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counted as a vote. This dream looped over and
over again for most of the night.”

A few people had dreams that use surpris-
ingly biting symbolism to vent feelings of frustra-
tion at the bitter electoral contest between George
W. Bush and Al Gore. A 38-year-old man from
California dreamed, “/ was watching two King
Vampires battling it out for ownership of the hu-
man herd.” A 45-year-old man from Colorado
dreamed, “Bush and Gore are pit bulls going at
each other, while Ralph Nader walks off into the
sunset.”

The most intriguing finding of my research
so far is that many more Democrats than Republi-
cans reported election-related dreams. Most of
these dreams are nightmares about the prospect of
an ultimate Bush victory. Aliens taking over the
earth and turning all humans into slaves; terrorists
attacking the country with biological weapons; fal-
ling into the ocean and being chased by a hungry
shark; losing control of a car and driving off a cliff
-- these are some of the distressing images that
filled many Democratic imaginations.

A few Democratic dreamers used rather
wicked sarcasm to express their feelings of anger,
outrage, and disbelief. Two nights after the elec-
tion, a 38-year old woman from Colorado reported,
“I remember dreaming about George Bush. He
was talking to his mom Barbara. He whined like a
two-year-old, saying, ‘But, Mommy -- you said [
could be President! ” The night of the election an
18-year-old woman from New York dreamed, ““/
was in my room watching the news on the election
and eating chips. Then George W. Bush came into
my room and stole my chips! I was surprised and
caught off guard.”

The fact that so many more Democrats
than Republicans reported election-related dreams
may simply reflect the limited scope of my re-
search. Possibly, it also reflects some differences
between people who are attracted to Democratic
political beliefs and people attracted to Republican
political beliefs during the election turmoil, but I
would need more data to develop this points. Cer-
tainly many Democrats feel the election was sto-
len.

There were also “non-partisan” or
“bipartisan” dreams, dreams that point to values
and virtues beyond the vengeful desire to beat
one’s opponent into a bloody pulp.

The night of the election a 26-year-old De-
mocratic woman from New York had this dream:

“I'm in a busy NYC street. The polls have closed
and everyone is running around. We know that
Gore has lost. I see Gore, crying. He looks ex-
hausted, disheveled. Tipper helps him walk, and 1
ask her, ‘Does he want anything to eat? Or drink?
Anything?' She says, ‘No, sweetheart. That’s
OK'.” Here is a dream that goes beyond express-
ing bitter outrage at the winner to show a deep
sense of compassion and consideration for the
loser. How many people have given even a sec-
ond’s thought to the emotional suffering this elec-
tion has caused the candidates and their families?

A couple of nights before the election, a
43-year-old woman from Pennsylvania, an ardent
Democrat who was anxiously bracing herself for
an actual Bush victory, dreamed this: “I/ am with
George W. Bush, going with him through a break-
fast buffet line in a large auditorium. We sit next
to each other and eat together. As we’re chatting,
1 realize that he’s really not a bad guy. The idea
that he’s not utterly without character brings me
relief.” Such an image of political reconciliation
had little parallel in the waking world. Immedi-
ately after the election, the possibility of a reunited
country seemed to be nothing but a dream.

Kelly Bulkeley, PhD, teaches in the
Religious Studies Department at Santa Clara
University in Santa Clara, California. His most
recent books are Transforming Dreams (2000) and
Visions of the Night (1999). Professor Bulkeley
may b e contacted at

<kellybulkeley@earthlink.net>. 1

The Morality, Character, and
Leadership of Government
Officials

J. Lee Shneidman
Adelphi University

In recent years a public official’s private
morality has been used to question his "character"
and his ability to lead. This tendency has run ram-
pant during the presidency of William Jefferson
Clinton. The purpose of this article is to examine
the issue of private morality and the popular and
historical attitudes toward acts which are consid-
ered immoral. Perhaps it will also help to under-
stand the personal problem(s) which may cause the
official’s "fall from grace."

Edward VIII of England was forced to ab-
dicate when he wished to marry a divorced woman.
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The Church of England considered divorce im-
moral, which is quite interesting since that Church
was specifically created by Henry VIII to grant
him the divorce which had been refused by the Ro-
man Church. Times, however, do change. The
present heir to the British throne is divorced and
recently his mistress was granted an interview with
the Queen.

