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For a tear is an intellectual thing,

And a sigh is the sword of an angel king,
And the bitter groan of the martyr's woe
Is an arrow from the Almighty's how.

WILLIAM BLAKE
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MILL'S PIG

An Introduction

"Is it better to be Socrates dissatisfied, or a pig satisfied?" John
Stuart Mill's advice on answering his question was: don't ask
the pig.' He has a point. It is not that pigs should be assumed to be more bi-
ased, or less intelligent, or even less experienced (if one is measuring
amount" of experience by length of life, or by events per day, or the like).
The point is that the pig's range of experience is limited. One can assume that
the pig has had all the usual piggy pleasures, but one must recognize that
Socrates and humans in general, in addition to enjoying the piggy plea-
sures, have open to them a whole range of intellectual, spiritual, and
"higher" pleasures. And if one is judging between types of pleasures, one
ought of course to give greater weight to the person (or creature) of wider
experience, the one who has experienced all the relevant types of pleasures.
But then, the question is really more complicated than this. (Of course,
one should not assume that Socrates would judge that the pleasures un-
available to the pig immeasurably outweigh those that are.) First, the origi-
nal question does not call simply for judging between two types of pleasures;
it requires one to choose between two types of life. And no one—neither
Socrates nor the pig—has experienced two whole lives. And in judging be-
tween types of life, it is whole lives that must be compared. Is it better to be
Socrates, with all the pains that flesh and spirit are heir to, but with the pos-
sibility of philosophical discussion, aesthetic delight, and so on, or to be a
pig, full of worldly pleasure, but devoid of "higher" aspirations? One must
assume the pig is not aware of what it is missing. With the absence of the in-
tellectual pleasures comes an absence of the sort of self-consciousness that
might make one regret their absence. Is a loss still a loss even if one does not
feel it? Even if one could not feel it? The choice ultimately is between a life
with a wide range of experience, but with the discontents of civilization
added to the dissatisfactions provided by natural disappointments, and a life
of blissful wallowing without any consciousness of what might be missed.




Neither Socrates nor the pig could experience both (whole) lives. Mill is thus
wrong to claim that Socrates, unlike the pig, "knows both sides."

There is a second complication. If one narrows the question from com-
paring whole lives to comparing types of pleasure, or successive styles of life,
does experience settle the matter? Are piggy pleasures—bodily, sensual, and
so forth—in some sense "lower"? Are Socratic pleasures—intellectual, aes-
thetic, moral, and so on—in some sense "higher"? And if we give the com-
parison a sense (say, the more desirable pleasure is the "higher" one) does it
follow that any occasion of a higher pleasure must be preferred to any com-
peting occasion of a lower pleasure? If we do not assume that, our criterion
for comparing pleasures becomes shaky. Mill tells us that the only test for
whether something is desirable is the fact that people do desire it. But what
people desire must surely depend on the competing alternatives of the mo-
ment, their recent experiences of satisfaction, dissatisfaction, felt lack, and
so on, as well as on their general attitudes to different types of pleasure. How
then can we ever be sure that a pleasure is "higher" if that judgment de-
pends on its desirability, and that in turn depends on desires that vary with
circumstances and individuals? The comparison of types of pleasure may
not be much easier than the choice between whole lives.

