Some Notes on Vygotsky’s “Teaching on the Emotions: Historical Psychological Studies”
SECTION BY SECTION OUTLINE
1 Is the James-Lange theory derivable from Spinoza…or Descartes?

2 The recent discoveries about adrenalin and its effects on the internal organs and the vasomotor system would seem to confirm both James-Lange and Spinoza’s definition of emotion as enhancing the body’s capacity for activity.
3 But the relationship between emotions and physiological effects is hardly one-to-one.
4 We can test the James-Lange hypothesis by removing bodily changes and seeing if it alters the emotional response.

5 We can also test the hypothesis by producing bodily changes by extra-emotional means and seeing if it produces an emotional response.

6 There is even more clinical and pathological evidence against James-Lange.
7 Given the weight of evidence, why does the James-Lange theory remain a plausible hypothesis for psychologists? 

8 Because there is no clear alternative yet. But the thalamaic Cannon-Bard theory looks promising.
9 Empirical evidence on the Cannon-Bard theory is mostly positive. But the theoretical basis of the theory is Cartesian.
10 Does the evidence for Cannon-Bard and against James-Lange confirm Descartes and relegate Spinoza to history?

11 No, because BOTH theories are really Cartesian There are similarities and differences, aspects which both join and separate the theory of James-Lange and the theology of Descartes-Malebranche.
12 Similarities: Mechanism on the one hand and dualism on the other
13 Similarities: How does the soul sway the body in the Cartesian scheme of things? Is Cartesianism the beginning of modern psychology or simply the end of a medieval one?
14 Similarities: Both Descartes and James-Lange believe that emotions are explained by perceptions and sensations and neither can explain why the emotions feel like emotions and not like mere sensations. 
15 Differences: The possibility of emotion without sensation in Descartes, the one real point of difference with James-Lange, demonstrates that the essence of the Cartesian theory is parallelism not interaction.
16 Differences: The possibility of emotion without sensation (specifically, love without sex) means that what is specifically human in emotion (what we don’t share with animals) is from a biological, and a developmental, point of view, completely meaningless.

17 This anti-developmental point of view of the James-Lange theory is precisely what makes it attractive to reflexology, reactology, and behaviorism. But there are two big drawbacks.
18 Drawback one: it ignores the specifically human nature of human emotion. (In this section we have some gentle hints of a cultural historical approach that would not do this.) 

19 Drawback two: it offers only mechanistic causal and metaphysical non-causal accounts of the higher emotions. (In this section we have a thorough criticism of Dilthey and Münsterberg who attempt to do this through a separate “descriptive” psychology.)
20 Some idealist accounts (e.g. Bergson) have attempted to bridge the void, but in so doing they have only prolonged the Cartesian tradition. Only a monist and materialist account can really fill the gap.

INTRODUCTION
Vygotsky’s study “The Teaching on the Emotions” is indeed a psychological (as well as philosophical) one. But it is only historical in the sense that Marx has in mind when he says that the anatomy of man is the key to that of the ape. Vygotsky has in mind a backward-looking accounting for the present (rather poor) state of the TEACHING on the emotions rather than a forward looking account of the problem of the origins and development of EMOTION.
The main theory which Vygotsky tackles in this paper is the “organic” theory of emotions. “Organic” really means something like “organismic” here: the theory (still very popular in the work of people like Yang-Immordino and Damasio) is that our emotional responses are in some way responses to bodily processes (James refers vaguely to the “viscera”, or the internal organs, while Lange is much more precise and refers to the “vasomotor” processes, that is, those which control the dilation and constriction of blood vessels and thus the pressure of blood flow). 
These bodily processes are reflexes, that is, more or less unmediated reactions (direct and unconscious responses to perceptual stimuli). Emotions are the effects of our consciously noticing them. In other words, we do not see a bear and run away because we are frightened. What happens is that we see the bear and find ourselves running away. Noticing that we are running away, we feel frightened. 
The theory sounds rather peculiar and counter-intuitive to us, but it is also peculiarly intuitive and congenial to at least two kinds of psychologist. There are those for whom psychology is an extension of philosophy, largely a matter what Wordsworth famously called reflecting upon emotion in tranquility. Then there are those for whom psychology is an extension of physiology, largely a matter of describing physical changes in organs and systems. Those two types describe Henry James’ brother William and the Danish physiologist Carl Lange respectively. So it is not entirely peculiar that, as Vygotsky says, this particular fruit falls simultaneously in their two far-flung orchards.
SECTION AND PARAGRAPH SUMMARIES

1 In this section, Vygotsky’s goal is simply to establish a link between the James-Lange theory and the philosophy of Spinoza and/or Descartes. Instead of beginning with Spinoza and Descartes and ending with James and Lange, Vygotsky will start with James-Lange and work BACKWARDS to Spinoza. This explains the rather crabwise manner in which Vygotsky proceeds. 
1.1 Instead of commencing with a specific problem as he usually does, he cites Lange’s reference to Spinoza. Lange claims that Spinoza separately places “bodily experience” on the same plane or even slightly ahead of emotions. 
1.2 In this (mis)reading, which ignores Spinoza’s uncompromising monism, we can already see the embryo of Vygotsky’s triumphant conclusion that Lange’s true predecessor is not Spinoza at all but the relentlessly dualistic Descartes. But Lange does give us Spinoza’s definition of emotion: that which diminishes or increases the capacity of the body to act. This definition is going to be useful, so long as we accept that for Spinoza, mind is an attribute of a person in just the same way that body is (because ideal thought and real extension are both attributes of material substances). 
1.3 Now, we might think that Lange would welcome the idea that emotions have an evolutionary function (fight or flight) because, in the first place, it is at least consistent with the idea that we respond reflexively to outward stimuli and only reflect upon our reflex reactions affectively while we are actually fighting or flying and, in the second, it might explain the development of a physiological basis for emotion. But Lange does not. 
1.4 Vygotsky explains Lange’s surprising hostility to this Darwinian point of view in two ways: he suggests that Lange is hostile to history in general, and he hints, delicately, at Cartesian philosophy rather than English empiricism as Lange’s true philosophical roots.

1.5 In this latter argument, Vygotsky finds support in Dumas and Titchener, both of whom find that the organic theory does not begin with James or Lange but has long roots in French rationalism.

1.6 James, however, recognizes no ancestors, neither Descartes nor Spinoza: James says that his theory is a virgin birth; it has no predecessors and no pedigree. 
1.7 Conceptually, the James theory and the Lange theory are twins, and if one has a pedigree then so does the other. They have the same ideological (that is, theoretical) content; the differences are merely in Lange’s concentration on vasomotor changes (that is, changes in the diameter of blood vessels) and James’ vague reference to the “viscera” (internal organs). 
1.8 To conclude this section, Vygotsky brings in testimony from Sergi, who says that the logical outcome of the theory is simply to reject the distinction between ”emotion” (which for Spinoza is highly active and object oriented and “passion” (which is a passive, receptive feeling of what you submit to, as in the “passion” of Christ). It is to dissolve all affect in “sensation”. This “frightens” James because it does not allow much distinction between the sensation produced by a live bear and the sensation produced by a badly digested piece of bear meat. So he then accepts the idea that emotion is a capacity for action (Spinoza). That way, presumably, we may distinguish emotions the way we distinguish activities, according to their objects.
1.9 Vygotsky concludes that if we are interested in the development of the Spinoza theory on the emotions (which, you remember, includes a propensity and a potential for action) we must begin with studying the link between this theory and that of Lange and James. In particular, does it affirm their theory or does it negate it? That is what we look at in the sections to come.
2 Vygotsky has established the importance of the organic theory. Its significance lies not in its originality or in its rectitude, but rather in its position as a key link in a centuries old struggle between monism and dualism. In this section Vygotsky sets himself the task of examining how the theory has held up under EMPIRICAL testing in the next two sections This section, Section 2, is all in all rather favorable, because it talks about adrenaline, which appears to provide a good basis for the organic theory that emotions are responses to changes in the internal organs and for Spinoza’s idea that emotions are changes in bodily potential. But the next section is not so favorable.
2.1 Vygotsky begins by saying that the current empirical testing of the theory is the last act in a drama begun forty five years earlier (1884-1885). I think he is referring not only to James and Lange but also to Pavlov and Bekhterev; we can see that this paper is part of Vygotsky’s methodological break with his own relfexological beginnings.
2.2 How to explain the curious popularity of a theory which has precious little empirical evidence to recommend it? Here Vygotsky draws attention to the “reflexological” basis, so convenient for both American behaviorists and Russian reactologists.

2.3 Vygotsky refers to the American behaviorists first: most “extreme” trends in psychology (Watson, for example) take over the James-Lange theory in the very words of James (in their textbooks). Titchener implies that this is due to James’ literary flair, and also to way in which the theory corresponds to daily experience (it is the sort of theory you might come up with after seeing a grizzly bear while camping and running away from it without time to feel scared). Vygotsky agrees. 
2.4 Vygotsky alludes to the Russians next. The second reason for the popularity of the theory is that it appears “materialistic”. Vygotsky points out, with approval, James’ objection that any theory that depends on nervous activity (e.g. Freudianism) can be said to be materialistic in the same way. Vygotsky says that if that is so, and “materialism” cannot be used as an objection to his theory, then it can’t really be used to support it either.
2.5 Vygotsky refers to a “double illusion”. I don’t think he means the “double illusion” of not being able to use materialism to criticize James’ theory and being able to use materialism to support James’ theory, because I don’t think he thinks that James’ theory can be criticized as non-materialistic. I think he means the double illusion of the American extremists, bowled over by James presentation skills and “common sense” anecdotes on the one hand and the Russian objective psychologists, carried away by the apparent physiological basis of emotion supplied by Lange on the other. Vygotsky objects to the idea that James-Lange is a new theory every bit as strongly as he does to the idea that it is a correct one. The next two paragraphs give two examples of the sort of thing he is objecting to, from James and Lange respectively.
2.6 James says that previous theories have simply inventoried emotions and described them and have not been able to make any logical generalizations about them. The novelist’s brother complains that this is dull stuff. 
2.7 Lange concurs that we know next to nothing about the emotions, and that what little we have conjectured by chance has not given rise to much theory. 

2.8 Vygotsky remarks, with a sly wink, that Descartes said pretty much the same thing three centuries ago!

2.9 But Vygotsky adds that they are ALL wrong, including Descartes. Aristotle said—and Titchener quotes him—that the philosopher who claims that anger has external causes (desire for revenge) and the one who says that it has physiological causes (the boiling of blood around the heart) must be united. This is not that far from an organic theory, as Vygotsky hints. And it is two thousand years old.
2.10 How to account for such longevity? Well, in the next paragraphs, Vygotsky points once again to the problem of theories that are impervious to evidence. In this paragraph, it is the obvious pedigree of the theory that its followers are ignoring.
2.11 Dunlap says that the whole of reactology/reflexology is built on James and Lange and so we cannot doubt it. Perry says that there is simply too much evidence for their theory to ever be refuted. Vygotsky takes both sources from Cannon who, we shall see, has important empirical evidence to consider.

2.12 Vygotsky lets the cat out of the bag: Cannon’s evidence is against the theory. 
2.13 Vygotsky complains that the imperviousness of the James-Lange theory to evidence has meant that Cannon’s study has been welcomed as providing supporting evidence, when in fact it does nothing of the sort. His point is that when we have entirely the wrong theory we are given to MISCONSTRUING the good evidence that we DO have.

2.14 Vygotsky provides Zavadovsky as an example of this blindness. When James says that all mental states have a physical correlate, he merely demonstrates a firm grasp of the obvious: no mental activity takes place without some form of physical embodiment (and that is why Andy Blunden feels, quite rightly, that “embodied experience” is the opposite of an oxymoron, a thundering redundancy). But that doesn’t mean that emotions are just a mental response to bodily sensations.

2.15 Vygotsky considers Cannon’s evidence. Cannon does say that there are many changes in internal organs as a result of emotional excitement. 

2.16 These changes in internal organs are of a “reflex” nature. They are instinctual and “biologically expedient”, that is, adaptive in the Darwinian sense, functional from an evolutionary perspective. (Vygotsky is careful to emphasize this because he is interested not simply in a materialist psychology but a HISTORICAL materialist psychology, something he feels that neither James’ basically introspective view nor Lange’s physiological view has to offer, and something that Lange is downright hostile to.)
2.17 They are changes associated with the secretion of adrenaline, e.g. increased heart rate and blood flow, better carbohydrate burn, quicker blood clotting. 
2.18 Cannon describes all of these results step by step and points out that they are expedient, adaptive, functional.

2.19 They are functional in the sense that they facilitate “fight or flight” on the part of the animal.
2.20 Cannon describes the now familiar details of the way that adrenaline acts in the bloodstream.

2.21 Cannon generalizes: all of these “affects” are actually effects. They are effects of adrenaline which prepare the organism for muscular exertion and enable it to resist fatigue.

2.22 Vygotsky points out that Sherrington came to the same conclusion (Note that Vygotsky is clearly lining up with ENGLISH EMPIRICAL PSYCHOLOGY against Lange and James and the barely post-medieval French rationalist natural philosophy of Descartes). 

2.23 Vygotsky also points out that the effects that Cannon and Sherrington have described may be considered feelings of potency and power, that is, emotions which enhance the capacity of the body to act.

2.24 Vygotsky then reminds us that, despite the rather odd move of beginning with James-Lange, the real goal of his “historical-psychological” inquiry is historical as well as psychological. That means that the aim is neither to praise the James-Lange theory or to bury it, but rather to consider the continuing HISTORICAL significance and enduring PSYCHOLOGICAL value of Spinoza’s teaching on the emotions.

2.25 Vygotsky reminds us that Spinoza’s teaching on the emotions takes—as its definition of emotion and as its starting point for describing their function—the idea that emotions may either enhance or diminish the capacity of the body to act. This is, according to Vygotsky, a very good place to start.
2.26 So—on the face of it—James-Lange on the one hand and Cannon on the other are perfect theoretical and empirical—even chemical—confirmations of Spinoza’s definition. Put another way, both Spinoza’s philosophy AND Cannon’s empirical results seem to bestow upon the James-Lange theory a meaning far beyond what its own founders imagined! 

2.27 But wait a minute. Isn’t this EXACTLY what we have been criticizing? The introspective psychologists took James-Lange as true merely because it confirmed their feelings and anecdotes of not having time to be afraid. The behaviorists took James-Lange as true merely because it confirmed the prejudices of reflexological/reactological “objective” psychology to the effect that all can be reduced to physiological reflexes and their psychological correlates. So now we are going to take James-Lange as gospel merely because, in conjunction with Cannon’s evidence, it appears to confirm the Spinozan definition of affect as something which increases or decreases the capacity of the body to act. Is this not taking error for truth, on the basis of a theoretical predilection rather than on the basis of facts? Some Cartesian skepticism is perhaps in order here.
3 This section looks somewhat closer at Cannon’s evidence. Vygotsky finds that if there is a stimulus response relationship between bodily changes and emotions, the relationship is hardly one-to-one: one bodily change can come with many different emotions and one emotion can solicit many bodily changes. This doesn’t augur well for the theory, because it means that the theory cannot explain the variety of emotions.
3.1 Vygotsky begins by saying that we have to look much closer. Correlation is, after all, not causation. We all know that strong emotions correlate with bodily changes. But that does not mean that bodily changes cause strong emotions.
3.2 James and Lange are perfectly cognizant that their theory does not hinge on the revelation that strong emotions come with bodily changes. Its counter-intuitive, paradoxical, oxymoronic appeal, an important part of their impressive presentation, consists entirely in the assertion—as yet unproven—that the bodily changes CAUSE the emotions rather than vice versa.
3.3 It was Lange himself who argued that “accompanied” or “associated” is vague, and that the new theory’s chief advantage was in making the relationship between bodily changes and emotions clear, precise, and causal.

3.4 It was Lange who complained that the idea that bodily changes merely “accompanied” or “was associated” with emotions implies either that mental states CAUSE bodily changes in some idealist manner or that there is some mysterious metaphysical demon which causes both simultaneously. Lange rejected this as a non-explanation.

3.5 Lange imagines a thought experiment, or “gedankenexperiment”, in which we strip away all the physical manifestations of emotions: if we can somehow stop a man from going pale, stop his heart from racing, keep him from sweating or shaking, then Lange thinks that we can in this way put an end to his fear. (This is quite similar to the idea Vygotsky attributes to Ovsianko-Kulikovsky in Psychology of Art—if we could somehow abstract away all the emotion created by the OUTER FORM of an art work, what is left is the INNER FORM).
3.6 For Lange, there is a common source for all of these symptoms. It is not an emotion, but rather the working of the human vasomotor system. 

3.7 Thus all we need to do is to study the response of the vasomotor system to various external stimuli.

3.8 James expresses the same idea, but in James emotion is the response the visceral changes; were there no bodily changes intervening between the perception and the emotional response, then the response would be “cold”, without any emotional color or tone. We would, James says, hear an insult and then, without getting upset, find it fair to retaliate. (As you can see, this is more or less the SAME “gedankenexperiment” suggested by Lange, where we mentally strip away the bodily symptoms of an affective experience and nothing emotional remains)

3.9 The resemblance is not lost on Vygotsky! He points out that there are really only two points of difference: the philosophical basis of the theory and the precise mechanism of the response. Philosophically, Lange embraces the charge of materialism, while James rejects it. James understands perfectly well that his theory is not necessarily a materialistic one (Plato, for example, does not deny that we have bodies, and that these bodies cause us pain, so it is also quite reasonable that they can call us joy, guilt, sorrow, etc.) As for the precise mechanism, Lange insists on the central role of the vasomotor system, while James argues that the bodily changes are in the “internal organs” and the “skeletal musculature”.

3.10 Vygotsky points out that what is really at issue is neither the basis nor the facts. Everybody agrees that we have bodily changes and we also have emotional processes. The problem is determining which depends on which, which is the phenomenon and which the byproduct.
3.11 But when we put it like this, we find evidence in Cannon’s studies which contradicts rather than confirms the James-Lange position. For example, the same response (a red face, for example) may “produce” two very different and even contrary emotions (shame or anger). 
3.12 Vygotsky adds that Cannon’s ability to be much more precise about the physiological changes that take place does not disambiguate matters in any way. Cannon finds that the sympathetic nervous system, that is, the part of the involuntary “autonomic” nervous system (not sensory or motor nerves, but nerves serving the internal organs and other semivoluntary functions) is responsible. But this system is not specialized for different emotions. We cannot really distinguish between sympathetic neurons involved in anger and those involved in fear. The same physiological change appears to be involved in two completely different emotions, which is hardly what we would predict if we considered that emotions were simply reactions to physiological changes.
3.13 So it appears that what the physiological changes are associated with is not the nature of the emotional response but only its intensity. Where there is an intense overall emotional response, the sympathetic nervous system is involved. 

3.14 Vygotsky quotes Cannon: “(R)eactions of the internal organs seem to be too much alike to give us a suitable method of differentiating those states colored by different subjective shades”. 
3.15 Vygotsky notes in passing that the fact that physiological responses are not in a one-to-one correspondence with emotional states also weakens the traditional theory. The physiological changes do not bring out emotional states in a simple stimulus-response fashion, but the emotional states do not bring out physiological responses in any mechanical way either.
3.16 Lange had already drawn up an elaborate scheme of seven different vasomotor changes and seven distinct emotions. As Vygotsky points out, this would have raised the whole problem from one of enumeration and description to one of explanation. 
3.17. As soon as we locate the source of emotions in complex and ever-changing reactions to external stimuli, we understand immediately why they appear to vary infinitely and defy any stable description. A description or classification can only be functional; it can only serve this or that purpose more or less well; it has no essential validity in itself. 
3.18 On the other hand, we may seek the precise internal mechanism which produces a sensation physiologically, and we may understand the social situation which produced it historically. These problems are difficult, but, unlike the problems of describing a “typical” fear or classifying forms of anger, they are solvable problems.

3.19 Vygotsky promises to talk about the historical understanding of human emotion later. In the meantime, he reminds us of the apparent standardization of physiological changes, and their inability to explain the wide variety of emotions, despite the fact that both Lange and James appeal to them. Here, for the first time, Vygotsky speaks of “lower emotions”. It seems clear that he wishes to introduce a distinction between these and the higher emotions whose understanding can only be social, cultural, and historical.
3.20 So it appears that Cannon’s research support only an “insignificant” role for physiological changes in “the emotional complex”. This is a serious blow to Lange, but Lange can at least refer to the wide variety of vasomotor responses available. It’s an even more serious blow to James, because James had argued that when, for example, we tickle someone and he laughs but does not feel the emotion that normally leads to laughter, that the reaction is incomplete because some undetectable physiological change is not present. Similarly, if someone feels terror for no good reason, there is some invisible physiological change at work. The “new” theory is starting to look suspiciously like an old metaphysical one.

3.21 Vygotsky cites out the various maneuvers which James’ followers employ to try to explain emotional variation. Angell argues that there are minute variations in skeletal muscle tone, while Perry suggests propriocepton (i.e. balance) and emotional expression (e.g. facial expression).
3.22 All these maneuvers look for bodily changes outside the viscera and the vasomotor system, which is where James and Lange had originally located them. So all of them amount to attempts to save the psychophysical causality of the James-Lange theory by dislocating the actual changes from the viscera to more peripheral organs. 

3.23 But neither James nor Lange have cooperated with these attempts. Lange insists that the vasomotor system is the only source of physiological changes that are the direct cause of emotions, and James, who admitted only reluctantly the possibility of the involvement of peripheral organs (skeletal muscles, proprioception, and expression), does not consider that they can play a major role.
3.24 Of course, variations are possible, and all possibilities should be considered. But the main observation for Vygotsky, at this point, is that although different emotions do have different associated physical reactions, from Cannon’s point of view the physical reactions are very similar: they are all the result of the activity of the sympathetic nervous system. This is Vygotsky’s first observation concerning the validity of the James-Lange theory on the basis of Cannon’s studies.
3.25 Vygotsky’s second observation is an extension of the first. We already noted that the physiological changes we do observe appear to be associated with the quantity of emotional response rather than with specific qualities. That is what caused Angell to look for more periopheral changes.

3.26 Not only do the physical changes contain nothing specific to a particular emotion (that is, one physical change for anger and a very different one for fear) but they contain nothing specific to emotion in general: we find the same physical changes with nonemotional responses too. For example, increased activity in the sympathetic nervous system may be associated with fear and anger, but also with holding your breath.
3.27 The same increased activity is associated with chills, fever, low blood sugar, and exercise. So it appears to be a generalized reaction to almost any form of excitation.
3.28 James says: a) sensation, which is the crude basis of emotion, is the result and not the cause of bodily changes.b) When we have the bodily changes, we always have the sensation that goes with it. c) In the exceptional chases where we do not (e.g. laughter from tickling rather than genuine amusement or shivering from cold rather than fear) there must be a stronger emotional excitation than we observe. In cases where we have an emotion without any obvious cause (e.g. joy without laughter, fear without shivering), James said that there were invisible physical changes causing the emotional excitation. But here we have visible physical changes without the emotional excitation.

3.29 We would expect that not only would all emotions that are associated with the action of sympathetic nervous system activity would “feel” the same but even the nonemotional responses would feel that way. So running feels like anger. But that’s not what we feel.

3.30 As Spinoza says, “A true idea must agree with that (object) of which it is the idea (ideatum)” (Ethics, Part 1, Axiom 6).

4 Like the last section, this one is about the empirical, factual evidence relevant to the James-Lange theory. Vygotsky reviews vivisection experiments performed by Sherrington which actually realize the “gedankenexperiment” suggested by both James and Lange, the mental experiment of removing all of the physiological features of an emotion to see if anything remains.
4.1 Vygotsky reminds us that the goal of this “historical-psychological” inquiry is to discover whether and to what extent the James-Lange theory on the emotions is consistent with Spinoza’s monistic view of human emotions, viz., that they enhance or diminish the potential of the body. To do this, we have to first ascertain whether the James-Lange theory is consistent with facts from experiments and from clinical practice.
4.2 Vygotsky reminds us of Lange’s “gedankenexperiment”: “Eliminate in the frightened man all physical symptoms of fear…what will then remain of his fright?” 

4.3 James answers this: what will remain is “cold emotion, purely intellectual perception”. 

4.4 Amusingly, they both refer to the practice of counting to ten when you are angry. Lange, who cites a fictional character in a comic play, says that this practice will remove blood from the motor part of the brain. James, who says that when we do this the reasons for laughter then appear insignificant, then goes on to say that if you somehow voluntarily will the manifestations of anger (e.g. if you clench your fists, raise your voice, sweat, flush, and so on) then you will invariably call up the emotion as well, the way that an actor on stage who identifies with a character eventually feels that character’s emotions instead of just mimicking his or her actions).

4.5 This gives Vygotsky two verifiable hypotheses. Can we turn off the bodily changes and still have the emotion (e.g. through vivisection)? Can we have the bodily manifestations without the emotions? 

4.6 The first hypothesis is discussed in here in Section Four, using Sherrington’s experiments and Cannon’s commentary upon them. The second hypothesis will be discussed next in Section Five, using Maranon’s experiments. So Sherrington cuts one of the pair of vagus nerves in an animals (that is, the two cranial nerves which carry autonomic and some sensorimotor signals from the brain to the rest of the body). He even cuts their spinal columns, leaving them partially paralyzed. But the brain appears to produce emotional responses (so if you poke them with a stick, they snarl in rage in reply).

4.7 For example, a young monkey who has been operated upon is approached by an older one who threatens hm. The young monkey turns away, ears erect and fur bristling.

4.8 Sherrington then cuts BOTH vagus nerves and completely severs the spinal column, leaving the animals wholly paralyzed. The same thing happens.

4.9 Three possible objections to Sherrington’s result. First of all, Morgan objects that this result might be the result of “traces”, the way that somebody who has a leg amputated can still feel the leg. Secondly, Bekhterev found that animals without brain cortexts still have some ability to imitate. Thirdly, Sherrington’s dogs were tested before the operations, so they might be just “remembering” the stimuli cerebrally.

4.10 Sherrington operates on a ten week old puppy who has no prior experiences to remember but apparently does not eat dog meat (I’m not sure how the puppy knows it is dog meat!) Sherrington notes that the results do not confirm James-Lange and suggests that they are consistent with the more traditional view that physiological changes like those found in the vasomotor system and the viscera are dependent on cerebral states and not vice versa.

