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1: INTRODUCTION 
 
The Daedalus Trust hosted its first Research Café on October 7th 2011 at Magdalen College in 
collaboration with the Brain Mind Forum. The purpose of the event was to bring together an 
interdisciplinary group of academics, business professionals, authors and others having a 
shared interest in the study of factors contributing to poor decision making and/or excessive 
risk taking by those in positions of power and leadership in political and organisational life. 
 
The informal, café style meeting was opened by Nick Bouras, Professor Emeritus of 
Psychiatry at the Institute of Psychiatry - King's College London and Chair of the Trust’s 
Research Advisory Group. Professor Bouras outlined the aims for the event and introduced 
three initial presentations by Lord David Owen, Daedalus Trustee; Professor John Stein of 
Magdalen College and Dr John Coates of Judge Business School, Cambridge. 
 
2: INITIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 
Lord Owen referred to the suggestion, made in an article he co-authored with Jonathan 
Davidson of Duke University, that what the authors labelled ‘hubris syndrome’ might be 
considered to be an acquired personality disorder. In the paper the authors cite examples of 
behaviour on the part of a number of political leaders during the past 100 years 
demonstrating symptoms that might indicate the possibility of their having acquired such a 
disorder. Recognition by the medical and scientific communities of such acquired conditions 
has not been readily attained. Post traumatic disorder, for example, was not accepted as a 
recognised condition for very many years. Others have suggested that the behaviours 
described by Owen and Davidson have their origins elsewhere, for example as social or 
cultural phenomena, learned behaviours or that leaders may have been selected precisely 
because they displayed such symptoms. For so long as they performed successfully, the 
behaviour would not necessarily be perceived as demonstrating hubris. From this 
perspective, hubris is a term assigned by those who are not supportive of the leader or, by 
others only after the leader has been seen to fail. 
 
Lord Owen cited research in other areas of neuroscience providing strong indications that, 
whatever conclusions might be reached regarding hubris syndrome, the questions raised by 
the concept clearly merit further investigation. For example, areas worthy of further 
exploration include research along lines indicated by Mark Button’s exploration of the work 
of Damasio (on somatic markers); by the suggestion that the secretion of noradrenalin may 
be an allostatic  response to chronic acute stress leading to addictive behaviour and, indeed, 
by Professor Gerald Russell’s response to Owen and Davidson’s paper (Psychiatrist, April 
2011). 
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He concluded by suggesting that this is a highly complex area that calls for serious, 
interdisciplinary research. 
 
Professor John Stein requested that consideration be given to the development of the 
human brain in the context of human social evolution. Humans appear to possess a number 
of what might be described as ‘social brain centres’ that developed in parallel with the 
increase in the size of the human brain. The prefrontal cortex is the most recent 
development in evolutionary terms and it would appear that there is a correlation between 
brain size and size of the social group within which the possessor of the brain happens to be 
located. In addition, the stress response of an “older” part of the brain, the amygdala, has 
been shown to be related to situation and context. 
 
Individual human decision making is related to factors associated with traits, prior 
experience and present inputs (states) and each of these may contribute to the generation 
of complex neurological chemical and electrical responses (described as responses of “soup” 
and “sparks”). The neurology underlying possible conditions such as hubris syndrome is itself 
enormously complex and worthy of discussion with and beyond the neuroscientific 
community. Questions needing to be considered include those associated with the fact that 
people appear to like hubristic leaders and, more generally, with the question as to how 
knowing the biological basis of hubris might help us. 
 
Dr John Coates is a neuroscientist who has worked as a Wall Street trader at Goldman Sachs 
and Deutsche Bank. He was intrigued by “the behavioural changes, animal spirits and 
irrational exuberance” that he witnessed being displayed on the trading floor during the 
dot.com bubble. Observational research within what appears to be a seductive, chemically 
driven social environment requires field work. This is not something that economists have 
tended to do. In his own research, he hypothesised that changed levels of both dopamine 
and testosterone were likely to be associated with changes in behaviour on the part of 
traders responding to positive or negative market trends and the positions that they take. 
His hypothesis with regard to testosterone had been borne out by a study in which he 
compared the hormone levels and profits and losses of individual traders at regular intervals 
during several days’ trading, finding that when traders’ testosterone was higher than usual 
in the morning they consistently made more profit in the afternoon. He cited, as an example, 
the “Winner Effect” that suggests winning on a first occasion is associated with a rise in 
levels of testosterone. This is associated with an increased expectation that the chance of 
winning for a second time has also risen, encouraging greater risk taking on the part of the 
trader. Such irrational exuberance is exacerbated by Wall Street and City of London reward 
systems (the bigger the risk, the higher the reward). 
 
