I wrote this chapter slowly during the 1990s and added bits and pieces to it for a book that was going to be called Evolved Brain Social Mind.  It was another effort to publish the ideas in an earlier book I had worked on called Living Like Crazy . However reviewers advising publishers suggested that while there was some interesting ideas the book was too sprawling and disorganised.  One gets to a point where one feels one has to cut one’s losses and so here was another book that was abandoned but has been a wellspring for ideas. This was my chapter on some philosophical and historical debates on human nature and suffering as you will see I guess it is rather sprawling. I still like it though!]
Chapter 3:  Old and New Debates on Human Nature and Suffering.
Nature and Mind

The evolved potentials resting in our minds are key to any biopsychosocial model of how our minds work. We need to know why it is easy for us to learn certain things, to love and hate, to fall into groups and become so tribal (even our sciences tend to be tribal); why do some of the themes of history repeat and repeat; why does a depressed or socially anxious person in England have similar (though not identical) thoughts and feelings as someone in China? Are we the all the same under the skin, on the same journey in life – or do our social relationships make us radically different? 

Questions about the nature of ‘human nature’ have been debated for many centuries. Indeed, it has long been recognised that to understand our minds, and how they are organised, we need to know what the basic potentials of the mind are. As Pinker (2002) has noted there have many who have suggested that the human mind is born empty, a blank slate, a tabula rasa,  and only learning etches its contents. However, there is also a long history of three ideas about human nature that have been around for the last few thousand years. The first is that there is such a thing as human nature. The second is that our basic nature is problematic, selfish and brutish; and the third idea is that the mind is made up of an array of different mechanisms and functional abilities. This chapter explores these ideas for they form the backdrop and climate for many of the debates we are having in regard to what is now called evolutionary psychology.  Many people can be put off thinking about the nature of human nature because of the history of ideas and the implications some have drawn from their ‘take’ on human nature. It is important to explore this history because anything that seems innate is often assumed to be bad. It was in response to an overly bleak view of human nature that the primatologist Frans de Waal (1996) argued that our prosocial emotions and dispositions of sympathy, love, affection are as much part of our evolved endowment as the anti-social. The idea that parents can love their children, men and women can love each other;  that people are endowed with abilities to treat others fairly with an innate sense of justice and with compassion; that happiness and health are linked to the positive quality of our social relationships - are  still, to an extent, on the margins of our consciousness about what evolved minds are actually about. This book will argue however that human nature holds much that is ‘good’ and it is social environments, acting on our basic dispositions, that can bring out the best or worst in us.

A second theme of this chapter is to highlight the fact that Darwin’s impact on the emerging profession of psychotherapy in the 1880s was immense. Indeed as the great historian of psychotherapy Henri Ellenberger (1970) makes clear, for over a hundred years psychotherapy has sought to accommodate evolutionary theory in a host of ways. Pierre Janet (1859-1947) believed that humans inherit natural tendencies (a term he preferred to that of instincts because tendencies could blend together) and the mind is hierarchically organised - from simple reflexes to higher organising abilities of rational thought.  Contrary to popular belief Freud (1956-1939) did not discover the unconscious for it was an idea held by philosophers for centuries. Freud made the link between unconscious motivations (innate drives) and evolved dispositions and argued that our conscious minds could be fearful of acknowledging the nature and source of our desires – hence therapy as revelation and insight.  His contemporary and later rival Carl Jung  (1875-1961) all but abandoned the notion of innate drives and developed the idea of archetypes as innate guides to meaning-making and motivation. Pavlov’s work in the 1900s, argued that some things are innately rewarding or punishing. Indeed, it has been learning theory that has stimulated, and been used in, much of the work exploring brain mechanisms for reward and punishment, the process of desensitisation for phobias (now the treatment of choice) and the development of anti-anxiety drugs (Gray, 1987). Later, during the 1960s and 70s, John Bowlby, a British child psychiatrist, developed the idea that we are innately set up to need and use our parents as attachment objects and for our relations with them to shape our emotions and relating styles. Social psychologists now argue we are innately set up to need to belong to groups, to identify with group values and that mental turmoil arises from fear (or actual) rejection and failures to form helpful alliances (Baumeister & Leary 1995). Even cognitive therapists argue that we become disturbed because our thoughts are both stimulated by and stimulating of, underlying innate mechanisms, such as fear and fight/flight systems (Beck, Emery & Greenberg, 1985) and modes (Beck 1996; Gilbert, 2002). For example, cognitive therapists see depression as related to an integrated and interlocking linkage between thoughts, interpretations and evolved mechanisms for dealing with social defeats and losses (Beck 1987; Gilbert, 1984, 1992). 

It is interesting that the evolutionary psychologists like Steven Pinker (2002) rarely if ever  mention this tradition in his writings. Perhaps these ideas, located in psychotherapy and animal learning don’t fit with the idea of evolutionary psychology being new and original.  However, the tendency to ignore or down play these ideas, along with turning a blind eye to the power of early childhood experiences to shape brain pathways, is a serious omission. Equally, I have to say, that some of my colleagues in clinical psychology have a very narrow view of evolutionary psychology, can be hostile to it and do not appreciate the variety of theories and rich history of ideas on ‘innateness’ in their own profession. For some people evolutionary psychology has been overly link with rarefied modules in the brain and (selfish) genes. On the other hand, they are more than happy to endorse the importance of early attachment relationships for mental health, the power of social relationships to shape our minds and emotions, and the pivotal role of language and symbolic thought for self construction - all without apparently noticing that this is to recognise the importance of innate needs and evolved human competencies. So this chapter will sketch a brief history of some of the extraordinary ways humans have wrestled with the problems of innateness and consider why we often have negative views when it comes to thinking about our own human nature.

Mind in nature 
As noted above there is a long history to the idea that there is such a thing as human nature – although as Pinker (2002) points out this has had something of a checked history. Over 2,500 years ago the Buddha suggested that life is an ‘affliction’ and our minds our unruly, prone to destructive cravings and attachments for love, admiration and possessions (Rahula, 1997). To release ourselves from the suffering the mind creates we need to train the mind through mediation and right thoughts and actions (the eight fold path). To the Buddha we are all seeking the same thing – to be free from suffering – but often create more in trying to do so.

One of the reasons for seeing the mind as problematic was because life itself was often far from easy. Since historical records began people have written about been burdened with depression and rages, riddled with anxieties, self-doubt and paranoia – or victim to the paranoia, tribalism and greed of others. In earlier times it was common for people to see their afflictions of mind and body, and the source of misfortune (famines and wars) as in the lap of the Gods.  Famines, disease and wars have been the norm rather than the exception and many people’s lives were often short and miserable. In participative religion one sees oneself as a co-actor with these super beings, and that one could make life easier if one appeased them, submitted to their will and made sacrifices to them and tried to earn their favour. If such effort failed and one’s children still died of diseases and one’s group still raided by other groups etc, the defensive behaviour of submission and self blame , more sacrifices or blaming an persecuting others for offending ‘the Gods’ were common. Such ideas are still with us today. 

However, between 800-200 BCE we entered a new phase of thinking, sometimes referred to as the Axial period. This was an exceptionally bad time for humans in many countries, with climate problems producing droughts, famines and diseases and increasingly rampant wars leaving populations decimated, killed, tortured and the vanquished sold into slavery. People began turning away from the Gods of old, because no amount of sacrifice seemed to work and there is nothing like a leader failing to produce to make people lose faith. Inventing new versions of the Gods was one solution, but another was to take a closer look at the nature of humanity itself and wonder if the seeds of our misery are actually in ourselves not the heavens.