In Malaysia a leader of the opposition was
convicted of sexual misconduct under Islamic Law.
That did not reduce his popularity with the elector-
ate who considered the charges irrelevant.

At the funeral of former French President
Mitterrand both his wife and acknowledged mis-
tress were in attendance. That should be no sur-
prise since the "office" of Royal Mistress was cre-
ated by "His Most Christian Majesty" Louis XIII.
Perhaps, if such a tradition were available in Latin
America, history might have been changed and no
one would cry for Argentina.

It would seem that attitudes toward moral-
ity shift. Perhaps. It is my view that the question
of private morality comes into significant play only
when there is a "feeling" that the official either has
failed to lead or when the leader threatens to lead
in what is considered an erroneous or dangerous
direction. A thorough study of Edward VIII’s po-
litical ideology might reveal that that ideology had
more to do with his forced abdication than his liai-
son with an American divorcee.

An official, even if "born to the purple,"
must surrender some humanity to fully serve the
needs of his public. A problem arises: most indi-
viduals cannot fully surrender their humanity and
are frequently forced to use clandestine means to
maintain a feeling of self. The good old days when
reality and legend intertwined -- when the reality
of a sovereign dressed as a peasant or barmaid al-
lowed that individual considerable freedom to en-
joy his or her humanity -- no longer exist. Then,
the populace accepted the disguise and in their
minds separated the person from the office of a
good sovereign. Elizabeth Petrovna could be more
human than Russian Empress Elizabeth.

Some called upon to serve are not willing
to give up some of their humanity. On October 10,
1802, Daniel Tilton of Philadelphia sent Secretary
of State James Madison a letter rejecting the of-
fered post of judge in the Mississippi Territory be-
cause those duties were incompatible with his du-
ties as husband and parent. John Jay resigned the
unique post of Chief Justice of the United States to

become Minister to Great Britain because, in part,
his backside could no longer endure the pain of
riding circuit. Pierpont Edwards refused to run for
the Congress because he could not afford the loss
of income form his legal practice.

With few exceptions, individuals who
reach for the top of the political ladder must sacri-
fice many human concerns. Money, for example.
Jefferson and Kennedy spent more money as pub-
lic servants than they earned. It bankrupted Jeffer-
son. With Kennedy it made no difference -- he
contributed his salary to charity. All the lavish
parties he and Jackie gave in the White House were
paid out of his pocket. Hamilton died a pauper --
his friends bought his home at a lavish price and
then resold it to the widow at a pittance so she
could have his pension. Truman had no money and
his Presidency was one of the dullest social sea-
sons in Washington’s history. Carter had little
money and had to charge admission to the celebra-
tion of the Camp David Accord.

Friendship is also a problem for leaders.
Napoleon wrote: "Conquest has made me what I
am and it alone ... sustains me. I love nobody. I
know perfectly well that I have no real friends. A
man must be firm, with stout heart, or else leave
war and government alone." John Adams and Jef-
ferson were friends until politics separated them.
Hamilton and Burr had been friends -- their daugh-
ters played together. Political leaders cannot afford
lifelong friends -- it could create political problems
as Jackson, Grant, Harding, Eisenhower, Lyndon
Johnson, and Carter learned.

Being at the top is isolating. Dedicated
executives work very hard at their jobs. One may
dislike Philip II or Nicholas I, but they worked at
their jobs. In the United States the "buck stops”
with the President.

One cannot allow physical pain to bar the
way to political activity. If John Kennedy’s older
brother, Joseph, Jr., had not been killed, I am not
sure what John would have done. He had only one
dream -- to be the first Catholic President of the
United States. But that post was reserved for Joe,
Jr. Sickly, depressed, and frequently hospitalized -
- sometimes under an assumed name -- John wan-
dered through school and an early job. Then he
sneaked into the Navy and, despite constant pain,
emerged a real hero. With the death of Joe, Jr.,
Joe, Sr. recognized "Jack" as Number One and
Jack sprang to life. The constant pain from his
back, his poor eyesight and hearing, his numerous
allergies and non-functional adrenal glands mat-
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tered little. He would shake hands until has hand
was bloody. He would stand without crutches,
leaning on something until he almost fainted from
pain. In the end it was the braces and bandages
that contributed to his death -- he could not slump
forward when the first shot struck.