4.11 Vygotsky also mentions experiments done elsewhere which tried to reproduce Sherrington’s effects using drugs rather than surgery. He says that there were methodological problems with one of the experimental series, but he agrees with Alfred Binet that the chief significance of Sherrington’s work is METHODOLOGICAL: a physiologist has formulated and solved a psychological problem. Obviously, this is quite important for a Spinozan, monist, approach to the theory of mind.
4.12 Cannon and his group also reproduced these results “not long ago” (presumably before 1929; Vygotsky is writing in 1930-1931)).

4.13 In 1929 further observations were published by the Cannon group. Results were the same.

4.14 Vygotsky offers two “debatable” points and a conclusion. The first debatable point is negative: Sherrington’s experiments did not produce evidence in favor of emotions being produced by changes in the vasomotor system, the sympathetic nervous system, the adrenaline, the internal organs, etc. In fact, Vygotsky points out, the experiments CANNOT produce such evidence; animals cannot tell us what they feel.

4.15 But this point is “debatable” because it “proves” too much. If we refuse ALL inferences about emotional states we are left with Descartes, who considered animals to be automatons, like plants or like robots, rather than soul-inhabited creatures like humans.

4.16 The second “debatable” point has to do with the function of emotions. Vygotsky says that if it is possible for to completely disconnect emotions from physical actions, then it’s hard to see in what sense they are adaptive and help the animal in fight or flight.

4.17 Vygotsky says the contradiction is only apparent. The emotions we observe in Sherrington’s experiments are not what animals would observe “in the wild”. But they do show that emotions do not require visceral or vasomotor sensations.

4.18 The functional consequences of strong emotions that are always the same (muscle exertion). So it’s not surprising that very different emotions (fear and rage) can be associated with the same physiological responses (vasomotor dilation, increased blood sugar, etc.) These physiological responses would be visible “in the wild” but they are hidden in the laboratory.

4.19 Animals in the lab experience emotions, but they are “emotions deprived of their sting”, because there is no possibility for action. 

4.20 having presented the two “debatable” points, Vygotsky then presents his conclusion. It is the same as that of Cannon himself.

4.21. We have no basis for confirming or denying the presence of emotion in animals, because they cannot introspect and describe what they feel. But the James-Lange theory has to do with behavior: first, vasomotor and visceral bodily changes and then emotional reactions, that is, emotional behavior. And the inhibition of the former seems to have no effect on the latter.

4. 22 Nevertheless, for the moment Vygotsky, and Sherrington, prefers to withhold judgment. There is a lot more work to do.

5 In the previous section, para 4.5, Vygotsky asked if we could have the emotion without the bodily changes and if we could have the bodily changes without the emotion. In this section Vygotsky picks up the SECOND hypothesis; he examines, through the experiments of Maranon, whether we can produce emotions at will, merely by reproducing, either voluntarily or through drugs, the bodily changes involved in emotion. In the course of demonstrating that we cannot, he elucidates a “grain of truth” in the James-Lange theory, which is that certain mental and verbal states (e.g. “clear thinking and firm speech” or “an urge to act”) must also be eliminated if we are to eliminate all bodily manifestations of emotion. So it appears that it’s not an easy matter to disentangle pure “mental” processes from physiological ones! The section ends with a promise to consider clinical, that is, pathological evidence from patients who either lack emotion or lack the manifestations of emotion, examining their non-autonomous and semi-autonomous nervous functions (e.g. facial expressions, gestures, motor and mimetic nervous systems).
5.1 Vygotsky refers to the hypotheses introduced in 4.5 as “direct and reciprocal” theorems. The direct theorem is the one stated by James and Lange themselves; when we abstract away the bodily changes associated with emotion we also remove the emotion. This conjecture was falsified by the vivisection experiments of Sherrington. The reciprocal theorem is that when we produce these bodily changes by non-emotional means (e.g. drugs or disease or cold, hunger and thirst, or perhaps even Stanislavskyan method acting), we also produce the emotion. 
5.2 This is to be falsified by the pharmacological experiments of Maranon.

5.3 In the experiments, adrenaline injections produce the “organic manifestations” of emotion (rapid heart beat, increased blood sugar, nervous excitation, etc.) but not the emotions themselves. Because human subjects are used, we may verify this with self-observation.
5.4 In self-observations, the subjects report that they feel “as if” frightened but not actually frightened.

5.5 Maranon generalizes; he notes a clear distinction between the bodily changes, which do arise after the injections, and the emotions, which do not.

5.6 A small number of subjects did experience genuine emotions (“tears, sobbing, and sighing” as well as self-observation). Vygotsky does not “explain these away”, although he does note that they tended to be either sufferers from hyperthyroidism or recently bereaved or worried about sick children. Instead, he notes that their presence suggests that the physiological changes were are talking about are “auxiliary” to emotional experience, and that it may facilitate or complement an emotional experience (and vice versa). This is an important step away from the implicit dualism involved in the way the problem is framed (physiology is a stimulus and psychology a response, or vice versa).

5.7 Earlier, Vygotsky noted that the “intermingling” of physiological and psychological responses that we see when emotional experience is accompanied by changes in adrenaline level is a “grain of truth” in the James-Lange theory. Here he expands on that idea with two crucial slips by Lange and James. Lange says that if we eliminate all the physical symptoms of fear and substitute clear thinking and firm speech then nothing will remain of fear, and Vygotsky points out that he has included mental and verbal responses alongside physiological ones. 
5.8 James, in turn, mentions that one of the “bodily” manifestations that accompany anger is “an urge towards energetic acts”. This too is a clear reference to a psychological and not simply a physiological process. So both thinkers are saying that if we somehow eliminate all physical AND MENTAL symptoms of emotion then emotion will disappear. That is, of course, probably true. But, as Vygotsky points out, it is also trivial.

5.9 Vygotsky promises to come back to this, and summarizes Maranon’s findings: with injection, we find bodily manifestations of strong emotions without the strong emotions themselves, and the few counter-examples suggest (by their quality and their circumstance as well as their quantity and frequency) that bodily manifestations accompany emotions, but are neither causes nor effects in the strict sense of the word.

5.10 On to the clinical, pathological studies. Vygotsky first cites timed self-observations by the Danish physiologist Lehmann which suggest that the “emotional tone” of an experience emerges almost immediately but the physiological reactions follow after a second or two. 
5.11 Cannon corroborates this by comparing a wide variety of data (Stewart, Sertoli, Langley, Pavlov) and concluding that visceral reations set in after about 0.8 seconds. Vygotsky, who is always seeking methods of studying the higher psychological processes which Wundt declared unstudiable, notes that these studies combine subjective self-observation with objective timing.

5.12 Of course, the same combination of subjective and objective methods (self-report and other-observation) occur in clinical studies. And without clinical studies neither the empirical validity of the James-Lange theory nor its true relationship to Spinoza’s teaching on the passions can really be understood.

5.13 James and Lange themselves invoke these studies. James apparently expected that most cases of the clinically insane would involve affects with no perceptible stimulus (but presumably some underlying physiological excitation). 

5.14 Lange apparently considers the vasomotor system particularly susceptible to pathological disturbance, because it does not rely very directly on respiration. So, like James, he expects to find that disturbances of the vasomotor system are at the bottom of a lot of psychological disorders.

5.15 This does not mean they are the same. Both of them consider that in both normal and pathological conditions it is physiological changes that cause mental affects and not the other way around. But only James understands that the key distinction is perception (not, as Lange implies, a link between vasomotor processes and respiration, or a relative autonomy of the vasomotor processes). According to James, the difference between normal and pathological has to do with whether perception of external experience is what causes the physiological changes. In healthy instances, perception is there. In pathological instances it is not. But the James-Lange theory is not a theory of perception.

5.16 James understands that what he needs to do is to study is persons suffering from flat affect, an inability to become emotionally excited. He and a few other psychologists (Revault d’Allones and Meyerson) have some instances of this but Vygotsky argues that these are really case histories of emotional disturbances and are better approached from an individual, psychoanalytical angle rather than as test cases in physiological psychology.
5.17 James did not really believe there would ever be an “experimentum crucis” on this. But in fact Sherrington and Dana have provided something very close. 
5.18 What makes this work even more interesting is that in addition to “visceral” and “vasomotor” changes, they include observation of motor and mimetic responses (e.g. gestures, facial expressions, indications that the subject is going to do something or say something). These had a secondary role in James. But Vygotsky thinks they may be significant. That is what the next section will examine.

6 This section pursues the pathological, clinical evidence on James-Lange. Vygotsky first examines Wilson’s study of person whose facial expressions do not reflect their emotional states. He then considers Dana’s study of a completely paralyzed patient who nevertheless experienced normal emotional life for a year and a half, and Head’s studies of patients who are half paralyzed. In none of these cases do physiological reactions, of the internal organs or of peripheral musculature, explain the specific emotional tone of the patient’s feelings.
6.1 Vygotsky begins by stating the important of the evidence; many who would rescue the theory appeal to “sensations of tension and movement of the skeletal musculature” as the source of emotional states and their particular qualities.

6.2 Samuel Wilson, who was an English neurologist specializing in aphasia, found a number of patients where the “cerebral” and “peripheral” components of an emotion contradict each other, e.g. people who laugh when sad, or weep uncontrollably when perfectly happy. 
6.3 Wilson also cites cases of flat affect. Konavalov, a Soviet neurologist, compares BOTH types of cases to “mask wearing”, because the facial expression does not reflect the emotion of the patient. Vygotsky compares this to Victor Hugo’s novel set in seventeenth century England, “The Man Who Laughs”, in which a child, deformed by kidnappers, can only smile grotesquely through both fortune and misfortune, and eventually kills himself.

6.4 Wilson agrees with the clinicians: “organic changes have relatively little significance in comparison with the cerebral changes with which mental components of emotional reaction are conneted.”

6.5 Dana describes a woman who broke her neck at age 40 and lived for a year, experiencing a full emotional life, although she could not move anything except the upper part of her neck and the diaphragm.

6.6 Dana concludes that emotions are centrally located in the brain; there is an interaction between the phylogenetically relatively new brain cortex and the much older structure of the thalamus on top of the brain stem (which appears to function as a kind of interface between perception and the various parts of the cortex involved in sensation and which really does appear involved in depression and strong emotions). This is consistent with the Cannon-Bard theory of emotions (which holds that physiological changes emerge alongside or slightly later than psychological ones) rather than the James-Lange (which holds the opposite).

6.7 Head describes cases of extreme and selective emotional sensitivity in which something called the “thalamus opticus” is involved. Some patients found that painful or pleasurable stimuli affected one side of the body much more strongly than the other.
6.8 Some of these patients found that singing affected one side of the body painfully, or that one side of the body was “artificial” or “asking for sympathy”. Küppers suggests that such patients have a right hand and left hand soul.

6.9 These cases present two problems for the James-Lange theory. First of all, it seems as if impulses from the body may be either emotionally charged or not, depending on which side of the body they arise. 

6.10 Secondly, the vasomotor system and the “viscera” are not lateralized; there is no “sidedness” to their physiological changes, so it’s a little hard to explain how they can produce different sensations on one side than on the other. The thalamus opticus, on the other hand, is lateralized, and it can function asymmetrically. 
6.11 Vygotsky reminds us that James himself suggested turning to clinical studies of emotional pathology for confirmation of his theory. The evidence, however, suggests rejection to Vygotsky.
6.12 Vygotsky concludes that the evidence suggests that if we want to understand emotion, we need to shift our attention from the “periphery” to the brain itself.

7 In this section Vygotsky points out that it is not enough to provide or disprove a theory; theories go on living until there is something to replace them with (think of the theory of “comprehensible input”). He puts forward the argument that this replacement cannot happen until the various results are coordinated and summarized. He then wonders why the psychology of the emotions has lagged behind developments in the psychology of other functions (e.g. perception, memory, speech) where replacements have occurred (for example, Gestaltism replaced the behaviorist theory of “direct perception). He concludes that it is because the psychology of emotions has failed to untangle the PHILOSOPHICAL issues that come up in other branches of psychology and which are emerging (in the struggle between the James-Lange theory and the Cannon-Bard theory) in the psychology of the emotions as well. He has in mind, of course, monism vs. dualism, and materialism vs. idealism. 

7.1 Vygotsky says that the amount of data relevant to the organic theory which has accumulated in the half century since it was formulated makes it impossible to “pick up” the point to which it has brought us without some kind of overall summary. The first studies that came out (Lehmann, Sherrington, Cannon) could simply be recapitulated; the current flood of factual material has to be reorganized in some way.
7.2 Vygotsky says that we must now move beyond testing the organic theory to formulating a theory that is capable of replacing it. Such a theory must include the “grain of truth” that the old theory contained (that is, the COORDINATION of physiological and mental processes in a unified emotional response).
7.3 In the LAST decades, discussion of the organic theory has been characterized by a kind of two-line struggle (presumably between James-Lange on the one hand and Cannon-Bard on the other). But the EARLIER studies could not really decide the fate of the organic theory, because Sherrington and others limited themselves to empirical work and refrained from theory building.
7.4 This meant that the blows inflicted on the old James-Lange theory only made it stronger, forcing people to adapt and even extend the “reflex principle” to other areas of psychology where it might be more applicable.

7.5 The last decade has changed matters. The James-Lange theory may now be rejected. But that is only the first part of the struggle. It is now necessary to “unask” the question and to reformulate the relationship between physiological and mental processes in a more holistic and monistic manner. 

7.6 Because the new theory formulated in the last decade (that of Cannon and Bard) is built on the criticism of the old theory (that of James and Lange) it retains some of the dualism of the latter. In particular, it retains the division into physiological and mental processes, and simply reverse the hypothetical relationship between them.

7.7 What has the half century of “two line struggle” achieved? Very much, and very little.

7.8 It has achieved very much. First of all, it has very much expanded our knowledge of the significance of the CIRCUMSTANCES of emotion. Secondly, it has achieved very much formulating this factual material into an alternative theory.

7.9 But it has also achieved very little. First of all, it has achieved very little in exposing the basic error in the way James and Lange formulate the whole problem. Secondly, it has achieved very little towards constructing a psychology of human affects and towards addressing the basic philosophical problems (dualism and monism, idealism and materialism) which always sappear to underlie psychological problems.

7.10 Vygotsky cites a paper by Bentley from the 1927 Wittenberg Symposium on the emotions (which he incorrectly refers to as the introduction to the Symposium) in which Bentley refers to the way in which the past suppresses the present and blocks the way to the future.

7.11 Because the new theory uses the weapons of the old theory (the division into mental and physiological processes) it is still beholden to the “vainly defeated” theory. “The dead seizes the living.”

7.12 Bentley asks if we even have a reasonable definition of “emotion”, or if it is simly the name of a chapter in every psychology textbook. This chapter, as Bentley imagines it, consists of: a) an inventory of emotions and their classification, b) a long section on the James-Lange theory, c) a section on the emotional expression and sometimes d) a section on pathology. Perhaps, Bentley speculates, psychological theories in general command very little respect, so we are afraid to allow any one of them to die.

7.13 Vygotsky proposes another reason, based on a joke told by the Russian psychologist V.I. Dal. Critics of James and Lange are like a bear hunter who has “captured” a bear but cannot show it to his hunting companions—the bear won’t let him. The critics have not really captured James and Lange but merely wandered into their dualistic and idealistic cave.

7.14 The unresolved problems cannot really be handled by “top down” philosophical criticism; they have to be solved by reformulating all the problems addressed by the old theory one by one in new terms. But Vygotsky sees fit to begin at the top.

7.15 The gap between top and bottom, between the philosophical problems Vygotsky is raising here and the empirical studies that must be done, will be filled by others. 

7.16 What Vygotsky is trying to do here is to enable these new studies to begin on a sound methodological basis.

7.17 Vygotsky compares the chapter on emotions with the other chapters in Bentley’s imaginary textbook and asks if it represents anything more than a sonorous title followed by pages which are almost silent.

7.18 Vygotsky says that the chapters on perception, on memory, on thinking and on speech are comparatively well developed. Emotions, he says, are “chained like a convict to a wheelbarrow” at the point where the James-Lange theory was first formulated. But this is only the result, and not the cause of the difference. The cause is that the teaching on the emotions faces the distant Cartestian past rather than the future.

7.19 Vygotsky formulates an idea he will later return to in Chapter Two of Thinking and Speech, to wit, that in most fields (perception, memory, thinking, speech) psychological problems are leading us out of the current crisis in psychology because they are forcing us to formulate old problems in new philosophical (materialist and monist) terms.

7.20 This tendency to reformulate psychological problems as philosophical ones is a reciprocal tendency. Philosophers like Bergson and Cassirer have been forced to grapple with factual material in their writings on memory and speech. 

7.21 And, in turn, psychologists like Ach (thinking), Piaget (logic), Wertheimer and Köhler (perception) and Jaensch (memory) have had to grapple with philosophical problems in turn. 

7.22 Not so with psychologists of the emotions. Engels says that whether natural scientists will it or no they shall have philosophers to guide them, but Vygotsky adds that it makes a big difference whether natural scientists are aware of and critical of the philosophers they are following.

7.23 Here Vygotsky foresees the formulation of a chapter on the emotions that will be the central chapter of the whole book on development. But this chapter, and the book as a whole, must be written jointly, and Spinoza and the three centuries of writers since him will all have a part.

7.24 Vygotsky reserves for himself and his cothinkers the task of correlating this material through study. But the study he has in mind is not so much experimental study as “historical psychological” study.

7.25 It seems “strange and naïve” to direct this historical psychological study BACKWARDS to Spinoza. There is no ready-made theory of emotions in Spinoza to be discovered. But by comparing his ideas with the factual evidence that has emerged since his time, Vygotsky hopes to kill two birds with one stone: lead the ideas of Spinoza out of the fallacies in which his semi-religious thinking trapped him, and lead psychological study of emotions out of the bear’s cave in which James and Lange trapped it.

7.26 Spinoza then must be treated as a work in progress, an unfinished theory, rather than a definitive achievement. The Ethics in particular should be read as something that has more than historical interest.

7.27 Spinoza’s Ethics, hard and sharp as diamond, will serve to cut the foggy glass that seems to cover the theory of emotions: it will clarify for us the whole idea of man and his nature.

8 In this section, Vygotsky considers the data in support of the alternative to James-Lange, the Cannon-Bard theory, which postulates that emotions are the result of sensations and perceptions that are coordinated in a subcortical structure called the thalamus. In general, Vygotsky finds this theory consistent with the evidence.
8.1 Vygotsky returns us to the problem of the two theories.
8.2 Criticism has already produced an alternative to James-Lange, called the “thalamic” theory. Vygotsky wants to consider two sources of data for this theory, clinical studies and neurological ones, in that order. (Vygotsky is a speaker rather than a writer, and he sometimes lists the points in reverse order—neurology and the clinic—and then says he will consider the second first, the way you do when you are talking. But what he actually means by the “clinic” is introspective, or phenomenological, research, not pathological case studies.)

8.3 The old theory, according to Vygotsky, tended to reduce emotions to mere sensations because it explains emotions as the sensation of the internal physical processes that result from emotional experiences. The new theory, according to Vygotsky also recognizes a “close approach and sometimes complete merging” of sensation and emotion, based on “phenomenological analysis” (that is, introspection) and physiological facts.

8.4 Stumpf’s “sensation of feeling” is exemplified by Kretschmer as the feeling of pain. We experience the sensation of feeling and the emotion of pain as one and the same thing. Only at “higher levels” do perceptions and representations of those perceptions become separable.

8.5 Krüger and the Leipzig school consider this initial non-differentiability of perception and representation to be a general characteristic of all early development. Volkelt says that it is only for adults that we can talk about families, species and genera of mental processes; the closer we go to the world of the “primitive”, the more we see that the original mental “wholes” of human thinking resemble feelings. (Many Leipzigers, including Krüger, became Nazis—I wonder if the appeal to primitive, ancient emotions founded in “blood and race” had anything to do with this.)
8.6 Krüger gives to feelings the dominant, organizing role in mental life. Most psychologists do not support this idea, but they do support the idea that in early stages of development sensation and feeling are a single entity. Koffka, for example, says that for small children the impression of intensity and distinctness not differentiated from the impression of the object’s color, and a black cat is just as “strong” or “intense” or “cat-like” as it is black. Vygotsky speculates that this close relationship must have reasons that can be found in both anatomy and physiology.
8.7 So Vygotsky moves on to the anatomical and physiological, that is, the neurological basis of the new theory. The common consensus is that all the nerves which run from the “periphery” (that is, the part of the nervous system outside the skull and spinal cord, the nerves which are found in tissue) to the cortex (the wrinkled grey surface matter of the brain) must go through a structure called the thalamus opticus, which consists of two symmetrical hemisphere-like nerve bundles which sit on top of the brain stem, in the midbrain. The exception is sensations of smell. 

8.8 Müller says that the thalamus is where sensations acquire emotion, before they reach the areas of the cortex where they are given distinct realizations as sensations or perceptions. This is also where sympathetic reflex actions begin, because the nervous impulses are transferred to neurons of the sympathetic nervous system before they ever reach the cortex (just as a nervous sensation can be transferred directly to a motor neuron when your knee is tapped). This reflex is what causes the near simultaneous visceral and vasomotor reactions that James and Lange considered to be the origin of emotions.
8.9 Others agree. Küppers goes further; he claims that when the thalamus is damaged on one side and a patient has two very different emotional responses depending on where the stimulus is located, that the patient actually has two different souls. Note that Vygotsky said he would consider neurological evidence and clinical evidence, and tackle the second kind of evidence first. He then talked about phenomenological studies rather than clinical evidence. Finally he moved on to neurology, but in the neurological evidence we now have “clinical” evidence from pathological case studies!)

8.10 Once again, fruit falls simultaneously in two far-flung orchards: Dana and Cannon independently propose a theory in which the thalamus interacts with the cortex in emotionally coloring perceptions and sensations. Dana develops this on the basis of patients who experience emotional reactions without actually exhibiting any emotional expressions. Cannon develops it on the basis of his empirical critique of James and Lange. Vygotsky turns his attention to the latter.

8.11 Vygotsky then describes in considerable detail Cannon’s diagram comparing his theory with the James-Lange theory. Unfortunately the diagram is not included in the manuscript, but Vygotsky’s description makes it pretty easy to draw one. In the first, we have something like this:
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8.12 The thalamic theory has two basic differences. First of all, path 3 and path 4 are not given. They do exist, but they are not considered central components of emotional experience. Secondly, the sensations from the periphery are interrupted and emotionally colored in the thalamus, like this:
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8.13 The perceptions transmit impulses to the cortex. The cortex responds with reflexes which are conditioned to particular reactions (e.g. swerving to avoid an obstacle, tracking a source of interest). Perhaps because these reactions are part of a whole complex Gestalt (e.g. “driving” or “girl-watching”) or perhaps because there is a direct transfer of nervous impulses from cortical neurons to the thalamus, the thalamus neurons are activated. Their activation is in two simultaneous directions: towards the cortex and towards the periphery. In the cortext, the simple sensation receives the emotional coloration of the thalamus. In the periphery, we observe the vasomotor and visceral reactions that James and Lange incorrectly attributed the whole of emotional response to.  
8.14 Vygotsky goes on to consider evidence from Bekhterev. In lower animals, when the frontal cortex is removed, emotional responses continue (and even become “uninhibited”). But when the thalamus is removed emotional responses cease.
8.15 This result was challenged by Woodworth and Sherrington, who found that cats retained “pseudoaffective” reactions even after the thalamus was removed, but it was reinforced by Cannon and Britton, and later Bard, who pointed out that these pseudoaffective responses where not as intense as the real acts of fighting and fleeing in intact cats. Remember that Vygotsky cast some doubt on the validity of the Sherrington experiments earlier for precisely this reason. 

8. 16 Vygotsky cites clinical studies (!) with human patients too. Some patients with cortical damage cannot voluntarily move their facial muscles on one side, but they can in response to strong emotion, because the thalamus is intact.

8.17 Vygotsky cites the opposite condition as well: damage to the thalamus results in an inability to express emotion. This inability is even lateralized: a patient with a tumor on the left side of the thalamus cannot express emotion on the right side of his face.

8.18 Vygotsky describes cases of prolonged laughter or tears due to damage of the central nervous system (e.g. a patient who began laughing at ten in the morning and continued until two in the afternoon without any apparent motive). 
8.19 More evidence. Wilson describes instances of paralysis where the facial muscles appear to have been involuntarily enervated from somewhere (presumably the thalamus). Brisseau assumes that the thalamus is intact, but Wilson says this occurs because of thalamic involvement. Vygotsky says he will return to this problem, and cites a number of cases of tumor to the thalamus studied by Fulton and Bayley, where emotion was apparently absent even though patients were placed in very tragic situations.

8.20 Having discussed “experimental” evidence and clinical studies, Vygotsky turns to a third source of data, namely drugs. When the cortex is disabled by drugs, emotional responses can be very strong, suggesting the “uninhibited” play of the thalamus.

8.21 Jackson argues that when the higher, new parts of the brain (e.g. the cortex) are disabled, the lower, older parts of the brain (e.g. the thalamus) are given free play. This is consistent with arguments that Janet and his colleagues made about “autistic” functions: because “autistic” functions persist in patients whose realistic functioning has degraded, they argue that autism is older and more basic to human functioning.

8.22 So according to Jackson and Head, emotions occur because of the weakening of conscious cortical control and the regression to animalistic excitability.

8.23 But what about Wilson’s discovery that involuntary laughing and crying happen not just when the paths between cortex and thalamus are disrupted but also when the thalamus itself is involved. Bard refutes this by showing that partial damage to the thalamus results in partial damage to emotional reactions. Wilson attributes this to cortical damage, but Vygotsky says that there are no known cases of emotional paralysis as a result of cortical damage. 

8.24 Vygotsky sums up: the new theory is consistent with the known facts. 
9 In this section, Vygotsky looks at the evidence for the Cannon-Bard theory and finds that it is mostly favorable. This might appear to be bad news for Vygotsky because in some ways the James-Lange theory appears to offer a better basis for treating the Spinozan theory of the passions as still relevant (e.g. Spinoza’s definition of a desire as an appetite accompanied by the consciousness thereof” (Ethics, Part III, Proposition 9, Scholium). But things are not quite that simple.
9.1 Vygotsky promises to look at the objections that defenders of the James-Lange theory have raised, for “in the collision of opinions, individual sparks of truth are engendered which no one can bypass”. (We have a tendency to imagine that Vygotsky as a polemicist is engages is “two line struggle”, with a clearly right side and clearly wrong side. That is not so; he is a much more dialectical polemicist than his Stalinist contemporaries.)

