people are
qualified to speak for themselves, the constant need to anticipate – or to try and measure – how they
are feeling suddenly disappears. So, potentially, does the need for ubiquitous psychosomatic
surveillance technologies.
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How else to know people?

Psychology and social science are perfectly possible under the sorts of conditions described by
Wittgenstein; indeed they are much more straight-forward. Systematic efforts to understand other
people, through their behaviour and speech, are entirely worthwhile. But they are not so different
from the forms of understanding that we all make of one another in everyday life. As the social
psychologist Rom Harré argues, we all face the occasional problem of not being sure what other
people mean or intend but have ways of overcoming this. ‘The only possible solution’, he argues,
‘is to use our understanding of ourselves as the basis for the understanding of others, and our
understanding of others of our species to further our understanding of ourselves’.20

One implication of this, when it comes to acquiring psychological knowledge, is that we have to
take what people say far more seriously. Not only that, but we have to assume that for the most part,
they meant what they said, unless we can identify some reason why they didn’t. Where
behaviourism always attempts to get around people’s ‘reports’ of what they’re feeling, in search of
the underlying emotional reality, an interpretative social psychology insists that feeling and
speaking cannot be ultimately disentangled from each other. Part of what it means to understand the
feelings of another is to hear and understand what they mean when they use the word ‘feeling’.

Techniques such as surveys may have a valuable role to play in fostering mutual understanding
across large and diverse societies. But again, there is too much misunderstanding as to what is
going on when a survey takes place. Surveys can never be instruments which represent some set of
quasi-natural, objective facts; rather they are useful and interesting ways of engaging with people,
probing them for answers. As the critical psychologist John Cromby has argued with respect to
happiness surveys:

Happiness does not exert a determinate force that always makes all human participants tick
the boxes on a … scale in a particular way. There is not the law-like relation between
happiness and questionnaire response that exists between, say, the volume of a quantity of
mercury and its temperature.21

This doesn’t mean that a happiness survey doesn’t communicate anything. But what it conveys
cannot be disentangled from the social interaction between the surveyor and the surveyed. The ideal
of discovering something more objective than this, through stripping out the self-awareness of the
respondent (for instance, analysing Twitter sentiment instead) is a chimera. It also involves forms of
trickery and manipulation which open up a breach between the researcher and everybody else.

Another way of understanding this argument is that psychology, clearly understood, is a door
through which we pass on the way to political dialogue. This is in contrast to the Benthamite and
behaviourist traditions explored in this book, which view psychology as a step towards physiology
and/or economics, precisely so as to shut the door on politics. Unless something goes wrong, the
core questions of psychology are relatively simple. ‘What is that person doing?’ ‘What is that
person feeling right now?’ For the most part, the answers to these questions are relatively
unproblematic, and the first and most important ‘methodology’ for answering them is one that we all
use every day: just ask them.

That this methodology is not taken more seriously by managerial elites is scarcely surprising. It
requires processes of deliberation. It credits people with their own legitimate interpretations and
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critiques of their own circumstances. It also requires skills to listen, which become submerged in
societies that have privileged the power to observe and visualize. Management and government are
more secure with the notion of brains ‘lighting up’ or thinking being ‘no less observable than
baseball’, than they are with the prospect of people intentionally expressing their emotions and
judgements. For various reasons, making our minds visible seems safer than making them audible.
Entire organizational structures would need to change if the behaviourist vision of an automated,
silent mind were abandoned in favour of an intelligent, speaking one.

In a society organized around objective psychological measurement, the power to listen is a
potentially iconoclastic one. There is something radical about privileging the sensory power of the
ear in a political system designed around that of the eye. The clinical psychologist Richard Bentall
argues that even quite severe forms of ‘mental illness’, which are routinely treated with drugs in the
West today, can be alleviated through a patient, careful form of engagement with the sufferer and
their life history. He suggests that:

If psychiatric services are to become more genuinely therapeutic, and if they are to help
people rather than merely ‘manage’ their difficulties, it will be necessary to rediscover the
art of relating to patients with warmth, kindness and empathy.22

Listening and talking will not ‘cure’ them, because they are not ‘treatments’ in the first place.
But behind the symptoms of psychosis and schizophrenia there are stories and emotional injuries
which only a good listener will discover.

