5. Other bodies, other minds

Descartes’ thinking about the human body is coreth@imost
exclusively from the first person point of view:ofn the
perspective of his experience dimself. His arguments to
demonstrate that there is a clean divide betweemdmand
‘body’, and that the real person is the mind, amsented in the
form of reflections aboutimself. For example, the first premise of
one of his arguments is: ‘I can doubt thahave a body’ (my
italics). This is not to say that he thinks that #rgument will only
work in his own case. The point is rather that wiatpresents is
the model of an argument that each of us must gaugfn for
ourselves, reconstructing it, so to speak, fromawun perspective.
Thus,my first premise will not be ‘I can doubt that Degdearhas a
body’; but, rather, ‘I can doubt th&t(Cockburn) have a body’.
This emphasis on the first person perspective séeins essential
to the apparent force of the argument. For whileay seem quite
clear to me that | can doubt tHatave a body, it is likely to seem
a good bit less clear to me that | can doubt thatgaood friend
Jack has a body. Perhapsah doubt it; but few are going to take
it to be the transparently obvious truth that Dessaclearly takes
his own first premise to be.

Leder’'s discussion of Descartes follows himgiwing central
place to the first person point of view: that issey, when | read
Leder, as when | read Descartes, | am asked tectefin my
experience ofmyself.

Up to this point, then, our considerations hgwen central
place to the individual’'s experience of his or ben body. | want
now to turn to a consideration of my experiencetbérs. While
Descartes’ discussion clearly has implications déor thought
about others, these implications have a very lidhjpéace in his
discussion. | believe that this shift in viewpoa#n be helpful in
casting the body in a very different light.

The body as machine / the person as machine

Descartes has argued that the human body is a nea¢chbugh it
is a machine with, as we might express it, a rafi@oul at the
helm. The latter point ensures that not everythiag flows from

the human body can be explained entirely in physicaodily,

mechanistic — terms: some bodily movement havénéir tcausal
ancestry the willing of the immaterial soul thahafits the body.
Nevertheless, Descartes defends the view that @ ramge of the
motions of our bodies — a much wider range thantteditionally

been assumed - have entirely bodily causes. Novguoastion that
this may lead us to ask is: does Descartes havgramyds for his
assumption that there are some movements of oueddidat do
not have exclusively bodily causes? Another way to whlat is

essentially the same question is this: does Descdrave any
reason for supposing that there could not be a mmashe machine
that behaves in exactly the same way as those hibdies that
we assume to be animated by an immaterial soul?, Weethinks
he does. He offers his reasons in Part V of Discourse on



Method. Please now read the first part of this, and wymn have
done so, make a note of what you think of his ne&gp

[1]f any such machines [ones not animated by an atenmal
soul] bore a resemblance to our bodies and imitaied
actions as closely as possible for all practicappses, we
should still have two very certain means of recoigg that
they were not real men. The first is that they dméver use
words, or put together other signs, as we do ierom
declare our thoughts to others. For we can ceytaimhceive
of a machine so constructed that it utters wordd,even
utters words which correspond to bodily actionssoaya
change in its organs (e.g. if you touch it in opetst asks
what you want of it, if you touch it in anotheriies out that
you are hurting it, and so on). But it is not camable that
such a machine should produce different arrangesradnt
words so as to give an appropriately meaningfulvansgo
whatever is said in its presence, as the dullestesf can do.
Secondly, even though such machines might do shimgst
as well as we do them, or perhaps even better vioeid
inevitably fail in others, which would reveal thhey were
acting not through understanding but only from the
disposition of their organs. For whereas reasanugiversal
instrument which can be used in all kinds of situe, these
organs need some particular disposition for eacticpéar
action; hence it is for all practical purposes isgible for a
machine to have enough different organs to maetiin all
the contingencies of life in the way in which oaason
makes us act.

[Rene Descartef)iscourse on Method, extract from Part V]

e o o S B L S e S

Here is what Spinoza, a near contemporary who vasgly
critical of Descartes’ understanding of the body &s relation to
the mind, thought of it:

For indeed, no one has yet determined what the Body
can do, i.e., experience has not yet taught anyone
what the Body can do from the laws of nature alone,
insofar as nature is only considered to be corporea
and what the body can do only if it is determingd b
the Mind. For no one has yet come to know the
structure of the Body so accurately that he could
explain all its functions--not to mention that many
things are observed in the lower Animals that far
surpass human ingenuity, and that sleepwalkers do a
great many things in their sleep that they woultd no
dare to awake. This shows well enough that the Body
itself, simply from the laws of its own nature, adm
many things which its Mind wonders at.