During this time spiritual movements in India and Stoic philosophies in the Mediterranean emerged that would not only radicalise our beliefs about the causes of human suffering but also give new shape to beliefs about human nature (Armstrong, 2000). In India were a range of competing versions of what caused suffering and what one could do about it. There were God based beliefs as always but also two other dominant themes. The first was that suffering arises from our ignorance of our true selves and state. Yoga and mediation can reveal the true mind and liberate us. The second idea was that suffering arises from ‘desires’ especially those to own and control, and that the way to nirvana was to rid oneself of desire and attachments. Buddha tried both, almost dying in his vigorous effects to rid himself of desire by not eating and sleeping rough. Eventually he came up with a third way, or middle path. 

It is interesting that there was much in Indian thinking that suggested humans had evolved from animals e.g., monkeys are pre-human existences, and had to learn how to deal with their animal passions, but these traditions couched this in spiritual (reincarnation) terms rather than the biological. It is unclear if the Buddha held these views, but note that the hazy shape of such ideas have an old pedigree. Nonetheless, the rise of Buddhism and similar philosophies did five things (amongst others). First, it directed attention away for external Gods and inwards, to the nature of the self. Second, it argued that the seeds of suffering lie within; in our own basic nature. Third, it painted a rather negative view of (some) aspects of our basic (or untrained) human nature as riddled with egoism, desires, greed, lusts and passions that are self-serving but ultimately always end in tears (we will all die) and are highly destructive. Fourth, it argued that compassion is a key human potential that not only separates us from other animals but its cultivation can release us from of suffering, both within and without. Fifth, it taught that the mind must be trained for without training it was unruly and driven by the primitive passions. There is no doubt then, that even 2,500 years ago, there was the view that human nature can be problematic and if you let it run amuck all hell can break loose – quite literally! Partly due to conquests and partly due to trade, these ideas permeated though the old cultures and we can see the same themes cropping up in different places.

The theme of the control of desire (in how our minds should be organised) was to take on new forms in the later developed monastic life, especially in Europe. Indeed, the practice of becoming ‘a hermit’ with minimal ‘desires’ in order to seek spiritual knowledge was well established before the birth of Christ. However, in the same period as Buddhism was flourishing in the East, in the Mediterranean, Greek culture was getting underway and with it the rise of the Stoics. They too focused on mind training but not through meditation as such. These philosophers believed in a pantheistic type of God and that humans should try to live by natural laws. However, the key idea was that we have two basic faculties, those of the emotions and passions, and those of reason. For the Stoics reason was the higher human faculty that set us apart from animals, and humans should train themselves to use reason at every opportunity. To live a life dominated by emotions and passions was regarded as not only sub-human but deeply destructive.  Thus, for Aristotle (384-322 BC) reason was the highest form of human activity, capable of controlling ‘the passions and unreason’, and to be cultivated. Although, St Augustine (354-430 AD) re-introduced the idea of obedience to authority (God) as a more sure way to a happy and ordered life, St Aquinas (1224-74 AD) re-turned to the view that it is reason and logic which are the most salient qualities of humanity (distinguishing us from animals) and that both the personal and political life should be based on it. Since then, the nature, power and limits of reason to constrain the ‘passions,’ have been central to many theorists of human behaviour (Taylor, 1989). This basic philosophy has also been highly influential in a type of therapy called cognitive therapy which focuses on helping people examine their styles of thinking (Beck, Rush, Shaw & Emery, 1979)
The Stoic philosophers in the Mediterranean developed the idea that humans were different from animals because we had the power to reason. Reason should be the basis for living rather than allowing oneself to be controlled by one’s (animal) passions. Even the idea that mind emerges from natural laws had been proposed before Darwin. For example, Baron Holback writing in 1770 about nature and what he saw as our human lack of free will.


Man is a being purely physical; in whatever manner he is considered he is connected to universal nature, and submitted to the necessary and immutable laws that she imposes on all the beings she contains, according to their peculiar essences or to the respective properties with which, without consulting them, she endows each particular species. Man’s life is a line that nature commands him to describe upon the surface of the earth, without his ever being able to swerve from it, even for an instant. He is born without his own consent; his organization does in nowise depend upon himself; his ideas come to him involuntarily; his habits are in the power of those who cause him to contract them; he is unceasingly modified by causes, whether visible or concealed, over which he has no control, which necessarily regulate his mode of existence, give the hue to his way of thinking, and determine his manner of acting. He is good or bad, happy or miserable, wise or foolish, reasonable or irrational, without his being for any thing in these various states (Barron Holbach (1770/1973, p. 585).

Here is a version of the mind subjected to nature laws, with ‘ideas and passions coming to us involuntarily’ that would not be out of place in some modern evolutionary texts. I like this quote because it helps us recognise that evolutionary approaches to psychology have a history of ideas in which to embed themselves.

The power and use of reason to run one’s life and society, however, has always had a hard fight of it. First, people rather liked (at least some of) their passions (e.g., sex and possessions), and the virtues of strength and combativeness for men remained highly regarded. Second, belief in the Gods would not fade so easily for the Gods also served powerful social functions of enabling people to engage in shared rituals, have a sense of belonging and group identity which feeds a self-identity, give a sense of being special and chosen, and (often) hope for a life after death, ways for feeling connected to tings greater than themselves and source of protection (Hinde, 1999). Reason alone could not do this. And so began the battle between reason and (God-given) revelation. This fundamental clash has been with us ever since and at times pretty bloody it gets. In the fifteen and sixteenth centuries, when science began to contradict beliefs rooted in supposed revelation, one could go in fear of one’s life and the inquisition. Even today there is a serious clash in our cultures between those who seek to organise their societies by revelation, and use threats and promises to cajole and entice, verses those who see science and human reason as the more reliable source for social order. Increasing moral issues are arising that provide battle  grounds for such clashes - be this in birth control and our desperate need to control our population growth or some avenues of medical and genetic research. Human rights are something we give each other, not God given. Strangely, revelation often seems to advantage men in regard to social power!

Modern science also tells us that the neat separation of reason and emotion is part illusion. One can see how Rene Descartes got the idea of separating out different faculties of the mind from the Soul. This was partly because the Church had forbidden study of the brain as it was interfering with God’s work and the Soul. Descartes separation of mind/soul and body – turning the mind in to a different ‘kind of thing’ to the flesh, answered the problem – but set up other serious difficulties. As Damasio (1996) in his book Descartes’ Error brilliantly details, Descartes’ is wrong. The reasoning of the depressed is different to that of the happy; the reasoning of the psychotic is different to that of the neurotic. Our reasoning can flow and emerge in the bow wave of emotion. Reasoning can even be a socially constructed thing to do, where we inflame each other into (say) vengeance (which can be the most irrational of things to do) – but we believe to the end, drowning in the blood of ourselves and others –that we had good cause to do it, and others in our group confirm this way of thinking. The world burns and we can furnish an all too easy logic to support it.  Emotions contain their own reasoning scripts.
A problematic nature and the Darwinian Revolution 

The second idea, often implied by many approach for Buddhism to the modern say approaches, is that the human nature is problematic for it contains passions and selfish desires that can be destructive to self and others. A notable advocate of this position was Hobbes (1588-1679) who saw human nature as containing dark forces up to no good. Until the eighteen century no one really knew how our nature (or indeed that of other living things) got to be the way it was. Religion had offered explanations in terms of the Gods and various creation myths, but both Darwin and Marx were to radicalise our understanding of the emergence of mind in nature. When Darwin returned from his long trip on the Beagle, in 1839, he was well aware that one of the key questions asked in biology was why had some species had become extinct? As Darwin studied his specimens of finches (and other species) he’d brought back, it became clear that they varied in very small but significant ways. Why had such variety occurred? Putting together the observation of species variation and the idea of extinction, Darwin reasoned that survival was a struggle and maybe it was having certain characteristics that helped in the struggle for survival that accounted for variation. His central idea was that species variations are not the result of arbitrary processes or passing on acquired characteristics, but are the result of some selection process that influenced survival - hence the term natural selection. At the end of chapter V in  Origins of Species Darwin writes: 

Whatever the cause may be of each slight difference in the offspring from their parents - and a cause for each must exist – it is the steady accumulation, through natural selection, of such differences, when beneficial to the individual, that gives rise to all the more important modifications of structure, by which the innumerable beings on the face of the earth are enabled to struggle with each other, and the best adapted to survive. (203-4) 

Natural selection relates to attributes that give an advantage in the struggle to survive.  Darwin argued that animals acquire, via natural selection, physiologies and abilities to detect, search for and use different types food sources (e.g. in birds it might be seeds, berries or worms). The different beaks of finches were suited to different types of food, but they would also need minds to search, recognise (be attracted to), find and eat certain types of food. Beaks without the searching, detecting minds (e.g., for worms of seeds) to go with them would be useless. In other words, it how beaks interact with other aspects of the mind and body that is crucial. 