When Mill tells us that "the sole evidence it is possible to produce that
any thing is desirable, is that people do actually desire it" (1961 [1861],
363), what is being measured or shown? Is the point psychological or
moral? After all, it can be a surprising lesson to learn just what other peo-
ple in fact find desirable. The range of sexual interests in particular is extra-
ordinary and it sometimes seems that anything one can imagine doing
someone will want, often passionately, to do. It is one of the many valuable
lessons of Freud that reactions of disgust are typically conventional. Thus
necrophilia and bestiality and coprophilia may be minority tastes, but
there are nonetheless some who find such activities appealing, and their
desire is, on Mill's standard, proof of (psychological) desirability. The fact
that relatively few have those tastes has some implications, and the ques-
tion of whether having a particular desire is "good" (moral desirability) re-
mains open. (This is a point much emphasized by G. E. Moore [1903] in his
critique of Mill.) On the question of numbers, Mill tells us: "Of two plea-
sures, if there be one to which all or almost all who have experience of both
give a decided preference, irrespective of any feeling of moral obligation to
prefer it, that is the more desirable pleasure" (332). This becomes his stan-
dard for "quality" of pleasure. But note that what majority rule seems to be
settling here—as indicated by the setting aside of "moral obligation"—is a
psychological question. How a psychological point, even described as a
point about "quality " becomes a moral measure will need clarification. For
as I said a moment ago, the question of moral desirability, of the goodness
of an object or an activity, does not seem settled by the fact that a few or
that many want it. But that a moral measure is what emerges seems essen-
tial to utilitarianism as a guide to life.
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In the end, when it comes to choosing the best life for human beings
(the kind of creature we happen to be), one needs a theory, in particular, a
theory of the nature of human nature. To see this, it may be helpful to
focus on questions of identity, and show how questions of classification
(the kind of creature we happen to be), questions about what counts as
igood for creatures (or things) of a certain kind, and questions of identity
become inextricably entangled.

Philosophers often discuss issues of "personal identity." The questions
are typically about the continuity of the self through change and about
what constitutes different individual persons at a given point in time. For ex-
lample, what, if anything, must stay the same over time in order for a two-
year-old boy and the eighty-year-old man he becomes to be recognized as
the same "person"? Traditionally philosophers have given varying weights
to bodily and psychological criteria in order to answer their questions about
continuity and individuation. Similar questions of identity can be raised
labout almost any object, not just persons. Richard Wollheim (1980) distin-
guishes between this "formal" identity and "ideal" identity, which involves a
kind of psychological unity or integrity of the self. I use this second sense of
identity when I speak of moral identity, of who one importantly is and feels
oneself to be. There are, however, interesting connections between the two
sorts of identity.

Many philosophers, looking for an element of continuity between the

two-year-old boy and the eighty-year-old man, and seeing none, have pos-
tulated an unchanging and immortal soul. But the metaphysical move to
unchanging substances, whether material or immaterial, to serve as the
bearer of the ever-changing properties of things and people is really un-
necessary. The notion of substance or of the self as an unchanging sub-
stratum is ultimately based on a mistaken notion of identity: for a thing to
remain the same thing despite change does not depend on an unchanging
substratum (again, whether material or immaterial), but rather on the
kind of thing it is and on the limits of change allowed by the concept of the
thing. So "the same piece of wax" is soft when heated, hard when cold.
Such changing properties under different conditions are part of the
essence of a piece of wax. Similarly, we expect rivers to flow (within limits),
land boys to develop. It is their nature.
So, to spell out the essence of a thing, one need not reach an unchang-
ing substratum; rather, one needs to spell out what sorts of changes can
occur and the thing still be a particular thing of the same type. What sorts
of continuities are essential in allowing us to say we and ourselves as chil-
dren are the same people? The criteria of identity, the limits of change, the
conditions of continuity are given by the concept of the thing involved.
The question always is how much can a piece of wax, a river, or a person
change and he the same piece of wax, river, or person? The essence of a
thing depends on how you classify it. This point is spelled out clearly in a
passage by W V. Quine:
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The Aristotelian notion of essence was the forerunner, no doubt, of the

modern notion of intension or meaning. For Aristotle it was essential in

men to be rational, accidental to be two-legged. But there is an impor-
tant difference between this attitude and the doctrine of meaning. From
the latter point of view it may indeed be conceded (if only for the sake of
argument) that rationality is involved in the meaning of the word 'man'
while two-leggedness is not; but two-leggedness may at the same time be
viewed as involved in the meaning of 'biped' while rationality is not.
Thus from the point of view of the doctrine of meaning it makes no
sense to say of the actual individual, who is at once a man and a biped,

that his rationality is essential and his two-leggedness accidental or Vice
versa. Things had essences, for Aristotle, but only linguistic forms have

meanings. Meaning is what essence becomes when it is divorced from

the object of reference and wedded to the word. (1961, 22)

