8. Human bodies and human beings

‘Bodies’

My aim, in stressing the importance of the bodily in our refetiwith others, has been to
challenge Descartes’ contrast between the real person amdderNow suppose that,
wishing to reject Descartes’ image of the ‘real persomrasnmaterial mind or soul that
is somehow lodged within a mechanical body, we insist that: ‘@&leperson juss the
body'. Many, | suspect, will feel that such a conclusion would, in searse, be
seriously degrading: that to speak in those terms is to implyatparson is something
less than we had previously supposed it td Y& might add that, so long as we are left
with this sense we will be tempted to slide back to imageshefreal person as
something non-bodily that has its seat in the body.

Why should we — or, at any rate, some — feel the claimThatreal person juss the
body’ to be degrading? In asking that question | am not challeniggnguggestion that
the proposais degrading. | am, rather, attempting to dig a little below thinfgeto see
what underlies it.

| would like you, with this question in mind, to read a further pagggfrom an article
that we looked at when considering Descartes’ dreaming argurientparagraph
running from page 123 to 124 in the extract from John Cook’s articlestivatluded as a
reading in week 2. Cook reminds us here of various ways in which thk ‘laaaty’ is
actually used in our everyday talk about people. You might like to tfirdome other
examples of your own. In addition to this, when you have read this passakge a note
of your answer to the question: what does Cook think is mistaken inldime that
Descartes wagnly a body?

+++++++++

Here are two more examples that | would like to add to Cook!sSigopose that | say of
one person’s thought about another: ‘He is only interested in her boay'wudlid
normally find the implications of such a remark pretty cleapethding on the context, it
is either lust or he’s a surgeon. The notion of ‘the body’ as itaapgeere is tied up with
either, on the one hand, sex, or, on the other, doctors. To express #rmsntiat we
have encountered earlier in this module: an interest in *her bedyi interest bound up
with one or another of sin or science.

My second example is not wholly unconnected. Suppose that a man say®@ian:
‘She has a wonderful body’. Do we learn anything from this about dh¢hinks of her
face? | am inclined to say that we do not. The word ‘body’, in this repsagnals fairly
unambiguously that he is commenting only on the portion of her from thedosak;
and while he may not actually be saying that her face israotte, we will not be at all
surprised to learn that that is his vié\{l.am inclined to say that a parallel point applies
to Cook’s example: ‘His body was covered with mosquito bites’. Ireatmed — though

! As Descartes implies of non-human animals wheinsists that they are simply machines.

2 His remark does, perhaps, contrast in an intergstay with the words: ‘She is beautiful’. In thiase, he
is unambiguously speaking of her face; and - | actined to say, though there may be room for
disagreement here - he is explicitly not committimgself to any views on héiody: that is, on the portion
from the neck down.



only inclined — to say that this remark explicitly leaves afpenquestion of the condition
of his face.)

‘His body was covered with mosquito bites’; ‘His body was fourtieabottom of the
cliff’; ‘He has a strong body but no brains’; ‘He is only interested in her bo8iie ‘has a
wonderful body’. Perhaps you thought of other examples, of different Kiindy. are a
mixed bag. | believe, however, that there may be interesting connectioreebdéhem.

Consider, for example, the last two examples on my list. | swegh#sit if someone
says of another ‘He is only interested in her body’ therepietty clear implication that
it is either lust or he’s a surgeon. Now consider the first oktpessibilities. It might be
said, not, | thinkotally unfairly, that lust is a form of interest that focuses onother
from the neck down. Or rather, while that is no doubt a little unfalusinin general, it
is, | suspect, fair on forms of unfocused sexual desire that aeewjdiely regarded as
unambiguous vice. What is found, by many, particularly repellemipisysical desire for
another that is quite indifferent to the othddse. We feel that | am not really interested
in her— | am not interested in has a persor- if | am wholly indifferent to her face, and
to what is to be seen it. While the connection between an inietestand a focusing of
attention on the face has a number of dimensions, | will note just two. Fissgeiherally
in the other'sfacethat her feelings are to be seen most clearly (if theytabe seen at
all); and second, the face — along, perhaps, with something that comes frenvdice —
is overwhelmingly the most significant factor in our normal redib@n of who this
person is.