The same argument goes for a host of things that we are attracted to including sexual partners. For most mammals sexual maturity is a gene regulated unfolding process that brings on line certain types of sexual interest and attention/attraction to sexual cues. In us too there are evolved mechanisms to direct attention and motive us to do things, but being attracted is not enough - we have to coordinate a range of physiological and behavioural processes to make mating and successful reproduction, possible.  Sexual behaviour is nested in the evolution of desire (attraction/repulsion) and the various means to stimulate and satisfy desire (Buss, 1999). Animals and humans are not seeking out certain types of ‘attractive’ partner or even engaging in sex because they want to do a good turn for their genes. They seek out signals that arouse desires and engage in behaviours that are pleasurable. Genes have built in to us some apparatus for linking pleasure and desire to signals and behaviour

Inclusive fitness: Darwin’s view of natural selection left a question mark on the evolution of altruism. It was clear that many organisms did not struggle with others but helped each other.  After all, those ant colonies and towers we mentioned earlier are the result of a good deal of co-operation. The solution was offered by complex mathematical models by Hamilton, in the 1960s. The essence of the argument is that genes can build hosts that are helpful to each other if, in being helpful, this increases the chances of those genes being passed to succeeding generations. Because ants are clones, all from a single Queen, then their collective activity is helping their genes. The argument for altruism in mammals is the same – that is, those parents who are relatively caring of their offspring will have offspring who carry their traits for caring and these individuals are more likely to survive and reproduce because they are cared for. Caring for genetically related individuals is called kin altruism. And helping one’s brother or sister or other genetic relatives means that the genes they share with you also have an increased chance of being represented in the next generation - because you helped them. Genes can favour their own kin. This is called inclusive fitness. 

These ideas were popularised and eloquently outlined by Dawkins (1976) in a book with the misleading title of The Selfish Gene. Dawkin’s intent was to indicate that what genes do is replicate, make copies of themselves by being passed on at the point of conception and cell division.  The idea of genes ‘as selfish’ and that they compete was however to cause some confusion. Competition is a purposeful human activity with an aim, desire and outcome. ‘Selfish’ assumes self-interest and motivation but genes have no ‘interest’ in whether they are successful or not. They are simply mechanical replicators carrying information for building traits. For sure some will enable their hosts to do better than others, but the gene has no ‘intention’ to do such. Even though we now know that the genes you inherit from your mother and those you inherit from your father can interact, with some genes suppressing others, this is not competition in any motive kind of way - but simply chemical interactions and reactions. We are so set up for anthropomorphic thinking that we can ascribe intents to all kind of things, such as Gods in the sky, or our family pet, even our genes - but at root genes are just chemical reactions. Worse perhaps was that on the book covers of some of Darwkin’s editions humans were presented as puppets to their genes and that our minds are simply the vehicles for their expression. Many, including Dawkins himself, have strongly argued, however, that humans are capable of not acting out the dictates of our gene-built passions through the use of our evolve capacity for self-awareness and rational thought and moral constructions; different sets of gene build capabilities can interact and suppress each other.
Conflicts: We should also note that kin altruism is considerably more tricky in sexual reproducing mammals than it is for ants. First, we evolved (admittedly a long time ago) from species that lived in the sea. Fishy mum and dad can be  attracted to their young - but as a meal!  Mammalian kin altruism had to get over that little problem - that is design physiological systems to inhibit cannibalism and generate kin recognition systems, (ants have them, but fish don’t; MacLean, 1985). Moreover, mammalian kin altruism is operated through relatively high-level systems of feelings and emotions that are extraordinarily vulnerable to a host of factors. For example, the hormone oxytocin appears central to the formation of attachment bonds. If one depletes this hormone in animals the mother can lose interest in bonding with and caring for her offspring. Recent research has found that women who have low oxytocin levels have various kinds of attachment problems in their relationships with others including children (Bell, 2001). States of depression and stress, are well known for making people very non-altruistic to their kin. 

It crucial therefore to note that although selective pressures can produce similar solutions (e.g., many species have independently evolved their visual systems) this does not mean the design is the same (e.g., there are different types of eye). Thinking about the selective pressure is one thing but, to understand our psychology, the crucial question is how systems are designed and how they operate as systems, within systems and in current environments.  

Don’t mate with kin? The extraordinary power of how learning interacts with gene guided information, of what to be attracted to and what to be repulsed by, can be seen in sexual desire. The systems underpinning sexual desire, could have given rise to individuals who would find those most genetically like them the most sexually (as well as co-operatively) attractive leading to the harmful outcome of incestuous genetic breeding. Evolution has got around this in an interesting way, by playing a gamble. The gamble is based on learning. If you grow up with others and share much of your childhood together the betting is (in our past evolution period of small groups) these are your siblings and cousins - not the best set of genes to mate with. So there is a genetically coded inhibitor (avoid) mechanism in the sexual desire program that says, ‘don’t have sexual desires for those you spend your early childhood with.’ This is called the Westermark principle. Hence, children who grow up together as in Kibbutz’s may form close friendships but are not sexually attracted to each other. Although our sexual attraction to potential mates is not created by learning it is shaped by it, and the Westermark principle depends on learning who is attractive and who not. Evolution plays a gamble that this learning will occur; that the people you grow up will be your siblings/kin.

Learning and playing the odds: Evolution’s gamble does not always pay off, however. One reason for this is that the emotional inhibitor is not activated via learning and experience.  If siblings are separated at birth they may, on their reunion, experience a degree of sexual attraction to each other that they can find distressing or enticing. In a recent article in the Sunday Observer Amelia Hill (2003) wrote about what is now being called ‘Genetic Sexual Attraction.’ Separated siblings, and even parents for their children, can find deep sexual attraction on their reunion causing problems in the law if there is consummation with assenting adult. We also know that in some cultures e.g., the ancient Egyptians, that incest was rife and based on various religious beliefs.  Males who are not involved with their children, or take on stepchildren, can also fail to activate this inhibitor and are more prone to sexual abuse. The Westermark principal is one example of many where a genetic mechanism (incest avoidance) only works if certain environmental conditions are met (Erkison, 2000); that is, certain learning take place. This is an example of how genes are guides but are dependent on social relationships. It is an interesting question, that Freud would have enjoyed no doubt, as to how far sexual attraction is a basic system that has been modified by evolution to enable other forms of attachment and attraction based relationships.  

As in all cases the degree to which animals can learn to alter their search, find and respond competencies is key to how they actually go about their lives. Animals and humans are not engaging in sex because they want to do a good turn for their genes. They seek out signals that arouse desires and engage in behaviours that are pleasurable. Genes have built in to us some apparatus for linking attraction, pleasure and desire to signals and behaviour. It is at this level that learning can take place. It is interestingly then that when it comes to human sex all kinds of behaviours that are never going to result in reproduction, such as anal, oral and masturbatory sex, or visiting prostitutes to dress up in black leather, have rings in nipples, and so forth can arise. Human sexual behaviour can be a long way from reproduction because it operates through emotional systems of pleasure – and because emotions are involved, the role of learning is key. Moreover, people can delight in their sexuality or be terrified of it because of learning. Abused people may have a sense of disgust and fear about sex. In some cultures homosexual desires come with fear of being a sin against God or ostracisms by the community, in others they are positively endorsed. In the war-based society of Greek Sparta over two thousand years ago, homosexual bonds were encouraged because they thought it increased the chances of men laying down their lives for each other. 