Things have an essence only under a heading: what counts as essential de-
pends on how we classify a given thing. (And bear in mind that we may clas-
sify things differently given different purposes motivating our classificatory
efforts.) Individuals don't have essences, only species or class-terms or indi-
viduals under some classification have essences. So when Descartes in his
Meditations asks, "Who am I?" and goes on to talk about thinking, he is
really looking for the essence of mankind, the nature of human nature, not
of "I." Descartes's "I" is not a proper heading; it is simply a pronoun stand-
ing in for a name or proper description of some individual. He starts by say-
ing "I am a man" and then searches for the essence of man, first considering
"rational animal," the traditional Aristotelian answer. Whatever one thinks
of his ultimate conclusion that he is essentially only a thing that thinks, a
disembodied mind, what he is really asking is who mankind is, not who "I"
am. How should one think about the nature of human nature?

When we think about the nature of other things, such as the essence of
a chair, we have to recognize that we call all sorts of rather different things
by the same name. Chairs may be made from all sorts of different sub-
stances or materials (e.g., wood, metal, plastic) and have all sorts of differ-
ent forms or shapes (backs and even legs are not essential; after all, there
are beanbag chairs). Confronted by the vast variety in observable proper-
ties of the many diverse items designated as chairs, Plato moved to a super-
sensible realm of Forms or Ideas. So actual chairs somehow (exactly how
was a serious problem) "participated" in the ideal Form of Chair, striving to
be like their supersensible model. Later empiricist and rationalist philoso-
phers, troubled by the postulated existence of a world outside experience to
give meaning to the words used to describe human experience, suggested
that individuals could understand talk about chairs because of common
ideas in their heads rather than ideal Ideas in a Platonic heaven. This ap-
proach too has its difficulties. Aside from continuing the Platonic assump-
tion that, despite the diversity in the objects designated as chairs, there
must be something in common in virtue of which they are called chairs, it
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leaves the nature of the ideas for general kinds unspecified. So the empiri-
cists and rationalists would argue among themselves about, for example,
whether general ideas are abstract or particular. (Is the idea of "dog" like a
picture of a particular collie, or more like a set of muddy superimposed im-
lages of many particular dogs? Is the ideal idea of dog a mongrel mutt?) At
lany rate, Aristotle had a useful thought early on. Recognizing the vast vari-
ety in the many different things called chairs, he pointed out that there was
something that they in fact had in commone their function. Chairs are,
roughly speaking, things made for sitting on. This works rather nicely for
artifacts, which are things made by human beings for human purposes.
This makes it easy to determine their function. One need only ask their
maker. The criteria of identity also yield, it is significant to note, criteria of
goodness. What makes a chair a good chair? It is one that performs its
defining function well. A good chair is one that is good for sitting on, just as
la good watch is one that tells time accurately.

But this approach runs into problems when one shifts from artifacts to
natural kinds. How is one to determine the function of a human being? If
one follows the pattern used for chairs, one would ask the maker. But that
presumes there is a maker; it presumes the existence of God. And suppos-
ing one grants the existence of God (and many do not), how is one to know
his purpose in making humans? Direct revelation is rare, and always open
to question, and there are many competing authorities that interpret God's
supposed purposes in incompatible ways. And even granting both the exis-
tence of God and knowledge of his purposes, can we presume that his pur-
poses must be ours? There is a problem of point of view. Chairs do not have
a point of view, so their perspective is not being usurped when we turn to
the maker of chairs to learn the purpose of such artifacts. But humans do
have a point of view of their own, as do other creatures. Supposing a
lamb's function from the point of view of the shepherd is to be fatted for
slaughter, would it follow that the lamb's function (from its point of view)
is to become the best lamb chop possible? If we are to define essence in
terms of function, we must determine from whose point of view function is
to be specified. Can this difficulty be bypassed?