My point, | should stress, is not that all interest in another that has a sexualiainiens
an interest that bypasses the face. That would, | believe, dlesard suggestion; and one
that would reflect a seriously distorted and degrading understarmfingex: an
understanding that views a sexual interest as necessaatidatwith an interest ithe
person My point is, rather, that where a sexual interest takes a fbah can be
characterized by the words ‘He’s only interested in her bedvith their connotations of
a complete lack of interest imer — there is a strong connection with the idea of ‘the
body’ as the portion of the person from the neck down: with, that isdése of ‘the
body’ that | suggested we find in the expression ‘She has a wonderful body’.

That was lust. What about the way in which we might say oftecydar doctor that
he is ‘only interested in her body'? Does that have connections keéthdea of ‘the
body’ as the person from the neck down? | think there may be comseand, perhaps,
they are of at least two distinct kinds. First, we may benedlto think of our doctors as
often dealing with our bodily mechanics in a way that abstfeats any interest in the
person an interest in thpersonbeing linked, as before, with paying attention tofaee
to the anxiety, pain, or relief, for example, that is to be seemd to the fact that this
interesting rash is a rash on the body of Mary Jones and not EMp&tbnald. And
second, we may feel that doctors are moving beyond their properesphdrodily
mechanics when they start probing around inside a person’s head.

Here is one final observation on the idea of ‘the body’ as the p&rmuonthe neck
down. Consider: ‘His body was found at the bottom of the cliff’. John Gagkgests that
this is equivalent to: ‘He was found dead at the bottom of the. dltit that does not
seem to me to be quite right. For we could, | think, say the fitstnot second, of these

3 | say that wenayfeel these things. We also may not. In particukar will, if we are lucky, encounter
doctors of whom we can say that they are interastéte person



if the corpse was headless. As we might put it: this isegtdrson even if a dead one, so
long as he has a head. Once the head goes, what we havgusttasbdy’.

While there is, | am sure, room for further fascinating exptoradf the colloquial
connotations of the word ‘body’, and of the connections between themusateleave it
at that for now. Now it will be clear that in speaking of ¢has ‘colloquial connotations’
| do not at all mean to suggest that they are, in some way, insignificanpldmieg these
connotations we may discover aspects of our thought about and relatibregherrs that
are readily overlooked in our more abstract philosophical reflectidfiith. that, proper
attention to such connotations is, | believe, crucial to seeing ayr clear of the
distorting pictures that have dominated so much philosophical thinking abounhuma
beings. For the word ‘body’ just does feature in our thought anctlspeea range of
quite particular ways; and if we employ that word in formulatog position we cannot
simply wish away all of those aspects of its meaning — dlade connotations — that we
want to leave behind if we say: ‘The real person just is the’bdtgre is a difference
between being interested in, or admiring, a person and beingstae in, or admiring,
his or her body. And, while Descartes’ account of the person maysgigaite the wrong
picture of the kind of difference that is, if, in reaction to this,simply ignore, or deny,
the differences, we may find that we have thrown out the baby with the bathwater.

Is thereal person the mind? Is threal person the body? The real person, Wittgenstein
suggests, is the human being. Talk about a person’s ‘mind’ is talk edxain qualities
of the human being: qualities relating to, among other thingstHoughts (especially
those that she does not openly express), and her abilities iim eggas — for example, in
mathematics, chess, history, philosophy, and so on. Talk about a person’sishiadky
about certain other qualities of the human being: qualitiesmgled, among other things,
her physical strength and her physical form (at least fteenneck down.) We do not,
then, have two things here — the mind and the body — whose relatieash@ther the
philosopher or scientist can investigate. We have one thing — the humgn-libat has
a diverse range of features in which one might be interestestested in one of the
many different ways in which one human being can take an interest in another.

Is emotion a bodily condition?

