O/ X

TR T ESEANFEE R T IRAT T

NG 30 CCEEERA SR

TEFEI—-X IN=D~gR=Y
BEFI-2 9N—J~ 14—
A B F H

1. ZoftTiE, BEEIOHBERBOL L) BN H LT THOTIIWITE A,
2. BEEDPOERPFH o720, BEMKO LMo EMIIBRES, EEEDT
%, ¥/, TIHOFEMIIIEEETEENENEALL SV ZOMOMIZE
ALTIEWITER A,

fREIIEES L LET,

RERMKIE, BRADHEEIILPDLLT, Fblio TIwiTEHEA,
COMFIRFELIFD 2 S,

T, BT FSERIAR S B AU L S v

S o W



TERFEI—-X

UF XX, Darwin SEY DOILRERFTE)721) T < 1B (emotion) b L L 72 &
EZ2ERE, ZOBROBRICBIIAREICHTLIERIIOVWTRLE TS, 2o
T, B2, BRERHEEEZRL WD LB BITERHARIUL) &, EIERER (&I
FEBOICER LA L) ERINTVD, ZOXEERGA, M1~ 6ICHARE
A8V, 12720, EABFEIRFTRLLTCOEDL LV (ZDOHEILLTAIIDE
TIVT 7Ry N2FETDHIE) BB, *ODVEFEIZDOVTIEXRIZFEES®
Ho 72, DL JIHEEEIRT

M1 FTHEODEZDOBIIZONWT, KXHFTHEITLN TS 3OO L% 100 F
PIRZE LD THL 22 &,

M 2 THRBOIZH D EHIZ, Darwin iZTE Z B L - 0KERER 2 EE L 72bi)
TE % » o7 #NTIE, Darwin (3TE) & EERBROBBRLE ED L H IR Z T
WD RILHF OB OB % V72255 80 LN THEA L 22 S\,

fl 3 THREG@OBEM %, humanize the brute (k% AMLT %) ICHT 2 K XH DA
BHIZRL7z) 2T, 150 FLNTRAB L% S,

M 4 THEIBOIZDOWT, primary emotions (—REVEIE) D% secondary emotions
(W) & OB R ATS 100 FRARTEB L 2 3w,

M 5 THE®IZ basic emotions theory (FEAR K IEBE ) ;5: EDOEHITHH LT DD
77 things that do not actually exist 23§ L C\» 5 Z & ZBHBEIZ L T, 100 FLUH
THHALZ SV,



il 6 BT EVIORERE L TWE EBZDITENCDOWT, TRETICHARD
BIRLIEOZERL 2 SV FDH)RXT, ZOBINZTEELTCWIEER
LEIH, FLTC, BMOBUNEILLAZLDETI 0L ) MZonT, £
DEHEEDT, HuOEZ% 600 FUNTRERL 2 SV, 4B, Hhl-DF
RERIXDFRIZF L TR TH Lv,

The modern version of the idea that ®primitive human emotions are inherited

from our animal ancestors was born on November 26, 1872, the date that Charles

Darwin’s book The Expression™ of the Emotions in Man and Animals was published.
Darwin had earlier advanced his revolutionary theory that species evolve through a
process of natural selection®, and in this new work he argued that emotional “states of
mind” evolve the same way.

Darwin’s theory was inspired by his observations of what he called expressive
actions: behavioral and physiological responses that occur in connection with
emotions. He noted that “the chief expressive actions, exhibited by man and by the
lower animals, are innate or inherited —that is, have not been learnt by the
individual.” As evidence for innate emotional responses in humans, Darwin noted that
certain expressions of emotion, especially in the face, are similar in people around the
world, regardless of their racial origins or cultural heritage and regardless of their
isolation from other races or cultures. He also noted that the same emotional
expressions occur in individuals who are born blind and had no opportunity to learn
what these look like. [...]

Darwin also noted that a number of emotional expressions are similar across
species: “Some of the expressive actions of monkeys are ... closely analogous™® to
man.” He cited expressions of pleasure, grief*, anger, and fear, among others, and
also cited the commonness of freezing® and flight* as a response to danger in many
animals. ‘

Because Darwin emphasized the outward expression of emotions, he is

sometimes said to have not been concerned with their subjective aspects. _Although
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he certainly devoted more ink to behavioral characteristics than feelings®, it is not

the case that he ignored the latter. For him, as for many people then and now,

emotional behaviors are fundamental signs (expressions) of emotional feelings. He
explained his position this way: “Certain actions expressive of certain states of mind
are the direct results of the constitution of the nervous system. ... Trembling® under
the influence of fear ... is an example.” The key phrase in this quote is “actions
expressive of certain states of mind.” What he is implying here is that these mental
states are the basis for innate behaviors: Threats elicit innate feelings of fear, and fear
in turn elicits freezing, trembling, and flight. Darwin argued that because these
emotional mental states give rise to behaviors that help organisms adapt and survive,
the mental states were preserved in the nervous Systerh via natural selection, passed
on within species, and conserved as new species evolved. In Darwin’s view, we feel
fear when in danger because some prototype of fear present in our animal ancestor
helped them survive, and it continues in us because it has been helpful to the survival
of our species as well.