Both Roosevelts had physical problems.
Teddy was sickly, could not walk as a child, and
had extremely poor eyesight. His parents built a
pool and gym in their New York town house.
Franklin was in perfect health until polio struck.
To achieve political office both men pretended to
be healthy at great personal costs. Teddy became
the great hunter and polo player. Six-foot-four
Franklin was seen standing (although held up by
his sons, the braces and wheel chair well hidden).
The pain of their bodies would not still their politi-
cal ambitions.

Cut off from normal relationships and nor-
mal feelings, leaders have to find some type of
contact or diversion. Surrounded by people, lead-
ers cannot reveal themselves. They are isolated in
a crowd.

Jefferson would constantly tear down and
rebuild Monticello, write and rewrite. Jackson and
Grant drank. Teddy Roosevelt would hunt, play
polo, and write. Wilson sermonized and wrote.
Harding played bridge. Hoover went fishing but
learned to play bridge to please Harding and Coo-
lidge. Franklin Roosevelt would collect stamps
and talk. Churchill, who stuttered, would paint and
write. Truman walked at a fast pace and played
poker. Eisenhower had golf. Kennedy had his
compound on Cape Cod, his sailboat, football, and
"rat pack."

But for some leaders such activities were
not sufficient substitutes for human feelings.

The American courts have finally realized
that rape has little to do with sex. It is a power
play. Perhaps the courts will soon realize that
womanizing -- or manizing, given the realty of
modern society -- also has little to do with sex.
While it is not quite the same type of power play, it
does involve power. It could be either an abuse of
power or the attraction of power, where both part-
ners receive some sort of gratification. In either
event it is a symptom of loneliness or depression.
For some it is an attempt to have some sort of hu-
man contact without strings. Instead of Prozac,
one has a brief encounter but not a meaningful af-
fair. The issue has less to do with marital fidelity
and morality than to reaching out for human con-

tact -- an attempt to feel whole for a minute, to
have some human relationship. It is a private
"non-rational" moment. Remember, leaders and
their spouses usually have separate bedrooms and
are frequently apart for long periods.

Jefferson had Sally Hemings. Burr and
Hamilton had anyone who was willing -- John Ad-
ams wrote that there were not enough whores to
drain Hamilton’s semen. Harding had his encoun-
ter in the Senate; Cleveland in the New York Gov-
ernor’s Mansion; Franklin Roosevelt, Kennedy,
and Clinton in the White House. Napoleon, Fran-
cis I, Henri II, Eisenhower, and Bush had their en-
counters in the military -- with women; Caesar,
Richard the Lion-Hearted, Alexander the Great,
Frederick the Great, and Philippe, Duke of Orleans
(brother of Louis XIV) also had theirs in the mili-
tary -- but with men and boys. Empress Elizabeth
and Catherine the Great had an organization to pro-
vide studs. Isabella II of Spain did it with anyone
willing -- even in the dentist’s chair at the Ameri-
can Embassy; and Charles II did it with anyone but
his wife.

Who cares? That is the interesting ques-
tion.

In the Presidential election of 1884 the De-
mocratic Party nominated Cleveland while the Re-
publican Party nominated James G. Blaine. Cleve-
land had rather dubious private morals. Blaine had
dubious public morals. Having lived through the
Presidency of Chester Arthur, who had spent a few
nights in jail because of some hanky panky and the
New York Customhouse scandal, the American
public elected Cleveland. If there is going to be
hanky panky better that it be in bed than with gov-
ernment bonds.

John Locke, defending his position about
the right to remove officials, explained in the sec-
ond of his Two Treatises on Government that hu-
man foibles are not an excuse for removal -- only a
continuous threat to the governance of the state is a
legitimate reason for removal. "Only when rulers,"
he wrote, "grow exorbitant in the use of their pow-
ers, and employ it for the destruction of people’s
right, is removal legitimate." In Talmudic tradition
there is the concept that "Great Men have Great
Appetites" which they should try to control. How
else could the Talmudists defend David and Solo-
mon. Islamic Law, which recognizes the reality of
harem, would consider the private immorality of
public officials as something between the individ-
ual and Allah.
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By and large, the public and the historians
have separated the private and public lives of lead-
ers. | remember how Fawn Brodie and James
Flexner were attacked by scholars for wasting so
much space on the sexual activities of Jefferson
and Hamilton. Some scholars would seek them out
at professional conferences just to denounce them.
Both authors were correct, but that has not changed
the attitude of the public.