The rediscovery of listening is a priority that permeates other fields of social science. The
sociologist Les Back argues that ‘listening to the world is not an automatic faculty but a skill that
needs to be trained’, noting it is this which gets lost in a society of ‘abstracted and intrusive
empiricism’ of endless data, exposés, facts and figures.23 To know others is to engage with their
stories and how they tell them. In the past, critiques of ‘ideology’ have proposed that most people
labour under a ‘false consciousness’, not knowing what their real interests are. There is a certain
irony, in the age of ‘nudges’ and clandestine Facebook experiments, that it may now be more radical
to highlight precisely the ways in which ordinary people do know what they’re doing, can make
sense of their lives, are clear about their interests. For this, researchers need to learn some
humility.

Among all of this, one of the most important human capacities rediscovered by the sociological
psychologist is the ability of the speaker to offer a critical judgement. To describe a critique or a
complaint as a form of ‘unhappiness’ or ‘displeasure’ is to bluntly misunderstand what those terms
mean, or what it means to experience and exercise them. ‘Critique’ will not show up in the brain,
which is not to say that nothing happens at a neurological level when we exercise critical
judgement. The attempt to drag all forms of negativity under a single neural or mental definition of
unhappiness (often classed as depression) is perhaps the most pernicious of the political
consequences of utilitarianism generally.

If we understand concepts such as ‘critique’ and ‘complaint’ properly, we will recognize that
they involve a particular form of negative orientation towards the world, that both the critic herself
and her audience are aware of. As Harré puts it, ‘To complain verbally is a part of being
discontented, because part of what is ascribed to a person who is described as “discontented” is a
tendency to complain’.24 Notions such as ‘critique’ and ‘complaint’ mean nothing without also
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appreciating that people have the unique power to interpret and narrate their own lives. Where the
‘sentiment analyst’, mining reams of Twitter data, is looking for evidence of psychological emotion
which people have emitted by accident, to listen to someone explain the rights and wrongs of his
own life is to grant him the human dignity of both understanding and articulation.

Recognizing that people get angry, critical, resistant and frustrated is to understand that they
have reasons to feel or act in these ways. People express themselves in different ways and with
different levels of confidence, but there are good reasons to accept the narratives that people offer
about their own lives. If someone is invited to express her feeling (rather than instructed to correctly
name or quantify it), she makes it into a social phenomenon. Once people are critical or angry, they
can also be critical or angry about something which is external to themselves. Whether or not they
are considered an articulate or expert person is scarcely relevant. This is already a less lonely, less
depressive, less narcissistic state of affairs than one in which people wonder how their minds or
brains are behaving, and what they should do to improve them.

Against psychological control

Imagine if just a small proportion of the political will and financial capital that pushes the
behaviourist and happiness agendas were diverted elsewhere. What if just a chunk of the tens of
billions of dollars that are currently spent monitoring, predicting, treating, visualizing, anticipating
the smallest vagaries of our minds, feelings and brains were spent instead on designing and
implementing alternative forms of political–economic organization? The laughter which this would
no doubt be met with in the higher echelons of business, university management and government is a
sign of how politically important the techniques of psychological control have now become.

Would an enlightened mental health practitioner or social epidemiologist find it equally funny? I
suspect not. Many psychiatrists and clinical psychologists are entirely aware that the problems they
are paid to deal with do not start within the mind or body of a solitary individual, or even
necessarily within the family. They start with some broader social, political or economic
breakdown. Delimiting psychology and psychiatry within the realms of medicine (or some quasi-
economic behavioural science) is a way of neutering the critical potential of these professions. But
what would they and we demand, given the chance?