To get to the essence of his piece of wax, Descartes stripped it of its
changeable properties. To get to the essence of human beings, political the-
orists have often imagined a "state of nature," expecting the nature of hu-
manity would be revealed in such a stripped-down state. These thought ex-
periments generally imagine people in very extreme conditions. Hobbes
strips individuals of the authority and protection of the sovereign—the re-
straints of society—and sees a war of all against all, a state of nature in
which life is nasty, brutish, and short. Perhaps the picture is a projection of
his own perilous times when highwaymen and sudden death lurked every-
where. (Perhaps those times were not so different from our own.) Locke
imagines a more genteel scene: in the state of nature, aside from a few ma-
rauding renegades, the loss of the forms of state and of civil society would
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leave people pretty much as they are. Rousseau sees a very different scene
indeed. What for Hobbes are necessary protections, for Rousseau, are dis-
torting chains. They warp the free and happy individual of the state of na-
ture into the miserable creature of society. The noble savage or happy ape
in his state of nature looks rather different from the scurrying and clawing
rat of Hobbes's world. The bestiaries are different, the masterless humans
look different, but the experiment is similar. People will often suggest that
one strip things away, that one look to extreme conditions (absence of orga-
nized society, scarcity of food and means of life) in order to see the true na-
ture of humans. Typically, it is suggested that their mean egotistical mo-
tives will be revealed. A modern version of the experiment can be found in
William Golding's novel Lord of the Flies (1954), in which boys left to them-
selves revert to primitive savagery. The stories of cannibalism in lifeboats
are also occasionally cited.

But one should note how odd this stripping procedure is. We rarely if|
ever follow it in our efforts to understand other natural kinds. One does not
seek to discover the nature of a rose by observing it under arctic condi-
tions. If one did, one would no doubt conclude the rose to be, in its essence,
really, a bare twig with thorns. Rather, we put the rose in the best possible
conditions, allow it to flourish, and suppose we have discovered its nature
only when it has been fulfilled. This approach is not without partisans in
the history of political theory. Edmund Burke suggested one could see
human nature by looking at people as they are. There is no need to pull
away the decent draperies. Of course one would discover nasty things if
one scraped away the thin veneer of civilization. But men are what they
make themselves—and they make civilization. The accretions of culture do
not hide human nature; they express it. The sentiment is perhaps echoed in
Oscar Wilde's assertion that nature is artifice.

So there are different experiments and different conclusions even
within the same sort of experiment. One approach to the search for human
nature seems to yield basic motives, the other fulfilled form. Yet neither ap-
proach is satisfactory. In stripping things away, how can one to be sure that
one is discarding only the inessential or distorting conditions? (Consider
the rose.) The experiment seems to presuppose its results. And the other
approach does not seem to allow sense to "the essential" at all. In accepting
everything as it is, nothing is distinguished, and no allowance is made for
unfulfilled potential.

Even supposing one could somehow discover which desires are essential
to human nature, it is not obvious what one should then do. Isn't it conceiv-
able that, once we discover the nature of human nature, the appropriate
response should be to suppress or sublimate part of it rather than to fulfill it
all? Put differently, the relationship between human nature and the best
life for mankind is not a simple one. Even if one accepts the Aristotelian po-
sition that a good chair or human must exemplify to a high degree the spe-
cial distinctive features of its kind, one may still be troubled by the differ-
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ences between natural kinds and artifacts that I have already noted. And

the Aristotelian position leaves open the question whether a particular
kind is good: should there be electric chairs, even (or especially) effective

ones? From what point of view do we decide whether it is better to develop
our animal or our human nature? (And man as well as being a biped is,

after all, an animal.) It is arguable (or at least it has been argued) that those

features that distinguish man from animal are burdens and that it is better

to be a creature of basic instincts. What does "better" mean here? Its sense
cannot come from the category, for here we have a case of conflict between

categories. We are stuck with Mill's problem. What do we say of Mill's sat-

isfied pig as opposed to a dissatisfied Socrates, or a dissatisfied lesser man?