Again, no one knows how, or by what means,
the Mind moves the body, nor how many degrees of



motion it can give the body, nor with what speed it
can move it. So it follows that when men say that t

or that action of the Body arises from the Mind,

which has dominion over the Body, they do not
know what they are saying, and they do nothing but
confess, in fine-sounding words, that they are
ignorant of the true cause of that action, and ttiney

do not wonder at it.

On the face of it, Spinoza is surely right. We nieytempted to
add: subsequent scientific investigation of the annbody has
filled in some of the gaps in our knowledge in ayvgach as to
suggest that all of its movemertan be explained in terms of ‘the
laws of nature alone, insofar as nature is onlysiwered to be
corporeal’. Well, it is possible that we shouldwivith caution
some of the grander claims of the sciences. Fahat| there does
seem to be a real question here concerning Destgrtainds for
his position.

Descartes himself must take some of the respiinsifor the
assumption, which has had a powerful grip on sulpseithought,

thateverything that happens can be explained entirely in terms of

physical science. That, of course, was not atialiritention. For
all that, in showing, as he did, that much of whatl seemed, to
previous thinkers, to be immune to physical expi@anawas not
in fact so, he helped to open a floodgate in tlaecsefor scientific
/| physical explanations, and to generate a wond\vre which it
was an unquestioned article of faith that theyaveays there to
be found.

Suppose that science did give us substant@ingls for the
view that all of the movements of the human bodyehantirely
physical causes. Where would that leave DescaRed?aps more
important: where would that leave the mind? Whatctasions
about the status of mental states — thoughts, enmstsensations,
and so on - do you think it would, in those circtemses, be right
to draw? Make a note of any possibilities that o¢owou.

T e L o s o i T S

One possible conclusion, which has been explored tymber of
thinkers, is this. While people do have mentalestaand while
these are, as Descartes argues, states of a neniahatind, none
of a person’s mental states has any effects irphysical world.
Thus, every movement of a human body is to be eguieentirely
in physical terms: and that is to say, without a@figrence to the
thoughts, decisions, and so on that we normallypss@ are
among their causes. This means that, while peaplged angry,
decide to go to the cinema, and so on, they woelthize exactly
as they do now even if they did not.

That, for fairly obvious reasons, has seemenhdgt people to
be a rather unattractive option. The views thatehaeme to

! SpinozaFthics Part 3 Prop 2 Note.



dominate philosophical, and popular, thinking afeaadifferent

form. The core idea is this. It could be trbeth that every
movement of the human body has entirely physicakes,and

that mental states are among the causes of sothe ofovements
of the human body, on one condition: if mental egatre
themselves physical states. The last 50 years dbsophical

thinking about people have been dominated by tteengit to find

an acceptable version of the view that, to express its most

basic form, mental states are brain states.

That approach has at its centre a certain foffrohallenge to
Descartes’ understanding of the mind. We will raiwever, be
following that path in this moduteIn the remaining sections we
will, rather, be considering a line of thought thas at its centre a
challenge to Descartes’ understandinghefbody.

Other minds

The issue at which we have just been looking isneoted with
Descartes’ notorious views on non-human animals. frdmarks
on machines at which we looked a moment ago areeniately
followed by a discussion of ‘the difference betweman and
beast”:

Now in just these two ways we can also know the
difference between man and beast. For it is qeitearkable
that there are no men so dull-witted or stupidd s
includes even madmen - that they are incapablerahging
various words together and forming an utterance fileem
in order to make their thoughts understood; whetlear® is
no other animal, however perfect and well-endoweclay
be, that can do the like. This does not happenusectiey
lack the necessary organs, for we see that magpies
parrots can utter words as we do, and yet theyatapeak
as we do: that is, they cannot show that theytan&ing
what they are saying. On the other hand, men beahahd
dumb, and thus deprived of speech-organs as mutie as
beasts or even more so, normally invent their oignssto
make themselves understood by those who, beindarbgu
in their company, have the time to learn their laage. This
shows not merely that the beasts have less reaaomien,
but that they have no reason at all. For it payaetjuires
very little reason to be able to speak; and sisc@ach
inequality can be observed among the animals ofeng
species as among human beings, and some animatwoege
easily trained than others, it would be incredibiat a
superior specimen of the monkey or parrot spetiesld
not be able to speak as well as the stupidest eloitcat least
as well as a child with a defective brain - if th&uls were
not completely different in nature from ours. And must