Studies of hormone levels in animals (including, for example, cockerels and raptors) suggest 
that winning a fight or making a kill encourages such birds to take on bigger challenges or to 
extend their territory beyond their capacity to defend. Within the finance sector there is 
little or no recognition of the fact that body states have a significant impact upon individual 
decision making. Our institutional managerial and compensation schemes need to dampen 
biologically-driven feedback loops, abandoning the mind-body dualism we inherited from 
Plato and Descartes and seeing our attachment to the ideal of ‘rational choice’ as 
‘ridiculous’. 
 
 
3: GROUP QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 
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Following the introductory presentations each participant was invited to join one of four 
café tables and to join with others in addressing a question related to the issues that had 
been raised. 
 
Each question and a summary of the points to emerge from the discussion was prepared by 
a rapporteur and presented to café participants as the final activity of the day. These 
summaries are offered below. 
 
 
GROUP A:  RAPPORTEUR – DR PETER GARRARD 
 
What are the most important factors (biological, psychological, social, organizational, 
cultural) which might exacerbate poor decision-making and increase excessive risk-taking 
by leaders? 
 
The discussion group benefited from the inputs of people from a wide range of backgrounds, 
including neurobiology, banking, computing and mathematics.  Delegates expressed 
personal and academic interests in the issues of commercial decision making, leadership, 
and organizational behaviour. 
 
The discussion spanned many levels of analysis between basic neurobiological and social.  
The dialogue began by talking generally about what might be the determinants of hubristic 
behaviour, and whether some individuals may be immune to it.  A distinction was drawn 
between traits, which have a strongly biological basis (it was pointed out that laboratory rats 
have been bred for impulsive or non-impulsive traits, indicating a genetic basis), and states, 
which depend on environmental factors. 
 
Among the biological factors that were considered to influence the development of hubris 
(‘hubristogenic factors’) were: 

i) Age.  Brain maturation does not fully complete until the early 20s, until when 
fronto-striatal white matter is incompletely myelinated.  Appetite for risk taking 
might well be expected to change with age.  Data on ‘age of onset’ of hubristic 
behaviour may well be informative on this point. 

ii) Artificial factors:  alcohol and recreational drugs can induce hubristic states in 
some people, though there appear to be those in whom this change does not 
take place.  Patterns of brain activity may detect those who are immune to these 
factors. 

iii) Genetic factors:  there has been hostility to this approach in the past, 
particularly in relation to psychological properties of individuals.  However, a 
change in the dominant approach to cognitive science and psychiatry from the 
psychological to the neurobiological, and the promise of treatment that comes 
with it, will probably alter this. 
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Environmental factors were also identified, including: 
 

i) The digital revolution:  Dr Coates had pointed out that the earliest tremors of 
momentous world events were seen in trading rooms in the form of rapidly 
changing commodity prices. Does this reinforce the feeling of power (Tom 
Wolfe’s ‘Masters of the Universe’)?  Given the multiple sources of information 
that are constantly available in real time to people making decisions, might this 
paradoxically impair their judgement?  What effect do the hormonal changes 
that accompany high pressure and high reward decision making have on an 
individual’s information processing ‘bandwidth’? 

 
ii) Herd behaviour:  is there a feedforward mechanism that operates through the 

tendency of large numbers of people working in parallel to come to act in the 
same way?  Is there a contributory mechanism of ‘contagion’? 

 
The delegates moved on to discussing the question of whether hubristic leadership in 
political and commercial settings were the same or different.  In this connection, it was 
considered important to appreciate that those in positions of influence and authority in both 
spheres were a largely self-selecting group.  A different group of individuals may become 
successful in managerial roles, in which their powers and responsibilities were strictly 
defined.  It was suggested that hubris seems to be unusual among people in these roles:  is 
this because unconventional thinking is not part of the collective ethos of managerial 
structures (which thus might be a hubris-proof state), or because those who are attracted to 
and flourish in these environments are less prone to become hubristic (protective traits)? 
 
Dr Coates, who joined the table for the first fifteen minutes of the discussion, said that he 
thought that the ‘Wall Street phenomenon’ was universal, and that the underlying 
characteristics of traders were largely unexceptionable outside of the working environment.   
 