In contemporary psychology and neuroscience, as we've seen, terms like “mental”
or “mind” do not necessarily refer to conscious™® processes. Perceiving, remembering,
attending, thinking, planning, and deciding involve nonconscious processes that do
much of the mental work and actually make conscious awareness possible. But in
Darwin’s time, “mental” was synonymous® with “conscious.” Darwin was clearly
implying that conscious emotional states of mind (feelings) underlie emotional
expressions.

Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection was one of the greatest
intellectual achievements in history. But his belief that our emotional feelings
themselves are-inherited from animal ancestors and are represented in essentially
prepackaged® form in the brains of all humans, although consistent with everyday folk
wisdom® and useful in daily life, takes us down the wrong path, in my opinion, in
terms of understanding emotions and their underlying brain mechanisms.

Darwin’s interest in emotional behavior reflected a deeper interest in the
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evolution of the human mind. He believed that “there is no fundamental difference
between man and the higher mammals* in their mental faculties.” But as one
psychological historian pointed out, “Darwin bestowed* a mental life upon man’s
cousins with a very open hand, without the self-critical zeal* that marked his
biological endeavors.” Darwin went so far as to proclaim® that worms “deserve to be
called intelligent, for they ... act in nearly the same manner as a man under similar
circumstances.” He often argued for such human qualities in animals, commonly
characterizing their expressive behaviors with terms like “affectionate®,” “cheerful,”
“savage™” “pleased by being caressed*,” “jealous,” and so on. He likewise made
generous® use of anthropomorphically* based anecdotes*: “What a strong feeling of
inward* satisfaction must impel* a bird, so full of activity, to brood* day after day
over her eggs.” [...] -

Like Darwin, Romanes is often criticized for treating anecdotes about animal
behavior as scientific data. (On the basis of largely innate behaviors triggered by
innate stimuli, for example, he described earwigs* as affectionate to their offspring*
and fish as jealous and angry.) Such arguments based on analogy with human
behavior are now viewed as on par with commonsense intuitions and should not, on
their own, be taken as scientific evidence for mental state consciousness in other
animals. (Common sense is often a starting point in scientific research, but scientific
conclusions require more.)

But Romanes was not alone in such theorizing. The tendency to attribute mental
states — typically human like mental states —to animals on the basis of behavioral

responses was so rampant® in the waning™® years of the nineteenth century that one

researcher, Lloyd Morgan, warned that @scientists should resist the temptation to

“humanize the brute.,” He argued that just because scientists necessarily start their

exploration of animal behavior from their own subjective experiences does not justify
the attribution of similar experiences to other animals. This kind of attribution is
desirable, he argued, when we interact socially with other humans, but is questionable

when trying to understand animal behavior. Morgan famously wrote that we should
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not call upon human mental states to account for animal behavior if a simpler,
nonmental state explanation is available. This position is now known as Morgan’s
Canon. It is so difficult to resist the pull of folk wisdom, though, that even Morgan
himself transgressed, using the phrase “coalescence of mental problems in a
conscious situation*” in a description of his dog’s ability to open the garden gate. Still,
he acknowledged that although animals have intelligence, they lack reason — they
think but “do not think the therefore.” [...]

Darwin was correct in stating that certain behaviors are innately wired in the
brain. But his view that emotional feelings cause behavior because conscious feelings
and emotional responses are innately coupled in the brain demands further
consideration.

Darwin’s views are alive and well today in the theory of basic emotions, which
originated in the writings of Silvan Tomkins in the 1960s. Building on Darwin,
Tomkins proposed that several primary (or basic) emotions are genetically built into
the human brain by natural selection and expressed identically in everyone, regardless
of racial or cultural background. Each of these innate emotions was said to be wired
into an affect program®, a hypothetical subcortical* neural structure assumed to
somehow involve the limbic and arousal systems*. In the presence of a trigger
stimulus® for a given emotion, the affect program would be activated, and the bodily
responses characteristic of that emotion would be expressed. The primary emotions
that Tomkins identified were surprise, interest, joy, rage*, fear, disgust, and anguish*.

®These primary emotions were contrasted with secondary emotions, such as guilt,

shame, embarrassment®, empathy, and so on, all of which are culturally determined.
Like Darwin, Tomkins focused on universal expressions but used mental state
(emotion) words to name the expressions and their underlying affect program. [...]
The psychologists Lisa Barrett and James Russell have been especially strong
critics of basic emotions theory, questioning one of its implicit* assumptions —
namely, that emotions are “natural kinds,” or biologically prepackaged psychological

states. They and others argue that emotions such as fear, which are assumed to be
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basic emotions, are in fact not singular entities* with a biological existence
established through natural selection and inherited from other animals. Instead, they

propose that the states of mind called basic emotions are psychologically constructed

concepts that are labeled using culturally learned words. ®Words are indeed powerful

dictators of beliefs, sometimes giving an existence to things that do not actually exist.