2 If you wish to follow it, there are numerous recimroductions to the
philosophy of mind from which you can choose. Fetear and persuasive
presentation and defence of this approach | woalttiqularly recommend:
Peter Smith and O.R. Jond$ge Philosophy of Mind: an Introduction
(Cambridge University Press, 1986)



not confuse speech with the natural movements which
express passions and which can be imitated by meslais
well as by animals. Nor should we think, like soofi¢che
ancients, that the beasts speak, although we do not
understand their language. For if that were troen tsince
they have many organs that correspond to ours,dbielyl
make themselves understood by us as well as by thei
fellows. It is also a very remarkable fact thahaltgh many
animals show more skill than we do in some of thetions,
yet the same animals show none at all in many stiser
what they do better does not prove that they haye a
intelligence, for if it did then they would have mo
intelligence than any of us and would excel usvergthing.
It proves rather that they have no intelligencallatand that
it is nature which acts in them according to thepdsition of
their organs. In the same way a clock, consistimy of
wheels and springs, can count the hours and measee
more accurately than we can with all our wisdom.

[Rene Descartef)iscourse on Method, extract from Part V]

| suspect that you may have found one or two thiogsbject to in
that! In other places Descartes is even more akplc his
insistence that non-human animals are simply autmmaurely
mechanical systems, lacking souls and, with thatkihg all
thought and experienéeMost of us will find this conclusion, or at
least certain aspects of it, absurd. We might tleetl if Descartes’
philosophical position leads to the conclusion that example,
dogs don't feel pain then thenaust be something seriously wrong
in his thinking.

There is a slightly weaker conclusion that Dessamight have
settled for. He might have argued simple thahave no reason to
believe that dogs, or any other non-human aninsisieel pain.
How do you think we should respond to this weakaint?

L S

It is tempting to say that while it may be slighlidgs objectionable
than Descartes’ outright denial of experience immafs, it must
still be wrong: weobviously have powerful reason to believe that
dogs, cats, foxes and so on have feelings, inaugmn and a
good many others. But now, if we do take this vidtv,is
incumbent on us to say what those reasons are.

Here is the answer offered by a contemporarippbpher, Peter
Singer:

Do animals other than human beings feel pain? How
do we know? Well, how do we know if anyone,
human or non-human, feels pain? We know that we
ourselves can feel pain. We know this from thedire
experience of pain that we have when, for instance,

% For references, and a discussion of Descartesvesotor this position, see
Bernard Williams Descartes pp 282-7.



somebody presses a lighted cigarette against ttie ba
of our hand. But how do we know that anyone else
feels pain®

We know this, he suggests, through:

... an inference, but a perfectly reasonable oagsedb

on observations of their behaviour in situations in

which we would feel pain, and on the fact that we

have every reason to assume that our friends are
beings like us, with nervous systems like ours that
can be assumed to function as ours do, and to
produce similar feelings in similar circumstances.

Now we have exactly the same kind of reason tdtthiat members
of non-human species feel pain. For:

Nearly all the external signs which lead us torinfe
pain in other humans can be seen in other species,
especially the species most closely related to us -
other species of mammals, and birds. ..... In emigit

we know that these animals have nervous systems
very like ours, which respond physiologically assou

do when the animal is in circumstances in which we
would feel pain.

My guess is that you feel more sympathy with Sitggposition
than with Descartes’ at this point. | want, howevay note
something that they share. Both take it to be cleat | need a
reason for thinking that any creature other thasetfyfeels pain
(or anything else.)