9.2 Vygotsky first raises two objections of his own. First of all, the new theory does not seem able to analyze and differentiate between emotions on the basis of physiological processes any better than the old one did. Secondly, proponents of the new theory use “physiological manifestations” as evidence of emotional experience, but at the same time they reject the same physiological manifestations such as the visceral and vasomotor functions as sources of emotion. If they are not the sources of emotion how exactly are they connected to emotional experience?

9.3 Sure enough, sparks of truth follow very hard on these two objections of Vygotsky’s. Both theory see emotion as a “coloration” or “tone” added on. In James-Lange, perception gives us sensations and sensations give us emotional color. There are two possible variants of the thalamic theory. In one, the thalamus itself adds consciousness and affective color, and in the other the thalamus adds affective color, but not consciousness.

9.4 According to Cannon, sensations bifurcate at the thalamus. Some are directed towards the periphery (that is, towards the viscera and skeletal muscles) and others towards the cortex, where consciousness is located. The thalamus, then, has a role comparable to that of the retina in vision; it is the screen on which emotional experiences are projected, and not the conscious audience which experiences them. 

9.5 So for Cannon and Bard (though not for Head, Küppers, and others) the main difference is not that the new theory locates affect in a subcortical centre (while the old one located it in the response of the cortical centre to peripheral processes). Both theories agree that physiological processes underlie emotional ones. But one of them sees them as cause, while the other sees locates the main cause in cortical activity.
9.6 James had posed the question as “either/or”: either special centres for emotions exist in the cortex or else they arise in general sensorimotor centres. But Cannon provides an answer that is “both/and”: there is a special centre for emotion in the subcortex and it interacts with general sensorimotor centres to produce emotion.

9.7 Dana and Bard point out that the interactions of the subcortex and the cortex might explain the variety of emotions experienced cortically and the apparent lack of variation in the physical processes associated with emotions in the periphery. These interactions would also explain the separability of emotional experience and associated physiological changes; why one can have the one without the other in conditions of pathology, vivisection, and chemical paralysis.

9.8 The James-Lange theory treats emotional experience and emotional behavior as inextricably linked. The new theory, with the mediation of the thalamus, allows for relative independence of experience and behavior, and variation in one but not the other. Vygotsky concludes that this is consistent with the data.

9.9 Here Vygotsky says that he will not stop to consider objections, which is a way that he has of stopping to consider an objection quickly. Cannon argued that the internal organs have very few sensory nerve endings (only about ten percent of the nerves here are sensory, which is why gunshot or even knife wounds that damage the internal organs are not always felt). But Cannon’s opponents pointed out that there are some very sensitive areas (e.g. the thorax, the throat, and the pancreas area). Vygotsky agrees with Cannon; these are not actually visceral sensations but acute sensations localized in areas outside the viscera rich in nerve endings.

9.10 These objects are small stuff. But there are two more serious objections to consider in this paragraph and three points to counter it to consider in the next. First of all, there is the attempt to relocate the source of emotions from the sensory nerves to the motor and kinetic nerves (which, as we saw, are considerably richer in the area of the viscera). Secondly, there is the attempt to assimilate the thalamus to the James-Lange theory by saying that what the thalamus relays to the cortex is precisely the bodily changes in the viscera and the vasomotor system which in the old theory is the only true source of emotion. 

9.11 Supporters of the new theory answer these two objections with three points.

9.12 First, the new theory allows for the existence of higher emotional processes. James admitted that these do exist; moral satisfaction, gratitude and satisfaction in solving problems are examples. He admits that these are not centripetal (that is, peripheral to central). 
9.13 But James says this experience is rather more direct; what is experienced is the perception of the experience rather than the response of the viscera. 

9.14 Furthermore, James points to the relative feebleness of these purely “cold” emotions compared with the real thing. They are more cognitive than emotional. So the exception proves the rule.

9.15 On the one hand, James says that these are higher emotions. On the other, he denies their character as emotional responses and says they are really cognitive. So in one case he considers them “higher” and “more direct” and in the other he considers them not true emotional responses at all. 

9.16 Either way, James has to change his theory: in some cases the feeling of satisfaction or suffering must precede the bodily changes that are the supposed true source of emotion. But in these cases there is a physiological response to the centrally felt emotion and this adds “brilliance” and “color” to the emotional experience. 

9.17 James also changed his theory of how bodily changes manifest emotion. In the old version, he thought emotion was a simple reflex. Now he considers it a much more complex and conscious reaction, and in this way he accounts for the specificity of emotional responses.

9.18 The problem of higher emotions is much more easily resolved in the Cannon-Bard theory. In Head’s patients, memories were experienced much more acutely on the side where the thalamus was freed from cortical control. This is consistent with the idea that the thalamus adds “emotional tone” to cortical experiences as well as to sensations coming from the body.
9.19 By introducing an interaction between the cortex and the subcortex, the multiplicity of emotional phenomena is also more easily accounted for in the new theory.

9.20 Because the old theory, striving to de-intellectualize emotion and explain what is not cognitive about the passions, reduced them to sensation, to automatic and unthinking reflexes. Paradoxically, it explained the variety of emotions with the variety of objects that produce emotional reflexes by the wide variety of objects. But this had the paradoxical effect of reducing emotion to a passive, mostly sensory process, sensation of a special kind. This is not consistent with the Spinozan theory of emotions that sees them as processes which enhance or diminish the ability of the body to act. 

9.21 The new theory avoids this. When the discharge of neurons in the thalamus is not inhibited by the cortex, we feel as if we are in the grip of some force that makes us act without considering the consequences. But of course the activity of the thalamus can be controlled, This is consistent with Spinoza’s definition of desire as an appetite that is conscious of itself.

9.22 Because of this system of double control (cortical and subcortical) the new theory appears to account for the mental struggle that we feel when we are trying to overcome an emotion with reason (or, as Spinoza says, overcoming one passion by means of a stronger passion).

9.23 In the simplest forms of the old organic theory, this problem was not even posed. In other forms of the theory, the thought and the conscious will were simply passive receptors of the sensations, powerless to alter them.

9.24 And so the theory became dualistic, locating the passions in the periphery and the rest of consciousness in the brain.

9.25 The new theory establishes a hierarchy of control, and can explain disorders like “hysteria” in terms of the breakdown of this hierarchy (Kretschmer). It is consistent with instances where the control of cortical centers over subcortical ones is weakened through surgical or chemical intervention, and uncontrolled passion is observed. 

9.26 Summarizing, Vygotsky turns to the key new point in the theory, the idea of double control.
9.27 Vygotsky presents two Jamesian objections. The first, in this paragraph, is the well-known “actor’s paradox” of Diderot and Shakespeare, e.g. the scene in Hamlet where Hamlet wonders at the ability of the players to weep real tears in response to an unreal tragedy (“What is Hecuba to him or he to Hecuba?”). This is discussed at length Vygotsky’s 1932 manuscript, first published in 1936, “On the Problem of the Psychology of the Actor’s Creative Work”. At the time, Stanislavsky was perfecting a method whereby actors could reproduce the actual emotional response of the characters from the outside in, by imitating their gestures and expressions. 
9.28 But the second Jamesian objection is precisely the opposite; by acting contrary to an emotion we actually feel, we appear to magnify it. Sometimes suppressing an emotion makes it even stronger, while expressing the emotion cause it to go away. It will be seen that both of these Jamesian objections hearken back to Spinoza’s idea that only a stronger passion may subdue a weaker one, and to the idea of double control.
9.29 James, however, explains them away by using the idea of sublimation or displacement; when a response cannot go out through normal channels, it is diverted to new ones. The new ones produce completely different emotions. The feeling of wanting to kill someone and refraining from doing it is very different from the feeling of wanting to kill someone and actually doing it.

9.30 Cannon points out the contradiction. On the one hand, James says that if you count to ten your anger will die. On the other he says that anger is a physiological response and cannot be destroyed; it will always find new paths for expression.

9.31 But the idea of double control eliminates the contradiction. One can laugh using spontaneous processes based in the thalamus, or one can laugh deliberately using the cortex. Only the voluntary nervous system is subject to cortical control; the autonomous nervous system (e.g. heart rate, blood sugar) is controlled by the thalamus.

9.32 So when emotions are suppressed there may be a conflict between volitional and nonvolitional emotional responses. We cannot actually control the physiological responses to danger, but we can control the circumstances around us creating those responses (e.g. we may derliberately face up to a danger and thus indirectly create the response or we may turn away from it and so attenuate it). Here we see the origins of Luria’s dictum that we control our behavior by controlling the environment and not by controlling the mind in Spinoza’s teaching on the inability of the mind to control the appetites by direct means.

9.33 This is, for Vygotsky, a decisive advantage of the idea of double control.

9.34 Cannon points to some of the adaptive advantages of the theory: great and apparently involuntary forces are unleashed for fight or flight, but the skeletal muscles themselves are still subject to cortical control, and thus the whole situation is subject to indirect control by the cortex. Note that it is always rather difficult to explain how critical changes in development take place, for example how a child gives up the safe strategy of crawling for the much riskier one of walking, or how humans give up the safe strategy of fleeing south and instead build warm homes for the winter. But the theory of double control offers a possible explanation: the dangers of walking are cortically suppressed and skeletal muscles are mobilized to indirectly control the environment (and also, perhaps, the cathartic effect of overcoming a lower emotion with a higher one). Humans who find themselves incapable of controlling their emotional responses to cold and physical danger will then seek to control their environment, and thus form a link between phylogenesis and sociogenesis. Both of these solutions involve cortical control of skeletal muscles and thus indirect extra-cortical control of the social situation of development itself.
9.35 The thalamus cannot activate the voluntary nervous system by itself. Where it is inhibited by cortical control, enormous excitation can build up unreleased by action. When cortical opposition is removed, the excitation is released. This explains the feeling of relief that action sometimes brings.
9.36 With this, Vygotsky buries the old theory.

9.37 But then, Vygotsky asks, why have we spent all this time fighting with a dead theory?
9.38 Because, Vygotsky answers, it is upon the tomb of this theory that we have been able to plant seedlings of a new theory.

9.39 But wait a minute! (Vygotsky is something of a musician; he sometimes likes to build his chapter to a triumphal conclusion and then let you down with a bump at the last minute—see 2.27.) Just as it looks like we have a workable theory at long last, Vygotsky reminds us that our original purpose was to see if Spinoza’s theory was more than a historical curiosity, and that we had decided that James-Lange provided some basis for saying that it was, because it unified physiological and psychological responses and saw them as attributes of one and the same experience. But since we have disproved the James-Lange theory, we have reduced Spinoza to only historical interest, contrary to our original intent. 
10 In the next sections, Vygotsky solves this problem by showing that the true philosophical origins of the James-Lange theory have nothing to do with Spinoza. First, in this section, he must demonstrate that Spinoza is a continuation of Cartesian ideas in form, but a negation of them in essence. Spinoza does borrow the actual categories and descriptions of the emotions. But, paradoxically, Descartes is an explanatory naturalist, because he wants to explain the physical to the psychic or spiritual. Spinoza, on the other hand, is a descriptive anti-naturalist, who seeks to differentiate between ideas and feelings and set down their relationships in the form of geometrical postulates and proofs. Vygotsky points out that the James-Lange theory appears far closer to the former than the latter.

10.1 Vygotsky begins the section with the observation that sometimes ideas are connected through negation rather than through confirmation. This is an important observation, as it not only helps us understand the real relationship between James-Lange and Spinoza, it also helps us understand the way in which Spinoza developed his ideas by negating those of Descartes.

10.2 Vygotsky offers two possible explanations for the (mistaken) assumption that the James-Lange theory derives from Spinoza. First, Spinoza distinguishes between knowledge of the first kind (casual experience and opinion) and knowledge of the second kind, basedon adequateknowledge of the properties of things (Ethics, Part II, Proposition 40, Scholium 2). Vygotsky says that the tie between Spinoza and James-Lange was nothing more than an opinion, a presupposition, on the part of Lange, who based himself not on an understanding of Spinoza’s whole teaching but only upon a misunderstanding of his definition of affect (to wit, that which augments or diminishes the capacity of the body to act). Lange’s work on the effect of adrenaline on the vasomotor system encouraged him to use Spinoza’s definition as a precedent for the theory he based upon it. 
10.3 Second, although the opposition between Spinoza and Descartes in the field of metaphysics (viz. monism vs. dualism) is well known, it has been assumed that their views of psychology are more or less the same, and their teachings on the emotions are assumed to belong to this.

10.4 Vygotsky cites Heine (“Spinoza is the third son of René Descartes”, Poetry and Prose of Heinrich Heine, p. 683). Heine argued that the work of Spinoza depended quite directly upon that of Descartes, and that the method is the same. But Heine also points out that the sense and the spirit, as well as the actual content, are opposite. The relationship, although direct, is one of thesis and antithesis. (It’s actually hard to see how things could be otherwise, since the “metaphysical” difference between Spinoza and Descartes is actually a psychological one, the whether mind and body form a complex or a mechanical unity.)

10.5 Most investigators simply see Spinoza as the student and Descartes as the teacher. Vygotsky; reform and augmentation rather than revolution and negation.

10.6 Vygotsky cites Fischer, who claims: “Spinoza always remained a Cartesian.”

10.7 Fischer distinguishes between a “narrow” and a “broad” formulation of Cartesianism. He admits that Spinoza is not Cartesian n the narrow sense. But we may assume that in his criticism of Descartes, there was a point where Cartesianism was his point of departure, and it did reflect Spinoza’s worldview.

10.8 Fischer says the essence of Spinoza’s worldview is indeed Cartesian: thought and extension are opposites, and so the psychological and the physical must be parallel planes which never intersect.

10.9 Fischer says that Spinoza depends on Descartes in his work on the passions, although he says that it is methodologically unique and that Spinoza rejects Descartes notion of free will (Spinoza believes, with Luria, that man, prey to his passions, is no more capable of commanding his own behavior than a shadow is capable of carrying stones.)

10.10 Fischer is, then, an evolutionist: Spinoza is the student who develops but does not negate the teachings of his master, Descartes.

10.11 According to Fischer, “(E)ven in denying Descartes, Spinoza continues to remain a Cartesian.” Methodologically different, and differing on the key issue of volition, Fischer nevertheless sees the two thinkers as essentially one and the same.

10.12 Fischer divides Spinoza into two periods: the Short Treatise on God, Man and His Happiness, and the Ethics. The Short Treatise, Fischer claims, is Cartesian, while the Ethics is methodologically original.
10.13 Fischer notes that Spinoza in the Short Treatise follows Descartes’ writings quite slavishly: the same categories in the same order. But of course Descartes insists on free will, which Spinoza denies, and has a very different view of the utility of the passions (as we’ve seen, Spinoza considers emotions as potentially enabling).

10.14 Of course, the issues of whether man has free will and whether emotions are opposed to reason are hardly trivial issues! So Vygotsky says Fischer is really just using very different language to say the same thing. The theoretical essence of both the Short Treatise and the Ethics are entirely different from that of the writings of Descartes.
10.15 Spinoza considers that passions are mental phenomena through and through. But Descartes considers that they are produced by the interaction of the body and the soul.
10.16 Fischer admits that even in the Short Treatise, Spinoza treats the problem of psychophysical parallelism, i.e. the “oppositeness of thought and space”, in a way completely different from Descartes. 

10.17 Fischer sees this problem as purely a disagreement over the nature of affect. Descartes sees interaction between body and spirit (and even locates it in the pineal gland, very near the thalamus). Spinoza, claims Fischer, sees emotions as forms of thought. 

10.18 Vygotsky says that all who interpret Spinoza’s theory as a simple statement of psychophysical parallelism fall into this trap. But in fact Spinoza does not explain affects as purely cognitive phenomena. Spinoza considers both thought and extension to be attributes of the body. The real Spinoza is not only monist, but materialist. God, after all, is simply Nature. 
10.19 Asmus is rather more harsh than Vygotsky: he sees the only real merit in this interpretation as exposing the absurdity of all idealist interpretations of Spinoza.

10.20 Vygotsky sees one other merit: even in the Short Treatise, Spinoza sees the problem of explaining emotion not as one of coordinating the body and the soul, but in purely psychological terms: he sees it as a relationship between thinking and feeling, understanding and passion. agrees with Vygotsky’s interpretation of Petzoldt, and therefore Fischer.
10.21 Vygotsky says that from the very outset, Descartes and Spinoza are polar opposites. Descartes’ approach is naturalistic and explanatory, but Spinoza is anti-naturalistic and descriptive. Vygotsky notes that these two very different approach divide the psychology of the emotions to this day. 

10.22 This idea will become the pivot point of Vygotsky’s whole essay.
10.23 Vygotsky notes the paradoxical nature of seeing naturalism and explanatory psychology in Descartes (who “explains” animals as soul-less automatons and who lists six categories of emotion) and anti-naturalism and descriptivism in Spinoza (who considers that God is omnipresent Nature, and who uses categories like “good” and “bad” to describe emotions). Nevertheless, he says, it is true.
10.24 So it appears that Spinoza, far from being of mere historical interest, is at the very center of the struggle between idealist and materialist psychologies. True, Spinoza does see affect as a matter of thought and feeling, rather than body and soul. But, Vygotsky reminds us, an intelligent idealist explanation is really a lot closer to historical materialism than a vulgar materialist one would be.

10.25 Vygotsky says that the Short Treatise follows Descartes in the descriptions and their disposition. In this sense, we must say the opposite of what Fischer said: Spinoza uses the same “method”. But even here Spinoza is essentially anti-Cartesian in his explanation and description of the passions. This is still more true of the Ethics. 
10.26 Spinoza explicitly contrasts his point of view to that of Descartes at the beginning of the section on emotions in the Ethics (Part III). Others (presumably including Descartes) have written about emotion as if it did not lie within nature or as if it lies within a kind of “kingdom within a kingdom” in nature, enjoying autonomy from natural laws. (Note that if you read the passage in context, it appears to contradict Vygotsky’s characterization of Spinoza as anti-naturalist and descriptivist, for Spinoza is arguing that affects may be treated as an integral part of nature and subject to natural laws, and he is criticizing thinkers who would go outside nature to explain them or those who blame the supposedly evil effects of emotions on man rather than nature. Yet it also confirms Vygotsky’s reading, for Spinoza says that Descartes attempts, naturalistically, to reduce emotions to “first causes” (presumably physiology) while his own approach will be more anti-naturalistic like a geometrical proof. Further, Spinoza’s approach will not be to blame man’s passions for his behavior but rather to describe the passions objectively. So in these two senses, Vygotsky’s reading is correct: Spinoza is an anti-naturalist, in that he sees the passions as related to nature the way that geometrical figures are related to nature and not the way that bodily functions are related to nature, and he is a descriptivist, in that he sees the task of the philosopher as understanding the passions rather than judging them or even explaining them.)

10.27 In this sense, we must say the opposite of what Fischer said: Spinoza uses the same “method” as Descartes: the same categories of emotion in the same order. But the content is completely opposite.

10.28 Spinoza also explicitly contrasts his point of view to that of Descartes at the beginning of the section on the will of the ethics (Part V). Descartes has criticized the Scholastics (e.g. people like Thomas Aquinas and Maimonides who mostly re-interpreted Aristotle’s work on the emotions). Descartes has said that their explanations are nothing but hand waving; they simply refer to “dark properties” (e.g. “animal spirits”) to explain emotions rather than trying to describe the actual mechanisms by which the animal spirits operate. But in the Cartesian about how the soul and the body interact through the pineal gland, and his idea that the soul is somehow captain of the ship of the body, Descartes is waving his hands harder than any scholastic, and invoking a property which is far darker than “animal spirits” (Descartes also talks about “animal spirits”, of course, but he claimed to be able to see the tubes which actually conducted the animal spirits to the brain!) So, as Spinoza says, there is very little here but a demonstration of Descartes’ own cleverness.

10.29 Vygotsky has, therefore, justified his characterization of Descartes as “naturalistic” and Spinoza as “anti-naturalistic”. He now wants to justify his characterization of Descartes as “explanatory” and Spinoza as “descriptive”. He cites the criticism that the Danish philosopher Harald Høffding makes of a German teacher of ethics of the Herbartian, Josef Wilhelm Nahlowsky: “It is apparent how the spiritualistic theory on the relation between the body and the soul can interfere in a special psychological problem”. Descartes uses a spiritualistic explanation, where Spinoza gives a psychological description. 

10.30 The struggle between Descartes and Spinoza, then, is just another chapter in a struggle that is several thousand years old. Just as Aristotle brought a kind of materialism to Plato’s absolute idea, Spinoza brings a materialist alternative to Descartes spiritualism. In much the same way, Hegel finds Spinoza standing on his feet and turns him on his head, converting Spinoza’s “substance” into “absolute idea”, and turning his “Deus sive Natura” into “Geist”.

10.31 Spinoza and Descartes share a time and a place, and so they share a “method”, at least in the sense of a set of categories arranged n a particular order, which both of them use in their work on the emotions. But Descartes sees human freedom as a matter of free decision, and this commits him to a spiritualistic or a homuncular solution (since there must be some “soul” that can make these decisions). Spinoza sees human freedom as a matter of understanding necessity, and this commits him to a social or interpersonal solution (since there must be some recognition of social and interpersonal necessity in order to master it). As Vygotsky remarks, Spinoza and Descartes agree in name only; it is the kind of agreement we see between the stars that form the constellation Canis Major (the Great Dog) and the earthly dogs that howl at the stars because they do not understand them.

10.32 So we see that the opinion that associates Descartes and Spinoza with the theory of James and Lange is what Spinoza would call opinion rather than belief, an assumption rather than a certainty. The association must be based on hearsay, rather like the understanding of color by someone who is born blind.

10.33 As usual, though, Vygotsky ends this section with a surprise: there is a very important sense in which we must associate the two thinkers after all. Vygotsky reminds us why we wanted this comparison in the first place. Descartes and Spinoza have been invoked to justify the James-Lange theory, which tries to unite the psychological and the physiological planes. Now that we have established that Descartes and Spinoza can and must be separated on precisely the question of psychophysiological parallelism, we have to decide whether James-Lange follows Descartes or (as Lange contended) Spinoza. 

10.34 The James-Lange theory is “a living realization” of the Cartesian theory, because it offers an essentially spiritualistic explanation (cortical responses to physiological processes). The Spinozan theory begins by negating Cartesian spiritualism (and, in a larger sense, modern science began by negating medieval mysticism). So Vygotsky concludes that a real theory of emotions must likewise begin with the criticism of James and Lange. And here Vygotsky returns to the idea with which he began this section, that in the history of ideas one idea is linked to another not simply through imitation but through negation.

10.35 Vygotsky reminds us that the goal of criticism is not simply the refinement of taste but the recognition of scientific truth: “Truth is, however, in itself evidence of fallacy.”

11 Vygotsky begins this section by saying that his purpose is to “elucidate whether the James-Lange theory has as its source the teaching of Descartes on the passions.” Vygotsky does this by showing a link between Lange and Malebranche, the seventeenth century theologian who synthesized the work of Descartes with that of Saint Augustine. Vygotsky ends the section with the remark that since Descartes, the doctrine of free will has acted as an intoxicant, inebriating all psychological theories with Cartesian wine.

11.1 Vygotsky wants this section to help disclose the basic philosophical conflicts behind concrete psychological hypotheses such as James and Lange. In particular, he wants toshow how the struggle over Cartesianism and Spinozism is relevant to current scientific problems. 

11.2 Vygotsky says that the idea that Descartes is the unacknowledged ancestor of the James-Lange theory is just starting to appear in contemporary psychology, as we shall see from the work of Titchener, Irons, de Bancels, Dumas, and Dunlap. But this is mostly in the form of a historical connection; nobody has yet discussed what for Vygotsky is the essential point: the THEORETICAL opposition between James-Lange and Spinoza.

11.3 The traditional opinion (Lange’s view) that Spinoza is the predecessor of James and Lange is not accurate. Psychology has already recognized this, but that recognition is still only partial: it is simply that we have to name Descartes as a co-founder of the theory. Nobody has really recognized that Descartes is the true founder of the theory, and so the theory is not Spinozan at all.

11.4 Vygotsky gives a long quotation from an 1894 article by the American psychologist David Irons on James’ theory (but does not use quotation marks). 

11.5 Vygotsky notes that J. Larguier des Bancels and Ribot, both of approve of James-Lange, also see it as simply restating the same argument that Descartes used in “Passions of the Soul”

11.6 Vygotsky says that more precise studies since Descartes bear this out, that of Malebranche in particular.

11.7 Dumas mentions both Malebranche and Spinoza as predecessors of Lange, who was apparently surprised to find that Malebranche was so close to the vasomotor theory in recognizing both a sensory and a motor basis for emotional sensations.

11.8 “Malebranche terms as passions all emotions that the soul naturally experiences during unusual movements of vital spirits and the blood.” What a perfect distillation of pre-scientific thinking! It’s got everything: the hand-waving about “the soul”, the obvious contradiction between “naturally” and “unusual”, and of course the relentless dualism of “vital spirits” and “blood”! There is almost nothing here on which to found a description of human emotion.

11.9 Vygotsky notes that if you remove the word “soul” you get something very close to the Lange theory.

11.10 As Dumas notes, both Lange and Descartes are averse to historical explanations.

11.11 Vygotsky praises Dumas for seeing beyond the correspondence in empirical content to the underlying MECHANISTIC world view.

11.12 The definitions and descriptions are not the cause of the correspondence in world view; they are only the consequence of it. (There is a mistake in the English translation here; “Dumas is scarcely the first” should be “Dumas is almost the first”.)
11.13 Vygotsky reminds us (again) of Engels’ assertion that the natural scientists shall have philosophers to guide them and urges us to accept that the James-Lange theory remains MECHANISTIC rather than historical in its description of the way that the psychological and physiological planes are articulated in human emotion.
11.14 But Dumas shows us one point in which the divergence between Descartes and Malebranche, on the one hand, and James and Lange, on the other, ought to be very clear. We must not only replace “animal spirits” with “vasomotor excitation”, we must also exchange “soul” for “cortical functions”. 