Mill tells us not to ask the pig, and I have suggested we would not do much

better asking the man either, since whole lives arc what is at stake here.

One could assume the point of view of a particular society, but then

mankind will have many natures, and the approach will be no help to the

person who wishes to shape his or her life and is prepared to leave his or

her own society to seek the best life. How is one to say from which point of
view an object is best, or that the point of view from which it is best is the

best point of view? May an object strive to change its nature?

Aristotle points out that humans are of a mixed nature. Although he
shares Plato's bias in favor of the contemplative life, he insists that we can-
not be creatures of pure thought. If we tried, we would fail. While we may
have a godlike component to our nature, there are other components that
make their own demands and place constraints on contemplative activi-
ties. Mill claims that, due to a sense of dignity (as well as a number of con-
tributing lesser factors), no one would choose to move in the reverse direc-
tion, choose to abandon higher faculties for swinish pleasures:

No intelligent human being would consent to be a fool, no instructed
person would be an ignoramus. no person of feeling and conscience
would be selfish and base, even though they should be persuaded that
the fool, the dunce, or the rascal is better satisfied with his lot than they
are with theirs. They would not resign what they possess more than he
for the most complete satisfaction of all the desires which they have in
common with him If they ever fancy they would, it is only in cases of
unhappiness so extreme, that, to escape from it, they would exchange
their lot for almost any other, however undesirable in their own eyes. A
being of higher faculties requires more to make him happy, is capable
probably of more acute suffering, and certainly accessible to it at more
points, than one of an inferior type; but, in spite of these liabilities,
he can never really wish to sink into what he feels to be a lower grade of
existence. (332-33)

In fact, some rather distinguished thinkers have advocated that we give

up the discontents of civilization in favor of the polymorphously perverse

pleasures of childhood. Some have advocated that we move beyond good
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and evil and return to the innocence of childhood. What must be recog-
nized, however, is that such moves would have their costs. Childhood is it-
self mixed, full of contrary and destructive instincts, and so reversion to it
(without the controls of adulthood) would lead ultimately to the destruc-
tion of the supposedly liberated individuals and those around them. In a
world governed by infantile impulses combined with adult powers (and
without adult restraints) the darker side of childhood is likely to domi-
nate. While different balances may be reached, we may ultimately have no
choice. Given that one's eyes have been opened, perhaps one does not have
the option to close them. Our nature places limits on what we can be, and
plays a role in establishing the conditions of our happiness.

This is to admit (contrary to certain existentialists and others) that hu-
mans do have a nature. To discover that nature one needs what Mill called
"experiments in living," and one needs to learn what one can from the ex-
periments of others, from the record of human experience. To understand
the nature of other natural kinds, one turns to the relevant science,
whether biology and botany in the case of the rose or chemistry and metal-
lurgy in the case of gold. So if we are to understand human nature, we
must learn what we can from the natural sciences (including biology), but
also from psychology, sociology, anthropology, and history—and literature
too (thought experiments can be as revealing in understanding human life
as in understanding the universe studied by physics). We need to make use
of the best theories available.

In the essays that follow I pursue a range of questions about what sus-
tains and threatens our identity. Many of the essays tackle the question of]
the extent to which certain emotions or aspects of emotions (such as par-
ticular expressions of emotion) are natural and inevitable. This is because
of the centrality of emotions in giving meaning to our lives, and the dis-
tinctive way in which mind and body come together in our emotional expe-
rience. Many of the essays begin with a puzzle peculiar to a particular emo-
tion: What would we have to give up if we wanted to eliminate jealousy?
How can one make sense of hating people because we love them? How are
we to understand the possibility of pride, one of the seven deadly sins, also
being the theme of identity politics? What would it take to overcome bore-
dom? What makes a sexual desire "perverse," or particular sexual relations
(such as incestuous ones) undesirable or even unthinkable? How can one
question an individual's understanding of their own happiness or override
a society's account of its own rituals? Is it always a good thing to try to
cure people of their self-deception? In each case I try to use the resources of]
the best theory available to me (drawing often from psychoanalysis, often
from anthropology) in trying to answer the question.