Already we are beginning to see therefore that the social shaping of (innate) desires (and attractions), via (early) experience and cultural sharing, plays an important role in how our sexual (and other) desires emerge into a mind that gives meaning to desire – which  in turn affects how they are expressed and played out. Moreover, human sexual behaviour can be influenced by emotions that have nothing at all to do with sex – such as the fear of shame, or pursing religious goals of purifying one’s body by celibacy. Note also how evolution uses a motivation and a pleasure in many ways. Sex can be aggressive and used to dominate or as a means of cementing a love bond. There is a rush of a hormone called oxytocin at the point of orgasm that helps bonding. Human sex can even be used as simply a way for relaxing and falling asleep. We can use functions then in a host of ways, killing two birds with one stone (e.g., procreation and bonding), and at times, in ways for which they were not intended. 

Gene built potentials lay down physiological systems that are far from encapsulated, but can be organised in various ways by experience and learning. If you don’t have some concepts of self-organisation, where higher systems can influence the lower order then these processes might be difficult to understand and lead to over reductionism and deterministic positions. This principle, of the mutual influence of higher order and lower systems, come up again in how we think about the brain.

Darwin Left, Darwin Right: The Politics of Evolution
There is another historical influence that casts yet darker shadows over our engagement with any kind of innate nature. This is the way Darwin came to be used to support a vastly different array of political agendas. By the time Darwin developed the theory of change via natural selection, and that the selection came from the struggle for existence, there was already well established ideas about human nature. However, until the eighteen century no one really knew how our nature (or indeed that of other living things) got to be the way it was. Religion had offered explanations in terms of the Gods and various creation myths, but both Darwin and Marx were to radicalise our understanding of the emergence of mind in nature. Darwinian approaches to our minds argued that our innate dispositions, our interest in families, sex, power and status are the result of selective pressure shaping desires and  interests that guide behaviours. Karl Marx argued that our self-conscious minds are shaped by historical forces that have played out conflicts of interest, in particular the control of resources. Power grows from ownership of resources and that social contexts can be created (communism) that can undercut this process. When Marx, weaved a complex history of the class conflict over the ownership of resources and capital, there was a natural keenness to see in Darwin a scientific basis for such theories and observation. Indeed, Marx and Darwin were not seen to be in conflict over the social verses the biological but allies pursing the same truth - the origins of conflict. In fact, Darwin was ‘honoured’ to received a copy of Marx’s Das Capitla in 1873 and wrote to Marx saying  “ …. we both earnestly desire the extension of knowledge and that this is in the long run sure to add to the happiness of mankind” (Wheen, 1999, p18). On March 17th 1883, Wheen, (1999, pp. 18) tells us that:


As Marx’s coffin was being lowered into the earth of Highgate cemetery, Engles declared: ‘Just as Darwin discovered the law of evolution in human nature, so Marx discovered the law of evolution in human history.’ 

Was Engles correct? To a degree he was. One can argue over historical precedent of course, but the idea that humans are constantly in conflict with each other was hardly new. The Hobbsian view that all people act from their own self-interest and are ultimately selfish was well established as a philosophical idea long before Marx. Even the Buddha has pondered on this. 
But the extraordinary thing, and something that is sometimes forgotten, is that Marx’s theory was a theory of social conflict based on the value of resources, ideas that evolutionists often promote themselves. Conflict is proportional, Marx argued, to the value of resources available and the means of production of those resources. Furthermore, wealth gives access to a whole range of resources allied with it (food, comforts, sexual opportunities). Thus, people are in conflict, not just over resources themselves but compete for the means to produce them. Marx saw the history of class struggle as the history of conflict for control of resources in the struggle for survival. Furthermore, wealth gives access to a whole range of resources allied with it (food, comforts, sexual opportunities). Thus, people are in conflict, not just over resources themselves but compete for the means to produce them.  

When evolutionists argue that conflict increases as wealth and resource disparities increase (the potential rewards from winning conflicts are high) this would not be out of place in a Marxian analysis. The idea that (say) men will try to control women because they are a valued (reproductive) resource might also be fairly Marxian. The tragedy was that while Marx had illuminated political, economic and historical forces at play in the formation of competing groups, (class formation, class conflicts, and wars as rooted in resource conflicts) and held deeply moral views for social justice, his solutions for social injustice had not accounted at all for an evolved psychology on which conflict can be inflamed. So although Marx admired Darwin he had not really appreciated the implications of Darwin for human psychology - that an evolved mind in the modern world of vast differences in resources could try to circumvent movement to serious egalitarianism; that kin will favour kin; that people make choices, be it for sexual partners, or the resources to impress them; that when we go for brain surgery we hope the medical profession has selected the less intelligent over the incompetent, and weeded out the lazy from the hard working. People seek the best not the average. In large groups, people believe that some contribute more than others and therefore should be rewarded more, both on the grounds of social fairness and to encourage them to contribute more (work harder). In the interests of freedom they should then be allowed to use this ‘extra’ reward as they wish. And so back to profits. It is of course Orwell’s animal Farm
Marx also saw in Darwin, as did Nietzsche, the final explanation and proof that ‘God was dead,’ the secrets of life where revealed. Even Darwin thought his theory was like ‘admitting to murder.’ Indeed, Kenan Malik (2000) notes how some people have even been driven to suicide when they reflected on (what they thought were) the implications of evolutionary theory. Robert Fitzroy was captain of the Beagle that carried Darwin on his famous voyage. Although a difficult man, deeply religious, and vulnerable to depression, one of the things that may have driven to cut his own throat was his realisation that he had been instrumental in the development of Darwin’s theory. Darwinism, allied to a Godless ‘left’ was not seen as too appealing.
The Social Darwinists. There were a set of doctrines prevalent in Europe at the turn of the twentieth century that would seize on Darwinism for almost the opposite reasons to Marx. The Social Darwinists, as they become known, had an altogether nastier philosophy and take on human psychology that would lead to fascism and make a virtue of  superiority and the derogation of competitors. They grabbed at the notion of inherent inequalities in nature not to heal them but to accentuate them. By the nineteenth century there were various justifications to not only ignore the plight of those who suffered but also to accept it. These justifications, Gay (1995) suggests, centred around three key, interconnected ideas. The first was that competition, although having unfortunate side effects such as producing many losers, is nonetheless good, for it hones efficiency and produces progress. The industrial revolution would never have got off the ground without the elite justifying their exploitations of the workers (and in earlier times slavery) via appeals to higher virtues such as progress and wealth creation. Indeed, by the time Darwin published the Origin of Species in 1859, Europe was at the height of the industrial revolution, celebrated in the Great Exhibition of 1851. Capitalist economics, invoking ideas of survival of the fittest as survival of the best, were well established as key social beliefs about change and progress. Indeed, the ideas that competition is a vehicle for change and progress, and the strong displace the weak, actually originated in economics not biology, and was far from a new idea. And right wing politicians still use such appeals today in the form of ‘trickle down’ economics and justifications to maintain low wage groups. In the eighteenth and nineteenth century competitive advantage was considered to be the real measure of success and prestige - relatively regardless of how it was won. Nowadays this idea tempts politicians of both left and right who turn a blind eye to the fact that competition may produce new products and efficiencies but in the process also produces may losers and increases disparities; it is devouring and polluting the world, our time and sensibilities. We are lost to even demanding cycle of seeking competitive edge.
A second justification to ignore injustice and the poor was scientific; the incorporation of new biological theories of evolution were used to support the idea that the natural order of life was competitive (nature red in tooth and claw) and losers don't survive; and beneath the veneer of civilisations all were potentially enemies of each other. Moreover, people like Herbert Spencer held that helping the disadvantaged, such as the poor or mentally ill, were in the long term cruel, and not the natural order. Allowing those who could not keep up to fall by the wayside was a “purifying process” and efforts to help them, the actions of “spurious philanthropists” (Gay, 1995, p. 41), for such unfortunates could be nothing but a burden to the more able.