Lord Owen joined the discussion later and was asked to comment on whether Cabinet 
Government, and the notion of collective responsibility, was designed and/or acted as a 
brake on the authority of one individual.  Lord Owen said that Cabinet Government, in the 
form exercised in the UK, could act as a moderator of hubris not least because not all 
members are chosen by the Prime Minister of the day, so allegiance to one individual is not 
guaranteed. He went on to point out that not all PMs have proved to be good at operating 
within the constraints imposed by the system (Harold Wilson was offered as an example of a 
‘good Cabinet PM’).  In other examples, individual Cabinet members have exercised a 
restraining influence; Lady Thatcher’s leadership approach seems to have changed after 
William Whitelaw resigned from Government on health grounds in 1987. 
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GROUP B: RAPPORTEUR: MR GEOFF MARLOW 
 
Is hubris associated with particular forms of social organisation? Might some ways of 
organising increase or decrease the risk of hubris? 
 
Group B provided an interesting mix of people who introduced themselves as: a University 
Professor, an IT Developer for a Trading firm, a Marketing Professional, a Clinical 
Psychiatrist, two authors, a Chairman and Company Director and the director of a business 
consultancy. 
 
The conversation was wide-ranging, revolving around whether hubris might be associated 
with particular forms of social organisation and whether some ways of organising might 
increase or decrease the risk of hubris. 
 
Discussion commenced by exploring the culture of 'yes men' that some leaders create 
around them so that they don't get challenged in the decisions they take. A core need if 
hubris is to be avoided was seen to be for the provision of effective and constructive 
challenge to the ideas and decisions taken by leaders. 
 
It was noted that some leaders deliberately surround themselves with people whom they 
know will challenge them, and that this may be a more 'natural' thing for leaders in 
'catastrophically vulnerable industries' (such as rail, petrochemicals, energy) to do because 
of the consequences of poor/hubristic decisions. 
 
It was observed that some national cultures have a deep distrust of 'the singular leader', 
with Scotland and Holland being cited as specific examples. It was pointed out that daily oil 
trades on commodities exchanges exceed the value of actual daily oil production by six 
times. In financial markets, the trading of options and other derivatives exceeds the trading 
in 'real things' by a much larger margin. John Coates (roving between the groups) 
commented that in the past ten years, Wall Street has, 'added two zeroes to the total 
number of trades per day'. 
 
The systemically reinforcing nature of 'collusions' was acknowledged (even if these are partly 
unconscious) between various parties that embed dysfunctions into the system: e.g. 
Politicians depending on and beholden to Bankers to provide money for social 
improvements such as hospitals, which in turn encourage voters to elect those politicians, 
who are then even more beholden to the bankers... 
 
The group was reminded that Roman victors received their laurels whilst a slave walked 
behind them with a human skull, reminding them "you're only mortal" (memento mori). 
 
Hierarchical management systems in which 'status' is associated with or derived from 
hierarchical position encourages hubris to flourish. Research shows that leaders lose respect 
for people whom they have successfully dominated. Also: 'all special privilege limits the 
outlook of those who possess it' (John Dewey). 
 
It was pointed out that co-operatives (examples being provided by Rabobank and VISA) 
behave in ways that tend to not encourage hubris. It was also noted that Barcelona FC - the 
world's most successful football club - is a cooperative. 
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Many attempts to 'rein in' hubris in leaders are predicated on external controls - in part 
because, "It’s hard to provide therapy when the client is in denial". 
 
Internal controls are often harder to 'game' or to manipulate than external controls, due 
perhaps to the greater insight into potential dysfunction of those inside the system. 
 
The discussion recognised that another problem lies in 'forgetting the lessons of the past' 
partly as a consequence of the departure of experienced people.’ The importance of and 
need to preserve institutional memory was also acknowledged. 
 
Finally it was noted that attempts to reduce hubris might, if taken too far or undertaken 
without deeper appreciation of leaders' need for legitimate power might deprive leaders of 
the ability to fulfil their responsibilities. 
 
 
 
GROUP C: RAPPORTEUR: Ms DEBORAH BOOTH  
 
What processes (biological, psychological, social, organisational and cultural) might 
institutions be able to deploy to improve decision-making and decrease excessive risk-
taking by leaders?                     
 