There are a number of recurring themes. Among them are the relation
of the normal and the pathological, the relation of individual development
and cultural history, the nature of explanation and evidence, the two faces
of many emotions (including jealousy and pride), and the pervasiveness of
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lambiguity and ambivalence. But perhaps most central is the notion of
moral identity, a notion that appears in various guises throughout the es-
says (including sometimes in terms of integrity, self-esteem, and the super-
ego). These essays are broadly about emotions and the constitution of who
we are. The major focus of these essays is not on describing what each par-
ticular emotion is, but rather on how emotions are connected to other as-
pects of human life (for example, to the pursuit of happiness, to socialist
political ideals, to pride movements, to the development of identity in early
childhood and its maintenance in adulthood).

William Blake understood that, as he put it, "a tear is an intellectual
thing." So, in a sense, are all expressions of emotion. So, in a related sense,
are all emotions. Because of this fact—the fact that emotions are discrimi-
natcd from one anothcr on the basis of, and arc in part constituted by,
thoughts, beliefs, judgments, and the like—changing one's beliefs can be a
way of transforming one's emotions. Not that one can simply and directly
choose one's beliefs (that is part of the puzzlement of self-deception), but
how one conceives, perceives, and understands the world will in large mea-
sure determine how one experiences it. And how one understands oneself
will affect who one is. While it is not the case that thinking simply makes it
so, in the realm of the mental at least, knowledge affects the thing known.
This great power of reflexive knowledge is, as Spinoza understood, what
makes room for human freedom.

| should perhaps say a bit more about the view of emotions that informs
these essays. (It is developed at greater length in Neu 1977.) Emotions are
not simple sensations. When we ascribe an emotion to ourselves or others,
we are giving an interpretation of complexes of sensation, desire, behavior,
land belief, further complicated by contextual factors, both individual and
social. Traditionally, there have been two competing points of view about
the nature of emotion, one emphasizing feeling and sensation, the other
thought and cognition. These differing emphases were recognized by Aris-
totle, who wrote that "a physicist would define an affection of soul differ-
ently from a dialectician; the latter would define e.g. anger as the appetite
for returning pain for pain. or something like that, while the former would
define it as a boiling of the blood or warm substance surrounding the
heart" (On the Soul, 403a). Both emphases are reflected in our ordinary ex-
perience and attitudes. Sometimes, when a friend tells us he is angry, we
urge him to lie down and rest, in the hope that with time the feeling, like a
headache, will pass. Sometimes, however, we ask why he is angry, in the
hope that understanding his reasons and discussing them will help; that if,
for example, he discovers that his beliefs are ill founded, his feeling will
change. Psychoanalysis and other analytic therapies rely on this kind of
insight.

The two opposed views toward emotion are developed in philosophical
land psychological theories, some treating emotions as essentially feelings,
with thoughts and beliefs (if mentioned at all) only incidentally attached.
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Some treat thoughts as essential, with feelings and sensations as inciden-
tal. To say that thoughts are essential is to say, for example, that what is

most distinctive about my anger is the belief (roughly) that someone has

caused me harm (a belief presupposed by Aristotle's notion of a desire to
"return” pain) and that without that belief my state (no matter what my

sensations) could not be one of "anger" (after all, even if my stomach is

churning in a typically angry fashion, that may be due to what I ate for
lunch). Thoughts (conscious and unconscious) are what differentiate. This

is partly because emotions (unlike headaches) have direction; they take an

object, typically what is believed to be the cause of the emotion. It is diffi-
cult to love, hate, or grieve over no one or nothing in particular. (Again, it
does not follow that we are always right about the sources and objects of]|
our emotions.) Thoughts arc crucial not only in giving the direction of a

particular emotion but in distinguishing one type of emotion from an-
other. They make each distinctively what it is. Regret, remorse, shame, em-

barrassment, and a dozen other related states may all feel the same. What
distinguishes each is the precise belief about what has gone wrong, about

whether we are morally or in some other way responsible for it, whether
we think others think less of us, and so on. This makes room for a kind of
understanding and argument about emotions that bare sensations do not

allow. One way to analyze the relations among thought, emotion, and sen-

sation is to consider the expression of emotion, which is what [ undertake in
the first, the title essay, of this book.