11.15 Both the resemblances and the divergences have both factual and theoretical ramifications. The factual resemblances are the result of theoretical resemblances, and the linguistic divergences are the result of theoretical divergences. Like any two historically related phenomena, the Cartesian theory and the James-Lange theory are both linked (theoretically) and distinct (empirically).

11.16 Vygotsky now reviews some recent discussion of the “major concepts” at stake. He notes that the link between Descartes and James-Lange always appears in the form of a shared mechanistic world view.

11.17 Vygotsky gives a long quotation from Brett which traces the mechanistic view of emotion from Aristotle (who thought animals were puppets moved with strings, a view shared by Descartes) through Galileo (who provided clear mathematical descriptions of mechanical action for the first time) to Hobbes (who extended the Galilean system to mental phenomena) and finally Malebranche, who Brett describes as “drunk on Cartesian wine”. This expression clearly delights Vygotsky; he will use it for the rest of this section.

11.18 Once again, a very poor translation. What it really says is that Brett comes to the same conclusion as Dumas BOTH concerning the clear link between the Cartesian wine and the paradoxical James-Lange theory AND concerning the basis of the connection, the ambitious plan to explain human emotion, and everything else, using mechanical laws. The DIVERGENCE of the two theories, also developed by Dumas, is explained theoretically Høffding and factually by Dunlap. “D. Brett, thus, comes in the essence to the same conclusion as the Dumases both with respect to the direct connection, existing between the Cartesian wine and the intoxication of psychological thought by the famous, and with respect to the fact that is the basis of this connection, the immense all-encompassing idea of the explanation of entirety of existence, including human passions, with the aid of the mechanical laws. The other side of the conclusions of Dumas is developed by Høffding and Dunlap. The first illuminates the fundamental principles at the source of the divergence between the old and new theories, while Dunlap explains the factual differences which flow from it.”

11.19 Vygotsky gives a very long quotation from Høffding without quotation marks. He argues that there are two linked phases in an emotion; the first when the effects of cognition are apparent and one may distinguish quite easily between one type of emotional experience and another one and the second a more general state of global excitation. Høffding says there is no basis for distinguishing “as some have done” different sources for these two stages, and attributing that only the latter but not the former is in response to physiological changes and says that the current view is that all emotional states are responses to the action of organs on the brain (e.g. through the thalamus).

11.20 Vygotsky explains Høffding uses this against the James-Lange theory. First of all, the James-Lange theory cannot explain the change from a differentiable feeling to an undifferentiated state of excitement. Secondly, it does not allow us to distinguish between emotions sparked by ideas and those elicited by physical means. Finally, Høffding speculates (on the basis of introspection) that ideas give rise to differentiable emotions, while purely physical means give rise to global states of excitement, but he admits this is not obvious to an observer.

11.21 James and Lange try to derive the variety of cogntive emotional stimulation from a common (visceral or vasomotor) physical sensation. But Høffding is, in a sense, the other way around. He begins with many psychologically differentiable emotions and ends with a common physical sensation. Quality of feeling is therefore inversely proportional to quantity, or intensity.

11.22 Not surprisingly, then, Høffding is one of the first and foremost opponents of James-Lange. It’s also not that surprising that he emphasizes the rupture between the spiritualistic views of Descartes and Malebranche and the much more physiological views of James and Lange. Vygotsky notes that the mechanistic similarity with Descartes/Malebranche and the explanatory (physiological vs. spiritual) difference with Descartes/Malebranche essentially DEFINE the basis of the James-Lange theory.

11.23 Just as the mechanistic similarity produces a commonality in psychophysical description, so too does the explanatory difference produce a divergence. Dunlap sees this as the essential point, and so accuses the new thalamaic theory (the “central” theory of emotions put forward by Cannon and Bard) of a return to Cartesianism.

11.24 Dunlap says that the central theory proposed by Cannon-Bard is essentially a return to the Cartesian belief that impulses which originate in the periphery and terminate in the thalamus generate bodily feelings but they can be overridden by central impulses which originate in the cortex.

11.25 As Vygotsky remarked earlier, Dunlap stresses the factual rather than the theoretical divergence between Descartes-Malebranche and James-Lange. Dunlap wishes to revise the James-Lange theory to bring it into agreement with new facts. Yet he admits that James himself never accepted his own theory and kept the idea of spiritual independence (see, for example, “Varieties of Religious Experience). (Spearman remarks that McDougall, the man who tried to explain all emotion as sensations of pleasure or pain, rests on the shoulders of Ward, James and also Malebranche.)

11.26 Because Dunlap doesn’t consider the visceral changes an important part of emotion, he is willing to consider the whole thalamic theory a variant of the James-Lange theory. He explains the similarity of the different sensations (in terms of bodily changes) by pointing to the fact that they are all stimulating emotions.

11.27 Dunlap too is drunk with Descartes’ wine. On the one hand, he defends Cartesianism in the form of the peripheral hypothesis: emotion is caused by a psychophysical interface, either from the periphery to the centre or from the centre to the periphery. On the other, he diverges from Descartes on the issue of which is the source of the emotion, the centre or the periphery. Vygotsky says that Descartes’ centrifugal position (that the soul controls the body and therefore the centre controls the periphery) is the result of his spiritualistic view.

11.28 Vygotsky points out that the whole struggle consists of two aspects (empirical and theoretical) each of which has two results (either uniting the theory of Descartes/Malebranche with that of James/Lange or dividing them).
	Aspect/Result
	Uniting the two theories
	Dividing the two theories

	Empirical
	The empirical description of the psychophysical mechanism of emotional reaction (i.e. brain changes, body changes)
	Empirical evidence for the centrifugal or centripetal origin of emotion (i.e. do bodily changes cause brain changes or vice versa?)

	Theoretical
	The mechanistic theoretical principle for explaining emotion in general (i.e. the conception of body and brain as automatons which can be exhaustively described through mechanical, or electrochemical, laws. 
	The psychophysical theoretical principle of emotions (i.e. their individualistic, biological basis as opposed to origins in ideas, although of course ideas may through mysterious means lead to biological changes)


In both cases the empirical aspect flows from the theoretical aspect, just as the theoretical aspect flows from the historical development uniting or dividing the two theories.

11.29 And this really concludes Vygotsky’s attempt to establish the true relationship between the older, semi-medieval theories and the modern versions, which is what he began this section with. But as we have seen Vygotsky often concludes his sections with a kind of thoughtful epilogue, and in this case his afterthought is prompted by the self-evaluation of the origins of the theory by James on the one hand and Lange on the other. 

11.30 James does not recognize any historical origins for his theory at all. Perhaps he was simply not interested in the philosophy of the theory (although of course James was a philosopher himself). Or perhaps he opposed his pragmatic, empirical theory to all metaphysical speculation that preceded it. He complains that the old literature is simply a fixed catalogue of unchanging forms, similar to the biological species once thought to be fixed by God at the moment of creation.

11.31 We know that James objected to all materialistic interpretations of his theory, and that he reluctantly admitted a distinction between higher and lower emotions. But that is the whole of his methodological basis, which Vygotsky describes as “radical empiricism” (this is very similar to the methodological critique he has of Piaget in Chapter Two of Thinking and Speech).

11.32 Perhaps because James, like Piaget, turns anti-philosophy into a kind of philosophy, it is really the physiologist Lange who correctly apprehends the origins of the theory. Lange points out that Malebranche made it possible to create a complete vasomotor theory of emotions, even though he didn’t know anything about vascular muscles or the sympathetic nervous system that controls them.

11.33 Vygotsky gives a long quotation from Lange to demonstrate this. Malebranche argues vaguely that “anemia of the brain” is the result of the constriction of blood vessels with some emotions, and that other emotions cause the dilation of arteries and flood the head and face with blood. (Lange approves Malebranche’s “brilliant view” and the “rightmindedness of a genius”, although to me it suggests that the dizziness that you get when you suddenly stand up should be indistinguishable from an emotion!)

11.34 Although it is really only in the vague theoretical outlines that Malebranche’s theory resembles Lange’s own, he turns his attention to what he knows about the vasomotor system and does not consider the theoretical resemblances any further. So Lange too is drunk with Cartesian wine. 

12 In the previous section, Vygotsky focused on the RIGHT side of the matrix we looked at in 11.28 above, on the factors which divide the two theories, at least until his closing remarks on Lange. But in this very long section (thirty pages), Vygotsky examines in some detail the LEFT hand side, showing how the DUALISMS of the empirical descriptions of the psychophysical mechanisms of emotion and the theoretical description of them as MECHANISMS tend to unite the theories rather than divide them. “Identity of facts always strikes the eye sooner than identity of theories,” so Vygotsky begins with the facts and then moves on to the theories. In discussing the theories, he elaborates his earlier, rather paradoxical, assertion that Descartes’ theory is explanatory and naturalistic while Spinoza’s is descriptive and anti-naturalistic, and he exposes the THEOLOGICAL explanations in the Cartesian theory which mark as being still semi-medieval rather than modern and rationalistic. 
12.1 We begin where we left off, with Lange’s observation of empirical similarities between the Cartesian theory and his own. Vygotsky notes that there is no such supporting evidence for the theoretical similarities, so this is where we must begin (even though, Vygotsky thinks, the empirical similarities really flow from the theoretical ones).
12.2 Sergi is annoyed with James and especially Lange for not showing respect to their elders. Sherrington (who wrote copiously on the life of the sixteenth century physician Jacques Fernel) cites Descartes extensively in his work on the reflex. But James ignores Descartes, and Lange snubs him, referring with evident distaste to the most idealist passage of Descartes treatise, Passions of the Soul: “Descartes defines joy by the consciousness that the subject enjoys its blessing, but we will not find out from him exactly what joy itself is (p. 82)”. Vygotsky refers to this formulation as intellectualistic and anti-physiological, because it defines joy as a form of consciousness, but of course it is also tautological and homuncular: joy is the consciousness of joy. It’s easy to see why Lange dislikes it.
12.3 But Lange is wrong to snub Descartes, for Descartes comes far closer than Spinoza to Lange’s own notion of emotion. In Descartes passions are passive; perceptions/sensations pertaining to the body, those pertaining to thoughts or desires, and finally sufferings which belong to both body and soul (e.g. “The Passion of Christ”).

12.4 Vygotsky argues that passive response is intrinsic to the Caretesian concept of the passions and that duality is really the very basis of the Cartesian categories.

12.5 Descartes believed that only human beings have souls (weirdly, he also believed that animals did not feel pain, despite his many experiments with vivisection). He also thought only passions include both body and soul. So human passions are a combination of body and soul that is unique in the universe.

12.6 Vygotsky describes Descartes’ theory of “animal spirits”, and points out that a), they are not themselves mediators between body and soul but rather part of the body b) they do not distinguish between blood and nerves, and c) they are essentially mechanical in their action.

12.7 Vygotsky acknowledges that it is a little hard to discern the James-Lange theory in Descartes’ physiology. The “vital spirits” must be replaced with nerves, and the “pineal gland” with a whole hierarchy of centres in the central nervous system. But it’s enough to remember that Lange rejects the mental nature of emotions and traces their emregene to disturbances of the vascular system.

12.8 Vygotsky complains that for Lange the whole emotional part of mentallie is attributed to the vasomotor system. He notes that for Descartes passions are perceptions that are set apart from other perceptions because they address the soul. 

12.9 Vygotsky points out that even Bard, who disagrees with James-Lange, accepts that emotions are not reality-oriented but instead appear to us as states of the “I” rather than properties of objects. (In Thinking and Speech, Vygotsky argues that this is never so; even at the beginning of language development, objects have emotional coloration for humans.)

12.10 So, Vygotsky points out, the “I” has replaced the soul. But this change is merely a change in words.

12.11 Vygotsky then draws attention to two other similarities: the passivity of Cartesian “passions” and their uniqueness. 

12.12 The passivity of passions is, according to Vygotsky, the weakest part of the whole theory. Why don’t we simply experience these passive sensations as passive sensations? How do passive sensations convert themselves into a global feeling such as fright or anger? Claparède says that it arises through “syncretic perception”, that is, the tendency to treat disparate sensations as a structureless and undifferentiated mass (the way that a child might think of “heaven” or “space”). 
12.13 Vygotsky says that the James-Lange theory of emotions is a theory of the structurelessness of emotion. True, James and Lange both speak of “subtracting away” individual sensations in the “gedankenexperiment” they use to support the idea that emotion can be reduced to sensations “without remainder”. But this only shows that the whole is only the sum of the parts, and that the parts can be added or subtracted in any order. This suggests that in fact an emotion is a random and structureless series of sensations. 
12.14 So James considers the links between sensations, psychological and biological, as random rather than internal and essential. That means that Claparède’s appeal to the principle of the psychological structure, which he intended to use in defense of the theory, would in reality kill it. 

12.15 Both the James-Lange and the Descartes-Malebranche theory equate emotion and sensation. This is not an accident; they both attempt to explain emotions on the basis of the more or less understood mechanism laid out for sensing. This is why the “passions” are passive.

12.16 Descartes says that the soul senses the agitation of the heart, blood, and vital spirits just as our sense organs sense external objects. But this, as Sergi notes, is the James-Lange theory.

12.17 Sergi says that “Descartes ascribes the appearance, maintenance and reinforcement of emotion to the special movement of animal spirits.” So how are emotions different from other kinds of perception? By their objects: in emotions, the animal spirits are put in motion by the viscera.

12.18 Actually, Descartes’ procedure is rather like the James-Lange “gedankenexperiment”, and not too far removed from his own “cogito” procedure (where he imagined that some demon deceived his senses deceived him and asked if there was any soul whose existence did not depend on sensory perception). He imagines the body as a robot, and tries to describe the passions without any mental component at all; he then introduces a pilot, in the form of htesoul.
12.19 Vygotsky points out that this is no mere analytical technique; it has theoretical significance, in that it makes dualism into a postulate.

12.20 Fischer adds that it also makes the mechanical basis of the passions into a postulate. The pineal gland becomes a kind of “organ of the soul”, establishing a mechanism for the action of the vital spirits. 
12.21 Thus the human body is merely a complex machine, or a puppet, and the “animal spirits” merely function as wires moving a machine or strings making a puppet dance. The puppet master is the soul, and the steering mechanism of the machine is the “cerebral” or pineal gland. (Descartes claimed that he could actually see empty tubes here through which the animal spirits passed!)
12.22 Vygotsky describes “the passion of the machine”: the robot perceives some danger. The wires tug on the pineal gland and attract the attention of the piloting soul. The piloting soul directs the reverse flow of animal spirits and trigger fear and flight. 

12.23 Sergi summarizes: for each passion there is a different configuration of changes in the internal organs: a particular passion corresponds to particular organs, blood, vital spirits. In our own language: a particular emotion corresponds to particular vasomotor disposition, blood, cortical state. 

12.24 Vygotsky expands this comparison. He points out that the relationship between the emotion and the organs, blood, vital spirits (or the relationship between emotion and vasomotor disposition, blood, cortical state) ought in principal to be reversible. So it is clear that Descartes-Malebranche and James-Lange are talking about one and the same thing, and it is only the actual vocabulary used in the discussion that has changed.
12.25 Vygotsky asks in what a machine with a soul differs from a machine without a soul. We add the homuncular pilot of the automaton. But this does not help us understand how the automaton works at all; we might just as well have understood the mechanism of the automaton without a soul. And it doesn’t help us understand the soul either, because the soul is simply added, and not explained in any way. A soul doesn’t seem internally linked or dependent upon a body, and the body too has no intrinsic need or mutually defining relationship with a soul (and in fact animals appear to work perfectly well soullessly). 
12.26 Vygotsky notes that Descartes proposed to treat the problem of the passions not as a philosopher but as a physiologist, and that he was true to this proposal. But he ended up explaining too much; there was nothing left for the psychologist to explain.
12.27 The only thing that really appears to be added is a pineal gland and a soul. But it’s not clear how this alters the nature of the passions or the mechanism by which they affect the body.

12.28 Descartes, as we know, conceived of nerves as being like blood vessels, small tubes through which the animal spirits flow. The vital spirits moving towards the nerves of the heart is sensed by the pineal gland and this causes fear to arise in the soul.
12.29 “Passion appears to be nothing other than perception of visceral changes.”
12.30 So it is above all in the errors we find resemblances between the Cartesian theory and the “visceral” one.

12.31 Vygotsky offers to catalogue the various errors of the theory. First, he says, there is the impotence, and consequently the sterility, of both theories with respect to description: neither one seems to be able to differentiate the emotions very well.

12.32 Lange suggested seven basic emotions (along the lines of the medieval six or seven suggested by Descartes and the doctrine of seven deadly sins: Sloth, Pride, Anger, Gluttony, Lust, Covetousness, Envy). 

12.33 But he considered this only the beginning: we should be able to find an infinite number of gradations.

12.34 These gradations were not distinguished by subsequent researchers. Cannon suggested that bodily changes are really not suitable for this purpose.
12.35 Lange apparently wanted to use the different muscle systems to distinguish emotions. Tis gave him 127 different combinations, just using “innervation” as a criterion.
12.36 But of course emotions that are opposite can have similar manifestations.for basic lower emotions there is a standard bodily change that doesn’t vary
12.37 James was similarly disappointed. He had compared his theory to a goose which laid golden eggs. Vygotsky compares it to the firebird with golden feathers which will not let itself be caught. 

12.38 Of course, James deprecated the descriptive side of the investigation: “If we already have the goose that lay the golden eggs, then describing separately each egg that is laid is a matter of secondary importance.” 

12.39 Actually, there were no eggs at all. James himself presents the list of emotions almost as we find it in the “Seven Deadly Sins”: anger, fear, love, envy, joy, sorrow, shame, and pride. But none of these have been described with the help fo the theory.

12.40 With a theory of the internal mechanisms of emotions, we ought, by rights, to be able to connect classification with cause, the way in which we can connect classification to cause when we look at diseases caused by viruses and bacteria. James thought we would be able to pass from description to explanation (we’ve already seen that James considers description and classification to be very dull stuff). .
12.41 But no real insight into causality followed. In fact, not even the classification and description of lower emotions advanced significantly. Instead, research circled endlessly on the truth or falsehood of the theory itself.

12.42 This shouldn’t really surprise us. First of all, we saw that James theory constructs emotions randomly, associating a given feeling with a given emotion, rather than according to some necessary principle, associating a given feeling with a particular function. That was why emotions appeared to be structureless, why if we subtract away the individual components we have nothing left. Secondly, we saw that the James theory, like the Cartesian one, simply adds consciousness on to the bodily processes, like the soul that Descartes adds to his machine. Such an add-on is a fifth wheel; it doesn’t have a necessary function. So James’ theory is not simply a theory of the structurelessness of emotion, it is also a theory of their meaninglessness.

12.43 Although it is not surprising, it is essential and basic. So Vygotsky will take some time to prove it, using James’ own words and the (somewhat lengthy) method immanent critique.

12.44 James says that unless there are bodily excitations at a particular perception, e.g. a fair and generous deed, the act should not be considered an emotion, but merely a cognitive judgment. So the emotional component consists of the accompanying bodily excitations produced by “the sound of the voice and the expression of the eyes”. Vygotsky says that there is no clearer demonstration of the MEANINGLESSNESS of emotion; it adds nothing but an apparently superfluous excitation to the essential judgments, which would obtain perfectly well or perhaps even better without the emotion (in Chapter Four of Thinking and Speech Vygotsky remarks on how emotional responses in chimpanzees seriously disrupt the solution of practical tasks). 

12.45 Leaving aside higher emotions (e.g. our response to fairness and generosity) Vygotsky considers lower emotions (e.g. horror at the idea of death). Does the idea that horror is “caused” by increased heart rate, shortness of breath, trembling of lips, weakness of the extremities, goose bumps and the churning of our internal organs add anything to our understanding? Or is it simply another form of description and classification?

12.46 Of course, the same thing can be said about the classical formulation that we cry because we are sad, or we tremble because we experience fright. Neither formulation adds anything: as Spranger said, they are both like saying that Socrates is in prison because the muscles of his legs, extending and contracting, brought him thither. (Here Vygotsky hints that the solution to these problems cannot be found on a physiological but only on a social and cultural plane.)

12.47 Spranger generalizes: explanatory psychology shows us that we cannot really explain psychological phenomena without going outside psychology for causes. So explanatory psychology shows, better than its opponents, the impossibility of causal explanations. 
12.48 Vygotsky agrees with this.

12.49 We remember that one of Vygotsky’s criticisms of the Cartesian theory was that it was explanatory, and one of the advantages of the Spinozan theory was that it was descriptive. For the moment, however, Vygotsky simply agrees with Spranger with respect to the Jamesian theory: if this is what explanatory psychology has to offer, then it can explain nothing.
12.50 Spranger was not the first to see this. Dilthey saw it and said it before him. 

12.51 However, both Dilthey and Spranger, by taking the idealistic route, and by limiting themselves to description and classification without any attempt to explain what they are describing and classifying, expose a certain cynicism. Descriptive psychology lives off the failure of explanatory psychology and idealistic psychology survives only because materialistic psychology is dead. Teleological psychology is not adequate; it is just the best we can do right now.

12.52 Vygotsky points out that this suggests a modus vivendi, a division of labor. As Dilthey puts it “Nature we explain, mental life we understand”. But this means that the two approaches to science, explanatory and descriptive, are really brothers rather than opponents.
12.53 This paragraph seems contradictory: Vygotsky says that the “special science” of linking explanatory psychology to the complex higher mental processes specific to man not only eliminates the need for the old explanatory psychology but provides the possibility of further productive development. But if we add another negative to it, it makes perfect sense: For Dilthey, not only does this special science NOT imply eliminating the old psychology, but it holds out to the old explanatory psychology the opportunity of further progress towards a modern, descriptive psychology.
12.54 This apparent division of labor really inhered in the division into body and soul. Because we divide humans into a simple soul and a complex machine, we und up rendering unto Caesar what is Caesar’s and unto God what is God’s, or rendering unto physiology the whole of the studiable human body and until psychology the cataloguing and description of feelings.

12.55 All of this can be found two centuries ago, in the original work of Descartes.
12.56 Descartes “juggles” his descriptions of spirits and organs much as James talks of goose bumps and dilated nostrils. He even remarks to his pupil, Princess Elizabeth, how difficult it is to separate out organic phenomena from cognitive ones.

12.57 Descartes’ method is comparative. He finds it difficult to distinguish love and joy when they are experienced together. But it’s somewhat easier to distinguish love-joy from love-sorrow. Sergi delicately notes that Descartes describes the pulse much better than he describes the emotions. 
12.58 Descartes does say that the stomach changes during love and hatred, sorrow and joy and he speculates that passions have a digestive origin. Vygotsky remarks that this apparently absurd conclusion is the beginning of a historical explanation (because it suggests a necessary connection between form and function).

12.59 The historical explanation doesn’t last long. Descartes links hunger and sadness and joy with anorexia (I think this means simply the desire not to eat). Elizabeth complains. So he reverses it: now the full stomach makes us sad and the empty stomach makes us happy.

12.60 The problem is not the princess. The problem is in the ARBITRARINESS of the connections that Descartes is making. Sergi understands this; it is rather difficult to say that physical sensations and mental emotional states form a necessary STRUCTURE, because the connections appear to be non-necessary rather than necessary, mechanical rather than organic, independent rather than dependent ones.
12.61 So it appears that the MECHANISTIC aspect of the theory has the curious effect of making it like a connecting rod, that will pull in whichever way the will tugs. The version of the theory proposed by James appears to be almost structureless, and this structurelessness makes it quite difficult to achieve even a clear description, much less an explanation of the emotions. Perhaps, Vygotsky asks, the Lange version of the theory which involves the internal organs will prove to be more effective?

12.62 Of course not. We know that functions develop, and that very often the function of a particular physiological organ changes over time (hind legs develop into flippers, a swim bladder into a lung, hair into feathers, and the breathing/eating tube into the vocal tract). But in order to explain this development, we really need history, that is, evolution. Lange, however, is extremely hostile to evolutionary explanations of psychology. He was developing his physiological theory as a kind of counterweight to developmental explanations of emotion.
12.63 Nevertheless, Lange does undertake a kind of developmental explanation, or at least he references the idea of necessity and of adaptation. Ironically, he chooses as his target Kant, who considers that emotions are basically pathologies of reason. Vygotsky reminds us of the story of the hunter who “catches” a bear in a cave and is in the end caught by the bear. 

12.64 The next two paragraphs are a longish quote from Lange. He cites Kant’s “Anthropology” (a fairly atypical work) in which Kant argues that passions must always be subordinate reason.

12.65 Lange says that a true psychology must take man as he is, and mourns the man who cannot accept joy and grief, compassion and anger, humility and pride as an integral part of human nature.

12.66 The quotation marks have disappeared, but we may assume that the next three paragraphs are also mostly direct quotations. Lange is surprised that a philosopher would see random noise in a force which probably plays a more significant role in the lives of individuals and nations than reason does.

12.67 Lange says that a person without passions is not at all healthy, and nobody really wants to be “cured” of emotions.

12.68 Lange argues (rather unconvincingly) that since they are powerful they must also be natural.

12.69 Lange arouses high hopes; Vygotsky calls his words “clear, transparent, moving” and even “excellent”. When we make a claim for the “naturalness” of passions, it becomes possible to speak of them as a necessary adaptation. This would not only explain how they evolved phylogenetically (and sociogenetically too) but also help us understand their ontogenetic role. But these high hopes are not fulfilled in what follows.
12.70 In the preceding critique of James, Vygotsky emphasized the MECHANISTIC aspect of the theory and of its Cartesian antecedent (that is, the THEORETICAL links between the two theories). In his critique of Lange, Vygotsky will emphasize the DUALISTIC aspect of the theory and its Kantian antecedent. Whether we look at the theory from a physiological or from a psychological point of view, we see an antagonism between intellect and affect.

12.71 Vygotsky revisits the example of Herman von Bremen, who has only to count to twenty in order to lose all desire to fight with his wife. The more blood we have to the brain for counting purposes, the less we have for fighting purposes. So the blood economy of intellect and affect appears to be a zero sum equation.

12.72 Rearing and education, according to Lange, consist of training children to control reflexes through reason. Rearing is using the rod to stop bed-wetting. Education is, similarly, teaching the child not to cry from disappointment.