The demand that misery be de-medicalized, in explicit opposition to the interests of the
pharmaceutical industry (and its representatives within the American Psychiatric Association) is
one that is gathering momentum.25 Even Robert Spitzer, the chief architect of the DSM-III in 1980,
has argued that the extension of medical diagnosis to ordinary everyday troubles has now gone too
far. The phenomenon of ‘social prescribing’ is one of the possible borderlands between
medicalization and efforts to build alternative social and economic institutions. This could of
course go either way: while it could mean seeking different models of social and economic co-
operation, for mutual benefit, it can also unleash even greater medicalization of social relations,
where both work and leisure are evaluated in terms of their private physiological or neurological
utility.

Businesses which are organized around a principle of dialogue and co-operative control would
be another starting point for a critical mind turned outwards upon the world, and not inwards upon
itself. One of the advantages of employee-owned businesses is that they are far less reliant on the
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forms of psychological control that managers of corporations have relied on since the 1920s. There
is no need for somewhat ironic HR rhetoric about the ‘staff being the number one asset’ in firms
where that is constitutionally recognized. It is only under conditions of ownership and management
which render most people expendable that so much ‘soft’ rhetorical effort has to be undertaken to
reassure them that they are not.

Any faintly realistic account of organizations must recognize that there is an optimal amount of
dialogue and consultation, between zero at one end (the Frederick Taylor position) and constant
deliberation. Arguing for democratic business structures cannot plausibly mean the democratization
of every single decision, at every moment in time. But it is not clear that the case for management
autarchy still works either, even on its own terms. If the argument for hierarchies is that they are
efficient, that they cut costs, that they get things done, a more nuanced reading of much of the
research on unhappiness, stress, depression and absence in the workplace would suggest that
current organizational structures are failing even in this limited aim.

If unhappiness is costing the US economy half a trillion a year in lost productivity and lost tax
receipts, as Gallup calculates, who is to say that, on the spectrum between ‘Taylor’ and ‘constant
deliberation’, the economically optimal amount of co-operation and dialogue in the workplace isn’t
considerably closer to the latter of those two poles? Consultation or dialogue which is purely there
to make employees feel valued is useless and repeats the same error yet again. The goal is not to
make employees feel valued, but to rearrange power relations such that they are valued, a state of
affairs that will most likely influence how they feel as a side effect.

Organizational structures which privilege deliberation are very difficult to get right, but this is
largely due to lack of practice, professional advice and experimentation. Writing in 1961, the
cultural critic Raymond Williams suggested that the practice of democratic dialogue was something
people may need help learning so it could be imported into the management of businesses and local
communities. ‘This is the real power of institutions,’ he wrote, ‘that they actively teach particular
ways of feeling, and it is at once evident that we have not nearly enough institutions which
practically teach democracy’.26 Examples of successful co-operatives confirm the truth in
Williams’s insight: over time, members become more skilled in deliberating about the collective
and less likely to use democratic structures as a vent for their private grievances and unhappiness.
But they need to be supported in this learning curve.27 It is a telling indicator of how our political
culture has changed in the past half century, that the contemporary equivalent of Williams’s
suggestion is that we teach resilience and mindfulness: silent relationships to the self, rather than
vocal relationships to each other.

Stress can be viewed as a medical problem, or it can be viewed as a political one. Those who
have studied it in its broader social context are well aware that it arises in circumstances where
individuals have lost control over their working lives, which ought to throw the policy spotlight on
precarious work and autarchic management, not on physical bodies or medical therapies. In 2014,
John Ashton, the president of the UK Faculty of Public Health, argued that Britain should gradually
move towards a four-day week, to alleviate the combined problems of over-work and under-work,
both of which are stress factors.28

At the frontier of utilitarian measurement and management today is a gradual joining up of
economics and medicine, into a single science of well-being, accompanied by a monistic fantasy of
a single measure of human optimality. Measurements which target the body are becoming
commensurable with those geared towards productivity and profit. This is an important area of
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critique and of resistance. As a point of principle, we might state that the pursuit of health and the
pursuit of money should remain in entirely separate evaluative spheres.29 Extrapolating from this
principle yields various paths of action, from the defence of public healthcare, to opposition to
workplace well-being surveillance, to rejection of apps and devices which seek to translate fitness
behaviours into monetary rewards.