While it is true that (speaking of a person) senetimes say
things like ‘I saw the anger in his face’ or ‘I mdahe fear in his
voice’, for these writers such remarks can nevelitbelly true.
Remember that for Descartes | never, strictly sppgglsee, hear,
or touch another person. When | look at, or hofthther human
being what | am in immediate contact with is, asmight put it,
‘merely her body’: the physical ‘machine’ with whiche real
person — that is, ‘the mind’ — is closely connect&dother author
articulates the point in a slightly different imagé/e stand, as it
were, behind the wall of the body, sheltered frdre eyes of
others in the recesses of our mindhe image of the body as a
wall fails to highlight thanovement of the body, and so the way in
which, as we might think of it, it may, as may agm®’s suit of
clothes, reveal at the same time as it concealinds, however,
bring home forcefully the idea that our interactiwith others is

4 Peter SingerAnimal Liberation (New York: Avon, 1978), pp 10-11.

5 Gregory the Greaiylorals on the Book of Job, Il, 8. The quote continues: ‘but
when we wish to reveal ourselves we come forthh sjteech as the gateway, in
order to show our inner selves’. You might ask gelfrwhether there are any
grounds for supposing that speech is a ‘gatewagsifGregory the Great
implies, none of our other behaviour is.



never the unmediated contact that we may take itheabest of
times, to be.

What Singer presents briefly in the last of #imve quoted
remarks is what is known dlse argument from analogy. It is by
analogy with my experience of myself — my expereerd the
connections between by own mental states and bbdhgaviour —
that | can conclude, on the basis of the behawioat | observe,
that another has mental states roughly like my owhile the
argument is most often introduced in the contexjusfifying a
belief in other human minds, it is, Singer suggests, just as
effective in establishing that many non-human cnest have
feelings.

Assessing the argument from anal ogy

But can the argument from analogy provide what eednhere? |
am supposed to conclude from the fact that | skerdiodies like
mine, which behave much as mine does, that behesktbodies
lie other minds which have experiences similahtwse of which |
am immediately aware in my own case. Now a firgiglto note
here is that no other body, even within the hunesatn, isexactly
like mine. So we need to ask: how similar, and matwespects,
must another body be to mine if that similarity ts form a
legitimate basis for this analogical reasoning?

It might be said that the answer to this quesis obvious. It is
quite clear that theize of the other body is pretty irrelevant, that
its colour is completely irrelevant, that certaieatfures of its
structure - for example, those that distinguish gares - cast no
doubt on whether the other body is relevantly lkiee, and so on.
On the other side, it might be said that it is guabvious that other
features of the structure - for example, what ssde its skull - are
potentially of great relevance.

Please pause for a moment and ask yourself wkhashould
make of that response.

RS S

| think a first point to note here is this. The eaf the argument
from analogy is an appeal to the fact that sonth@bodies that |
see around me are 'like min&hat is what justifies me in
believing that connected with these bodies are syindhich have
experiences similar to my own. Now as soon asithafid there
seems to be no avoiding the conclusion thatntbee like mine
another body is théetter is the justification that | have for my
belief. Thus,my grounds for thinking that black women have a
mental life like my own are less secure than aregmunds for
thinking that white men do. And my grounds for #ing that
dogs feel pain are considerably less secure thanmgrgrounds
for thinking that other human beings do. Now th&ig no doubt,

be argument there about just how great the bodiyarities are

in the various different cases. My point at the reamis simply
that Singer's use of the argument from analogyhist point is
potentially disastrousf we need the argument from analogy to
justify our beliefs about the mental life of otheéhen there is, it



seems, room for legitimate disagreement in casesioh most of
us would think there is no such room: room, forregke, for
legitimate disagreement about whether dogs feel. pai

Now it might be thought that the situation d@nsaved by an
appeal to the idea that certain bodily similariteesd differences
are obviously relevant and others obviously irratgv But in what
sense are the distinctions here 'obvious? Wa#, rtfuch can be
said: attaching importance to certain similaritieg not to others
is something that comes naturally to us, or thativeedrilled into.
But the whole point of the argument from analogyoisnove us
beyond a simple appeal to the fact that certainswafythinking
about and responding to others come naturally tdt isssupposed
to show us that we arestified in ascribing a mental life to certain
beings. If, then, it is to be worth anything at ialmust show us
that we arejustified in regarding some bodily similarities and
differences as relevant and others as irrelevamthBw is that to
be done?

Again, | would like you to pause, and to mak®te of anything
you feel might be said in response to this question

I s o O o S T S

Suppose that we were confronted with the kind @keda which
we might, in practice, feel a need for the argunfiemh analogy: a
case, say, in which someone (Descartes perhapglysky doubts
whether dogs feel pain. It will be no use at tresp appealing to
the fact that it is 'just obvious' that it is quiteelevant that dogs
differ from us in having four legs and a tail, earsl noses up to
six inches long, and so on. | am not denying thitis obvious: it
is obvious to me at any rate, and | hope to you.pdwt is rather
that it is obvious to méecause it is obvious to me that dogs feel
pain. One who, looking at a dog in (as | would safyious
agony, seriously questions whether it is in paiill, also wonder
whether number of legs, length of nose, and so mhtmot be
relevant differences.