12.73 “History itself,” Lange says, “condemns the life of feeling to gradual fading away and to almost complete demise.”

12.74 Sure enough, Lange uses this criterion to demonstrate that women are more emotional and therefore less mature than men, children more emotional and therefore less rational than adults, and of course “the general rule is that, like individuals, the more whole nations are more subject to emotions the lower their level of education may be said to be.” 

12.75 “Wild peoples” are more emotional than civilized ones, and within the same tribe younger generations are more emotional than elders.

12.76 In a single generation, those who are more self-controlled are more educated than those who are less so.

12.77 Vygotsky remarks wryly that Lange started out being for emotional health but he has ended by being for emotional burial.

12.78 Kant the bear has now trapped Lange the hunter: Lange is forced to admit that education involves the loss of energy in the vasomotor centres, and eventually they will die away.

12.79 Vygotsky quotes Lange: “If our development will continue along the direction adopted, in the final analysis we will attain Kant’s ideal: a purely rational man will appear for whom all emotions: joy and sorrow, anxiety and fear—should he be subject to such enticements—will become only illnesses or mental disturbances equally unseemly for him.”
12.80 The result is that emotions develop in exactly the way Piaget suggested egocentric speech develops: they die out. Now Vygotsky turns to James, examined earlier in connection with the mechanistic parallel with Descartes, to see what he has to say about development. He begins by noting the claim, made by James, that the basic principle of his theory is identical to the principle of evolution in Darwin.

12.81 James cites two currents of evolutionary thought in support of his work. The first is Herbert Spencer’s remark that many of the movements undertaken in fear and anger are evolutionary vestiges of positive gestures. The second is Wilhelm Wundt’s remark that many facial expressions we use to express moral approval or disapproval appear to be borrowed from expressing taste and disgust about food.

12.82 But neither remark really accounts for the origins of emotion. Instead, James provides an account which is strikingly similar to that of Lange. Once again, fruit falls simultaneously in far-flung orchards.

12.83 James notes that the two principles above (that is, the evolutionary vestiges of positive gestures and the exaptation of gustatory expressions to express ethical attitudes) only account for a very small range of emotions, and that there is a much larger range of emotions that do not appear useful: seasickness, ticklishness, love of music or wine, and embarrassment are considered to be random, arising by chance, and not tied to any particular strong need.

12.84 Vygotsky finds that this account is similar to Lange’s account of the dwindling away of the passions for two reasons.

12.85 The first similarity (which occupies the next three paragraphs) is that there is an obvious contradiction between the initial assumption and the final conclusion. In Lange, we began by assuming that emotions are not pathological but healthy and normal, but we end by expecting and even hoping that they will disappear and die out.

12.86 In James, we begin by rejecting classification and description and embracing mechanics and causal explanation. When mechanics proves impracticable, James takes up history as a source of causal explanation, and finds Spencer and Wundt. But the main thing, he concludes rather lamely, is that most emotional responses CANNOT BE EXPLAINED!

12.87 But if emotional responses are “idiopathic reactions”, that is, they are not adaptations to external stimuli, then they have no biological significance. And if they have no biological significance, they cannot really be historically (that is, developmentally, explained)? So what is left except classification and description?

12.88 The second similarity between James’ attempt at an historical account and Lange’s account of the withering away of emotions under rearing and education is that both end up considering affect as a pathological, unhealthy, and basically meaningless phenomenon. Naturally, this flows logically from James’ belief that most of them have no biological function and also from his examples (seasickness, drunkenness, ticklishness, etc.) 

12.89 In the rest of this section, Vygotsky turns his attention to the “internal” necessity and the “logical inevitability” of the theory; that is, he attends to the underlying methodology and even ideology.

12.90 It is not enough to say that James and Lange were mechanists who, each for his own reasons, were anti-English, and anti-evolutionary. Actually, both of them tried and failed to find some kind of historical explanation. The anti-historical tendency of their theory runs much deeper than a mere intellectual prejudice on the part of the founders.

12.91 It resides in the “nucleus”, the very core of their theory. As soon as we accept that the immediate cause of an emotion is reflexes, peripheral changes in the viscera and the musculature, we are confronted by two “ideological shells” or “ideological casings” or “ideological exoskeletons” (Note that the Marie Hall translation in the Collected Works calls these “ideational envelopes”). The first of these shells (which Vygotsky describes for the rest of this paragraph and for the next two) grows around the theory because bodily manifestations are accepted as first causes. That means that the closer the response is to the first cause, the more we can accept an emotion as a true passion. But this will invariably bias our theory towards the lower rather than the higher emotions.
12.92 Now that means that emotions must always be referred to prehuman phylogenesis. To use the words Vygotsky will later use to describe Piaget’s views on egocentric speech, the future of emotional life is in its past. 

12.93 The history of evolutional development is not development at all, but de-evolution, or as Vygotsky puts it, “involution” (инволюция).
12.94 If the first ideological shell derives from the mechanistic aspect of the theory (which was the THEORETICAL source of its similarity to Cartesianism) then the second ideological shell derives from the dualistic aspect of the theory (which was the EMPIRICAL source of its similarity to Cartesianism, the DESCRIPTIVE psycho-physiological parallelism). This dualism must separate emotions from the brain and root them in the periphery, which cannot today be compared with the role of the cortex, at least not in terms of human as opposed to animal development. 

12.95 “The historical development of human consciousness is connected primarily with the development of the cortex of the brain.” Of course, this doesn’t mean that the body as a whole is not involved; it is. But what sets humans aside from animals, anatomically, is the far greater development of the cerebral cortex.

12.96 Vygotsky is not tearing the cerebral cortex away from the rest of the body. On the contrary, he is pointing out that by locating emotion in the periphery, the peripheral theory of emotions is tearing the emotions away from precisely that part of the nervous system which is associated with all of the specifically human properties of human consciousness and human development and relocating them “in a sea of purely vegetative and animal, purely organic processes” where they lose their specifically emotional significance as human feeling.

12.97 So these two ideological shells, the bias towards lower emotions and the dislocation of emotions from the cortex, cover the “nucleus” of the theory and obscure its true nature. Both stem from its biologism. Perhaps because this biologism suggested to many people a phylogenetic, evolutionary, developmental approach, most people did not notice that this kind of “biologism” directly contradicts the historical, that is, the specifically human developmental approach to human emotion.

12.98 Vygotsky embarks on a very long quotation from Brett, in which Brett examines the development of ideas on the emotions historically. Brett begins with the observation that a disproportionate amount of attention has been paid to bodily processes (“endosomatic reactions”).

12.99 Brett notes that many writers use the word “biological” to refer to processes which are really, from the point of view of the subject, psychological. He also notes that a) the result is a clinical account of emotions that has little resemblance to what most people mean (and what experimental psychology has described), b) the influence of animal studies and physiological ones has obscured the study of development and c) interpretations of James-Lange have prevented differentiation of developmental levels (because they are based on the common underlying biological responses).

12.100 Accordingly, Brett sets out to differentiate emotional responses COMPARATIVELY. He begins with the “complex reflex” in which instinct and emotion are not clearly separable and excitation is diffuse. He argues that emotion is only separable from instinct in situations that have meaning or sense, situations which “stand for” other situations. At the highest level, the reactions themselves must be modified, because ideas come to the forefront; they are causes and not simply effects.

12.101 Brett says that any comparison needs to be an evolutionary one. There isn’t any reason to separate out cognitive functioning from other organic states such as we see in animals, but there also is no reason to rule out huge differences resulting from brain development and integration in humans. Brett praises James for distinguishing between lower and higher emotions, but adds that this distinction needs to be made within emotions and not simply between them, so that we need to be able to distinguish a lower, animalistic form of rage and a higher more human form as well.

12.102 Finally, Brett notes that as life forms develop their emotions gain independence with respect to their expression, and so it should not surprise that humans laugh as well as cry from surprise, or that they weep from joy as well as grief. 

12.103 Vygotsky summarizes: we don’t have a good theory of development, but only a confused picture which juxtaposes higher and lower, animal and human, instinctual and conscious emotions, taking us from one world to another very different one.

12.104 vygotsky says that even these timid attempts to investigate the genesis of emotion tell us to avoid the aprioristic theories that preceded them. These theories are characterized by two assumptions: first of all, the sensory-reflex nature of emotions and secondly their lack of connection with intellectual states. Reflexes do not change develop very much (they are the same in adults and in children), nor do they play an active or interactive role in human consciousness (they do not change our minds and our minds don’t change them).

12.105 Vygotsky cannot resist pointing out that both of these stem from the philosophically Cartesian element in our teaching on the emotions: the one from its mechanistic nature and the other from its dualism.

12.106 “Every concrete problem of the new theory of emotions is based on the need to overcome Cartesian principles weighing heavily over this whole area of psychology.” Vygotsky offers an example.
12.107 Vygotsky’s offers the (apparently unconnected) studies of Kurt Lewin and Morton Prince. Both assumed that affect could not be abstracted from either experience or behavior.
12.108 This monistic understanding of emotion, which necessarily includes motive and aims, must conflict with the James-Lange theory. Vygotsky gives a long quotation, extending over the next four paragraphs, from Morton Prince’s work to support this. First of all, emotion is not a sensory perception (as in James-Lange)

12.109 Prince gives three reasons. First, Prince says that: “emotion cannot play the passive role of an epiphenomenon. It must do something.” Were it purely epiphenomenal, we could do away with it entirely, as robots do.

12.110 Second, Prince says that the nervous discharge of energy towards the periphery (the muscles and internal organs) happens at the same time as the emotion. But: “If emotion is such a superfluous, pure epiphenomenon incapable of determining anything in our reaction to a situation, the fact of synchronicity, which is an important problem that requires its own solution, becomes incomprehensible.”
12.111 Third, Prince says that emotion as an epiphenomenon would have no evolutionary reason for perseverance and would wither away. Fourth: direct experience convinces us that passion motivates and moves, and does not simply react and respond.

12.112 Oddly, Prince agrees with Dunlap that James and Lange are anti-Cartesian. For Dunlap, their anti-Cartesianism consisted in the fact that their theory was centripetal rather than centrifugal (emotion originates in the viscera and terminates in the brain rather than the other way around).This difference is, from a structural point of view, pretty trivial.

12.113 Prince, however, goes beyond the physiological details; he claims that James and Lange are anti-Cartesian in their theoretical basis.

12.114 Prince draws on the ideas of “emergent evolution”, a somewhat mystical form of emergentism founded by George Eliot’s lover, George Henry Lewes, that holds that consciousness and life “emerges” miraculously from lower processes. Prince offers two possible ways this might happen. One is the conversion of electrical energy into emotion as the result of an enormous number of units of nervous energy. The other is that centripetal nervous energy is somehow converted into emotion and then into centrifugal nervous energy. Both of these involve believing that something that is undetectable objectively emerges as an unmistakable state of consciousness.

12.115 Vygotsky comments that this transition from the material to the spiritual is indeed Cartesian. What Prince is really doing is pitting the mechanistic principle of Cartesianism against the spiritualistic one. Dumas discarded the spiritualistic principle of Malebranche and held onto the mechanistic one. Prince, on the other hand, is clinging to the spiritualistic one too, by appealing to a miraculous transition from the undetectable to the unmistakable. 

12.116 This attempt to overcome a contradiction in a theory by affirming both contradictory aspects simultaneously is not as rare as we might think (and Vygotsky sees it again in the way Koffka handles the “duality” of learning and development in Chapter Six of Thinking and Speech). Prince has merely tightened the knot by adding a new element, “emergent evolution”. But Vygotsky says that this new element is actually not so very new.

12.117 Prince says that his conception is a monistic one. Vygotsky grants this, but adds that it is an IDEALIST monism, and as such it is not so alien to Cartesianism (who, after all, accepts that there is one universe, one God, and that the soul has sovereignty over the body). There is a contradiction here: on the one hand, man is one and at the same time he is divided into body and soul. But it is the same contradiction we find in all theories that combine a spiritualistic monism with a psycho-physiological parallelistic dualism.

12.118 Vygotsky reminds us of the contradictory procedure that Descartes himself pursued, first explaining the body as a robot and then annexing it to a soul. This seems not too far from the “emergent evolutionary” idea, which first imagines nervous energy in the body and then has a mental state emerge there from.

12.119 As long as he is explaining the body, Descartes is a merciless French rationalist. But as soon as he needs to annex the body to a soul, he introduces a “dark attribute”, the pineal gland (Descartes chose this because it was the one structure he could find in the brain which was not divided into hemispheres). Spinoza complained that there was no clear immediate cause for this connection between body and soul, and that Descartes had to invoke the cause of the soul (God) instead.

12.120 This did not satisfy Princess Elizabeth, who appears to have been a remarkably demanding and acute student. Vygotsky remarks that in 300 years all that appears to have changed is that the word “pineal gland” has been replaced by “emergent evolution”. 
12.121 Passions, then, are the big stumbling block, the pineal gland, of the whole Cartesian system, the place where dualism and monism come into direct conflict. As soon as you localize the soul in the pineal gland, the whole definition of soul must crumble, because you have granted it extension and spatiality, albeit in this one place alone. As soon as you grant the soul mechanical force, then the whole definition of soul as a separate substance from the body must come crashing down.

12.122 Conversely, as soon as you grant the possibility of having a physical body like the pineal gland directly operated by spiritual forces, the whole purpose behind the mechanistic principle of explanation disappears. If a soul can drive a pineal gland, why not have it pilot the whole body directly?

12.123 Vygotsky tips his hand for a moment. He will show that this dualism is directly analogous to the dualism of explanatory and descriptive psychology. This is a central theme of the whole work.
12.124 Descartes opines that thought and extension (space, corporeality, being) exclude each other: thinking does not have extension (an idea does not occupy space) and extension does not have thought (a thing doesn’t think). The body, which has extension, is a soul-less robot. The mind, which has thought, is god-like and free-willed. Descartes ontological dualism, well summarized by Fischer, form the basis for explanatory (body-based and deterministic) psychology and descriptive (mind based and descriptive) psychology.
12.125 The problem is that the passions clearly begin with bodily sensations but end with mental emotions. So somewhere between sensation and emotion Descartes must provide some kind of bridge between body and mind.

12.126 Vygotsky quotes Descartes: “Nature teaches me nothing as clearly as the fact that I have a body that suffers when I feel pain and that requires food and water when I experience hunger or thirst.” From these experiences Descartes knows that the relationship of the I to the body is not like that of a sailor and a ship. The sailor doesn’t feel pain when the ship is on the rocks.

12.127 Vygotsky compares this starting point to Descartes famous expression of Avicenna’s “flying man” problem, the “gedankenexperiment” in which Avicenna imagines a person deaf, dumb and blind from birth suspended in air by God with no memories and no sensations of any kind and asks if he would be conscious of himself or conscious of God (the recent “Matrix” movies are merely an elaboration of Avicenna’s thought experiment). As is well known, Descartes formulates the same problem by imagining a malevolent and deceitful demon who causes him to hallucinate the world and asking if there is anything of which he is certain. His answer is, of course, cogito ergo sum, that is, Descartes is sure of being, because only if he existed would he be able to think. In the same way, it is the passions which assure us that we have a body. Just as the thought must have a thinker, the feeling must have a body.
12.128 The problem, for Descartes, is that this thought experiment does not suggest dualism. It suggests monism. If a mind could exist without a body, the thought would not prove that the thinker exists, and the feeling would not produce any proof of a body.

12.129 Descartes’ teaching on the passions stands at the very beginning of Cartesian philosophy. If it stood at the end, we should have to begin with empirical proofs of the unity of mind and body (of the sort that Prince attempts to provide). Instead, it stands in complete contradiction of the mechanistic proofs of dualism which follow hard upon it. 

12.130 Because Descartes considers that thought and extension exclude each other, the passions, which are a basic feature of human thought, an irrefutable proof of one’s corporeal reality, and a unique phenomenon in the universe, are logically impossible within his system. They can only be explained by going outside the system he has constructed.

12.131 “The contradiction is so obvious that the philosopher himself admits it.”
12.132 Vygotsky omits the quotations in which this contradiction emerges, but it is sufficiently illustrated by the short conversation with Princess Elizabeth. There, Descartes explicitly appeals to the final cause, God, who created the soul rather than say that the soul is the immediate cause of the changes in the pineal gland which allow the mind to control the body.
12.133 Vygotsky recognizes that this going outside of the naturalistic system is essential to preserving the Cartesian system as a whole. In other words, the theological and naturalistic principles appear from the outset and permeate the whole system; they are in fact necessary to each other, and the system cannot function without this essential logical contradiction.
12.134 “The soul must itself be bodily, and it shares in material entity regardless of all the assertions that it is a thinking substance completely different from the body. The mechanical influence and connection that occur only between bodies now extend over both the soul and the body.” 

12.135 Princess Elizabeth, once more, points out the contradiction to Descartes: adding the two substances of body and soul together cannot be conceivable without space and materiality of the soul.” 

12.136 Which of the two aspects of the Cartesian system is dominant (the theological or the naturalistic) depends on the object of study. In his discussions of psycho-physiological parallelism, the emphasis is on naturalism, but in his ontology, Descartes tends towards the pure teachings of Saint Augustine (in which the miraculous power of God has perfect free will over everything).

12.137 Vygotsky criticizes Fischer for assuming that the naturalistic principle is always dominant. Fischer assumes a “watchmaker God” who invents an elaborate and self-regulating mechanism and does not interfere with its workings. According to Fischer, Descartes really approaches Spinoza, and not Augustine; instead of “God and Nature” we have “God, or Nature” (Deus Sive Natura).

12.138 Vygotsky offers a quote in which Fischer claims that Descartes was personally inclined towards free will and towards Augustinianism, but that the power of his mechanistic philosophical system drove him, against his will, in the direction of Spinozism and naturalism. Vygotsky accepts the first part of this, but he does not agree with the second; for Vygotsky the theological and the naturalistic elements of the Cartesian scheme are mutually reinforcing.

12.139 Vygotsky compares the theological and naturalistic elements to the white and black figures of an optical illusion which switch their places as figure and background. But Fischer over-estimates the naturalistic elements. It is true that in their historical context, French rationalism and the Enlightenment greatly emphasized the naturalistic elements of the Cartesian system at the expense of the theological ones. But this was really an epilogue; it did not change the system itself, which remained just as theological as it was naturalistic, and remains that way to this day. So Vygotsky says that between Descartes and Spinoza there was a break, not a direct path; that “God, or Nature” is really developed in opposition to “God and Nature”. 

12.140 Descartes attempts to limit his concession to theology by confining the direct action of soul on body to a single gland. But there is no reason in principle why what happens in the pineal gland could not happen elsewhere. As Høffding remarks, “if we assume that thought as such is capable of shifting even one brain atom by one millionth of a millimeter, all laws of nature will already be broken.”
12.141 Descartes notes that the “hanging” position of the gland allows it to rotate freely. He says that the soul does not actually do work, but only changes the direction of the pineal gland, the way that a force which acts perpendicular to the line of movement of a body only changes the direction of the body and does not speed it up or slow it down. But as Høffding remarks, you can only make sense of this statement if you imagine that somehow the action of the soul is perpendicular to the movement of brain particles. It’s not at all clear what that means.

12.142 “For Descartes, it remains only to admit (as he did in his answer to Elizabeth’s question on how the union of soul and body can be explained) that we cannot grasp distinctly the difference in the substance of soul and body nor their combination, since the one contradicts the other.”
13 Does a mind have the ability to direct a body or not? If so, in what sense are a mind and a body distinct? If not, in what sense is a mind free to act? This section examines how the Cartesian scheme to which the James-Lange theory belongs resolves these apparently theological questions.

13.1 In the last section, Vygotsky was mostly concerned with the empirical and theoretical connections between the James-Lange theory and the Cartesian scheme (and the depth and breadth of those connections helps to explain why the section was so long). In this section he turns his attention to an important difference which came up while discussing the theoretical connections: the apparently theological question of man’s free will. How is man’s free will, so god-like, related to his passions, which can be rather animalistic?

13.2 Descartes distinguishes between a limited understanding and an unlimited will. Although humans cannot understand everything, they can always respond positively, negatively or indifferently even when they do not fully understand. So the capacity of understanding is limited, but the capacity of will is unlimited (according to Descartes, anyway; Spinoza points out that will without understanding, or blind faith, is a rather hollow human capacity).

13.3 But Descartes insists on the corporeal nature of passions. How is it possible for something that is itself limited to place its own limits on something that is unlimited and infinite? In the pre-Cartesian scheme of things, this presented no problem: the passions were mental phenomena themselves. But in the Cartesian scheme of things, the passions are allowed to dominate the spirit. Fischer points out that this is usually done by splitting up the unity of the spirit and placing an unintelligent portion of the spirit under the domination of the passions.

13.4 But Descartes himself located the struggle outside the soul, between the soul and the body. Sensations are involuntarily communicated by vital spirits to the soul, which experiences them as feelings. If they are ordinary perceptions, the soul does not try to struggle with them. But if they are directly related to our mode of life, they disturb the will and provoke contrary, and voluntary, movements of the vital spirits from the soul to the body.

13.5 Descartes, therefore, differentiates an action and a reaction. The action is corporeal and mechanical, from outside the soul, and it has all the force of passion. But the reaction is incorporeal and free, from within the soul, and it is passionless and therefore capable of overcoming passion. Passions “arise and act on the will as mechanical forces, but they may be overcome by the spiritual energy o the will pointed in the opposite direction.”
13.6 Much of the above is taken from Fischer. But we know that Vygotsky considers that Fischer overemphasizes the naturalistic side of Descartes and underemphasizes his theological side. For Vygotsky, the two sides are mutually defining, though they do not mutually interpenetrate except for the passions (where the naturalistic side penetrates the soul) and the pineal gland (where the theological side impinges upon the body).

13.7 If anything, it is the supernatural which dominates the natural in the Cartesian system: the will exercises “absolute power over the passions” like God over man. 
13.8 Spinoza first criticizes the general principle that the will always and everywhere holds sway over the passions.

13.9 Next, Spinoza criticizes specific mechanism whereby Descartes attempts to prove this. We remember very well that Descartes’ followers considered the idea that the soul can only change the direction of movement of the pineal gland and cannot actually give it motion. This idea was introduced in the hope that it would obviate the mind-body problem. First of all, Spinoza asks, if this is so, how many different degrees of motion the soul can communicate to the pineal gland. For example, if my passions make me afraid, and therefore my pineal gland, normally dangling straight down, points in the direction of flight, can my will choose to counteract the impulse to flee directly, by applying a force that is 180 degree away, directly opposite, the impulse to flee, so that I bluster and bully and pick a fight instead? Can my will choose to apply a force that is 90 degrees, perpendicular to the impulse to flee, so that I step back and retain both options? What about even more oblique angles? What about mentally planning to flee while verbally picking a fight? Obviously, this is an essential question for solving the problem of how a single physiological response may be associated with many different emotions. Secondly, Spinoza asks how rapidly the will can act on the position of the pineal gland. For example, if my will decides that I am going to meet a challenge with courage and not run away, isn’t it possible that by the time it acts upon the gland to point it in the direction of courage, it will be too late because the “animal spirits” will already have inclined the gland in the direction of running away? In this way, Spinoza concludes that if the will cannot influence the movement of the body (and of course the pineal gland is included in the body) then the soul cannot really influence the direction of any part of the body either, so there really can’t be any relationship between the force of the soul and that of the body. 

13.10 Vygotsky considers this argument irrefutable. He says that as soon as we assume that the will acts on the direction of the gland with mechanical force and as soon as we assume that the will acts on the direction of the gland in real time, we have to assume that it is a mechanical force itself, and that it is powerful enough to overcome the mechanical force exerted by the “animal spirits”. At the very least we have to say that if passions can influence the soul in a mechanical (that is, a material) manner, then the “absolute freedom” of the soul is a myth.

13.11 But these objections are actually immanent critiques of the naturalist portion of Descartes’ argument. In fact, they are beside the point, because, as Vygotsky pointed out earlier, the supernatural part (the theological part) is actually dominant over the naturalistic one. 
13.12 So Descartes just goes outside the dualistic system and assigns supernatural force to the will. The whole dualism of mind and body then disappears, at least for this very exceptional gland, and there is no reason why the exception should be limited to one gland. There is, however, a faint suggestion of a non-supernatural explanation here and there in Cartesianism, and that’s what Vygotsky examines next.
13.13 Vygotsky gives two examples. In his first example, something that may appear to be a reflex, e.g. the automatic response of the body in turning away from danger, appears to Descartes to affect the position of the pineal gland and evoke fear or anger, just as the James-Lange theory would later insist. 
13.14 It might be possible for one emotion to overcome another, for a stronger passion (e.g. courage) to defeat a weaker one (fear). But this will only work if we explicitly recognize that what Descartes has called “will” and located in the “soul” is really not cut off from passion at all; it is an integral part of every emotion, even reflexes, in lesser and greater quantities.. 
13.15 Vygotsky’s second example of a hint of the possibility of higher emotion in Descartes is “astonishment”. He notes for most of Descartes list of six emotions (“astonishment”, “love”, hatred”, “desire”, “joy” and “sorrow) positiveness and negativeness is always defined by the “value” or functional use of something: for example, we love wine because of its use, and we hate war for the same reason. Only astonishment is neither inherently “good” nor “bad” in its use or its value. It serves to direct the will not to use, but rather to cognition and understanding.

13.16 But this means that the will is directed to understanding not by sensation but rather by astonishment. Like his first example, this implies that some passions are mediated by other passions, and that they include an element of the will. In other words, they are not really “passions” at all, because they are not passive; instead they are “emotions”, and have the power to set the will in motion. 

13.17 Descartes does not say this. Descartes does not believe it. Nevertheless, it emerges implicitly in his own theory. Writers who say that this means there is no essential difference between the Cartesian theory and that of Spinoza are also wrong.
13.18 Over the next two paragraphs, Vygotsky gives a long quotation from S.F. Kechekyan (С. Ф. Кечекьян). Kechekyan thinks that Spinoza’s idea of using one passion to overcome another is essentially the same doctrine as Descartes belief that within the mechanism of passion itself there are passions which result in free will.