The range of possible feelings depends on our thoughts, and the con-
ceptual distinctions available in different societies will shape and limit
these. (While emotions are an important part of our nature, each emotion
is not itself a natural kind.) To see the dependence of feeling on thought
and language, consider Wittgenstein's question about a dog: "We say a dog
is afraid his master will beat him; but not, he is afraid his master will beat
him tomorrow. Why not?" (1953, §650) Conceptions of time depend on
language, and so a creature without language will lack an emotional life
extended in time, will lack hopes for the distant future or regrets for the dis-
tant past. A person who was closed to certain sorts of understanding and
perception would also be closed to certain emotions. Where emotion is es-
sentially characterized through thought, a new way of thinking can also
be a new way of feeling. And feelings as basic and (apparently universal) as
love, at least in certain of its forms, are characterized through thought.
The history of literature can be read as partly the history of changing ideas
and ideals of love, and without the appropriate ideas an individual or a
whole society may simply not be open to the corresponding forms of love,
such as the courtly love of the twelfth-century troubadours. St. Augustine
was not eccentric when he reported in his Confessions that in his youth he
had been "in love with love" (T960 [401], 3, §T). The poetic imagination is
what makes certain emotions possible at all.

What are the limits on the emotional life of animals lacking poetic imagi-
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nation? Can they have emotions not grounded in the simple perception of
reality? Do they have the intellectual capacity to be moved by imagined
events? The psychological meaning of emotional responses depends on the

thoughts that we can plausibly see behind them. So far as those thoughts
are limited, so also is the range of emotional experience and emotional ex-
pression. We have little trouble ascribing fear and anger to apes, dogs, and
certain other animals on the basis of their behavior, because we have little

trouble granting them the degree of awareness needed to account for what

certainly seems to be fearful or angry behavior in ordinary circumstances.

But fear and anger are relatively primitive emotions. Sometimes we pro-
ject onto animals thoughts and emotions unwarranted by their behavior.

We like to think everyone and everything—animals, robots, and even, for
children, stuffed toys—is like us. But certain emotions seem to require

the kind of self-consciousness only humans have. As Mark Twain wrote,

"Man is the only animal that blushes. Or needs to" (1897, 238). Twain's mis-

anthropy aside, other animals are immune to embarrassment—and are

shameless—not because their behavior always matches their ideals but

because they cannot have the specific thoughts requisite to shame or

embarrassment.

The animals' immunity from shame and embarrassment has its cost:
while freedom from those painful emotions may seem a benefit, lack of self-
awareness is its price. Those who would avoid the fear of loss involved in
jealousy must also deny themselves certain forms of passionate attach-
ment with their attendant risks of loss. Love makes us vulnerable in ways
that enhance the chance of pain. Emotions have a conceptual structure
and there are emotional entailments just as there are emotional entangle-
ments. There is a logic even to our apparently disordered emotional lives.
Hume may have misunderstood the nature of emotions when he insisted,
"Reason is, and ought only to be the slave of the passions." Conversely,
Spinoza may have pointed the way to human freedom when he insisted on
an enlarged understanding of those very passions and the role of thought
in shaping them. Our animal brethren may have it easier in some ways,
but there remain advantages even for a Socrates dissatisfied.