Descartes, you will remember, insists that an emotion is atcmmdf the mind. Now we
can ask: what, on Descartes’ view, is the relation betweerti@mand the body? We
might say that, given his overall picture of the relation betweded and body, there is a
two-way relation between emotion and the body. There is, on thehand, the
dependencef an emotion on the body, and, on the other efifiectsof the emotion on
the body. In these terms, we can say that, for Descartes, almemad condition of the
mind that, on the one hand, is strongly dependent on physical procésseshe body,
and, on the other, itself has little impact on bodily behaviour. Nasgvtitese facts that
allowed me to say that, while his overall judgement on emotioneigypnegative, the
biggest villain in Descartes’ plot the body For it is physical processes within the body
that cause and maintain the emotion that | feel on a partioatasion, making it so
resistant to my control; and it is these same physical peges®ot the feeling of, for
example, fear — that leads the body to act as it does: pdlbeaipg when reason tells me
that the best thing to do is stand still.



From the perspective of Wittgenstein’s approach to these isismgs look rather
different. | would like you now to read another section of his writings:

Ludwig WittgensteinPhilosophical Investigation31-7

281. "But doesn't what you say come to this: that there is no pain, for example, without
pain-behaviou?"--It comes to this: only of a living human being and what resembles
(behaves like) a living human being can one say: it has sensations; it sead; isdalrs;

is deaf; is conscious or unconscious.

282. "But in a fairy tale the pot too can see and hear!" (Certainly; tan &lso talk.)
"But the fairy tale only invents what is not the case: it does nathdalkensé--It is

not as simple as that. Is it false or nonsensical to say that a pot talks? Hacteare

picture of the circumstances in which we should say of a pot that it talked? (Even a

nonsense-poem is not nonsense in the same way as the babbling of a child.)

We do indeed say of an inanimate thing that it is in pain: when playing with dolls
for example. But this use of the concept of pain is a secondary one. Imagine a case in
which people ascribed paamly to inanimate things; pitiednly dolls! (When children
play at trains their game is connected with their knowledge of trains. ldwou
nevertheless be possible for the children of a tribe unacquainted with trainstthigar
game from others, and to play it without knowing that it was copied from anything. One
might say that the game did not make the ssemseo them as to us.)

283. What gives uso much as the iddhat living beings, things, can feel?

Is it that my education has led me to it by drawing my attention to feelings @lfmys
and now | transfer the idea to objects outside myself? That | recogniziedieaist
something there (in me) which | can call "pain" without getting into canlith the way
other people use this word?--1 do not transfer my idea to stones, plants, etc.

Couldn't I imagine having frightful pains and turning to stone while they lasted
Well, how do | know, if | shut my eyes, whether | have not turned into a stone? And if
that has happened, in what sense th#l stonéhave the pains? In what sense will they be
ascribable to the stone? And why need the pain have a bearer at all here?!

And can one say of the stone that it has a southatas what has the pain? What
has a soul, or pain, to do with a stone?

Only of what behaves like a human being can one say tiad piains.

For one has to say it of a body, or, if you like of a soul which someHaxlAnd
how can a bodihavea soul?

284. Look at a stone and imagine it having sensations.--One says to oneself: How could
one so much as get the idea of ascribisgrasatiorto athing? One might as well ascribe
it to a number!--And now look at a wriggling fly and at once these difficultieskamd
pain seems able to get a foothold here, where before everything was, so to speak, too
smooth for it.

And so, too, a corpse seems to us quite inaccessible to pain.--Our attitude to what
is alive and to what is dead, is not the same. All our reactions are differemtyolie
says: "That cannot simply come from the fact that a living thing moves abawthin s



and-such a way and a dead one not", then | want to intimate to him that this is a case of
the transition ‘from quantity to quality'.

285. Think of the recognition dacial expressiongOr of the description of facial
expressions--which does not consist in giving the measurements of the fade!tdbj
how one can imitate a man's face without seeing one's own in a mirror.

286. But isn't it absurd to say obadythat it has pain?--And why does one feel an
absurdity in that? In what sense is it true that my hand does not feel pain, but | in my
hand?

What sort of issue is: Is it thedythat feels pain?--How is it to be decided? What
makes it plausible to say that itrist the body?--Well, something like this: if someone
has a pain in his hand, then the hand does not say so (unless it writes it) and one does not
comfort the hand, but the sufferer: one looks into his face.