Who bothers with the homosexuality of
Frederick the Great or the bi-sexuality of Richard,
Alexander, and Caesar? "Caesar conquered Perga-
mon, but the king conquered Caesar," charged the
Roman wags. Who cares how many lovers Cath-
erine had or that she gave her studs 75 million ru-
bles and 200,000 serfs -- even made one King of
Poland -- or that James I had male lovers on both
sides of the Tweed River? Some Boston gossips
wondered why James Madison had no children or
why James Buchanan never married. Those "facts"
do not even deserve a footnote in historical studies.

But, Edward II, who was bi-sexual, con-
fused the bedroom and the stateroom. Both he and
his lover, Piers Gaveston, also a bi-sexual, were
murdered because of favors and power Edward
granted Gaveston. Isabella II of Spain, forced to
marry her homosexual cousin, had numerous af-
fairs but could not govern. She was disposed in
the hope of stabilizing the nation. Henry III of
France was a transvestite, but was murdered be-
cause he did not kill enough Calvinists. Enrique
IV of Castile could not keep law and order or stop
runaway inflation, and was deposed in favor his
half-sister, Isabella, while his daughter was a bas-
tard. He became known as Enrique the Impotent,
which he was not. Frederick the Great preferred a
Casanova to a woman. Louis XIII did sire chil-
dren, but under protest. David Lloyd George was
called "Old Goat" because of his womanizing ac-
tivities. So what? Only when the rulers failed to
provide domestic tranquility did the morality card
some into play.

Did American Presidents knowingly ob-
struct justice and violate their oaths to defend the
Constitution and the laws of the United States?
Probably constantly. Washington showed the way
to them. At the suggestion of his Secretary of
State, Jefferson, he refused to give Congress docu-
ments involving the defeat of General Arthur Saint
Clair’s 1100-man force by 800 native Americans.
Adams violated the neutrality act by supporting the
undeclared war with France. Jefferson refused to
allow federal officials to testify in the trials of

Smith and Ogden. He knowingly submitted forged
documents, bribed witnesses, and withheld evi-
dence during the trials of Aaron Burr. Jefferson
and Jackson specifically ordered that Supreme
Court decisions not be obeyed. Madison illegally
occupied Spanish territory and sanctioned Jack-
son’s invasion of Florida. Teddy Roosevelt sanc-
tioned -- if not instigated -- the Panamanian revolu-
tion against Colombia. Franklin Roosevelt know-
ingly signed unconstitutional acts believing that by
the time the Supreme Court got around to hearing
the case, the legislation would have accomplished
its purpose. But, frankly, who remembers the Con-
gressional investigation of the defeat of General
Saint Clair? All we remember is Parson Weems’
delightful fabricated tale of little George Washing-
ton's confessions to his father that he chopped
down the cherry tree: "I cannot tell a lie."

What about telling the truth? Should we
expect leaders to always tell the truth? Jefferson
lied about covert operations against Spain and
Tripoli; Madison lied about the plot to seize Baton
Rouge; and Monroe lied about American involve-
ment in the Peruvian Revolution. Wilson called
for "open covenants, openly arrived at," yet he
gave part of the Trentino and the Trieste Peninsula
to Italy because he was bamboozled by a New
York Italian-American Congressman name La-
Guardia. Eisenhower signed a treaty with Franco,
which was never submitted to the Senate, and
funds were never appropriated by the House, yet
the bases were built -- one by the sea, two on land.
That was why Wisconsin Senator William Prox-
mire could find $2,000 toilet seats in appropriation
bills -- the money secretly diverted to Spain. Then,
of course, there was the U-2 incident. Johnson lied
about the battle in the Gulf of Tonkin. Nixon,
Ford, and the entire majority and minority leader-
ship of the House and Senate lied about the Ameri-
can bombing of Cambodia. When it comes to for-
eign policy, most leaders do not tell the truth. In
1810, Jefferson wrote a letter specifically defend-
ing such behavior, as long as such action ended
well. What good is it, he wrote, to scrupulously
obey the constitution if in the end you lose the
country and its constitution?