The general point here, then, is this. We nemahe kind of
basis for picking out certain bodily features devant, and others
as irrelevant, to the question of whether anotlaer d mental life.
One possible basis - that which | take it we empioypractice -
will appeal to the fact that creatures that obvipdsel pain have
bodily features that we lack (for example, fourslegr lack bodily
features that we have (for example, a human shaqmedh); from
which we conclude that these features are irrelevanthe
guestion of whether they feel pain. But this iscisely thereverse
of the relationship that is required by the argunriszm analogy!
What that argument requires is this: someone whyea$ias no
views about which creatures, other than himselfetemind, feel
pain, and so on could be shown that certain bddi&tures are
linked with such mental features, while others moé But what,
in my experience afnyself, could show me this?

Perhaps you have ideas about how that questimtnibe
answered. | will briefly mention just one furthemsideration that
might have occurred to you. It is sometimes suggedhat



scientific knowledge of neuro-physiology has a ipatarly central
place in any serious effort to determine what siémss and so on
should be ascribed to other species. Singer, fampie, stresses
the close similarities between the nervous systehtsuman and
non-human species. Now one point to note heresaistkiis appeal
will only appear compelling to one who accepts tihds quite
clear thathuman beings feel pain and so on. The research that
establishes that certain features of the nervostesyare closely
linked with sensations such as pain only does smnag the
background of the assumption that at any rate tigests of the
physiological research are creatures that feel. pahile, then,
this research might help to justify a step fromrttéun beings feel
pain' to 'Dogs feel pain’, it cannot help with 8tep from | feel
pain' to 'Other human beings feel pain'. For ihéwe any hope of
justifying that step we would have to imagine someone
performing complex neuro-physiological experimeaitshimself.
And while what would be required here may not bpassible in
principle, in practice the results might be ratless useful than we
would hope. For if someone starts off with the dotion that he
is the only being with a mental life he need natcade that any
experiment of this form provides him with any grdenfor
changing his view. If it seems obvious to him thia¢ human
being writhing in front of him is not a creaturepain, despite the
fact that his neuro-physiology has 'the relevaatuees’, he will
simply conclude that those features were not, eir thwn, quite
the decisive mark of pain as his experience obhis case had led
him to suppose. Perhaps what is crucial is the awemibn of that
neuro-physiology with a certain precise balancelsmicals in
his stomach.

Facial expression and movements of facial flesh

It might be objected that the fact that the arguniezm analogy
will cut no ice with the crazy and corrupt peoplédve been
imagining does not show that it is not a perfegtyid argument:
one that will, quite rightly, convince any sane amkn minded
person that the human beings that she sees ar@mdale a
mental life like her own. But it must be remembehede that no
'sane and open minded' person needs convincitigabfAnd my
point has been that the apparent force of the aegtisepends on
an illusion created by this fact. It is suggesteat the person who
really cares about the truth needs the argument foalogy in
order tojustify a belief that, no doubt, she already holds. Bat th
argument provides no justification at all if it amy waydepends
on the very thing that it is supposed to establidhmave suggested
that it does precisely this. For our shared assoompabout which
physical features are relevant and which irrelexaaridependent
on our agreement about which other beings have fgelend
which do not.

There is, | think, another, connected, illusioaréh Consider
another example. We are confronted with an extresmest who
insists that the black mother who grieves for hemddchild does
not really suffer as a white woman does. We migktksto
convince the racist by some version of the argurfrent analogy.



We point to the similarities in behaviour betwedre tblack
woman and a white woman who has lost a child (gerha
including the behaviour of the racist, assumingt ttias is a
woman who has lost a child, with whom we are argyiMight
not our racist, if she is prepared to give prodésrdion to what
she observes, be forced to agree that there ar@mportant
differences between the two patterns of behavioordifferences,
that is, that could justify an ascription of diéet forms or
degrees of suffering to the two women?