287. How am | filled with pityfor this mar? How does it come out what the object of my
pity is? (Pity, one may say, is a form of conviction that someone else is in pain.)

i o

While there are things in these paragraphs that, | suspeichavé struck you as pretty
obscure, there are also, | hope, things that you now feel moderatefgrable with.
The paragraph that | want to highlight at this point is the dirshose you have just read.
Wittgenstein insists here that his fundamental point is that treampe- that which has
sensations, sees, and so on — ishim@an beingAs we can also express this, what we
pity, love, envy, and so on is not a non-material mind that we supposéoiigiee inside
this thing that we see; it is the human being: the creatutesdf &nd blood, that is 6’ tall,
has arms, legs, a face, and so on. In contrast with Descartes\Wittgenstein suggests
that an emotion is a condition of the@man beinglt is the human being — not a non-
material mind or soul lodged within it — that is angry, afraid, depressed, or in love.

In articulating Descartes’ view of emotion, | spoke of a potetwalway relation
between emotion and the body. | want, now, to consider, these in turn.

(i) The expression of emotion

The force of Wittgenstein’s proposal lies, in part, in the wayhich he understands the
relation between an emotion and its expression in human behaviour. Ipérskeeling
and Expression’ Stuart Hampshire discusses this relation in brdsidtgensteinian
terms. | would like you to read this now.

+++++++++

| hope you felt, as | do, that this is a rich and sensitive papery comments on it | will
highlight just two of the many suggestive points that it contaimst, FAoting, as we did
in section 4, that Descartes’ picture of the mind leaves us ws#riaus problem about
how the feelings of another can ever be validly inferred from dieerved body,
Hampshire remarks: ‘The picture from which this problem aises$ feelings and states



of mind, which ardirst distinguished and identified by the subject as feelings oficerta
kinds, and which are themdependentlyfound to have typical manifestations in
behaviour’ (81). In opposition to this picture Hampshire argues thatentification of
what someone is feeling as ‘anger’ or ‘fear’ itself involvesf@rence to how she is
inclined to behave. As we might put this: grasping what aisgegrasping the meaning
of the word ‘anger’ — itself involves recognising the kinds off wawhich one who is
angry is inclined to behave. Thus, while there is in practice often fooehoubt about
whether or not another is angry, there is no room fyereralconcern about how one is
to tell on the basis of another’s behaviour that she is angry. In usdirsy what anger
is | understand that it is a state that is characteristicahnifested in, for example,
certain facial contortions, in a tendency to shout, to attack, and so on.

The second point | want to highlight is this. Hampshire suggeststitbad is an
important contrast between different ways in which a person’snéselmay find
expression in her ‘behaviour’; or, as he prefers to express thesiggests that there is an
important contrast betweeaxpressiorandbehaviour— where ‘behaviour’ is understood
as ‘effective actions performed’, or ‘making changes in theldvoNow in so far as
Descartes makes any reference to the bodily manifestatiemofion his emphasis is
exclusively orbehaviourin this sense. As | expressed his view: an emotion reinforces, by
leading the soul to want, useful actions, such as (in the caserpfueaing away from
dangerous animals. Hampshire’'s suggestion is that this emphasiseotiveffaction
generates a seriously lopsided picture of the place of ematicourn lives. Bodily
expressions equally fundamental to our understanding of emotion and to the imperta
that the emotions of others have in my life. Think, for example, ofvéne in which |
may be moved by what | see in the other’s face: by the angiie jealousy that | see
there. Think too of the way in which, if asked to mimic anger ar, f@ato draw a man
who is angry or afraid, facial expression may be central torepyesentation. As |
expressed it earlier: it is generally in the othéaisethat her feelings are to be seen most
clearly (if they are to be seen at all).

Is emotion a condition of the mind or of the body? How, in the bflhe above
considerations, do you think we should answer this question?

++++++++

Your answer to that question will have depended on just how impresseateg/dy the
Wittgensteinian considerations that | have been presenting. Myeanswuld be along
the following lines. | would say, first, that the question itselfitains a false picture of
the options. Emotion, as | expressed it above, is a condition duthan beingAnd to
put a little more flesh on that answer we will need to relegdies ways, suggested above,
in which our understanding of a particular kind of emotion — our uncelistg of what
fear, anger, love, and so on, are — is bound up with our understanding vehyben
which that emotion is characteristically expressed in human ‘bodily’ behaviour