The Social Darwinists were able to use Darwinian theory to support the idea of the inherent superiority of some groups over others, and make it a virtue that the superior should triumph over the inferior, be these races, ethnic groups, religious denominations, or even women. Anti-feminists of the nineteenth century appealed to ‘the scientific evidence’ that women's brains were smaller than men’s and that women bleed once a month and therefore could be conveniently prohibited from positions of power within universities or the State - they simply weren't up to it.

The third justification came from the appeal to aristocratic manliness, which was the standard by which the superior should be known and judged. This theme rode on the back of a long history of myth making where only the stories of male heroes and conflicts were recorded and seen worthy of attention. Narratives written by women, the poor or the vanquished are notable by their absence in our historical documents up until quite recently. Thus, as Gay (1995) says:


Varied as this menu of self-justifications proved to be, all provided collective identifications, serving as gestures of integration and with that exclusion. By gathering up communities of insiders, they revealed- only too often invented- a world of strangers beyond the pale, individuals and classes, races and nations, it was perfectly proper to contradict, patronize, ridicule, bully, exploit, or exterminate. All three rationales had the same effect; they cultivated hatred, in both senses of the term: they at once fostered and restrained it, by providing respectable pleas for its candid exercise while at the same time compelling it to flow within carefully staked out channels of approval. (p. 35-36).

Finally in a distortion of the sentiments of the enlightenment, that human knowledge should put to the betterment of humankind, the Social Darwinists began preaching for the improvement of our species by control of breeding. Humans could be seen as cattle and fighting dogs bred for intelligence, beauty, disease-free or with other talents. The talents that were to be chosen, of course, where those deemed important by the elite.  It is difficult to know how much these ideas influenced the holocaust because sadly, racism, and ethnic cleansing of tribes or religions is not new – and the continuing tragic wars in parts of Africa and other places are fought without much knowledge of these ideas. 

In regard to religion the right neatly side-step the implicit Godlessness of Darwin and used the idea of God in support of their (superior) moral values and elitism. They had of course cleverly adopted a form of Christianity long detached from it roots in aestheticism and social sharing (non-accumulations).   

Fear of the innate: Hence people have feared engaging with the domains of our innate nature for a host of reason – because it is seen as brutish and remains us of our animal past that we so wish to see ourselves as above; because it can lead to the Godless religion of the communism and submission of individual autonomy to the will of the state,  or to the narcissist superiority of the right. Nonetheless no theory has had greater impact on the human psyche. It had a significant influence on the philosophies of Nietzsche and Marx, the psychodynamic theories of Freud and Jung and was to change the nature of religious debate. Yet morally neutral as it was, and simple in its conception, varying theorists of human nature would use it as sword to defend and acclaim their own views. 

Psychology and Darwinism

Many psychologists and philosophers recognised the huge implications of Darwinian theory, and from 1870 onwards various theories about how our minds work that captured the idea of our nature as ‘an evolved nature’ started to appear. For example, Wilhelm Wundt, who set up the first psychology laboratories in 1878, and is regarded as the founder of the science of psychology, gave a series of “Lectures on the human and animal soul” that explored some of the implications of Darwin’s theory for psychology. Wundt was basically in agreement with Darwin (Ritvo, 1990). Indeed, it is remarkable how quickly Darwin's influence on philosophy, psychology and psychopathology spread. In suggesting and substantiating the view that humans and animals share a common history, shaped by the forces of evolution, the classical discontinuity view of humans and animals, proposed by Descartes, and those with religious needs, became frayed at the edges. Humans had finally lost their souls. For psychology, four major implications of Darwinian theory became evident. 

First was the study of speciation - that is why and how species differ in their attributes and abilities. This lead to idea that variation in abilities and attributes arise because they have be fashioned to solve different types of survival problem. Thus if humans have certain abilities (say for language or symbolic thought) that are not shared with other animals this is because we have been subjected to certain selective challenges.  

Second, after Darwin, the existence of individual differences (e.g., IQ, personality, athletic skill) in an animal’s ability to adapt to its environment became the study of nature‑nurture causes of individual differences. The innate versus the environmentalist controversies have some of their newer origins here. Marx did not allow much for individual differences or inherited variation between people. It was not until the 1930s however that the study of individual differences in personality and abilities really got underway. Today you can’t go for any big job without some psychologist using personality tests and assessing our personal aptitude for the job. In recent years the study of individual differences has been pursued in looking at genetic differences between people. Variations within populations is central for evolution to work on and new combination of genes are created at each conception.

Third, Darwinian principles reaffirmed the idea that laws of adaptation and learning exist in other species apart from humans. Such a view provided the theoretical rationale to study the laws of learning in animals, both for their own intrinsic interest and as a means for offering insights into learning mechanisms in humans. Hence, if we can understand how animals learn then this will give insight in to how we learn. Animal learning as a guide to human learning would not have been taken that seriously before Darwin. Also, of course, the study of physiological and anatomical mechanisms of learning in animals rests squarely on this principle. Should it have been shown that (say) the non-human rat or primate brain operates radically differently from the human brain, this line of research would have been much less interesting and useful and, of course, would have challenged Darwinian principles. As it is, many of the neuroanatomical and biochemical insights (including the mapping of neurotransmitter pathways in the brain and the development of many drugs) have been possible as a result of the study of non-human brains.

Fourth, Darwin's view of there being a continuity between humans and animals lent itself very directly to the idea that humans, like animals, are (to some extent) driven by inherited instincts which are primarily concerned with survival rather than rationality. Moreover, these arose from the earlier stages of humans and before them, animals. Rationality will develop if it bestows advantage in the struggle for survival. However rationality will always struggle to constrain the instincts.  Further, there is no particular reason why humans should be conscious of all that goes on in their minds. Indeed most of our instincts and dispositions evolved long before self-conscious. This implication leads directly to Freud's id psychology and indirectly to various drive reduction theories of learning.
Once the link between animals and humans as cut from the same tree was taken seriously, our poor understanding of how animals actually behaved led to the highly influential reaffirmation of the idea of animal nature as bad nature in the immediate post Darwinian period of the 1880's. Some modern theories of psychopathology ignore the difficulty of inherited dispositions completely and suggest that it is only the laws governing the development of beliefs and attitudes that are necessary for understanding psychopathology. 

Freud

At the turn of the century, however, this would have been considered naive indeed. For this was a time when questions of how humans could deal with their (then accepted) primitive and savage past abounded. It was a time of Frankenstein and Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde and when Nietzsche was at his most popular. It was a time when we replaced our fear of external demons and Gods and became preoccupied with the beast within. We woke up to the fact that what evil existed in the world arose from the actions, desires and motives of people, not supernatural forces. Nietzsche read Darwin, and like others of his time was highly influenced by it. Although Freud apparently put off reading Nietzsche directly for some time, as Ellenberger (1970) points out, Nietzsche was so well discussed at the time of Freud's early maturity that it was not necessary to have read him directly to be permeated with his ideas and the cultural preoccupations. Freud certainly does not acknowledge Nietzsche (unlike Jung who did). However, to appreciate some of the parallels of Freudian thought with Nietzsche's ideas, and the power that evolution theory had on these early theorists it is worth quoting Ellenberger (1970) at length:


Psychoanalysis evidently belongs to that “unmasking” trend, that search for hidden unconscious motivations characteristic of the 1880s and 1890s. In Freud as in Nietzsche, words and deeds are viewed as manifestations of unconscious motivations, mainly of instincts and conflicts of instincts. For both men the unconscious is the realm of the wild, brutish instincts that cannot find permissible outlets, derived from earlier stages of the individual and of mankind, and find expression in passion, dreams, and mental illness. Even the term “id” (das Es) originates from Nietzsche. The dynamic concept of mind, with the notions of mental energy, quanta of latent or inhibited energy, or release of energy or transfer from one drive to another, is also to be found in Nietzsche. Before Freud, Nietzsche conceived the mind as a system of drives that can collide or be fused into each other. In contrast to Freud, however, Nietzsche did not give prevalence to the sexual drive (whose importance he duly acknowledged), but to aggressive and self‑destructive drives. Nietzsche well understood those processes that have been called defence mechanisms by Freud, particularly sublimation (a term that appears at least a dozen times in Nietzsche's works), repression (under the name inhibition), and the turning of instincts toward oneself. The concepts of the imago of father and mother is also implicit in Nietzsche. The description of resentment, false conscience, and false morality anticipated Freud's descriptions of neurotic guilt and of the superego. Freud's “Civilization and Its Discontent” also shows a noteworthy parallelism with Nietzsche's “Genealogy of Morals.” Both give a new expression to Diderot's old assumption that modern man is afflicted with a peculiar illness bound up with civilization, because civilization demands of man that he renounce the gratification of his instincts. Scattered throughout Nietzsche's works are countless ideas or phrases whose parallels are to be found in Freud. Nietzsche taught that no one will complain or accuse himself without a secret desire for vengeance, thus, “Every complaint (Klagen) is accusation (Anklagen).” The same idea with the same play on words is to be found in Freud's celebrated paper “Mourning and Melancholia”: “Their 'complaints' are actually 'plaints' in the older sense of the word” [p. 277; italics added].

Freud regarded himself very much as an evolutionist and at times thought of himself as an ‘archaeologist of the mind’.  This was because he believed that it was the primitive instincts, the impulses from the id that were at the route of neurosis, not to mention excessive aggressiveness, war and other destructive behaviours. Psychoanalysis was the tool to dig down through the layers of the mind and find out what the id was up to.  In 1895 Freud worked on a “project” to try to link various physiological processes to the instincts (which held libidinal energy). He was however, always unhappy with his biological theories of how such mechanisms work and the ‘project’ was never published.  He was also unhappy with his theories of instincts and felt there was no adequate classification or clarity of how instincts worked. Nonetheless, he thought the concept of the id was enough to explain the nature of our “primitive minds” and the emotions, images (imagoes), fantasies and dream that may flow for them. 

Freud also struggled with questions of how far neurosis is learnt and comes for actual life experiences, and how far it is related to the activation of internal mechanisms (much like modern day evolutionary psychologists). He shifted back and forth in his theories. In the early days, as he listened to the stories of his patients, he was stunned at the recall of memories of sexual abuse.  At first he began to articulate the idea that neurosis was rooted in early sexual trauma; seduction of the young (nurture). However, this had serious implications, run up against scepticism from colleagues, social denial, and he could not believe himself that such could be so common. Ellenberger (1970), the great historian of psychotherapy noted that in 1896 Freud’s lecture on seduction theory to the Society of Psychiatry and Neurology was treated with scepticism. However, although Krafft-Ebing, the chairman of the society thought, “it sounded like a scientific fairy tale” (p. 448), he remained positively disposed to Freud. And who could blame the audience for scepticism, Ellenberger argues, when Freud himself changed his view. Ellenberger notes that: 

On September 21, 1897, Freud wrote to Fliess a startling confidence. The stories of early seduction by the father, as told by all his hysterical patients were mere fantasises, so his entire theory of hysteria was shaken. The lack of therapeutic success, the improbability that so many seductions by the father could pass unnoticed, the impossibility of distinguishing in the unconscious a memory from a fiction, where the main reasons that now lead him to give up the hope of elucidating the mystery of neurosis. Gone were the expectations of a great discovery that would bring fame and wealth (p. 446).

So it is probable that it was Freud’s own disbelief that lead to the giving up of seduction theory as much as external scepticism. Indeed, scepticism in science tends to be the norm rather than the exception. However, as Ellenberger notes Freud was still optimistic about the possibility of discoveries. At this time he invigorated his own self-analysis hoping to find clues to unconscious processes. He was also influenced by the Darwinian approaches to psychology that were rippling through the academic community. So Freud shifted position; it was not that the seductions were real but that humans inherited an evolved capacity to generate fantasies of seduction and fears of punishment – the oedipal and electra complexes (nature). In the space of a few years psychoanalysis shifted from external causation to inherited internal causation – rooted in evolved mechanisms (Ritvo, 1990). This was in many ways tragic for it would be many years before the full realisation of the scale of sexual and physical abuse and emotional neglect was finally recognised. Indeed, even in the early 1980s research was showing that many patients were going through psychiatric treatments with clinicians rarely asking patients about abuse, leaving such experiences unaddressed and clouded in concealment and shame. It was not only Freud who was partly to blame.  There was also the growing dominance of medical approaches to psychiatric disorders, and drug company profits, that saw mental disorders as rooted in our brain chemistry and genes, with drugs as the solutions. 
Jung and the Archetypes 

Evolutionary psychologists have argued that the mind is not a general purpose-like computer but that it comes with specialised competencies and intelligences for doing different things. We will explore this in more detail in the next chapter. Here we note that this idea is not new. There is a long tradition in philosophy, reaching back to the Greek philosopher Plato and found in much later works of Kant, Schopenhauer and many others, which suggest we cannot know reality directly, but only our internal constructions of it. These philosophers suggested that meaning is given by the mind to things and events, not the other way around. In other words, the mind comes with ways of constructing meaning. 

Carl Gustav Jung (1875-1961) followed in this tradition and applied this approach to understanding mental illness. He was a complex character, the son of a pastor, and riddled with religious doubts and fears, made more acute by the ferment of Darwinian theory at the turn of the century as it permeated through into philosophy and the social sciences.  He first met Freud (who was nineteen years his senior) in Vienna in a cold winter of 1907. Their first meeting was a long and enthusiastic one and very shortly after Jung joined the inner circle becoming one of Freud's favourites. But a long and prosperous relationship was not to be. A potentially co-operative relationship quickly turned into one of rivals. By 1913 serious differences of view had emerged. Jung retreated to Switzerland and had a serious nervous breakdown, which he would later use as a source for his own meta-theories (Jung, 1963). Freud continued to focus on his libido theory gaining and losing allies in the process. 

The reasons for their rivalry and break-up were various; Jungians thought it was because of Freud’s need for subordinates, and he would not let Jung analysis his dreams. But perhaps the key reason was Jung's rejection of libido theory and his growing belief that the psyche was not made up of competing drives and flows of libidinal energy, as Freud insisted, but rather of various, internal meaning-making and action directed systems. These systems, which he called archetypes, influence the unfolding of development, e.g., to seek care, to become a member of a group, to find a sexual partner(s) and become a parent, to find meaning and wisdom and to come to terms with death. 

Jung's work has sometimes been dismissed as too mystical and obscure for serious study. Certainly, he was concerned with the spiritual aspects of life but it would be wrong to dismiss his ideas on this score. Some suggested that Jung believed in the inheritance of archetypal forms, via repeated experience over generations, but Hogenson (2001) has shown this is not so and that Jung was well aware of Darwinian principles. Moreover Hogenson has also pointed out that there were many psychologists at the turn of the eighteenth who tried to integrate some concept of instincts and the inheritance of instincts into psychology. Jung’s ideas, like Freud’s, owe much to these endeavours.  