13.19 Kechekyan thinks the only difference is that Spinoza is more consistent. In accepting that cognition is directed by will and will includes cognition, Spinoza must reject the idea that will is completely free (we do not really decide to understand or not understand; our understanding is depends on our attention but it also depends on our actions and above all on our circumstances and our needs). For Descartes, will is simply a matter of agreeing and disagreeing. (It’s not clear how far the quote from Kechekyan extends.)

13.20 Spinoza does not accept free will. However, he does accept the idea of freedom. Freedom always includes the understanding of necessity (for example, we choose freely only when we face a limited number of choices and we understand the results of each). Freedom, therefore, is not a property of human will, but rather a property of nature.

13.21 Is this rejection of free will compatible with a theory of higher emotions? Can we understand the link between lower sensations and higher affects without reducing it to a stimulus-response relationship AND without bringing in supernaturalism? In other words, can we create a theory of emotions which is neither top-down reductionism (it’s all the workings of the soul!) or bottom-up reductionism (it’s all the workings of sensations!)? 

13.22 Spinoza says YES (and if his theory is to be more than a historical curiosity, we must say YES too). Descartes was too much of a naturalist and a scientist to say NO right away. But in the end he was too much of a dualist to agree, and so the two great thinkers inevitably parted ways. Because Kechekyan doesn’t see this, he ends up siding with Descartes; he considers that Spinoza’s rejection of free will (or rather his relocation of freedom in nature) means that the recognition of necessity is simply the path from one form of slavery to another. This was essentially Descartes’ position: anything which trammels the absolute freedom of the godlike will is a form of slavery.
13.23 In this paragraph, we have long paragraph from Kechekyan which illustrates Kechekyan’s dependence on Descartes. Descartes believes that magnanimity (generosity, forgiveness, kindness) is a passion. But it’s a passion that determines the empassioned person in a moral form of life. Kechekyan sees this negatively: the desire to appear kind is just another form of desire, and so it is just another kind of slavery. But Vygotsky sees it positively: it is a desire which empowers you to deny other desires, and therefore it is a kind of freedom. Kechekyan sees a rare WEAKNESS in Descartes exactly where Vygotsky sees a rare STRENGTH.
13.24 Vygotsky puts aside, for the moment, Kechekyan’s negative argument that all passions are equally enslaving. He chooses to concentrate on what is positive in Descartes’ vacillation: the “error” of explaining passions by other passions, which for Vygotsky is the beginning of truly monistic, Spinozist understanding of emotion.

13.25 Descartes says that there are two ways of controlling desires: self-esteem (I deny my animal desires because I respect the human in myself), and resignation to the divine will (I deny my animal desires because it is not God’s will that I should have what I want). The first of these is a form of emotion (self-love), and the second is a form of cognition (recognition of necessity). Once again, there is just a glimmer, just a hint, of a naturalistic, monist, materialist explanation of free choice. We may choose wisdom as a goal in life. But the path to wisdom goes through the most primitive, most elemental, and most amoral of all the passions: astonishment.  
13.26 Astonishment is primitive, because it is microgenetically primary: we react with astonishment before we react with anything else. It’s elemental, because it can include any kind of object, and it is amoral because it does not include a judgment of good or bad. But astonishment leads on to other thing great and small, including judgment of others and of ourselves. 

13.27 Self-evaluation is a form of astonishment: its value, its goodness or badness, depends on the object. Descartes says that the only object worthy of true respect in a man is his free will. All other forms of self respect are only pride.

13.28 Self-evaluation is a special case of astonishment, and kindness (magnanimity) is a special case of self-evaluation (the self-evaluation of a free human being). But because Descartes is a Cartesian, and therefore a dualist, he also recognizes the opposite: Free will causes the passion of kindness, and kindness is the cause of free will. The only way out of this vicious circle, for Descartes, is an appeal to the supernatural: the free will is god-like, self-creating, and dominant over all passions. 

13.29 In the next few paragraphs, Vygotsky simply reiterates this argument. It’s a difficult argument, so it’s worth going over it again. Astonishment is “theoretical”; it is aimed at cognition, at knowing, and it compels us towards understanding. It forces us to go beyond blind trust in ourselves and found our self-understanding on reason. That self-understanding becomes kind and magnanimous when it comprehends free will.

13.30 But this is tautological; it is circular. The source of free will is self-knowledge brought about by astonishment. The source of self-knowledge brought about astonishment is free will. “In other words, at one time, passion lays the path towards freedom of the will; at another time, freedom of the will engenders passion.” This will not do.

13.31 Descartes breaks this circle by arming the soul with judgments about good and evil. If all passions are equal, we can only charge from one passion to the other. Only cognition can help the soldier to recognize, for example, that fear of death is a lesser passion and fear of shame is a greater one, 

13.32 But this elevation of a soul cognition above the other passions, without the social virtue of magnanimity, is just a return to basic dualism: the cognition in command of the desires, and the soul in command of the body. Descartes is really cheating here; he’s abandoned the struggle for a naturalistic explanation of human behavior and simply taken refuge in theology.

13.33 The possibility of a naturalistic explanation is illusory in the web spun by Descartes. What appears to be the victory of the higher passions over the lower passions is in the end only expressed as a victory of free will over passion, freedom over necessity, soul over body. And so, to return to our first question (13 above): in the scheme of Descartes, the mind holds sway over the body by theological rather than naturalistic means, and consequently the scheme of Descartes is not the beginning of a scientific understanding of psychology but only the end of a medieval one. 
14 In the last section, Vygotsky established the debt which Descartes owed to theology (especially the work of Augustine) in the subordination of the passions to the will. But if the conclusions reached in the last section are true, then we need to ask in what sense the James-Lange theory, which subordinates the passions to sensation, is truly Cartesian. This section answers that question: in both theories, there is dualism between intellectual experience of emotion and a sensualistic explanation of it, and in neither theory is there a clear explanation for why we feel an emotion of fear as fear rather than simply as physical queasiness.
14.1 We saw that “here and there” in the Cartesian teaching, alongside the dualistic distinction between the passions and the will, there is also the possibility of a more useful distinction between cognition and emotion.

14.2 Sergi notes the overall INTELLECTUALISM of the Cartesian theory and uses this to explain why Lange did not notice his own Cartesian roots. But Sergi, overemphasizing the sensory origin of passions in Descartes, is a little uncomfortable with Descartes’ idea that ideas (opinions, beliefs) also cause emotions: I am happy merely because I think I am rich, even if I actually do not physiologically feel any benefit.

14.3 Of course, Sergi says reassuringly, opinions may cause emotion. But the sensory model of emotion is a lot simpler as long as we consider the body as a mere machine (e.g. a vasomotor system). Once we add ideas, opinions, and beliefs, we really have two theories.

14.4 On the one hand, we have to say that emotion is caused by vasomotor or visceral sensations (or by the position of the pineal gland as influenced by the animal spirits). And on the other we have to say perceptions, opinions, and ideas can cause emotion. On the face of it, the two are evenly balanced. But Vygotsky says that the system is really biased towards the physiological and away from the intellectualistic explanation.
14.5 Like Aristotle, Descartes distinguishes between the proximate (immediate) cause and the first (remote) cause. The immediate cause of emotion is the motion of the pineal gland, and the immediate cause of this motion is the motion of animal spirits in the body. But the first causes are ideas, opinions, etc. It will be seen that these first causes are unnecessary; it’s quite possible to have a general feeling of well being without any concrete idea or opinion. That is why Vygotsky believes that the system is biased towards the physiological and away from the intellectualistic.
14.6 But the main bias of the system is neither physiological or intellectualist; it is dualistic. Even with feelings like pain, where physical cause and emotional effect seem identical, Descartes insists that there is no necessary connection.
14.7 Because there is no necessary connection, emotional experience is essentially meaningless to the soul. 

14.8 Any sensation or perception can be paired with any emotion. We can smile or grimace in response to grief, and we can laugh or cry at a tragedy. 

14.9 Even the connection between hunger and appetite seems incomprehensible and inexplicable!
14.10 And yet despite this absurd vision of a deterministic system of bodily feelings coupled in an apparently arbitrary way with diffuse emotions, Descartes does not really succeed in giving a completely deterministic account of bodily sensations. We saw that one of the empirical problems for the James-Lange system is that it reduces passions to a rather vague and undifferentiated response of the whole organism and doesn’t help us distinguish fine variations in the emotions. Rage and fear, for example, appear to involve exactly the same visceral and vasomotor changes. Now, Sergi claims that this is the key point at which James leaves the Cartesian path and instead appeals to a more Spinozan theory which would allow us to recognize emotions which cognitively feel different but which have the same physiological effects as being different emotions by integrating body and mind. Claparède attempts to do this with a theory that recognizes perceptions and sensations as complex and syncretic (e.g. fear may include anger and even excitement). But as long as they tie emotions causally to physical sensations, neither James nor Claparède can really explain why we experience emotion as lived experience, as perizhvanie. Why does fear feel like fear and not simply queasiness?

14.11 Vygotsky refers once again to James’ remark that once we have a goose that lays golden eggs, we may describe each individual egg at our leisure (that is, once we accept his theory that perceptions and sensations evoke bodily changes and these bodily changes are what cause specific emotions, we may take our time in describing individual emotions). This time, however, it is the principle of structure, not the theory itself, that is the goose that lays the golden egg. By invoking the fashionable Gestaltist idea that a structure can have properties that are very different from the individual parts, Claparède can “explain” the fearfulness of fear: the emotion is a property of the structure of perception, and not of the individual perceptions and their bodily reactions. But in fact James does not use any structural principle, and his theory is much closer to Descartes original formulation than to Claparède’s Gestaltist reformulation. James believes that emotion can be reduced to a general state of the organism. So, following the same path as Descartes, James encounters exactly the same difficulties.
14.12 The point of disagreement between James and Descartes is not, as Sergi claims, sensualism, the question of whether emotion can be reduced to sensation. Both of them agree that it can. Descartes makes a clear distinction between internal sensation and external sensations (visceral sensations and motor sensations from the skeletal muscles). So the point of disagreement is whether the sensation of one’s own external movements in response to a particular source of stimulation should be considered causes of the emotions. For example, when you feel yourself running away, is this feeling the cause of fear? When you feel yourself fighting, is that the cause of your anger? James says yes, but Descartes says no.

14.13 For Descartes, it is the sensations of the organism which evoke feeling, not the physical actions. Descartes doesn’t think that motor activity causes emotion. So for example you still feel angry when you stop fighting, and you still feel afraid when you stop running away. The feeling itself cannot be controlled, but the motor activity associated with it certainly can be. 
14.14 Sergi lauds Descartes for remaining true to his physiological explanation in his account of mimicry (that is, pretense): it may coincide with an emotion, but it cannot cause it.

15 In previous section, Vygotsky considered the alleged conflict between Descartes and James-Lange over whether the emotions could be completely reduced to external sensations and internal perceptions. He decided that the conflict was really more apparent than real, but he discovered a real conflict, namely the difference between a centrifugal theory (one in which emotions travel outwards from the brain to the extremities) and a centripetal one (one in which sensations travel inwards, from the periphery to the brain). In this section, he discusses this difference in detail. 
15.1 Vygotsky begins with the single point of radical difference between James-Lange on the one hand and Descartes on the other: the question of whether emotion is possible without any sensations at all in the periphery, on a purely centrifugal basis. James criticized Wundt for suggesting that we feel and respond to the sensations of our own brain activating our own skeletal muscles.
15.2 But as we saw, the Cartesian theory is not simply “visceral”, it is also “intellectualistic”; there is both a “naturalistic” influence of bodily changes on the pineal gland and through it upon the soul and a supernatural reciprocal influence of the soul over the body (actually, this second influence is what distinguishes man from animals). So the key point of “intersection”, that is, confrontation, is whether or not there can be purely intellectual emotions; emotions free of any sensation from the body. We know that James and Lange, in their initial “gedankenexperiment”, answer this question negatively.
15.3 But Descartes says YES. The final (that is, proximate) cause of all perception (including emotions) are the animal spirits. The percpetual organs (eyes, ears, skin) simply cause the animal spirits to go forth from the pineal gland to the perceptual organs. But dreams, hallucinations, and “false limbs” in amputees show that the animal spirits may exit the gland anyway. 
15.4 The same thing is true of muscular actions. In order to see an object, the animal spirits have to leave the pineal gland and go to the optic nerve. To feel movement, the animal spirits have to leave the pineal gland and go to the motor nerves of the muscles. To feel sadness, the animal spirits have to leave the pineal gland and go towards the heart. Passions, which are feelings of the soul, happen when the animals spirits are directed towards the sixth pair of cranial nerves.
15.5 The only thing that really has to happen is for the animal spirits to leave the pineal gland in the right direction. We don’t actually have to have visceral sensations or vasomotor contractions. So the Cartesian theory really is different, at least in its mechanics, from the theory of James and Lange. 

15.6 Weirdly, Descartes does not seem to have realized that his centrifugal theory implies the existence of emotions without any visceral or vasomotor changes in the periphery. He only recognized it implicitly, in writing that there are moments of such joy that all the spirits in the pineal gland are exhausted, and none are left to serve any motor functions.

15.7 Sergi complains that this completely contradicts Descartes previous theory. Vygotsky agrees, but thinks it rather a good thing than a bad thing.

15.8 This centrifugal theory, which only appears at the end of Descartes very last book and which is largely ignored, contains the key contradictions of psychological science today, and as such Vygotsky recommends that anyone interested in the crisis of contemporary psychology should study it.
15.9 Because the Cartesian theory is internally contradictory, combining a descriptive psychology of an automaton-like body and an explanatory psychology of a god-like mind, we do not find the Cartesian theory whole in any contemporary theory. Instead, we find some idealist schools and other materialist ones. 
15.10 These apparently enemy theories are, however, twins. All that we need to see this is to rise above the polemic of opinion, and regard the competing theories on the philosophical plane. We have already seen that the underlying contradiction has to do with the conflict between explanatory psychology and descriptive psychology. We shall see it again when we consider the proximate (mechanistic) causes and the remote (supernatural) causes of emotional phenomenon in Descartes. The problem of causality (which is of course a PHILOSOPHICAL problem, a problem which touches quite directly one the issue of whether man’s being determines his consciousness or man’s consciousness determines his being) is at the heart of the whole of the contemporary crisis of psychology.

15.11 Is psychology a science, or is it simply a pre-scientific vestige of religious teachings, a kind of applied metaphysics? Scientific knowledge is surely causal. But the causal explanations we find in Descartes of two types: proximate and remote. 

15.12 And in these two types of causality, Vygotsky sees the whole of the conflict between descriptive and explanatory psychology: the descriptions are mechanistic and their causality is proximal, while the explanations are supernatural, and their causality is remote. The peripheral theory is the embodiment of the former elements of the Cartesian Ür-theory; the centrifugal theory is the embodiment of the latter.
15.13 Dunlap writes that Descartes theoretically founds modern psychology with one hand and destroys its very methodological basis with the other. All of modern reactology could be found in his Treatise on the passions of the soul (though of course the idea of tubes carrying animal spirits had to be rejected). But his folk psychological explanations of free will inevitably led, through Malebranche, to Lockean empiricism.
15.14 Vygotsky cites two “investigations” which demonstrate that the whole argument over James’ and Lange’s theory is only a re-enactment of a struggle between two contradictory theories that Descartes included in his original writings on the subject. 

15.15 The first is the investigation by Sergi of the roots of the conflict between James and Wundt and then between James and Cannon-Bard. Sergi tells how Wundt argued that the motor hallucinations of paralyzed people and of amputees were caused by consciousness sensing a centrifugal rather than a peripheral nervous impulse. That is, the mind feels the innervation of motor neurons, and this produces the hallucination.
15.16 Wundt himself didn’t understand the significance of this argument in theoretical terms. But it disproved the idea that all sensations were peripheral in origin, and allowed for a more complex relationship between center and periphery (which might include self-consciousness).

15.17 The reason why this discovery was so fiercely resisted is hat it opens up the possibility of explaining volition in a way that didn’t, on the one hand, reduce the will to habit, and on the other, bring in some kind of spiritualistic principle. For the first time, it seemed to be possible to have a genuinely causal principle of will. But this meant giving up the purely peripheral theory of sensations.

15.18 Behind Wundt and his theory of innervation sensations we find Descartes and the centrifugal theory of sensation, just as behind James and his theory of visceral sensation we find Descartes’ centripetal theory of perceptions.

15.19 Wundt attacked James, and James attacked Wundt. But neither theory managed to rise above Descartes.
15.20 Sergi, our first investigator, argued that the whole of the centripetal theory of James and Lange is right there in Descartes. The problem is that there is something else there besides: a centrifugal theory. Sergi considered this half-forgotten and forgettable, but he also said it was improveable and might someday be revived.

15.21 Sergi includes perceptions and passions along with motor sensations: all are centrifugal and not centripetal (that is, they are initiated by the central nervous system and not in the periphery). 

15.22 Sergi says that where James contradicts Descartes, James is wrong. He sees the Sherrington experiments on dogs as proof.

15.23 James explains the Sherrington experiments as hallucinations. But of course hallucinated emotions are real emotions. So Vygotsky says that Descartes’ theory actually accounts for contemporary data better than that of James.

15.24 But there are two good reasons to consider that James remains wholly within the Cartesian theory. The first is that he too appeals to the idea of motor hallucinations, just as Descartes did. The second is the methodological dualism we find in Descartes’ centrifugal theory.

15.25 Vygotsky looks at the first. Dumas says that clinical evidence is more important than Sherrington’s experimental evidence against the peripheral theory. Most important is James’ appeal to the idea of higher emotions. James says they can be reduced to physical satisfaction or pain, and their “central” origin is simply a motor hallucination.

15.26 Next there are emotions that appear to paralyze the whole body, e.g. the rapture of Saint Theresa of Avila.

15.27 Janet and Mignard concur. Joy can look very much like extreme depression!

15.28 Mignard explains this by a drive for peacefulness, for example the desire for sleep.

15.29 James himself writes about religious rapture in precisely those terms: spiritual bliss is “a case of independent emotion”, that is, emotion that is independent of the mind.

15.30 James considers such phenomena hallucinatory. Nevertheless, they go against a purely peripheral theory; religious ecstasy is based in the central nervous system (it is curious that NONE of the psychologists appear to have explained Saint Theresa’s ecstasy the way that Bernini did, as sexual gratification!)
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“It pleased our Lord that I would sometimes see this vision: very close to me, on my left, an angel appeared in human form... In his hands I saw a golden spear and at the end of the iron tip I seemed to see a point of fire. With this he seemed to pierce my heart several times so that it penetrated to my entrails. When he drew it out, I thought he was drawing them out with it, and he left me utterly consumed by the great love of God. The pain was so sharp that it made me utter several moans; and so excessive was the sweetness caused me by this intense pain that one can never wish it to cease, nor will one's soul be content with anything less than God." (This is the description from Saint Theresa’s autobiography which inspired the 1652 sculpture by Gianlorenzo Bernini.)
15.31 So James comes, in the end, to the same conclusion that Descartes came to before him.

15.32 “Mechanism and spiritualism once again seem to be reunited into one teaching as they were united in the teaching of Descartes on the passions of the soul.”
15.33 We now at long last come to the SECOND investigator which Vygotsky promised us (in 15.14 above). The first investigator, we remember, was Sergi, who saw in the struggle between Wundt and James the triumph of true Cartesianism over a debased form of it; by discovering the source of motor hallucinations, Wundt provided evidence for Descartes’ centrifugal theory against James’ centripetal one. The second investigator, however, is Dunlap. Dunlap considers that James is not centripetal enough; that he never quite believed his own theory. We think of the stomach and bowels as being base and bodily. But isn’t the brain itself part of the body?

15.34 Dunlap considers the new thalamic theory ALSO to be a centripetal theory, because of course the thalamus is part of the brain and not the soul. So the key difference between Descartes, on the one hand, and James-Lange on the other is whether emotions are peripheral or central in origin. On this hinges the whole question of whether we treat them scientifically, as bodily sensations or metaphysically, as passions of the soul.

15.35 Naturally, Dunlap is with James-Lange and against Descartes. But this way of looking at it is wrong. First of all, Descartes ALSO has a centripetal theory. (After all, if the thalamus is part of the body, why then so is the pineal gland!) Lange points to Malebranche as the first to formulate a vasomotor peripheral theory of emotions, and Malebranche was a direct student of Descartes.   

15.36 Secondly, Dunlap must in the end recognize that even James does not follow the peripheral theory through. James admits the existence of some independent, intellectual emotions, just as Descartes did. So on the one hand, Descartes DOES have a peripheral, centripetal theory (as well as his centrifugal one). And on the other James DOES have a central, centrifugal theory (as well as his centripetal one). And what is really remarkable about all this, from Vygotsky’s point of view, is that although Sergi holds that Descartes is really right against James and Dunlap holds that James is really right against Descartes, they BOTH end up saying that the James theory is a fully Cartesian one. (So the promise that Vygotsky made in 15.14 is kept.)
15.37 Sergi begins with Descartes and investigates present-day psychological theory. Dunlap begins with present-day psychological theory and investigates Descartes. But both of them demonstrate the same thing: Contemporary psychology still speaks the language of Cartesianism when it comes to the emotions, whether psychologists recognize that fact or not.

15.38 Because the James-Lange theory speaks the language of Cartesianism, it accepts the basic dualism of Descartes’ position, which Vygotsky calls “psychophysical parallelism” by which he means that the physiological plane and the psychological one are parallel and do not intersect in a line. 

15.39 The psychological plane and the physical plane DO, for Descartes, intersect in a single point—the pineal gland. But this is really a contradiction, an inconsistency; the rule is parallelism, and the exception is this single point.

15.40 “Nothing that thinks is spatial. Nothing spatial thinks.”
15.41 In this paragraph, Vygotsky says that he [will] investigate whether this parallelism is possible, or whether Descartes unites them in a single system.

15.42 But in this paragraph, Vygotsky says that he has already investigated it (above) and will not do so again!

15.43 Vygotsky says that the hypothesis of interaction is not only NOT a basic principle (“не только не”) but it is a stumbling block. But Hall has him say that the hypothesis of interaction is “not just a basic principle”. Vygotsky is referring, of course, the problem of the pineal gland. “According to the concepts of the dualist, natural things are either spirits or bodies. Man is living proof of the opposite; he is a natural being that is simultaneously the one and the other. The voice of his self-confidence says to man: you are spirit. The voice of his natural inclinations and needs says just as clearly: You are body.” 

15.44 But in allowing them to interact, Descartes denies both voices: the soul must be made of material substance, and must occupy space. 
15.45 The contradiction is not simply a contradiction of Descartes’ dualistic metaphysics. If we accept that body and soul interact, the law that says that matter and energy are conserved (neither created from nothing nor destroyed without a trace), the law that says that every action has an equal and opposite reaction, the principle of equilibrium that is so important for mechanistic biology must all be done away with and destroyed. It makes no difference whether we consider the interaction as a permanent unity or a temporary compound; the principle of dualism is irretrievably compromised.

15.46 It also will not do to claim that the pineal gland is the unique exception, or that it only covers a very small body.

15.47 What is at stake is the concept of general law itself. “Parallelism” is not simply a metaphor; it is an axiom. (Perhaps this is why Spinoza wanted to put his own riposte to Descartes in the form of geometrical axioms?) Body and soul must never intersect; having two planes intersect in a single point or in a space is actually even worse for the system of axioms and postulates as a whole than having them intersect in a line.

15.48 Vygotsky gives two illustrations of why this single point is fatal for the whole system of dualism. The first is the one already given by Sergi. The centrifugal theory of emotion has to do not just with the pineal gland but with all emotions, and it runs counter to the mechanistic centripetal theory. The second is the nature of sensations. To conclude this section, Vygotsky revisits these points in turn.

15.49 First of all, Cartesianism recognizes the possibility of a purely centrifugal, purely spiritual joy with no bodily manifestation. But it also recognizes that a passion that is quite indistinguishable from this spiritual joy could arise for purely sensual, bodily reasons. (The spiritual ecstasy of Saint Theresa, as portrayed by Bernini, is indistinguishable from a sexual one, and was even described in unmistakably sexual terms by Saint Theresa herself.) 
15.50 The interaction of body and soul in the pineal gland is not simply an insignificant exception to this parallelism. It is more like the Fall of Man (that is, the original sin of Adam and Eve in the garden of Eden, an apparently trivial infraction of God’s law that has consequences that will mark human destiny forever). In the pineal gland, the soul becomes flesh permanently, irrevocably, and for all time. Vygotsky will revisit three moments of the argument that demonstrate that this fall of the soul into corporeality and concupiscence is really just the downfall of Descartes into inconsistency and incoherence.

15.51 First, Vygotsky revisits Descartes’ image of a some terrifying danger acting upon a machine or a robot that has no soul. The robot responds by preparing to flee, in order to preserve its integrity and conserve its workings. The soul, therefore, is not necessary to explain this: it may be explained entirely by the self-preservation of the robotic mechanism.

15.52 Second, Vygotsky revisits the moment when Descartes returns the soul to the automaton and allows that soul to experience fear as a passion. We saw that this moment is actually unnecessary (and does not occur in animals, according to Descartes). It changes nothing. All we have are two apparently independent and parallel processes, one in the body and one in the soul.
15.53 So far we have the intersection of two lines of development: the body’s development and that of the soul. They intersect at a single point (fear) but they do not interact in any way (the fear of the body does not influence that of the soul). A robot without a soul acts in a way that is indistinguishable from a robot with a soul; the spiritual ecstasy of Saint Theresa when she becomes the bride of Christ is indistinguishable from the sexual ecstasy of Eve in the arms of her husband.
15.54 Now Descartes adds an active will. The active will directs the robot not to flee but rather to stand and fight. So it might appear that now everything changes, because the will determines the behavior of the body. But Vygotsky says that what we really have is exactly the same situation, only in reverse. Previously, the soul was an unnecessary hypothesis, something which merely duplicated the sensations of the body on the spiritual plane. This time, it is the “bodily array” which is unnecessary, and which is duplicating the will of the soul.

15.55 There isn’t any mutually transformative interaction between body and soul. There is no struggle within the soul; the conflict is merely between body on the one hand and soul on the other. In one case, the animal spirits flow from body to soul, and in the other the animal spirits flow from soul to body (via the will). The first is voluntary, and the second involuntary, but the actual process is one and the same.