(i) Emotions and bodily chemistry

| suggested that, given Descartes’ overall picture of the oalagtween mind and body,
there is a potential two-way relation between emotion and the boele is, on the one
hand, thedependencef an emotion on the body, and, on the other,etfiectsof the



emotion on the body. We have been focusing on the second of tretsmeelas | would
prefer to put it, on the ways in which emotions expressed itbodily behaviour. | want
to turn briefly now to the first of these relations. You will renfier that Descartes
suggests that an emotion is a condition of the mind that is strdaggndent ophysical
processes within the body: it is physical processes withinbtdy that cause and
maintain the fear, for example, that | feel on a particularssocnamaking it so resistant
to my control. Today it is more common to suggest that an emotigulysis a certain
bodily condition: in the sense that my love or fear simply is taicecondition of my
brain. What should we make of such proposals?

It is helpful to start by reflecting on the way in which s@metimes think of a
particular emotion, or mood, that a person is experiencing — the depressierafaple,
that he is now undergoing, or his passionate feelings for this wermsisomething that
is, as we might put it, down to his brain chemistry. Expressinghtiteer in terms such as
these perhaps leaves open the question of whether (as on many mesesh tiae
emotion or mood juss a condition of his brain or whether (as on Descartes’ view) it is
something distinct from, but utterdependent gna physical condition. Either way, the
implication, | take it, is that his state is one to be thought oftr@aded in a certain way.
He is not responsible for his state; his brain chemistry is. Thus, & to be blamed for
being carried away in the way that he is; and, with thatslheaild not expect him to be
able to reason himself out of his condition by reflecting on thetliatthis circumstances
are not really so dreadful, or on the fact that the woman he has fiat is not really so
wonderful. It is all down to his brain; and that is to say, his umhate (if that is what it
is) condition is one to b#reated: much as any other bodily condition — for example, a
cold, or a broken leg — is something to be treated. The problemugg asight say, a
‘medical’ one: one to be approached, perhaps, with drugs or bragarguather than
reasoning, urgings to pull himself together, or spiritual guidance.

These ways of thinking of someone’s emotional condition are veryedhtfeom other
ways in which we sometimes think of what someone is feeling., Maesmay, on a
particular occasion, think of somebody’s anger or jealousy kstiafy a failing inhim.

He shouldn’t feel as angry as he does about what happened on his davepteter; and

he would not do so had he thought more clearly about what happened, or had he
allowed his feelings to be coloured, quite unreasonably, by theéhf@ictfor example, it

was awomanwho overtook him. What he needs is not, perhaps, sympathy and brain
surgery, but, rather, a good talking to.

| hope that this picture of two contrasting ways of thinking ofrant®n or mood is
recognisable - even if painted in slightly black and whitengerl am suggesting that in
daily life our thought about a particular emotion that someone is goidgr may
approximate to one or the other of these patterns: we may thiploofthe one hand, as
‘down to him’, or, on the other, as ‘down to his brain’ — or, more broadly, his body.

How do we — hovshouldwe — decide in a particular case whether an emotion is, in
this sense, down to the person or down to his body? Here is one prityadsalght be
made: if a particular emotional state is responsive to drugst-sth@ something that
acts on the body - then it is clearly one that we should think etsantially a bodily
condition. Would that be an appropriate test? | would like you to maketeaof any
thoughts that you have on this.



o

| don’t think it would be. One way to bring this out is by considednglogies such as
the following:

1. Suppose that when we remove a particular concrete pillar fronbabe of a
building it collapses. It would not follow that this pillar had been twias
supporting the building. While it would no doubt follow that the pillar was
playing somerole in supporting the building we would have no grounds for
concluding that it washis pillar, as opposed to any of the others, that was doing
the work.

2. Suppose that we manage to quell an unruly mob by picking out, and veryypublic
roughing up, one of its number. It would hardly follow tlet can be held
responsible for the riot. In this case it is not even cleaitthatuld follow that he
is partially responsible for the riot. The fact that roughing him up stopsdhesr
quite consistent with the possibility that he played no role at all in instigating i

While there are, no doubt, all kinds of important differences letwleese cases and that
of the curing of an emotional condition by drugs, the examples timK, tdemonstrate
that the connection between what ciiangea situation and whatroducesandsustains
it is not a simple and direct one. Thus, it does not follow immdgiftam the fact that
an emotional state is responsive to treatment by drugs ttsslitwas a bodily condition,
or that it was a bodily condition that was doing the work in producing and sustaining it.