Jung postulated that humans, as an evolved species, inherit specific predispositions for thought, feeling and action. These predispositions exist as foci within the collective unconscious and come to guide behaviour, thoughts and emotions. He distinguished the collective unconscious from the personal by suggesting that the personal unconscious represented those aspects of personal experience that were rooted in real events. They had at one time been conscious but were either forgotten or repressed. The collective unconscious, however, was the realm of the inherited universal predispositions; the internal motivating and meaning-making systems that form the bedrock of species typical behaviours. He said:


".... The archetype in itself is empty and purely formal, nothing but a facultas praeformandi, a possibility of representation which is given a priori. The representations themselves are not inherited, only the forms, and in that respect they correspond in every way to the instincts, which are also determined in form only. The existence of instincts can no more be proved than the existence of the archetypes, so long as they do not manifest themselves concretely. With regard to the definiteness of the form, our comparison with the crystal is illuminating inasmuch as the axial system determines only the stereometric structure but not the concrete form of the individual crystal. This may be either large or small, and it may vary endlessly by reason of the different size of its planes or by the growing together of two crystals. The only thing that remains constant is the axial system, or rather, the invariable geometric proportions underlying it. The same is true of the archetype. In principle, it can be named and has an invariable nucleus of meaning but always only in principle, never as regards its concrete manifestation.... (Jung 1972, pp13-14).

Because archetypes are all evolved predispositions, they are shared with all humans beings and, in this sense, are collective. As innate predispositions they are largely unconsciousness. So Jung was first and foremost concerned with those various universals common to humanity. He attempted to articulate the internal psychic mechanisms that (across various cultures and time) brought into existence (into relationship) various universal life themes, myths, rituals and stories. These life themes (for attachments, seeking sexual partners, joining groups, forming social ranks, worshipping Gods, etc.) arise, he argued, from some kind of pre-wiring, or preparation of our psychology. To offer a flavour of how Jung conceived archetypes let’s look briefly at two of them. 

The anima (in the man) and animus (in the woman) provides a sense of, (a potential to form an image of), the opposite sex that will link desires and behaviours towards the opposite sex. The notion of archetypal images and ‘sexual partner-seeking mechanisms’ are not at odds with modern evolutionary ideas that men and women seek different things from their sexual partners and have different sexual strategies. However the anima and animus also act as internal mechanisms for the feelings and behaviours of the opposite sex. Jung thought that it was a man’s anima that gave him the ability to be nurturing and caring, and that it was the woman’s animus that enable her to be outgoing and competitive. However, the exact types of images that will be linked to sexual desire will owe much to learning and experience. Moreover, how caring a man is and how competitive a woman is, will be related to the kinds of relationship they have had with their opposite sex parent. Hence the images and forms an archetype takes itself is not inherited, only the mechanism to form an image for the focusing on sexual desire is.

The persona is that part which influences our social presentations and seeks to keep our reputations in tune with the social contexts so that we will find acceptance in our chosen groups. This view is not far from modern ideas that humans spend a lot of time honing their social images and guarding their reputations (Leary, 1995). Again whether our persona is focused on the need to be strong and fearless or to be fair minded and compassionate, is related to experience – only the mechanisms to be attentive to and construct a self-presentation that wins favour in the eyes of others is inherited (Knox, 2003). 

Archetypes could become inflated or deflated. To give a clinical example, a person with persona inflation organises all his/her behaviour around the need for social approval. In consequence he/she thinks only of appearances and looses his/her individuality and ability to stand against the crowd or risk social disapproval. It is the person of appearances. Persona deflation occurs in the person who cares not at all for what others think and risks being anti-social or highly innovative. However, even anti-social behaviour and developing a reputation for violent retaliation  (as might be true of the mafia boss) can be persona linked because it is about reputation and concern with how the self is seen by others (e.g., as a tough person). 

Archetypes could also blend together, balancing and playing off against each other. Jung’s view was that neurosis was the result of imbalance in these basic dispositions (self-organisation of archetypes) and the cure was to activate some potentials and reduce the power of others. Jung saw the Self-archetype as one that organises the others. It is not an entity as such but a process for self-organisation that seeks to integrate and blend the other archetypes. For Jung this was a life’s journey - to individuate and become whole, knowing the nature of one’s abilities, various passions and possibilities, and the archetypal roles one could take. To have this increased awareness was to be guarded against the tendency for archetypes to be easily stimulated by the environment and take hold of a person.  

Indeed, for Jung the way archetypes could be activated by the environment, and can at times take over a person, was a danger. A person who is addicted to sex on the internet would be seen as an example of this – of losing control to a passion.  In a social conflict (e.g., war) the themes of the hero, the enemy, combat and violence, can erupt (be stimulated) and  ‘grab hold’ of the mind and passions run high. A new organisation of motives and archetypes are brought to life in people and are acted out and reinforced in the collective sharing. People egg each other on and individuality is lost to the psychology of the crowd. 

Jung also argued that the way an archetype matures is affected by the child’s personality and experience. For example, consider the mother archetype. First, different children have preferences for different types of mother (or mothering). Some need to be in close contact and protected at every turn while others are more explorative and resistant to intrusions (Stevens 1982). Second, how the child experiences his/her Mother will influence his/her feelings and attitudes to caring and being cared for. Jung was attempting to articulate then the idea that we have innate dispositions for creating certain types of relationship, forming internal representations of them and that personality (or genetic differences in temperament) and experience impacts on these meaning-making mechanisms.

So, for Jung and to some extent Freud, we are the species we are because we have travelled a certain road and have been subjected to particular evolutionary pressures. And we come into life with a set of guiding mechanisms that will help give meaning to social relationships. Focusing on evolved social motives, social roles and patterns of relating offers insight into why certain patterns tend to emerge constantly, and how our cultures frame and re-frame these themes. 

Although the concept of archetype is an historically important idea, that few recent evolutionary psychologists have taken seriously, it did not originate with Jung but had been around as an idea for centuries. What Jung’s concept of archetype did was offer some form to innate meaning-making potentials and provided a bridge between the biological concepts of inheritance and the internal psychology of ourselves. So archetypes show themselves in the hero's quest, the search for sexual partner(s), the care of offspring, the belonging to a group and the submergence of the individual identity and morality to group identity and conformity. Archetypes have the familiar tunes of love, sacrifice, deception, rage, envy, betrayal and shame, to name some of the most common. They operate in our dreams, fantasies and ambitions, in our hopes and fears. They are a source of the repetitive themes in social living reflected in our narratives and story telling. In Jungian theory there is far less focus on the idea of a computational module and far more on an object seeking system that creates images and fantasies. Moreover motivation, emotion and cognition (our thoughts) are blended by archetypes as they are matured with experience.

Jung's friend and noble-prize author, Hermann Hess, never really understood all the controversy over archetypes. He said that as far as humans are concerned, writers had known about them for centuries (at least intuitively) and if they could not feel them within themselves and connect with them, they could not write stories. In fact story telling is an interesting human activity for we can learn much from it. For example, despite thousands of years and many differences in cultural styles and language, from the ancient Egyptian, Greek, Indian and Chinese cultures, we are able to understand the themes of all the stories humans have ever written! Whatever the textures of culture they are surface textures that do not cover the deeper meanings of human life. This is not a contradiction of the fact that the social environment shapes us in many ways, it is simply to give balance to the fact that there is something we can identify as human nature, and this has been known and thought of for along time.

In her recent book exploring Jungian psychology and the emergence of mind in light of recent research findings on child development Jean Knox (2003) points out that there are many inconstancies in Jung’s writings, with alternative ways archetypes can be defined. In a discussion of this chapter Jean wrote to me pointing out that

 A distinction needs to be made between automatic behavioural responses to a stimulus, which are controlled by subcortical processes (e.g. the amygdala) and that confer an evolutionary advantage precisely because of their fast-acting and inflexible nature. These can be the product of natural selection. However, I argue that cortical processes of symbolic representation cannot be inherited in any way- not even the forms. What would this actually mean? Can we really suggest that we have innate templates of key aspects of the species typical environment that are activated when we experience them? The only part under genetic control is the automatic primitive attention mechanisms which then activate a series of subcortical response that we label as imprinting or attachment behaviour. The only possible logical position is to see archetypes as early emergent psychic structures. [For example] attention biases towards faces initiate mental processes that reliably produce certain regularly repeated patterns of mental imagery, emotion and thought, that we can call archetypal- but only given a species-typical environment at each crucial developmental stage.