Let us focus on similarities in facial expresst which | take it
will be central to any such argument. Whiaid of similarities will
be relevant here? The point of this question mioghbrought out
be considering the following cartoon faces:

@) (b)

(©) (d)

) (2
) 5

We can ask: which pair of faces, a and b or ¢ andrel more
similar to each other? The answer, | take it,hat depends. The
first pair of faces are clearly the more similartarms of the
expression on them. But the second are, perhapg smoilar in
terms of patterns of ink on the page. Turning nowatpair of
normal human faces we can say that there are &ast)lewo
different kinds of similarity in terms of which weould compare
them. We could compare them in terms of the simylaor
difference between the expressions on them: balsiniling, or
both contemptuous, faces. Alternatively, we couwdhpare them
in terms of the similarity or difference betweer thrrangement
and movement of the flesh that make them up.

We normally spontaneously respond to another fa the light
of the expression on it. | respond to ias a smiling face; for
example, | respond with a smile. If you later agk what the face
was like | might be able to offer a very fine geindescription in
terms of the shade of emotion that was on it, aidg able to say
little about the arrangement of facial flesh in medrical terms.

There is obviously a close relationship betwd®ngeometrical
arrangement of facial flesh and the expressiorherfdace. But the
relationship is not of the following simple kind; and only if, the
arrangement of flesh on two faces is very simit@réxpression on



the faces is very similar. For, as the above carfaoes bring out,
a very small change in the arrangement of fleshticarsform the
expression on a face; and | take it that faces laithe differences
at the level of arrangements of flesh can be venylar in terms
of the expression on them.

Similar points arise with other forms of belwawi For
example, |1 might recognise straight off that whdtelard in her
voice was contempt, and yet be quite incapableestidbing what
| heard in terms of modulation of tone and so osuoh a way that
another could work out from my description that réhevas
contempt to be heard in the voice.

These points are relevant to our attempts &sae with the
extreme racist in this way. Suppose that we pointto her that
the face of the grieving black woman is 'very samiito that of the
grieving white woman. We need to ask: whiad of similarity is
at issue here? If she is the racist | have in miedcan hardly
expect her to accept, at the start, that the facevery similar at
the level of expression. For she simply does netdsep grief in
the black woman's face. Indeed, that is precidedyproblem with
her. We can, then, hardly appeal to the 'obviomslaiity' at this
level as a first step in reasoning her out of husitpn.

If the starting point of our argument is todelaim that we can
expect her to accept despite her deep-seated ratismsimilarity
to which we appeal will, it seems, have to be & kbvel of
arrangements of facial flesh. Now will we find siamities of this
kind between the faces of our two grieving womemilarities of
a degree that might be sufficient to support arurment from
analogy? | suppose that it depends on the casel hade little
idea how much we might reasonably hope for herd. us
imagine, however, that she does have to concedethibee are
close similarities othis kind between the two faces. Might she not
reply that there is no reason to accept that siida atthis level
provide any basis for the conclusion that the twomsn are
undergoing similar emotional experiences? After, dllis not
similarities and differences dhis level that normally form the
basis of our judgements about the emotions of sth&fe do not,
in the normal course of things, regard the fact the faces are
very similar atthis level as being reason for ascribing the same
emotions to two people. (You might look back ateaytoon faces
in order to see the force of this point.) Why, thelmould our racist
accept that such similarities carry the weight thatare trying to
give them in this use of the argument from analogy?

Conclusion

This discussion of our knowledge of others startexin the

picture of the relation between a person and helybbat is

defended by Descartes. It is an implication of thiature that |

never, strictly speaking, see, hear, or touch arqibrson. When |
look at, or hold, another human being what | amnimediate

contact with is ‘merely her body’: the physical ‘oéne’ with

which the real person — that is, ‘the mind’ — iesgly connected.
This inevitably gives rise to the question: whaiugrds can | have
for supposing that connected with this bodily maehithat |



observe when | look at another is a mind? My suggeshas
been, given this picture of the body, that is astjoa that has no
satisfactory answer. If that is correct, we havedyoeason for
asking whether there might not be some other way of
understanding the human body. It is to this thatwienow turn.

Reading

The argument of this section follows closely thffei@d in my
‘Human Beings and Giant Squids’. For an alternatipproach to
our knowledge of others, one that follows ideasomticed by
Wittgenstein, see myOther Human Beings chapter 4, and
Raimond GaitaGood and Evil chapter 9. For an illuminating, and
more wide ranging, discussion of our knowledgetbeos, and the
difficulties that may be involved here, see llhafinian, Love and
Human Separ ateness.