15.56 Vygotsky has just said that there are three examples, but here he speaks of an outer two (presumably the robot and the entirely spiritual ecstasy) and then an inner two (presumably the influence of body on mind and the influence of mind on body through the will). Presumably, the inner two are assimilated to a single example? Worse, he speaks of lines that intersect in a point as being parallel. Not all of these contradictions are the fault of Descartes or to poor translation! 

15.57 Vygotsky now moves on to the problem of sensation. 
15.58 According to Descartes, passion can be considered as sensation, perception of bodily changes. But passions are human emotions, and do not occur in animals. This is because they are sensations that occur in consciousness, not in response to the external world, but only in response to one’s own body.

15.59 Descartes decided that life and death have physical causes. Life does not happen in babies because a soul is joined to the body, and death does not happen simply when the two are separated. Life is a mechanical process, and death is the destruction of that mechanism, which is why we share life and death with soul-less animals. Just as a clock that has worn down is identical in structure to a clock which is actually working, a body which is not alive has the same structure as one that is dead.

15.60 We must consider the sensations to be mechanical for the very simple reason that animals, which are alive but which do not have souls, appear to experience sensations. But for Descartes, this does not mean that they experience passions.

15.61 Descartes teaching about the emotions, then, is really three different teachings. Firstly, sensations are mental facts; they occur in the spirit and not the body. Secondly, they are human facts; they occur in the connection between spirit and body. Thirdly, they are physiological facts, and occur exclusively in the body.

15.62 “There are bodily passions and there are spiritual passions. No passion is possible that would be simultaneously bodily and spiritual, in which an actual communication, an actual connection between spirit and body would be possible, just as it is impossible that anything spatial would think and anything thinking would be spatial.” 

15.63 Vygotsky concludes this section with a remark on the general bankruptcy of psycho-physiological dualism in explaining emotions. He says it collapses into “epiphenomenalism and human automatism”. Epiphenomenalism means that the emotions are not causes but simply effects and even side-effects. Human automatism means that the body itself can be treated as a robot, identical with that of animals, and there is nothing specifically human in human emotion.

16 This section is Vygotsky’s crie de coeur, a heartfelt plea against the MEANINGLESSNESS of emotion that flows from Cartesian psycho-physiological parallelism. Previously, Vygotsky attacked the idea that any emotion can go with any physical response. Here, he takes a different tack; if emotional processes have no CAUSAL relationship with physiological processes, then there can play no adaptive role in human life.
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16.1 Here Vygotsky discusses a letter from Descartes to Christina Augusta, the “Woman King” of Sweden, who eventually invited Descartes to Stockholm to be her personal tutor. (At right is an eighteenth century painting of the meeting by Pierre Dumesnil, probably copied sometime in the nineteenth century.)

16.2 Descartes begins by distinguishing intellectual and sensual love. In the former, we strive towards union with the object of love, and because it is connected with the rational realization of joy, sorrow, and desire, Descartes considers it a “clear idea” rather than a passion.

16.3 Vygotsky points out that this letter by itself supports his claim that Descartes admits purely cognitive passions. 
16.4 Descartes considers that in human love the two forms may be united and compares their unity to that of “thought and word”. 

16.5 But there is no doubt about the possibility of their separate and independent existence.

16.6 Vygotsky returns to the Saint Teresa problem, the problem of ecstasy which is independent of the body. Dumas points out, and Vygotsky agrees, that if we admit the role of consciousness in passive joy, there is no reason to rule it out in other instances of joy, including active ones. There is therefore no reason to attribute active joy exclusively to our consciousness of muscle tonus and other peripheral sensations (presumably we are talking about sex here, although it is not easy to tell!) 

16.7 Dumas also points out that brains can be electrically stimulated, and this shows that feelings of satisfaction and suffering aren’t always centripetal. However, there is a clear difference between these nonfunctional excitations and functional ones, so perhaps there is “synesthesia”, that is, the “translation” of one kind of feeling by another, as when a synesthesic experiences a sound as a color. The brain translates a cerebral stimulation (such as Saint Teresa’s ecstasy) as a physical one (e.g. sex). This has been supported by recent work on the amount of time it takes for a muscle to react to double faintest detectable electronic stimulation (chronaxie).

16.8 Dumas thinks he is developing the James theory by supplementing the peripheral mechanism with a central one. Instead, he is removing the rather attractive paradoxical formulation that James used to present it.

16.9 Vygotsky will show that in both James’ spiritualistic explanations (e.g. his lectures on “The Varieties of Religious Experience”) and his physiological ones, James renders the sensations unnecessary. Like the hypothesis of mental life for behaviorists, the sensations have no transformative effect on mental life, and mental life has no effect on the sensations either.

16.10 This appears to be a long quotation from James (probably “Varieties of Religious Experience”, although I can’t find the exact reference), in which he argues that a purely cognitive passion, such as those attributed by sages to themselves, would be dull and insipid to us today.

16.11 As he did in the last section, with Descartes, Vygotsky derives three points of comparison between the mechanistic and spiritualistic versions of James’ theory. First of all, James assumes, mechanistically, that a emotion purified of bodily changes cannot exist, but spiritualistically recognizes that it can, as a variety of religious experience.

16.12 Secondly, James declares that these higher, spiritual experiences are epiphenomena; that is, they are of central origin (they originate in the cerebrum and not in the periphery) and therefore, physiologically speaking, they are nothing but hallucinations. 

16.13 The third point, shared with Lange, is that feeling is destined to disappear in the course of human development.

16.14 There is an exquisite contradiction here, not wasted on Vygotsky. He points out that James begins by saying that life without feelings is meaningless and pointless. But he ends by saying that feelings are really nothing more than “pathetic rudiments of animal life, pale metaphors of our sensual reactions, problematic and artificial, idiopathic and pathological habits of the human species, simply accidental reactions of the organism passively reflected in consciousness, like seasickness and ticklishness, shyness and love.” So it looks like life with feelings is meaningless and pointless too.

16.15 In the next two paragraphs, James tries to answer the odd question of how we know that our feelings really belong to US, how we know that a given sensation is OUR sensation (and not, say, some purely external event). James seizes on the idea that there are “intracephalic movements”, (that is, motion inside the brain) that can be contrasted to the world outside the body. 
16.16 James says that the human body is the eye of every emotional storm, it is the origin of every coordinate grid. Only the body is really ours.

16.17 Vygotsky, rather surprisingly, agrees with this. But he points out that it does not explain how consciousness and bodily processes are connected inside the body, and how they are differentiated. Instead, James sets them apart, rendering consciousness an epiphenomenon. Then he cannot find a way to join them up again, linking spiritual activity to the sensual richness of man’s life. “Like a drowning man clutching at a straw”, he claims that there are movements in the head.
16.18 If fear is really just a sensation of accelerated heart beat, panting, trembling of the lips, quivering of the limbs, and so on, then it’s very hard to explain how these vaguely unpleasant feelings can ever actually prevent us from doing our duty (saving, let us say, a drowning child, or trying to save a man who has fallen in front of a train). If moral justice is nothing but a particular tone of voice and way of looking, then it is impossible to understand why Socrates agreed to be executed despite his weak knees and shallow breathing. (Note that Vygotsky is always joining emotion to MOTION, that is, to ACTION; the passions are passionate, not passive.)
16.19 Vygotsky calls this result “terrible”.
16.20 The most terrible thing is that the belief that the soul exists outside of time and space while the body exists completely inside it places ourselves inside our bodies in the same way that crew and passengers are placed inside a boat. The will controls the passions the way a captain navigates a ship which is being wrecked on the rocks.

16.21 Nowhere is this unnatural relationship clearer than in Descartes’ apparently senseless position on sensual love. Of course, it is easy to understand how intellectual love and sensual love may be separate. What is impossible to understand is how they can ever be joined, except in external coincidence.

16.22 It’s not simply that life does not require consciousness for Descartes (who, we remember, does not consider animals to be conscious in any important way). It is that life actually EXCLUDES consciousness from its otherwise all encompassing mechanism.

16.23 Vygotsky points out that contemporary psychology, in considering the emotions, comes to the same hopeless in so far as it divides the animal nature of man from the “lifeless hallucinations of the spirit”. As Prince says, there must be some kind of understanding of the unity between emotional consciousness and life processes or else we can only settle for the epiphenomenalism and automatism of Descartes. McDougall says: man or robot.

16.24 The choice, apparently, is robot! 

16.25 Vygotsky says that the separation of organic feeling and emotional hallucination means that psychologists have boarded up the man in the house and left him there to die, like the old footman Firs in Chekhov’s play, “The Cherry Orchard”. The final word of this psychology is “death”.

16.26 This tragic end to the project of Descartes, James and Lange is astonishing, in the way that a feeling of bliss produced by poison is astonishing. Neither poison, nor insanity, nor idiocy, nor passions, or the life of consciousness as a whole appears to have any biological significance. 

17 In this chapter, Vygotsky returns to the anti-historical, anti-developmental nature of the organismic theory that he noted in the beginning. He argues that for both Descartes and James-Lange, the passions are essentially ready-made, either by God or by evolution. This means that the James-Lange theory is essentially a ready-made theory of emotion for reactology, reflexology, and behavioristic approaches to psychology. But it also means that it is can do little by way of describing and classifying discrete modes of emotion.

17.1 Vygotsky says that the fate of the Cartesian theory is now clear. What remains is to sum up the results and consider the prospects for psychological theory. 

17.2 Although the James-Lange theory may seem biological, it is essentially antibiological, and that for two reasons (ontogenetic and phylogenetic). First of all, it excludes the idea of ontogenetic development, a general law of all biological phenomena. Secondly, by its epiphenomenalism, by its reduction of emotion to an unnecessary byproduct or side-effect of physiological processes, the theory denies emotions biological significance, that is, phylogenetic development.

17.3 Descartes believed in development. His physics was about the transmission of force, not its cancellation by reactions. Even his cosmology included change. But where creation was concerned he was a devout Catholic; he believed that the trees were created fully formed (rather than as seeds and seedlings) and so of course he believed that Adam and Eve were created as adults and not as children. 

17.4 The creation of the human mind was an even more mechanistic and theological matter. Decartes sometimes hints at the kind of solution later written up as the “Omphalos” theory by Philip Henry Gosse. Gosse claimed that although God must have created man all at once, it is often easier to understand living phenomena by imagining that they developed from simple principles, the way that a tree develops from a seed.

17.5 Descartes needed this kind of solution because although he was a devout Catholic he was also an ardent embryologist. In his embryological work, he drew heavily on comparative anatomy (that is, his vivisection and dissection studies of animals). 

17.6 So Descartes explained the human body in a very similar way to the way he explained animal anatomy, and it was a natural step to describe human embryology in a way that was similar to animal embryology. 

17.7 Yet in Descartes’ letter to the Princess Elizabeth, he says that there are limits to comparative embryology. Vygotsky lists two: First of all, he has no direct anatomical experience with dissecting human embryos. But more importantly, as we know, Descartes believes that while the body is an automaton, the human body contains a soul.

17.8 Because Descartes abruptly introduces a soul into the machine, his psychological theory is going to be almost necessarily anti-developmental; it cannot follow the development of the body.

17.9 Where Descartes discusses sensations (e.g. hunger) he is willing to locate their development in embryonal development. 

17.10 Even here, though, he does appear to envision the link between bodily sensations and passions in a rather arbitrary way (c.f. the discussion with the Princess Elizabeth in 12.59 about whether a full stomach is associated with happiness or sadness). The embryo may be happy because it is the embryo has a full stomach or happy because it has an empty stomach and is thus ready to eat. The embryo may be sad because it is hungry or sad because it is full with the wrong kind of food, or sad because it can’t eat any more, etc. Here, Vygotsky says, this arbitrariness is immaterial; what is important is that Descartes really does try to trace the origins of the passions of the soul in embryonal life.

17.11 It is here that the Cartesian system acquires its real, mechanistic, determinist significance. 

17.12 And it’s here that we see that the basic emotions are established before birth, in the embryo! The later passions of the soul are simply the working out of these innate predispositions.

17.13 Descartes says that even in the womb, the human embryo is self-conscious, aware of God and knows all the basic truths that we know in and of themselves, just as adults are aware of these truths even when they are not thinking about them. (This statement makes sense if we simply consider the soul to be eternal; it will think about problems of time and space and eternity when the child is grown, and for the moment, in the womb, it is not thinking about them.)

17.14 So the embryo in the womb also has love and hatred, joy and sorrow, just as an adult does, even though while the embryo is in the womb it is not loving or hating, or joyful or sorrowful, but is rather preoccupied with matters of warmth and of nourishment.

17.15 The idea that passions are initially connected with hunger helps with this argument rather than hinders it. The passions are created all together and at once along with the human soul, but we use some passions before others. So…“the innateness of passions is the final basis of the visceral theory.”
17.16 Sergi is wrong to consider the idea of innateness as a kind of retreat for Descartes. In fact, his idea about the innateness of emotions suggests that he is the father of virtually every theory of emotions we have today.

17.17 Sergi believes that we may bypass the idea of innateness simply by using the idea of adaptation to external phenomena. This idea of adaptation was the road taken by later investigators, and it explains his continuing relevance today.
17.18 Surprisingly, Vygotsky agrees with this (although in 17.16 he appeared to disagree). But of course what Vygotsky means is that the philosophical materialism of the deterministic theory, and its adaptationism, are what has allowed it to survive and form the basis of the visceral hypothesis (which of course he does not endorse).

17.19 Oddly, very few people have noticed that the Jamesian theory is INNATIST. But his focus on reflexes (in the viscera and vasomotor system) means that it must be.

17.20 James thought his theory was explanatory: He thought it would explain why emotions occur and also how they developed in variety. 

17.21 Of course, he would be very disappointed, because it transpires that the emotions that are narrowly based on innate reflexes are pretty much all the same, at least viewed physiologically, and so for this reason alone we have to be a little suspicious about the idea that innateness explains all emotion. The key point here is that James certainly DID think that his theory was innatist.

17.22 James would also be disappointed because he thought that his theory would explain how emotions develop and replace a purely static theory that treated emotions as immutable and unchanging, as once species had been treated. But if we accept that reflexes are the basis of emotions, then an anti-developmental innateness is the logical outcome. Lange attempts to add conditioned reflexes.

17.23 Here and in the next three paragraphs, Vygotsky gives a long quotation from Lange in which he says that the child’s unhappiness at the sight of a spoon used to feed him unpleasant medicine is an example of a conditioned reflex.

17.24 (This long quotation from Lange leads us inexorably in the direction of an ASSOCIATIONIST theory of emotion!) 

17.25 Lange, however, is consistent; he admits that the theory of conditioned reflex may change the object of the reflex but changes nothing in the reflex itself.

17.26 Lange uses the conditioned reflex to account for the variety of emotions. But he insists that the vasomotor mechanism, and the sensation of that mechanism, is always the same.

17.27 Vygotsky points out that the salivation of a conditioned reflex and a natural, innate reflex are physiologically identical. 

17.28 So Lange cannot really account for the QUALITATIVE variety we feel in emotional life.

17.29 Lange says that the mania induced by amanita mushrooms (a hallucinogenic mushroom used in Siberia) is exactly the same as the just anger of someone who has been dealt a deadly injury. There is a difference in consciousness, perhaps, but no difference in emotion.

17.30 We can see the duality of the Cartesian scheme at work here! If just anger and mushroom poisoning are exactly the same phenomenon, it makes little sense to talk about emotional development. Only cognitive development seems possible. “A full and complete denial of any possibility of emotional development in man” seems “the inevitable conclusion”.

18 In this section and the next one, Vygotsky gives two major drawbacks to the reviving the Cartesian theory in the form of either a James-Lange centripetal theory of emotions (that is, nervous impulses that are associated with emotions propagate from the peripheral nervous system to the central one) or a Cannon-Bard centrifugal one (vice versa). The first major drawback is that such theories do not clearly explain what we share with animal emotions and what sets us apart. James in particular seems poor at differentiating between the lower emotions, shared with animals, and higher ones specific to humans. Vygotsky argues that psychology suffers from biology-envy and hints delicately at the possibility of a historico-cultural approach which would seek the causes of development outside the natural sciences. However, he warns that a top down reductionism, of the Freudian type, can be just as sterile as a bottom up one. Metaphysics, as he says, is metaphysics.

18.1 Descartes, unlike James and Lange, insists upon the uniqueness of human passions. 

18.2 James and Lange, unlike Descartes, take a zoopsychological approach to emotion in three ways: the origin of emotion is physiological and anmalistic, the emotions are shared with the animals, and emotions are innate, instinctual, biological reflexes.

18.3 Chabrier raises this problem: the automaticity of emotions might be true in children, but it can hardly be the same in adults.

18.4 James initially wanted to limit the application of his theory to the lower, instinctual emotions alone. But this proved to be impractical, since almost every person has higher emotions of one kind or another and almost every emotion has some higher aspect to it. Vygotsky remarks that if we push him a little, James will admit that his theory is a perfect theory for non-human emotions but explains human feelings only very poorly.

18.5 So James talks about a man facing a bear and a woman mourning a son in exactly the same way. It appears that for James the higher emotions must arise from spiritual activity rather than from the life and death of the body.
18.6 This will not do. The feeling of hunger can certainly be spiritualized, and frequently is in rites involving food. And one can easily imagine terrifying religious rituals, such as human sacrifice, that are little more than violent entertainments. “Consequently, there is no emotion that by nature would be independent of the body and not connected with it.”
18.7 We cannot separate emotions into the base and the refined, relegating the former to physiological processes and only offering a psychological explanation for the latter. All emotions, Vygotsky says, are capable of evolving, developing, rising in their richness and their complexity to higher emotions. 

18.8 In this paragraph, Vygotsky hints at the necessity of developing a historico-cultural explanation of emotion He says that the crude emotions shared throughout phylogenesis can never hope to capture the distinction between, say, medieval romance and seventeenth century gallantry. The effect of a female silhouette on a male libido can only explain the love of Dante for Beatrice if we add to it the sociogenetic and ontogenetic account of Dante Alighieri and his time. 

18.9 Vygotsky makes the case for a non-explanatory psychology in the next three paragraphs. He says that the naturalistic, explanatory, comparative psychology cannot seize what is uniquely human in human feelings. A non-naturalistic (that is, historico-cultural), descriptive, uniquely human psychology must attempt to find scientific solutions to “those problems of the human spirit that have been solved by great artists in novels and tragedies.” 

18.10 And here Vygotsky calls on a very unlikely ally: Freud! For it is Freud who clearly indicates the necessity of a break with medical psychology and an anti-naturalistic and non-explanatory approach to human emotion.

18.11 Freud notes that many medical psychologists are interested in the precise neurological paths along which nervous excitation propagates in the state of fear. Having spent a considerable amount of time and effort studying fear, Freud opines that there is hardly anything more irrelevant to understanding human fear than knowing the neurological paths along which the nervous excitation propagates.

18.12 Freud lists the elements that are dynamically included in an unfolding emotion: motor innervations, “outflows of energy”, sensations of delight or dissatisfaction. Of course, this does not exhaust the matter; with specific emotions there might be some “nucleus” or “core” which organizes the elements of the unit around itself (a “structure of feeling”, to use Williams’ term).
18.13 This “deep psychology” refuses to turn over anything to physiology. The James-Lange theory is, for psychoanalysis, quite incomprehensible, and in any case, irrelevant. Mental processes and mental causality are completely autonomous.
18.14 The phenomenological approach, on the other hand, rejects even mental causality. Instead, Scheler and other writers argue that the key relationship for emotional life is not causation but significance. Instead of an explanatory, causal, deterministic account of emotions, they try to create a purely descriptive, interpretive, phenomenological account. 

18.15 Scheler uses Pascal instead of Descartes as the foundation and undertakes a phenomenological (i.e. largely introspective rather than experimental) account. Elaborating Pascale’s “great idea” of “the order of the heart”, “the logic of the heart” and “the mind of the heart” into psychological and “value-theoretic” categories, he attempts to establish ontogenetic and even phylogenetic sequences of development.

18.16 But this simply creates a metaphysical interpretation which is completely parallel (i.e. non-intersecting) with respect to the physical explanation. For example, when Scheler applies his ideas to human love, he essentially comes up with the metaphysical Cartesian division into spiritual passion and sensuousness.

18.17 This will not do. The problems of emotion which reflexology cannot solve are simply being combined with a “depth psychology” (based on Freud’s “unconscious” or Schopenhauer’s “will”) or a “height” psychology (based on Scheler’s “signification”). This merely cuts the knot of body and mind, it does not attempt to unpick it.

18.18 Whether it is “depth” psychology or “height” psychology, metaphysics remains metaphysics. Vygotsky calls both approaches “teleological”, because they do not attempt to work forwards from basic elements or analytical units (e.g. the reflex or the meaningful word) but instead simply take adult emotions as given and attempt to interpret them. 

18.19 The teleological approach is an understandable reaction to the bottom-up reductionism of the explanatory approach. But it does not move us an inch beyond Cartesian dualism.

18.20 After all, James himself in his lectures on the varieties of religious experience attempted to supplement his explanatory account with a metaphysical and spiritualistic one.

18.21 Looking back at Descartes, we find exactly the same thing. Descartes too insists on the absolute specificity, the uniqueness of emotional experiences in man and Descartes too finds their basis in spiritual, religious experience. 

18.22 (There are problems with the translation here, which is neither grammatical nor accurate.) By placing human emotions entirely apart from animal sensations, Descartes and James do not solve the problem of what is specifically human in human emotion. They merely pose it. Nor is there any point in setting aside some emotions as elevated and others as base, since every emotion, as Vygotsky argued earlier, can be simultaneously higher and lower, and can develop from the one to the other.

18.23 The profound ambivalence of Descartes, his vacillation between a physiological and a metaphysical account of human feelings, prefigures the “break up of contemporary psychology of emotion into explanatory and descriptive theories of human feeling.”

19 In this section, Vygotsky moves on to the second major drawback of the Cartesian based theories of emotion, namely the lack of coherent causality for the higher, finer, culturally mediated emotions. As in the last section, Vygotsky only suggests a way forward, this time by suggesting that we turn away from the actual categories of emotion that Spinoza used and pay more attention to his philosophical monism.
19.1 The problem of the specifically human qualities of emotions discussed in the last section leads us to the new problem tackled in this section, namely the links between emotions and the rest of physical and psychological human life. In particular, it leads us to the problem of a causal explanation of the higher emotions.

19.2 This might seem odd, since ever since Section 10, when Vygotsky distinguished between the explanatory and naturalist approach of Descartes and the descriptive, non-naturalist approach of Spinoza, Vygotsky has seemed to be leading us away from causal explanation. In fact, however, Vygotsky has only been leading us away from mechanical causality. Here, however, he reminds us that scientific knowledge always rises from phenomena to causation. James is right to say that explanation is a higher form of science than the dull work of cataloguing and describing.

19.3 But up to now, the explanations are not very explanatory. Spranger remarks that explanations of any strong human emotion based on James-Lange sound rather like the explanation ridiculed by Socrates in the Phaedo. “I am sitting in prison because my leg muscles extended and contracted, and my legs brought me here.” This kind of explanation merely confuses the cause with the circumstances which enable that cause to act as cause.

19.4 The James-Lange theory doesn’t seem to reflect direct experience (fear feels fearful; it doesn’t feel like a series of vasomotor contractions). The reason is that the theory buys an explanation of the link between sensation and emotion at a high price: the breaking of the link between emotion and personality. Descriptive psychology, on the other hand, wants to preserve at least a descriptive link between emotion and other aspects of human life at the cost of physiological explanation.
19.5 In the next two paragraphs, Vygotsky gives a long quotation from Dilthey’s book Descriptive Psychology. Dilthey calls for a psychology which represents the links between emotion and other aspects of life as they are experienced by a typical human being. 
19.6 Dilthey shares Vygotsky’s view that the goal is to find a scientific path to the same object of study shared by poets, tragedians and novelists. He notes that the humanities have already created a psychological understanding that “leaves all of explanatory psychology far behind.”
19.7 Explanatory psychology has “closed the door” and shuttered the windows on lived experience. We either say that our feeling that (for example) physical and emotional distress are linked is an illusion, or we develop another psychology to account for this feeling. 

19.8 James and Lange noticed this. Lange says that a woman who is told that what she is really experiencing is not the loss of her son but only muscle fatigue, pale skin, poor memory, etc. will probably be upset. But, Lange says, putting her feelings on a physiological footing does not diminish their strength, depth, or purity.

19.9 Vygotsky asks why the grieving mother experiences her bereavement as grief and not simply as a list of symptoms. 

19.10 Vygotsky is not at all disarmed by Lange’s reference to “strength, depth, purity”. He says that no one who has ever really experienced grief could theoretically confound it with a physiological sensation as Lange apparently does. “Here, indeed, if facts do not agree with theory, so much the worse for the facts.”
19.11 Lange contends emotions like grief which arise from mental causes do not differ in any way from sensations arising due to physical causes. Why, then, do we experience them so differently? What exactly is it that puts the anguish into grief? (Until we know the answer to this question, it seems highly unlikely that we will be able to take it out through any kind of therapy!) 

19.12 Before the grief of the mother, one form of psychology (the explanatory) simply repeats, in all seriousness, the explanation given by Socrates as a parody (that one is in prison because one’s muscles extend and contract). The other form of psychology (the descriptive) cannot link the lived experience of feelings with the rest of consciousness, and suggests that the connection may actually be unknowable.
19.13 Vygotsky waxes indignant. In the first case, explanatory psychology considers the weeping woman as a soulless robot—measuring the force, depth, and purity of nothing more than muscle and skin sensations and pretending that these are as “strong, deep, and pure” as real sorrow. In the second case, we do little but to empathize with the weeping mother, translating her sorrow into our own knowledge of mental life without the benefit of precise scientific knowledge.

19.14 In the first case, we must preserve sensations by abandoning their meaning. But in the second case we preserve the meaning of the experience by abandoning the sensuousness of it. 

19.15 (This paragraph is actually two paragraphs in the Russian original.) Having sufficiently explored the first case, Vygotsky turns his attention to the second. According to descriptive psychology, emotions are not complex combinations of simple emotions. Instead they are something completely new and unanalyzable. Lower feelings have a clear object, but with higher feelings we sometimes do not even know why we are sad. Scheler actually distinguishes between lower and higher emotions according to whether the object is “mediated” or “immediate”.