Knox goes on to say therefore that images such as those for desirable sexual partners (part of the amina and animus) arise not from any inherited type of image(s) but from the predisposition to attend to certain stimuli that are sexually attractive interesting/arousing and from them, in the context of social experience and learning, an image is created and emerges in the mind to guide sexual behaviour. Hence the simple principles of attraction and repulsion/avoidance underwrite archetypes. From here these elaborated images, desires and models become part of the person’s self organising process – altering them to sexual opportunities and threats. This neatly combines learning with innate mechanisms because what is being suggested here is that evolution gives us attention mechanisms that attract our interest and are linked to certain emotional systems, but it is via experience that the full image and mental models for social interaction are created and ‘emerge’ in the mind. This is why (if you think of sex) you can learn all manner of sexual perversions (be attracted to, or repulsed by, certain things) because of how sexuality becomes associated with certain stimuli and experiences. The social values of your group will also enable some desires (e.g., bisexual) to flourish or be turned against. 

New Theories and Scientific Approaches

 During the 1930s and onwards, psychoanalysis retreated into more and more speculations and concern with ‘the unconscious’, split into many factions and schools, and all but abandoned science as a way to test theories and settle disputes. Behaviourism (based on the laws of rewards and punishment and learning by association) flourished especially as animals (even fruit flies) were used to develop and test theories. At this time the study of the brain really started to get underway and many of these scientists held with the basic idea that the brain was a product of evolution.  Paul MacLean (1990) had started working on instinctive behaviour in lizards and identified a number of specific instinctive behaviours in these animals such as mating, territorial control, hunting and fighting with rivals, and had started to map out the brain areas that regulate them. By the 1990s considerable progress had been made in understanding how our brains regulate our emotions – which bits do what (Panskepp, 1998). Indeed President Bush Snr called 1990s ‘the decade of the brain’ and people become more and more interested in finding our about what goes on in their brains. This was aided by some elegant writing (Damasio, 1996; Le Doux, 1998).

There was also growing interest in how animals and humans function in their natural environments and how they learnt to adapt their behaviour to the things around them. In the 1950s and 1960s new theories were beginning to appear on these issues.  For instance, Karl Lorenz was studying various forms of attachment behaviour particularly in geese, as the result of imprinting.  Both MacLean and Lorenz agreed that instinctive behaviour was triggered by certain cues in the environment, ‘a red rag to a bull’ syndrome. The study of how animals actually operate in the natural environments and respond to certain signals became know as ethology. This too started from an evolutionary perspective.  It was ethology that was to simulate one of the most powerful alternatives to Freud – but one that stayed true to the notion that humans are evolved animals. It was to focus not on aggression or sex but on attachment and parental love.

John Bowlby a British child psychiatrist (1907-1990)(1969,1973) was very influenced by ethology and saw it as offering a completely different model to Freud’s model based on drives and instinctual energies. He followed the ethological tradition and saw instinctive behaviour as triggered by specific signals in the environment. He thus proposed that there were different types of goal directed systems that were co-ordinated by signals in the environment. Bowlby believed that complex mental mechanisms evolved from simple stimulus-response patterns but that during evolution they became more open to a variety of controlling stimuli. In particular, he suggested that animals can build internal working models of the things they need and what to avoid. This is idea of ‘internal working models is fundamental to understanding the link between the evolution of mental mechanisms and the social emergence of our minds.  These models would act on the basis of our old friends of attraction and  repulsion/avoidance (chapter 1). 

We will explore the implications and details of attachment theory in a later chapter. In just thirst years or so attachment theory has become one of the most important theories of human development.  We now know that the mammalian brain is set up to respond to love, care affection and kindness.  Whether it is the laboratory rat, a monkey or a human our brains go into quite different states according to whether the relationships we are embedded in are loving and caring or rejecting and hostile.  We also know that the frontal cortex and be emotional brain are very loosely connected at birth but that these connections are stimulated through love and affection. It is to people like John Bowlby we owe deep gratitude to for bringing to the scientific community the importance of, care, love and affection on our brains, our relationships, and how mental health. 
Sadly, it can be attachments to our families and  groups that can also underpinned desires to defend and protect them, and pursue their interests at the expense of others that adds spice to tribalism and violence directed outwards. My own research in evolution has focused on status and power dynamics, the role of shame and self-criticism.  This is because many people with mental health problems, and increasingly the way we construct our social relationships in terms of seeking competitive edge and advantage,  are struggling will patterns linked to rank psychology, inferior vs superior; accepted vs rejected.  Internal relationships with oneself may be harsh, critical, harassing, threatening in contrast to loving and supporting and kind. Bowlby do not focus on on how the our rank  Psychology, that the role before attachment and with the reptiles, desire to control of boundaries extend of boundaries, is so easily released when we lack feelings of security. It is sometimes said that ‘the Devil walks in the shadows of the absence of love’.  Evolutionary psychology at suggests there could be quite a lot of mad
Armed with our new understanding of how our minds have evolved we are breaking free from the simplistic ideas about the power of reason to constrain our emotions.  We now recognize the extraordinary importance of caring and affection, that which we  experience from others, that we give to others, and importantly that we keep to ourselves.  In an individual who is out a tune with themselves, is self-critical or self hating – they walk the path to deep misery and even aggression.

 So the last hundred years has seen an explosion of theories and research trying to work out the details of a Darwinian psychology. Moreover, for good and bad, psychotherapy has been at the forefront of this interest. It is however a profession that can no longer sustain itself inside its own boundaries, peddling its own idiosyncratic theories. To understand our minds, and the ways we can live more happily and peacefully, it must become linked to the much larger branch of scientifically informed  psychology, that, is biopsychosocially focused. 

Conclusion 

Our brief tour of the history of thinking about human nature has suggested that we humans have long pondered our origins and how we have become what we are. We have seen that human nature has commonly be seen as problematic. Only in recent years however, have we begun to really get a handle on how evolved mechanisms are set up for learning and to operate in highly flexible ways. If our psychology is problematic the source of these difficulties may lie very much with our early experiences and the cultural tensions we create.    

Despite the backdrop of a myriad of ideas about the reality of human nature and what to do about its darker sides, until just over a hundred and fifty years ago, no-one really knew how our nature had got to be the way it was. Darwin was to change that. We now know that evolution is a process by which small changes gradually ripple through populations building new traits.  This insight has not been slow in filtering through to psychology, especially the clinical sciences, where at the turn of the eighteenth century nearly all theories of psychotherapy were routed in explanations of how evolved mechanisms became distorted during maturation.  Freud was a Darwinian in his own way, a believer that the primitive can intrude into the modern mind. Jung’s concept of archetypes were a much richer model of meaning creating systems derived from evolved mechanisms. As we saw in his comparison of archetypes to crystals, he had a fluid and maturational focused concept. One can be critical of such efforts and see their models as incorrect in many ways, but it would be wrong to view the history of psychotherapy and other branches of psychology as not highly influenced by evolutionary theory.  

What about more recent thinking? If we step back from some of these views and explore the principles of self-organisation and the basic algorithms that underpin it, then some simple rules become apparent. These are ones that emerge for attraction and repulsion. For atoms to brains this principle holds good as a basic self-organising principle. Evolution then works on this basic principle both in the physical world (e.g., the formation of planets and galaxies that form from compounds and patterns of atoms) and the world of living things. In the living world this principal of attraction and repulsion gives rise to a how simple cellular organisms work, through to host of motivations and things we humans are attracted to and things we avoid. Learning feels in many details, as well as giving animals opportunities to learn about stimuli associated with the fulfilment of their desires and avoidance of harms. From here flow the evolution of attention detection systems and emotions.  Later still comes the ability to build models of the world and run simulations in the mind - as we will discuss in chapter 6. So as they say, from small acorns big trees can grow.
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