1. It is apparent from recent research that there is no such thing as ‘a rational 
decision’. Such a conception is a misconception. Decisions seem to be better 
explained as the ‘gathering’ of our predictions of the future. These arise from 
embodied beliefs and feelings and are conditioned by our immediate social 
environment (interactions) and less immediate social environment (past social 
interactions, personal history, memory). Public interest in neuroscience is enabling it 
to play a valuable role in changing the public discourse about decision-making, as 
well as forcing us to question some of our cherished philosophical assumptions  
(especially the Cartesian  mind/body duality) and our everyday conceptions (which 
over-emphasise the use of ‘intelligence’ and naturalise power and prejudice). 

 
An example is provided by the way many people behave differently in a ‘learning 
environment’ than they do in a ‘performance environment’ – for example by being 
indecisive (which is not acceptable in the latter).  
 

2. If  ‘rational decision-making’ by individuals  is impossible Wise Institutions need to 
be consciously constructed to protect themselves against (the inevitable, natural) 
poor decision-making of individuals (leaders included) 

 
3. Some of the ways institutions might protect themselves include: 

 The institutionalisation of reflective practice (personal learning) - slowing 
down the brain, conscious reflection, attention to intra-psychic feedback e.g. 
a ‘feeling of rightness’ and interpersonal feedback.  

 

 Actively screening at recruitment for those with extreme personality profiles 
(e.g. narcissism) because such individuals will be less likely to be able to 
toggle between ‘performance’ and ‘reflective/learning’ modes and will 
therefore be more vulnerable to phenomena such as ‘groupthink’.  



Overview: Research Café 07 10 2011 

GMR final ed. 28. 11.11 7 

 Institutionalising  processes which identify individuals who might be at risk 
of unacceptable decision-making at an early stage (e.g. by monitoring 
contingent factors such as stress) 

 Early Socialisation (e.g. training schoolchildren how to evaluate decisions/ 
information critically) after recruitment 

 Instating/re-instating communal socialising in institutions. For example 
offering communal dining facilities. As a consequence of the ‘Big Bang,’ for 
example, financial traders have lost the trading floor on which stockbrokers 
and stock jobbers (as they were then known) used to congregate to do 
business, exchange views and build relationships. Today they tend to sit in 
isolation in front of a screen. It is worth noting that a characteristic of many 
successful Silicon Valley companies has been their commitment to 
supporting the development of informal social networks within their 
organisations, through the provision of “break out” facilities, “beer busts” 
and company picnics.  

 Transparency of the decision-making process/ reducing secrecy  

 Including  individual customers in institutional decision-making processes 
(an example was offered of a doctor bringing his patient to meetings)  

 Codes of Conduct (defining communal ethical expectations, with sanctions)  

 Better risk assessment. Discussion about whether this should be internal or 
external led to the recognition that neither external nor internal risk 
assessment processes could be protected from the power of hubristic 
groups or individuals who will endeavour to isolate and marginalise critics. 
Examples discussed included BP ( where a powerful CEO mobilised the 
board in opposition to its Chairman), RBS (where 95% of shareholders 
backed the seemingly hubristic CEO’s proposal to take over ABN-AMRO); the 
rejection by the Financial Reporting Council of an additional clause to their 
UK Corporate Governance Code which would have required company 
boards to explicitly monitor the health of the leadership and decision-
making processes within their companies  and   a recent study of risk 
professionals which concluded that pointing out the inherent risk in a CEO's  
business decisions to the Board could constitute  career suicide and the fact 
that institutionalised ‘rational’ decision-making processes usually exclude 
the top level decision-makers from scrutiny. 
 

4. Powerful individuals and groups will always undermine attempts to limit risk. 
Powerful groups and individuals must be prevented from isolating themselves and 
their decision-making from the needs of their wider constituencies.  

 
5. Some ways of  Keeping Feedback Loops Open might include: 

 Institutionalising a role for a ‘licensed fool’ who can use cynical humour to 
say what others will not (one such person was officially appointed in British 
Airways in the 1980s by Colin Marshall). Might backbenchers fulfil this role 
in relation to the government? Churchill’s wife told him he behaved badly to 
those around him. 

 Limited tenure in post- departure pre-empts some cauterising of feedback 
routes. 

 Valuing the contribution of what Lord Owen called a ‘toe-holder’ (He gave 
the example of William Whitelaw - valued by Margaret Thatcher for his 
critical feedback). 
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 Valuing ‘sceptical respect’ (has our hubristic culture come to equate 
scepticism/criticism with lack of support/empathy/personal rejection?). 