Here is an alternative proposal that starts from, so to speaithtteend. Sometimes a
person’s emotional state is responsive to reason and sometisastit For example, the
highs and lows in the moods that we all undergo often, very roughly, falfsvand
downs in our circumstances that give some reason for joy or gl&mmetimes,
however, mood swings, or long periods of depression, seem to be tosalymected
from any circumstances that could provide reasons for them. Clinsledd with that,
sometimes where we feel that a person’s emotional state iofolihe with his
circumstances it is possible to reason with him in a way thatsbme impact on his
condition: for example, when we draw his attention to the facthleadther did not mean
to be rude, or to the fact thiae treatedher just as badly last week, his anger is calmed. In
contrast with such cases, however, a person’s emotion is somgtiiteesnresponsive to
reasoned talk; and, we might add, to his own reflections on the foolisbinebsit he is
feeling.

The proposal, now, is this. If someone’s emotional state is respdosreason we
should think of it as being ‘down to him’. If it is quiteresponsive to reason we should
think of it as being, or as being ‘down to’, a condition of his bédywe can put this, a
particular emotional state is something to be treatednasdicalcondition — a condition
of the body that may call for intervention through surgery or glrugvhere attempts to
treat it as a condition for whidieis responsible fail.

What do you think of this proposal?

o o



While it no doubt stands in need of a good bit of work, | am inclined tahseythis
proposal is on the right lines. If you disagree, you should try taibatéecyour reasons as
clearly as possible.

Earlier in this section | suggested that we should not think of the contrasebdteiag
interested in a person and being interested in his body as a tdrgtagen being
interested in one thing and being interested in anbtivershould think of it, rather, as a
contrast between twavays of being interested imne thing: this human being. And,
perhaps in slightly crude and sweeping terms, | characterisedesast in his body in
terms of one or another of lust or doctors. Parallel to this, wethaverays of thinking
of an angry, jealous, or depressed human being. To think of hés angepression as a
bodily condition (or, more broadly, as ‘down to his body’) is to thinit @s something
to be treated in a certain way: as something to be approachieel $pirit of the doctor.
The appropriate way to engage with his mood is through ‘internal probing body’ —
through drugs and scalpels - rather than through relatirigetgperson- through, for
example, reasoning or rebuke. And my suggestion has been thattehes the ‘default
condition”: that is to say, we are to relate to the other in hgeraor depression as a
personwhenever this is possible. Treating her emotion or mood as being b bodi
condition, or as ‘down to her body’, is a position we can appropriaaélipdck to when
the other approach fails. To suggest, in general terms, that emati@omslition of, or is
down to, the body is to suggest that a person’s emotion is always aa@igpengaged
with through ‘internal probing of his body’; and, on the face of it,&hsrno reason
whatever to accept that.

Conclusion

The above remarks deal with a large and complex area in briefchedatic terms. My
aim has been simply to give some indication of the particular ghatehe notion of ‘the
body’ may have in our thinking about people. Paying proper attention tméyielp to
bring out why it is extremely unhelpful to respond to Descadaalism of ‘mind’ and
‘body’ by suggesting that ‘A person just is her body’; withtthtamay help to bring out
where the real issues lie when debates about our ‘bodily’ nature arise.

Reading

| discuss the contrast between the face and ‘the body’ in my fdpeMind, the Brain
and the Face’, and the importance of the notion of a human being in chapter 7 of my book
An Introduction to the Philosophy of MindBoth discussions draw heavily on
Wittgenstein. On the latter point see also Ilham Dilrhame and Human Separateness
and Ben Tilghmawittgenstein, Ethics and Aesthetid@$ie View From Eternitychapter

5. The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy- on the internet at:
http://plato.stanford.edu/ has a detailed entry on ‘Emotion’, with a particularly helpful
final section: ‘Summary and Guide to the Recent Literatureth®fbooks listed in that
guide Patricia Greenspan’&motions and Reasons: an Inquiry into Emotional
Justificationcan be recommended for its stress on the bodily component of emotions.

9. Home and dry?

*| set to one side here my suggestion that we sorestthink of ‘the body’ as the person from thelnec
down.