Although I don’t accept all of Barrett and Russell’s arguments, I agree with their
overall conclusions that the conscious feelings labeled with basic emotion terms are
not prepackaged innate states that are unleashed* by external stimuli but instead are

cognitively assembled™ in consciousness.

Hi B : Joseph Ledoux, “Chapter 5: Have we inherited emotional states of mind from

our animal ancestors?” Anxious (Oneworld Publications, 2015). eBook edition. —%&R
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The story of the Russian noblewoman, as told in literature and historical
narrative, has been one of paradox. She appears in each telling as both formidable
and powerless, performing by turns the role of tyrant and victim in the patriarchal®
family. In the historical record her prominence in public life rises and falls, peaking
in the eighteenth century but dwindling* after the reign of Catherine the Great*. In
the tales of nineteenth-century novelists her moral superiority guides the feckless*
nobleman who grapples with* the evils of serfdom® and autocracy®. Neither account,
however, explains how the formidable woman emerged alongside her more familiar
powerless counterpart, or why the experience of Russian women has been imagined
as one of such stark*® contradictions.

The legal status of Russian women was rife* with similar incongruities*. Women
of all social estates were obliged to live with their husbands, and they could neither
work nor travel without their permission. Divorce was virtually unattainable in the
Orthodox Church, even for wives who suffered physical abuse, and legal separation
became prevalent only at the end of the nineteenth century. Yet, while the burden of
gender tutelage® seemed to weigh more heavily on women in Russian society,
Russian noblewomen enjoyed one advantage virtually unknown to their counterparts
in Western Europe: from the mid-eighteenth century married women could own and
dispose of property separately from their husbands.
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This peculiar exception to women's legal servitude* excited comment among
foreign visitors to Russia in the nineteenth century; it has also inspired abundant
speculation on the part of scholars. No one, however, has explored the significance of

property ownership in the lives of Russian noblewomen. 1Many historians have

dismissed Russian women's control of their fortunes as pro forma™* and assumed that

women could not administer their property within the confines of the patriarchal

family. In the words of one scholar, “Noblewomen, unlike their peers in West
Europe, were entitled to own and dispose of property, but their right was meaningless

in a society where they were bound legally to their fathers’ tutelage and, if they

married, to a husband chosen or approved by him.” @At the opposite extreme, others

have made extravagant® claims for the liberties Russian noblewomen enjoyed vis-a-

vis* their European contemporaries. [...]

The stereotype of the downtrodden* Russian woman originated with the
narratives of European travelers. Visitors to early-modern* Muscovy* regaled™ their
audience with tales of wife beating and domestic misery, while depicting® Russian
women as illmannered and prone to* drunkenness. One of these accounts, written
by a Frenchman in 1761, drew the ire* of Catherine II. Women in Russia “enjoy even
greater liberty” than women in other European nations, she retorted®, and then cited
women’s ownership of their dowries as evidence of their superior legal standing. By
the end of the eighteenth century, however, lurid* reports of female subjugation® had
given way to a new preoccupation®: the power of women in the family and society,

which foreigners attributed to Russian women’s unusual legal and economic status.

£ servitude FEIRFE / pro forma TR L / extravagant WED /
visavis (IR LT, &ML T / downtrodden JEIFHMNT: /
early-modern It / Muscovy €A 7 T KLE, €EAZTEE /

regale %L F45% / depict < / proneto MEMAHE, LIALTHL /
ire &1 / retort Kimd A / lurid #A L\ / subjugation EiE /
preoccupation 5 AR



The observations of a young English traveler at the turn of the nineteenth
century are typical of these later accounts. While Catherine Wilmot*, like previous
visitors from Europe, exclaimed more than once about the ignorance and vulgar
appearance of her female companions in Russia, she also noted that they enjoyed
unusually extensive property rights. “You must know that every Woman has the right
over her own Fortune totally independent of her Husband and he is as independent of
his Wife,” she wrote to her sister Harriet in 1806. “Marriage is therefore no Union of
interests whatsoever.... This gives a curious sort of hue* to the Conversations of the
Russian Matrons* which to a meek* English Woman appears prodigious®
independence in the midst of a Despotic* Government!” Catherine’s sister Martha
remarked on this phenomenon in a journal entry from the same year: “The full and
entire dominion which Russian Women have over their own fortunes gives them a
remarkable degree of liberty and a degree of independence of their Husbands
unknown in England.”

Male observers also reported on the prominence* of Russian women at court and
in provincial society, albeit* not always with approbation*. Although more concerned
with Russia’s political development than with social customs, August von Haxthausen*
indulged in several asides on the status of women. “In Russia the female sex occupies
a different position from its counterpart in the rest of Europe,” he began. Haxthausen
compared the slothful* merchant women he encountered unfavorably* with German
housewives, but the privileges of Russian noblewomen did not escape him. “A large

part of the real estate is also in the hands of women,” he related, adding that “it is
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easy to understand what a great influence women enjoy in society as a result.”

it : Michelle Lamarche Marrese, A Woman’s Kingdom: Noblewomen and the Control
of Property in Russia, 1700-1861 (Ithaca & London: Cornell University Press,
2002), pp. 1 -5 X 0 $&H:,
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