 Institutionalising procedures for whistleblowers which protect them from 
negative outcomes. (Such procedures are effective in the aviation industry –
see, for example, the success of CRM - Crew Resource Management - 
programmes for airline crews where crew are obliged to question the 
decisions of senior officers which they do not understand or with which they 
disagree). 

 Delegation of real power to subordinates, who may act as a counterweight 
in decision-making processes. 

 Keeping feedback loops open is an ongoing process for which each of us is 
personally responsible.    

 
 
GROUP D: RAPPORTEUR: DR GRAHAM ROBINSON 
 
“What are the wider societal and institutional implications of hubristic behaviour in the 
current social, political and economic climate?” 

 
1. Each member of the group provided a brief, verbal portrait of themselves prior to 

addressing the issues raised by the question.  
 
2. It was suggested that a great many organisations take on characteristics of their leaders 

and that if one wished to develop a sense of what a business organisation is like, a very 
effective way of doing so is to spend time with its CEO. Reference was made to the 
death, a few days prior to this gathering, of Steve Jobs, co-founder and charismatic 
Chairman and, until recently CEO of Apple. The company’s share price has tumbled on 
news of his death and much speculation has been made about the company’s future 
under his successor. Examples were quoted of other i.t. companies that have suffered 
significantly following the departure of their founder directors (e.g. Hewlett Packard and 
Digital). 

 
3. This was not to imply that these leaders suffered from hubris but that if an 

organisation’s leader were to be ‘hubristic’ might not that be a characteristic of the 
organisation as well? Would (following Professor John Stein’s suggestion that people 
tend to like a leader with signs of hubris – providing them with a sense of certainty in 
uncertain situations) a hubristic organisation actively seek out a leader with symptoms 
of hubris syndrome? Are entrepreneurial founder/leaders more or less likely to suffer 
from the syndrome than, say, political or corporate leaders? 

 
4. Leaders are encouraged, by currently prevalent behavioural norms, to dissociate 

themselves from the errors that they make. “Mistakes were made” is the fashionable 
euphemism for “I made a mistake”, carrying the implicit suggestion that mistakes were 
made, but not by me. 

 
5. It was suggested that the responses of leaders to the financial sector’s current crisis are 

very different from those that had occurred in earlier periods. In the past it was not 
uncommon (if not expected) for the leader to commit suicide as a consequence of 
disastrous decision making. Now he (and it usually is a “he”) can expect to receive a 
golden handshake and to sue his organisation if he does not consider this to be 
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sufficiently generous. So there would appear to be a socio-cultural trend that at best 
tolerates, at worst fosters, displays of hubris on the part of its leaders. 

 
6. Linked to this suggestion was the view that, perhaps, increasing democracy has also 

encouraged, ironically, a move towards a diminution of individual responsibility. “My 
responsibility is limited to the exercise of my vote” or, alternatively, “Don’t blame me, I 
did not vote for them”.  

 
7. This led to the suggestion that “hubris syndrome” might be a collusive condition – 

individual leaders being encouraged by dangerous advisors (Iago/Othello); 
compliant/apathetic organisational members; a systemic bias towards the development 
of hubris by leaders and, perhaps, whole institutions that themselves display symptoms 
of the individual conditions of hubris syndrome at least as reflected in the image that 
they present through their advertising (the world’s favourite airline; probably, the best 
lager in the world, for example). 

 
8. What role should non-executive directors play in addressing symptoms of hubris 

syndrome? The experiences of several members of the group were shared, of having sat 
in board meetings when a CEO has made outrageous statements or behaved very badly 
without eliciting any negative comment from the non execs who were present. Perhaps 
the emphasis of recent years on corporate governance has concentrated excessively on 
rules and procedures at the expense of issues of behaviour. Perhaps a tradition of 
valuing and rewarding ‘loyalty’ is at odds with a desire to provide a restraining set of 
checks and balances. 

 
9. There is a need for sociological/social anthropological research into institutional/cultural 

factors leading to excessive risk taking and poor decision taking if policies are to be 
developed and implemented that might contribute to mitigating their 
occurrence/consequences. Placing limits upon the terms of office of Executive directors 
might be a good starting point. There appears to be a cycle that needs to be broken but 
would it be possible for that cycle to be broken from within? 