A range of negative attitudes towards our bodily nature has, | fizygested, led to
confused pictures of the body: pictures in which the body is understcar &gen and
threatening force that lies alongside, but is quite distinct,ftbenreaperson- this being
something thainhabits or is trapped within, the body. While the pull of those negative
attitudes may be much weaker today that they have been in previoceistgms, one
must always be careful not to underestimate the power of thgeegrthat one is resisting.
Suspicion of the bodily comes in a range of different forms, anduld, | think, be a
mistake to consider it simply a delusion of previous ages. | waltan briefly some
ways in which its grip may still be strongly felt.

Human beings are vulnerable in the sense that, being bodily creatarase readily
damaged by external physical forces. The damage can beoohasfich as to threaten
some of the centrally important ways of relating to anotherltbtaessed in the section
on ‘Bodily contact’. Damage to the face is the most obvious exampidaif | have in
mind: my interactions with another must be significantly affiédvy, for example, the
fact that her play of facial expression is totally underminedpasalysis. The loss,
deformation or paralysis of other parts of the body could, howesee dimilar, if less
dramatic, implications.

The contrast between a person and ‘her body’ may come to the foue mormal
thought in contexts of this kind; as it does in those related caselsich we gradually
come to realise that within the body, crippled in some way froth,ldhere is a human
being with a rich inner life that is struggling to find expression. Now it migérhghat to
grant to the human form the kind of importance that | have been discisstngemove
the possibility of making this vitally important contrast. It vii# agreed, of course, that
in practice this kind of bodily damage is desperately distrgssirnthat sense the human
form doesplay a very important role in our relationships. But does not a coasmeof
this kind of case make it obvious that we must think of that featuoaiothought as
something to be transcended? As we can put this: does it notduintpat there are
powerful reasons for striving to overcome the ways of relatingthers in which the
body has such a fundamental place?

Such suggestions may be closely related to others. We musght plausibly be
argued, leave room for the crucial idea that, while they comeramge of radically
different bodily forms, the most important thing about each of usnsething that is
shared by all human beings. | take it that the notion of ‘the squditikast in part, an
articulation of that idea. Now if we say, with Wittgenstein ttee human body is the
best picture of the human soul, we might seem to be committed tmictusion that
some souls are a good bit more beautiful than others. That concgtverobsely linked
with the way in which we do, in practice, often fail, as Wttgtein puts it, to see the
humanity in another. For example, perhaps | am incapable of seeingrgéph in the
faces of members of another race, or a smile that cam wer as smiles of members of

1 Those ‘powerful reasons’ might be presented iredéiit lights. We might think of them as involving a
ethical demand on us. Alternatively, we might thofkthem as a piece of sound practical advicepii y
want to avoid the suffering that will come with dage or aging in the bodies of those you love, eciat
them in ways such that fine features of their boéikm are not of central importance. For a maouedl
discussion of this kind of approach in the contekiPlato’s thought, seehapters 5 and 6 of Martha
Nussbaum’sThe Fragility of Goodneg&Cambridge University Press, 1986)



my own race can. It may be tempting to describe such cases maii while the other’s

bodily features strike me as coarse, or revolting, | must tradstieat reaction and

remember that this is a person. Reflection on such points mays iwdlyj draw us back
to the tradition that insists on Descartes’ radical distinctidwdsn a person and her
body

| do not, then, want to leave an impression thbg¢lieve that what drives us in that
direction are either woefully outdated moral vieswshallow confusion. On the other hand,
| do think it important that we find alternative yg of acknowledging the kind of
difficulties in our relations with others on whitlmave just touched. | would suggest, very
roughly, that we might try approaching the mattethie following terms: if we cannot see a
friendly smile in these unfamiliar facial feature#hat is needed is not so much that we
remember that what is important is what lies belimaface as opposed to anything that is
to be seen in it. Our problem is, rather, a failurgerception a failure to see the face
properly.

That, however, is no more than an indication of a podsilel®f development. My aim in
this section has simply been to suggest that teeemto the question that forms its title is:
no. The struggle to think clearly about our bodisture is an ongoing one. In the following
two sections, which form the final part of this mte] we will be considering another
dimension of that ongoing struggle.