One can do many different things with emotions: have them, express
them, cultivate them, repress them, and so on indefinitely. I propose here to
think about them, in the belief that thinking about them can transform
them Thinking about emotions is both complicated and enriched by the
fact that emotions themselves involve thought, indeed, are themselves a
kind of thinking. As a result, as Spinoza understood, reflexive knowledge
can in this area have a transformative effect Thinking about oneself may
sometimes have no effect on the object (thinking about one's height does
not make one taller). But when the object of knowledge is to some degree
constituted by what one believes about it, thinking can change the thing
known. We have here another reason for thinking Socrates was right to be-
lieve the examined life especially worth living.
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"A TEAR IS AN
INTELLECTUAL THING"

hy do we cry? My short answer is: because we think. But of
Wcourse, we may also sometimes cry because we have stubbed
our toe or, as in the case of at least one baby I know, because we have gas."
And the most natural answer is that we cry because we are sad, or grieving,
or ashamed, or otherwise upset—that is, as an expression of emotion—but
then one wonders just how the experience of emotions connects to the alter-
natives already mentioned. Are emotions, as a source of tears, closer to think-
ing or to gas; are they more like occasions of thought or occasions of physical
pain? And why is it that other animals do not cry (assuming for the moment
that they do not)? Do they not think? Do they not think sad thoughts? Surely
they can suffer, whatever they may or may not think Is lacrimal secretion a
tear only on a human face? My short answer needs elaboration.

Blake refers to the widow's tear and the tear of love and forgiveness. 2
There are tears of sadness and tears of joy and doubtless dozens of other
kinds. ® What differentiates these various kinds of tears? It is not the physi-
ology: all tears look alike. The differences lie in the thoughts that provoke
them or that, however inadequately, they express.

Putting the point somewhat differently, there is a difference between a
person crying and the eyes watering, between tears of joy and sadness, on
the one hand, and tears provoked by an onion, on the other. Emotional
tears, unlike mechanically induced or reflex tears, are mediated by thought.
This is not to say they are the product of conscious deliberation and calcula-
tion, but it is to say that they depend on how we perceive the world, on how
we think of it, rather than on how the world simply, in fact, is. They express
our nature as well as the nature of the world.

Darwin

There is a chapter on "weeping" in Charles Darwin's The Expression of the
Emotions in Man and Animals (1965 [1872]). As one might expect, the chap-
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ter provides, among other things, an answer in evolutionary terms to the
question "Why do we cry?"

Darwin provides first of all a minute physiological description of crying,
particularly in infants. He assigns biological functions to various elements
of the screaming infant's expression taken individually, for example: "The
firm closing of the eyelids and consequent compression of the eyeball . . .
serves to protect the eyes from becoming too much gorged with blood" dur-
ing acts of violent expiration (147, 157). Infants do not actually shed tears
or weep (or sob [156]) until after the first few weeks or months of life (152).
But aside from that early period, according to Darwin, "Whenever the
muscles round the eyes are strongly and involuntarily contracted in order
to compress the blood-vessels and thus to protect the eyes, tears are se-
creted . . . This occurs under the most opposite emotions, and under no
emotion at all" (e.g., during violent coughing or vomiting [162]). Given this
mechanism, it is not surprising that tears may accompany violent laughter
as readily as they may express grief. Indeed, it becomes puzzling how it is
that tears come to serve as an expression of grief (unless it is via the effects
of grief on respiration). Similarly, while it becomes clear why we can laugh
to tears, one still wants to know why amusement should lead to laughter in
the first place.+

Humans are not the only animals that shed tears or have watery eyes.
Darwin reports that "the Indian elephant is known sometimes to weep"
(165). Certain species of monkeys are reported to weep (134, 165), and I
have seen my own cat's eyes water. This is not to say that tears in animals
express the same emotions as in humans, or indeed that they express any
lemotion. s For the lower animals, it is also unclear whether there is a "rela-
tion between the contraction of the orbicular muscles during violent expi-
ration and the secretion of tears" (165). But even in humans, though the
relation exists, it is not a necessary one. ¢ That is, tears can certainly be se-
creted without the contraction of the muscles around the eye (167). Invol-
untary and prolonged or energetic contraction of those muscles is one way
of exciting the lacrimal glands, but there are others. The question remains,
why do we, and perhaps some other animals, cry?

Darwin points to a number of biological functions of crying:

The primary function of the secretion of tears, together with some
mucus, is to lubricate the surf