 
10. Would more/better regulation provide an antidote to hubris? Some of the group 

thought not. The most successful financial services organisations (in terms of wealth, 
though not necessarily in terms of behaviour) thrive upon regulation. They behave like 
the crews of racing yachts, sailing as close as possible to the line, keeling over it to 
achieve an advantage over their competitors but never actually crossing it, thereby 
running the risk of disqualification. Given this analogy, might not increased regulation 
and hubris go hand-in-hand? 

 
11. There is also a wider, societal dimension. Whistle blowing is actively encouraged and 

publicly applauded but the whistle blower is unlikely to find further employment (no-
one likes a sneak). 

 
12. So there is a need for wider socio-psychological research into the education and learning 

patterns of those in positions of behaviour. John Coates had suggested that there are 
indications of pathological or addictive behaviour on the part of city traders which their 
compensation, reward-recognition plans actively encourage. The gross size of the 
potential bonus is far less relevant as a determinant of a trader’s behaviour than is its 
size in relation to that of his (again usually ‘he’) colleagues. There is huge scope for 
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major reform in this area. The challenge is to find an organisational leader with the 
courage to make the first move. 

 
13. There is strong prima facie evidence to suggest that (with some notable exceptions) 

symptoms of hubris syndrome would be likely to be observed more frequently among 
men than it is among women. The glib statement that a “Lehman Sisters” would be likely 
to still be in business and that there should be more women in positions of leadership 
while, perhaps self-evident, is less helpful than gender research into differences in the 
biological, neuroscientific influences/determinants of decision making among men and 
women. 

 
14. It was agreed that Professor John Stein had raised the very important question when he 

asked, “how will research (from any discipline) help?” After all, the word ‘hubris’ has its 
origins in Ancient Greece, so it has a well established provenance. How might research 
into issues associated with hubris help us respond to questions of, “So What?” 

 
15. While public apathy, combined with a readiness to take pleasure from any confirmation 

that our leaders possess feet of clay, might be an obstacle to gaining support for 
research into the issues under discussion, the role of social networking technology in the 
Arab Spring might be seen as providing both a contrary example and a source of hope. 

 
16. The discussion concluded with the suggestion that there might be five key areas for 

further exploration and interdisciplinary research: 
 

 “Sparks and soup” (chemical and neurological) determinants of gender differences 
in incidences of/tendencies towards hubris. 

 Research into the collusive nature of leadership behaviour leading towards hubris as 
a precursor to developing changes in policy, compensation, reward-recognition 
practices that might limit its development/mitigate its effects 

 Sociological/social anthropological research into the social dimensions and possible 
determinants of hubris among those in positions of power and leadership. 

 Exploration of the reactions and responses of visionary/intuitive leaders to the 
experience of failure. 

 Research into the impact upon leadership behaviour of social networking and its 
capacity to provide a rapid, mass response to such behaviour. 

 
 

4:  CONCLUDING REMARKS AND NEXT STEPS 
 
Mr Charles Ross, Chair of the Brain Mind Forum thanked the speakers and participants for 
their contributions and noting the high level of interest and engagement that had been 
demonstrated throughout the day. He conveyed particular thanks to Jane Hill, whose 
administrative skills had enabled the day to run so smoothly, and to Professor Stein who had 
made it possible for the café to be held at Magdalen College. 
 
This had been the first venture of both the Daedalus Trust and the BMF into the arena of 
public events and he was delighted that it had proved to be so successful. The aims and 
objectives of the two bodies are different. Daedalus is concerned to evaluate and select 
possible research projects into areas associated with the mental states of leaders and 
decision takers, while the BMF is concerned to publicise and raise public awareness of 
research that is already being undertaken into the functioning of the human brain and to 
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encourage further research. Meeting the aims of both bodies will require funds to be raised 
at a time of cutbacks and austerity and in an area that involves many rather than one 
particular academic discipline. This represents a considerable challenge that may well 
require the development of a radically new funding model. This might be an area where the 
two bodies might fruitfully collaborate in the future. 
 
Professor Bouras closed the café on behalf of both Daedalus and the BMF by echoing the 
thanks offered by Charles Ross. He felt that a number of important themes had been 
identified and said that these would now be explored further by the Trust’s Research 
Advisory Group with a few to identify specific areas for interdisciplinary research. He 
reminded everyone that a summary report of the day’s proceedings would be prepared and 
posted on the websites of both Daedalus and the BMF. He also reminded us that the café 
had been filmed and that edited versions of the film footage would also be posted on the 
websites. He concluded by hoping that he would be meeting those present again in the near 
future.  
 