19.16 Higher emotions are “intentional”. Vygotsky uses the term “intentionality” the way that Stern uses it, and the way it is used in analytical philosophy: “etwas zu meinen” or “having something in mind” or having a goal, being “about” something. (See Chapter Three of Thinking and Speech.)
19.17 Here we get a good picture of why Vygotsky described the theory of emotions outlined by Spinoza in his Ethics as being descriptive. Spinoza describes pleasure as good, and defines “good” as “useful”, being of use. These are semantic and functional descriptions: they do not explain how pleasure comes into being but instead say what pleasure means and what it does for us. This kind of description is teleological, that is, an aim or goal is assumed (usefulness is assumed for joy, for example). It doesn’t explain why we experience the sensation of satisfaction when we eat something sweet, and why we experience the opposite when we eat something bitter. It doesn’t even explain why we experience joy when we find something useful; we just have to accept the connections as a fact.
19.18 Now we can see why Vygotsky finds Cartesianism here too. Descartes separates the passions of the soul from the sensations of the body, and even matches them arbitrarily (as when he answered Princess Elizabeth that a full stomach could mean either joy or sorrow). From a strictly Cartesian, dualistic point of view, one might be rather surprised that pain causes sadness; there is no obvious reason why a physical sensation should result in any spiritual passion at all, such less a specific one.

19.19 [This paragraph is not understandable in the Collected Works English translation.] The studies done on the intentionality of higher emotions (Brentano, Scheler, Pfänder, Geiger, etc.) created the foundations of a contemporary descriptive psychology. They rejected the idea that higher emotions and intentionality may be accounted for as the complex aggregation of simpler emotions. They held that these naturalistic accounts not only fail to account for the higher emotions, they completely lose sight of them in the wealth of detail provided by lower emotions. Where naturalistic accounts recognize the existence of spiritual love, they also recognize that they cannot in any way be derived from the various physiological manifestations of sensuous love. Naturalistic theories simply do not accept that in the course of development, completely new qualities can develop, not as simple branching from old emotions but as a result of new areas of objects and values. Only as the new qualities develop do we see how other qualities determined them. Naturalistic, reductionist theories consider that there is really nothing new under the sun: all newness is simply new illusion, and there is nothing beyond the endless recombinations of the old. 

19.20 Vygotsky offers a quotation from Dilthey in which he reiterates that the purpose of descriptive psychology is to open a scientific road over paths already blazed by poets.
19.21 Dilthey also says that defining, naming, and classifying are the main tasks of descriptive psychology, but that these can be supplement comparatively, so long as we do not attempt to use developmental comparisons as “the explanatory method which strives to deduce phenomena in the given area from a limited number of unequivocally determined elements.” 

19.22 Dilthey rules out explanatory methods for three reasons. First of all, there is a failure of evidence; there are factual contradictions. Secondly, the explanatory hypotheses have been disproved; the relationship of sensations to motives, and sensual feelings to ideas cannot be established. Thirdly, the whole enterprise is impossible in principle and so there are no practical examples of its success. 
19.23 Vygotsky begins with the second and third arguments rather than the first (he often does this, uptaking from the end of the previous paragraph, as if he were speaking rather than writing). Psychologists exploring esthetic pleasure, for example, have not been able to account for it as anything other than a form of satisfaction, a semantic, functional, descriptive account rather than a deterministic, explanatory one. 

19.24 Vygotsky returns to the first argument, that there is a paucity of evidence and that it is inconsistent and contradictory. Dilthey claims that psychology has not yet matured to the point where explanations can be offered; first, we must amass the evidence, describing, naming and classifying.

19.25 Vygotsky ridicules these three philosophically inconsistent arguments over several pages using one of Freud’s jokes: A neighbor complains that a woman has broken a pot she borrowed, and the woman replies, first of all, I didn’t take your pot, secondly, it was already broken, and thirdly I gave it back whole. 
19.26 Dilthey is saying: first of all, explanatory psychology has not given us a satisfactory explanation of the link between lived experience and emotion. Secondly, such an explanation is useless, unnecessary, and impossible anyway. Thirdly, we will be able to formulate such an explanation after we have described, named, and classified emotions.

19.27 However, Dilthey does manage to turn his three philosophically contradictory reasons into a kind of research programme. First of all, we need to render as concepts the images that we have been given by great poets like Shakespeare. Vygotsky remarks scathingly that Dilthey’s research programme is limited to considering problems that have already been solved, and adds that the pot of great art, broken when we borrowed it and whole when we returned it, never existed in the first place.

19.28 Münsterberg, who worked in both fields, suggests th establishment of two complementary but separate psychologies. Vygotsky offers a quotation that extends over the next five paragraphs (though quotation marks are used rather inconsistently here and elsewhere).
19.29 First, Münsterberg holds out three possibilities: the two psychologies might develop separately, the two ssciences might mix together and divide the terrain between them more or less arbitrarily, or they might merge.
19.30 Second, Münsterberg establishes that there is a common basis: both explanatory and descriptive psychology are concerned with the individual personality.

19.31 Third, Münsterberg establishes that there are two different ways of approaching any concrete phenomenon of the individual personality. First, one can approach it as lived experience, the activity of the subject. Second, one can approach it as an observer, noticing cause and effect relationships.

19.32 Fourth, Münsterberg establishes that followed to the logical outcome, we will have two psychologies: one which is based on intention and meaning, and the other based on cause and effect. Feelings, memories, and desires can all be understood either as a mental intention or as a category of causality.

19.33 Fifth, Münsterberg says that in practice most psychologies mix both forms. For example, memory studies are presented as cause and effect, but the processes of feeling and will are intentional.

19.34 Vygotsky considers that, like Dilthey, Münsterberg has cut the knot rather than untied it; he has created two different psychologies rather than sublating them into one, and as a result he is one of those psychologists who Spinoza criticizes, one who considers that emotional activity is either outside nature entirely or functions as a kind of nature within nature, according to its own laws. Like Dilthey, Münsterberg has both strengths and weaknesses. The strength of Münsterberg’s argument is negative: it admits the failure of explanations offered by physiological psychology thus far. 

19.35 The weakness is that the “new” psychology actually accepts the deterministic, mechanistic, undialectical idea of “explanation” that the old psychology had. 
19.36 The old psychology did not, contrary to what Dilthey says, suffer from a lack of factual evidence, or a lack of hypotheses, or even a failure to prove hypotheses using evidence. The old psychology simply ignored the key problems of the new psychology. But this does not imply a separate psychology at all. It implies, for Vygotsky, the complete restructuring of psychology and the posing of entirely new problems with an entirely new concept of what constitutes an explanation. If the old pot is broken, you don’t need a separate pot; you need a new one. 

19.37 Scheler, by rejecting mechanistic explanation, also accepts that mechanistic explanation is the only real explanation. For that reason, he discards explanation altogether. James says that the reason Socrates sits in prison has to do with muscle fatigue. Scheler replies that remaining in prison satisfies feelings of very high value. The explanation of lower sensations does not describe higher emotions, and the description of higher emotions does not explain how they are linked to lower sensations.

19.38 Both accounts are incontrovertible, obvious, and beside the point. We do not have a scientific account of emotion from either.
19.39 When a woman weeps over the death of a son, it would be silly to regard her tears as cause. But it would be possible for her mourn without weeping, and it’s possible for tears to mean joy. When Socrates remains in prison it is undoubtedly in service of the satisfaction of a higher value. But fleeing would be too. 

19.40 Rejecting causality and instead using a teleological account does not move psychology forward but instead sets psychology back very considerably, to the era of description, naming, and classifying which James called the most tedious and least fruitful period of any science. (This is really only true so long as description, naming and classifying is not underpinned by some form of causal knowledge.)

19.41 Dilthey suggests turning to Spinoza, but what he takes from Spinoza is only the definitions, names, and classification of emotions (which Spinoza, of course, took from Descartes!)
19.42 Vygotsky says this is the dead part of Spinoza, turned to the past. 

19.43 Spinoza also has a living part, turned to the future: a naturalistic, causal, and above all materialistic explanation of emotion. 

19.44 Vygotsky previously called Spinoza’s theory descriptive, opposing it to Descartes’ explanatory theory. But of course Spinoza’s real opponent was Descartes, and contemporary descriptive psychology, as we have seen, accepts the dualism, the split in psychology bequeathed by Descartes. In Spinoza, we find not only definitions, names, and classifications of human emotions but also general principles such as self-preservation, self-actualization even the overcoming of the self, which depend on developing motives. Spinoza’s teaching is not only a method but also a guiding source for a new psychology of emotions.
19.45 Here Vygotsky recalls that Lange too invoked Spinoza, saying that Spinoza did not subordinate bodily manifestations to mental activity but rather set them alongside each other. 

19.46 That Lange and Dilthey both turn to Spinoza is not a coincidence. 

19.47 But Lange’s appeal to Spinoza was illusory. 

19.48 We have already seen that Lange’s true debt is not to Spinoza but to Descartes.

19.49 In Section 10, Vygotsky claimed that Spinoza was a descriptivist. Here, however, he says that he may be considered in some respects closer to explanatory psychology. In any case, he is closer to the actual research programme of Lange than to that of Dilthey; Spinoza must be classed with those who resist metaphysics and seek a causal, truly scientific account of emotions.
19.50 Although Spinoza used the formal categories of his time, his method and his first steps were towards determinism, causality, and materialism.
19.51 Once again, Vygotsky associates his intellectual opponents (this time Dilthey and Münsterberg) with Descartes and not Spinoza. Whereas he began this essay by disproving that James and Lange were indebted to Spinoza (because they really subscribed to Cartesian dualism), he now says they stand closer to Spinoza than Dilthey and Münsterberg do (though of course they are dualists too). 

19.52 There are three good reasons for this apparent volte face. First of all, Spinoza, like James and Lange, does not accept that emotions are unchanging “essences, beings, powers, demons which possess man, which are outside the limits of nature” or which form a kind of state within a state. Secondly, Spinoza, like James and Lange, does not accept that a purely mental phenomenon such as fear can itself set the body in action (because for Spinoza only an idea can overcome another idea, and only a body can overcome another body).Thirdly, Spinoza, with James, accepts that definition, description, and classification are lower levels of scientific understanding, and explanation is of a higher order.

19.53 There is, perhaps, another reason for this apparent change of heart. When Vygotsky begins his work of immanent critique, he stands with one current (the Spinozan, the monist, the materialist) against another (the Cartesian, the dualist, the reflexological). But as he reaches the end of his work, he begins to show us that the “two-line struggle” is really not so simple; that the two currents do affect each other and rub off on each other in important ways, and there is never one purely correct current in struggle against an absolutely incorrect one. So in this paragraph we learn that even the descriptive psychology that Vygotsky has just been excoriating contains a grain of Spinozan truth. As far as the significance of the higher emotional life of man is concerned, Vygotsky, and Spinoza, stand with Dilthey against Lange.
19.54 The intricacy of Vygotsky’s final summary, the fact that he keeps building to a climax and then building to yet another crescendo, and never quite concluding, is due to this extreme complexity. On the one hand, the James-Lange tendency does represent a certain (vulgar and oversimplified) materialism. And on the other, Dilthey and Münsterberg have served to foreground the key importance of the higher, cerebrally mediated emotions.
19.55 It is here, in Spinoza’s seventeenth century anthropology and ethics, that we find the unity of what is positive in both explanatory and descriptive psychology (viz. materialism on the one hand and the higher psychological functions on the other) and we also find a unity of what is not represented in either (viz. causal explanation which includes higher functions and the explanation of what is specifically human in human emotion).

19.56 So Vygotsky contends that Spinoza is of more than historical interest—or rather, it is interesting for the history of psychology being made as we speak. “The problems of Spinoza await their solution, without which tomorrow’s day in our psychology is not possible.”

19.57 However, in order to see this unifying structure, we need stand outside both of the combating currents and above all outside the Cartesian philosophical system which leads inexorably to the separation of explanatory and descriptive psychology.

19.58 It is easy to see how this separation was justified: “Spiritual and sensual love arise, each from its source: the first, from the free cognitive needs of the soul and the second from the need of embryonal life for nourishment. Their connection is so unclear that we understand much more plainly their separateness than their short term coming together and communication. Since spiritual and sensual passions differ sharply from each other, naturally they must become the subject of two completely different kinds of scientific knowledge. The first must be studied as manifestations of independent, free, spiritual activity, the second as manifestations of human automatism subject to the laws of mechanics. In this, the idea of the separation of explanatory and descriptive psychology of emotions is fully contained….”

19.59 In Descartes, it is not the idea that is the direct cause of a passion but rather the organic state. As a physiologist, Descartes stands rather closer to Lange than to James: he is far more willing to accept that blood around the heart makes us happy or sad than he is to include the skeletal muscles and to say that we are afraid because we suddenly notice that we are running away.

19.60 In Descartes, the idea plays the role of a remote cause. The proximate cause is always the movement of the pineal gland and the action of the vital spirits. Similarly, for James and for Lange, the proximate cause is bodily changes, and the remote cause may be perceptions, memories and thoughts.

19.61 Vygotsky points out that the motion of the limbs of an automaton, or the rolling of a ball when it is struck by another, does not contain meaning in a semantic or even a functional sense; it does not stand for anything and it does not point to a goal being achieved or function being carried out. Mechanical events are not in any teleological sense signifying, and the direction of the motion is quite irrelevant. But that is not true when the proximate cause of a particular emotion is a sensation. The existence of appetite is full of meaning; it stands for hunger and directs the human being towards quite complex goals involving food. When we take the view that only the proximate cause of appetite—lack of food—is a cause, then we have to treat this meaningful and unsurprising connection as meaningless and even surprising.
19.62 So it appears that at a certain point we need to consider the remote causes too. For us to feel joy when we are in possession of something good, we have to be able to make the judgment that it is good. Not only love and hatred, but also lust and disgust, and even hunger and repletion, always involve evaluations. So there is the potential for higher emotion in every lower emotion.
19.63 But in the world of theory, or at any rate in the world of Münsterberg’s theory, the two methods of regarding emotional life do not meet. We may consider hunger, joy, love, and hate as a matter of causation. Or we may consider them as a matter of intention. The way we consider the emotion will determine the psychology we use: causal or teleological, mechanistic or intentionalist.

19.64 In the world of Scheler’s theory, there is another possibility. We may establish a kind of division of labour: lower feelings might respond directly to bodily sensations and only indirectly to objects or representations of objects, while higher feelings might be connected much more directly to intentionality, to desiring an object. The former might be the stuff of explanatory psychology (along the lines of the James-Lange or the Cannon-Bard hypothesis) and the latter would be the domain of descriptive, spiritual psychology (along the lines of Dilthey or Scheler himself). 

19.65 Vygotsky considers that both approaches constitute possible psychologies, but neither one is very plausible, at least as a general psychology of man’s experience as a whole. Both accept the inherent duality of Descartes: a feeling may be considered as causally determined, and explicable in terms of physiological process, or it may be considered as a passion of the soul, explicable only as an experience having semantic value.

19.66 Just as James did not reject the latter (in his lectures on religion), descriptivists like Dilthey do not reject the former.

19.67 Lange too accepts the fact that a memory can cause an emotion, but he would like this fact to be kept in a separate science of emotion from his own, which is exclusively designed around the fact that sensations cause emotions. Nevertheless, his admission that the same emotion may be caused by a physical sensation or by an idea places him in the camp of Münsterberg; all emotional phenomena may be legitimately claimed by either scientific approach, rather than in the camp of Scheler.

19.68 Lange’s argument is not that different from that of Natorp (the neo-Kantian). Natorp argued that the natural science study of organs, including the brain, is better handled by physiology than by psychology. However, alongside this, it is possible to study emotional life by trying to recreate it (rather than to explain or derive it from physiological causes). The goal of such a science is essentially tautological, to recreate the entire phenomenon in all of its complexity, just as Tolstoy’s goal was to create a work of art which could not be simplified or paraphrased in any way. 
19.69 But Lange’s differentiation between an emotion caused by an idea and one caused by a physical sensation is not casually made; he realizes that it has tremendous ramifications for the problem discussed earlier of isolating the specificity of a particular emotion. For example, in terms of their physiological results, fear of ghosts and the fear of a real, live enemy bullet may be quite similar. But anyone who has experienced both recognizes that their forms and their feelings are entirely different. By accepting that the external cause of the fear may be at least partly responsible for this difference, Lange goes some way towards explaining their particularity, their specificity, their very different effect. But by this concession he also returns us to the old Cartesian formula that fear may be caused by low animal spirits at one moment and by a real live bear at another.

19.70 Lange does not consider it possible to draw a clear line between physical and mental causes, and so it is not surprising that he is more interested in the similarities between emotions than in their differences. 

19.71 Yet when we examine what James and Lange have written, we notice that there is always a mixture of the physical and mental cause in their descriptions. Lange, for example, includes both “force of speech” and “clarity of thinking” in his description of fear alongside heightened pulse and deepened facial color. James offers both “disturbance of the pulse” and “blurring of thoughts”. 

19.72 James knows perfectly well that the physiological reactions develop because “the external impression is understood by the individual and is for him a subject of fear or anger.” This is quite close to the intentionalist psychological approach of Scheler.

19.73 But Descartes knew this too: emotion, according to his teaching, is directly connected with ideas and their play. So the physiological approach leads, after all, into a descriptive psychological one.

19.74 And of course the same thing arises in James work on “spiritualistic sensations”. James does not consider them from his categories of causality, but rather from an intentional point of view.

19.75 Vygotsky sums up. The James-Lange theory promised an explanatory, causal account of emotion in return to a narrow physiological approach based on physical sensation. This approach fails to account for higher emotions, and the failure has engendered two separate forms of psychology, each of which internally presumes the other.

19.76 Despite James distaste for descriptive literature, he had nowhere else to go for the teleological supplement which was perceived to be necessary. Together with Dilthey, he turned back to the seventeenth century, to Descartes and to Spinoza.

19.77 Vygotsky gives Ribot almost the last word in this section, in a quotation that extends over the next three paragraphs. First, Ribot understood their debt to Descartes from the very first, and pointed out that their main difference with Descartes was in the ‘set up’ of their theory rather than its basis. Where Descartes saw an effect, James and Lange see the cause. But both Descartes and James-Lange see duality.

19.78 Second, Ribot sides with Aristotle against Descartes: he argues that the separation between body and soul is an abstraction, and from the point of view of experimental psychology, it is not a necessary one. We may treat consciousness and the physical conditions of consciousness as parts of a whole.

19.79 Third, Ribot points out that the manifestations of an emotion (heightened pulse, vasomotor constriction, shallow breathing) and the emotion itself may be considered as two attributes of the same process.

19.80 As Ribot points out, the only novelty in the theory is its topsy-turvy quality; it is essentially the classical theory of emotion (mind feels, body acts) turned on its head with Wildean wit. That is all!

19.81 Poor translation: “He proposes replacing dualistic understanding (sic) with a monistic hypothesis of parallelism and interaction—a hypothesis of psychophysical identity.” Here is what Vygotsky really says: 
Он предлагает дуалистическое понимание заменить монистическим, гипотезу параллелизма и взаимодействия -гипотезой психофизического тождества. Но тем самым проблема причинности в современной психологии эмоций непосредственно перерастает в психофизическую проблему; ее анализ и должен составить заключительное звено в нашем рассмотрении итогов, к которым нас привело исследование старой и новой картезианской психологии страстей в их внутренних отношениях друг к другу.
“He proposes replacing the dualistic understanding with a monist one, replacing the hypothesis of parallelism and interaction with that of psycho-physical identity. Thus the problem of causality in the contemporary psychology of emotions grows over, directly, into the mind-body problem; its analysis must make up the final component in our summary of the results to which the study of the old and new Cartesian psychology of emotions and their internal relationship has led us.”
20 As Vygotsky suggested at the very end of the last section, this final section will be concerned with the mind-body problem, specifically with idealist attempts at top-down reductionism. The target here is Bergson, but Bergson is actually kind of a straw man. Vygotsky is really attempting to show how contemporary idealism has, unlike vulgar materialism, succeeded in posing the question of how emotion is linked to activity. The task, however, is to answer it.

20.1 Vygotsky begins by reminding us of the point he made above in 2.4, at the very beginning of this study, about the alleged “materialism” of the James-Lange theory.
20.2 The “materialism” of the theory does not consist in its neurological substratum, but rather in the criticism of Platonistic approaches to the problem of emotion. For James, psychological processes remain what they are no matter how they are explained; there is no reason to think that a theory which focuses on neurological processes or even on the “lower psychological functions” is materialistic, any more than there is any reason to think that an approach that does this must be wrong.

20.3 Vygotsky agrees, just as he did in Section 2 above.
20.4 Just as James had to defend himself against his opponents’ charge of materialism, Vygotsky defends James against the same charge when it comes from his reflexological, reactological, and behaviorist champions.

20.5 Illusion remains illusion. But as we have discovered in the course of the many sections since Section 2, the content of the James-Lange theory, and that of its discontents, are both actually more complex than they might seem at first glance.

20.6 The James-Lange theory does assume, as its base, physiological processes and it includes mental facts within it. In this sense, it really IS materialistic. But is it dialectical? 
20.7 Well, it certainly has entered into a dialogue with the ideal. Although the James-Lange theory fit naturally into a biologically deterministic kind of vulgar materialism, it also proved capable of “entering into contact” with spiritualism and idealism. “The connection of this theory with natural-science psychology becomes self-evident in the light of the naturalistic and materialistic principles that unite them, the connection with spiritualistic trends requires explanation.” 

20.8 This explanation has now been made. The internal connection between mechanistic, deterministic, physiological accounts of emotion and the metaphysical, descriptive, spiritualistic accounts goes straight back to Descartes.
20.9 Vygotsky now turns his attention to the present, and in particular to the relations between James-Lange and the metaphysical theory of psycho-physical parallelism associated with Bergson. Vygotsky sums up Bergson’s position as three points.

20.10 First of all, experimental psychology strives to find exact correspondences between emotions and brain states, and failing this, to ”note with increasing approximation those points where parallelism begins and ends.”
20.11 By measuring the gap between thinking and physically being more and more precisely, psychology will elucidate what may be called “the meaning of life”—that is, what the physiological process of living really “means” in a human mind.

20.12 If this “meaning of life” can be empirically determined, then incremental, “rectilinear” progress towards a metaphysics of absolute certainty is possible. 

20.13 Vygotsky considers these grandiose formulae legitimate; they are part of a growing convergence between philosophical problems and psychological ones that he has already noted with satisfaction (See Chapter Two of Thinking and Speech, as well as 7.21 and 11.14 above).
20.14 Vygotsky agrees with the assessment of Gustav Bellot, who considers that Henri Bergson has little to offer that cannot be found in the psycho-physiological parallelism of Descartes. The novelty of Bergson’s approach is that he promises to place the spiritualistic hypothesis (e.g. “life force”) on a factual, empirical, scientific basis. Bellot contrasts this approach with the true Cartesian one, which involves placing the spiritualistic hypothesis on the grounds of “understanding”.

20.15 Bergson objects, not to the Cartesian connection, but to the contrast; he insists that Cartesian “understanding” is essentially factual, empirical, and scientific too. True, our view of the world has changed and become more complex since Descartes day; for example, we no longer believe in a “universal mathematics” (Descartes’ term for the merger of all the sciences which he hoped to bring about). But Bergson argues that a method remains what it is no matter how the materials that it deals with changes, and he, Bergson, has remained true to the Cartesian method.
20.16 Thus Bergson embraces Cartesian dualism, so it is no surprise that he can include the “materialistic” James-Lange hypothesis in an essentially idealist view of emotions.
20.17 Bergson says that if we analyze the impressions we feel, e.g. the sense of “increasing pressure of the soul, increasing nonmaterial effort” that we feel during intellectual work, we will find nothing more than muscle tension, pressure, fatigue, and pain.

20.18 Yet Bergson contends that if you take away all of the physiological sensations of an emotion, an idea of some kind still remains. The physiological sensations merely account for the intensity of emotional experience.

20.19 Vygotsky finds this difference unimportant and almost immaterial; Bergson does exclude physical actions from the experiencing of emotion (we do not feel angry simply because we go and hit people for no reason) but the results of the “gedankenexperiment” of removing all physiological sensation from an emotion are essentially the same. For James, nothing is left but an intellectual experience, while for Bergson what is left is “an idea”.
20.20 So Bergson argues that if you suppress the scream, you will suppress, in good part, the fear as well. (This is all very like the man who counts to twenty before fighting with his wife!)
20.21 And Bergson also sees no qualitative difference between compassion, aesthetic feeling or other higher emotions and the “keen, strong” emotions of terror or rage. When an emotion increases in intensity, all this means is that it is projected outwards; its peripheral manifestations magnify.
20.22 Bergson’s view of emotion, a disturbance of the organism, is identical with that of James.
20.23 Vygotsky asks what function this theory might serve to a mystical idealist like Bergson. The answer is that it serves the same function that it serves vulgar materialists: the emotions are reduced to simple manifestations of mechanistic processes. 

20.24 But for the idealists, this frees up the mind to admit the idea of a free will quite independent of the body.

20.25 So in Bergson, the brain is simply an organ creating automatisms. The functions exercised by the brain are all there, in embryo, in the most primitive forms of protoplasm: irritability, and reactivity.

20.26 This is, actually, true of the functions we find in the brain stem. And Bergson says that when we examine the brain stem and the cortex, we find that the structure is very similar. He assumes, therefore, that the functions are similar as well.

20.27 And this is the basic idea of Bergson’s philosophy. But to reject qualitative change and to reduce it to mere quantitative complexity is to deny the very idea of development.

20.28 Vygotsky concludes (or does he?) with a short note saying that a thoroughgoing critique of Bergson is beyond the scope of the paper; it is sufficient, for his purposes, merely to show a connection between Bergson’s thinking and the basic Cartesian teaching on the emotions we have followed from the seventeenth century right up to the present.

We can see (from the curiously anticlimactic ending, as well as from the occasionally disorderly and repetitive presentation of the points) that Vygotsky’s “The Teaching on the Emotions” is a first draft. But a first draft of what? 

It seems to me that it is only a first draft of a critical PROLEGOMENA to a study of the emergence of higher emotions, rather than the study itself. This accounts for the form: an extended “immanent critique” of extant theories which really serves to clear Vygotsky’s desk for more serious theory building. 
It also accounts for the inconclusiveness of his conclusions. Once again, Vygotsky has broken the ground, but left us to complete the edifice.