Marvin Olasky in The American Leader-
ship Tradition (1999) insists that one cannot truly
compartmentalize morality and public service:
flawed morality leads to flawed leadership. Per-
haps. But neither the citizens nor historians seem to
agree. From David and Solomon, Alexander and
Caesar, Harun al-Rashid, Ferdinand and Isabella,
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Charles V and Philip II, Suleiman the Magnificent
and Kublai Khan, and Peter the Great and Cath-
erine the Great to Jefferson, Hamilton, Jackson,
Polk, Wilson, the Roosevelts, Eisenhower, Ken-
nedy, and Clinton, great leaders have not been
squeaky clean. It may seem ironic, but in the latest
impeachment the House entrusted the leadership of
the impeachment to a distinguished looking repre-
sentative who had publicly advocated his right to
violate political and moral laws if it so suited him.

Really, does one think of Catherine’s nu-
merous abortions while walking through the Her-
mitage, or of James I’s bi-sexuality when reading
the Bible he authorized, or of "the Hamilton
Woman" when relating the accomplishments of
Lord Nelson, or of Sally Hemings when reading
the Declaration of Independence? Standing in the
Sistine Chapel, does one consider that it was
painted by a homosexual on the orders of a Pope
who was more famous for his military exploits
than for his piety, in order to honor his relative, a
previous Pope who is best known for organizing a
plot to kill members of the Medici family?

Perfection may be found in heaven, but
here on earth all is a bit flawed.

J. Lee Shneidman, PhD, is Professor of
History at Adelphi University, specializing in
historical methodology and Spanish history. In
addition to numerous articles, he has published
books on Franco, Kennedy, and medieval Spain.
Dr. Shneidman is chair of the Columbia University
Seminar on the History of Legal and Political
Thought and Institutions, a Member of the Board
of Colleborators—of—hrdice—ttistorieo—tispuiiol in
Barcelona, and an active member of the
Psychohistory Forum's Communism Research
Group which has now turned to the subject of
biography. 4

Steven Spielberg’s Creativity
and the Film Jaws:
Psychohistorical Considerations
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Steven Allan Spielberg is the most cele-

brated film writer, producer, and director of our
time. Not only are his films critically and commer-
cially acclaimed in the United States, they are also
box office successes abroad. Spielberg has de-
lighted literally billions of people and his films
have grossed billions of dollars. Just a partial list-
ing includes Jaws (1975), Close Encounters of the
Third Kind (1977), Raiders of the Lost Ark (1981),
E.T. (1982), The Color Purple (1985), Jurassic
Park (1993), Schindler’s List, (1993), and Saving
Private Ryan (1998). In the words of actor Robin
Williams, Spielberg is “the storyteller to the
world.” (Biography of the Millennium, four vid-
eos, A&E Television Network, 1999)

What makes Spielberg so successful? This
paper will explore some of the sources of Spiel-
berg’s creativity and some of the reasons for the
enormous appeal of his films (through a discussion
of Jaws ). In addition, it will study Spielberg from
a psychoanalytic and psychohistorical perspective.
Although the literature on Spielberg is quite exten-
sive, approaches of a psychoanalytic nature are
rare. Our approach is unique in that we emphasize
Spielberg’s creativity as producer and director
without a pathographical or reductionistic view-
point. Spielberg’s accomplishments are adaptive,
whatever his unconscious motivations. The obser-
vations we make also have a wider application to
understanding the creative person.

In the field of psychoanalysis, the subject
of creativity has received much attention. How-
ever, we depart from the usual explanations for
creativity, such as it being a reparative act, or stem-
ming from a traumatic experience, or from a dys-
functional childhood. Even if we recognize that
creativity may be spurred by character disorder,
this in itself is inadequate in explaining ultimately
why an individual makes creative leaps, or why
Spielberg’s films are phenomenally popular and he
has become the pre-eminent filmmaker of the 20th
century.

In the shadow of World War II, Steven
Spielberg, the eldest child of Arnold and Leah
Spielberg, was born December 18, 1946, in Cincin-
nati, Ohio. By the time the future filmmaker
graduated from high school, he had resided in three
other states. The Spielbergs had lived in suburban
middle class homes in the Camden area of New
Jersey, in the Haddonfield area in Arizona, and in
the Silicon Valley of California. Leah Spielberg --
trained as a concert pianist and attuned to her audi-
ence -- was perhaps not adequately prepared for
her role as full-time mother. With her children she