Markets are not necessarily the problem; indeed they can be part of an escape from pervasive
psychological control. Traditional paid work has a transparency around it which makes additional
psychological and somatic management unnecessary. In contrast, workfare and internship
arrangements which are offered as ways of making people feel more optimistic or raising their self-
esteem replace exchange with further psychological control, often coupled to barely concealed
exploitation. As Chapter 5 argued, neoliberalism’s respect for ‘free’ markets has, in any case,
always been exaggerated. Marketing, which seeks to reduce business uncertainty, has long been far
more attractive to corporations than markets. Suspicion of services offered for free, such as most
social media platforms, is a symptom of a more general anxiety regarding technologies of
psychological control, which is not simply reducible to traditional concerns about privacy.

Advertising is among the most powerful techniques of mass behavioural manipulation, since it
first became ‘scientific’ at the dawn of the twentieth century. On this issue, advertisers have a
vested interest in contradicting themselves. The customer is sovereign and cannot be conned; the
advertisement is simply a vehicle for the product. On the other hand, spending on advertising
continues to rise, and efforts to inhibit the power of brands and marketing agencies to flood the
media, public space, sports and public institutions with imagery are vigorously attacked. If
advertising is so innocent, then why is there so much of it around?

Campaigns for advertising-free spaces (against ‘visual pollution’) have had a few notable
successes in various cities around the world. The Brazilian city of São Paolo has no public
billboards, following the ‘Clean City Law’ introduced by the mayor in 2006. Other Brazilian cities
have explored similar measures to reduce or ban the amount of advertising. Other campaigns have
been more narrowly focused. In 2007, advertisements for luxury accommodation were removed in
Beijing. The mayor explained that they ‘use exaggerated terms that encourage luxury and self-
indulgence which are beyond the reach of low-income groups and are therefore not conducive to
harmony in the capital’. A US organization, Commercial Alert, runs an annual ‘Ad Slam’ contest, in
which $5,000 is awarded to the school that has removed the most advertising from its common
spaces.

Campaigns such as these are inevitably dependent on some quite traditional ideas of how to
defend the public, and target some relatively old-fashioned techniques of psychological control.
Product placement in ‘free’ media and entertainment content is a different type of problem
altogether, while the internet enables marketing to monitor and target individuals in a far more
subtle and individualized fashion. ‘Smart’ infrastructures, which offer constant feedback loops
between individuals and centralized data stores, are assumed to be the future of everything from
advertising, to health care, to urban governance, to human resource management. The all-
encompassing laboratory, explored in Chapter 7, is a frightening prospect, not least because it is
difficult to see how it might ever be reversed, should that be desired in future. But there is no reason
to assume that practices such as facial scanning in public places must remain legal.

What would the critique of smartness look like? And what would resistance to it mean? Would
it be a celebration of ‘dumbness’? Would we simply refuse to wear the health-tracking wristbands?
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Perhaps. Some aspects of the Benthamite utopia can seem almost impossible to duck out of – the
sentiment analyser who discovers the happiest neighbourhood in the city, through mining the geo-
data of tweets; the instructions from one’s doctor to exercise more gratitude so as to improve both
mood and reduce physical stress. But remembering the philosophical contradictions inherent in
these ventures, and their historical and political origins, may at least offer a source of something
which has no simple bodily or neural correlate, and involves a strange tinge of happiness in spite of
unhappiness: hope.
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