Preface

Many animals live in a world of other minds. They live and interact with
offspring, conspecifics, predators, prey, and owners, many of whom feel,
see, hear, intend, know, and believe things (to name but a few states of
mind). What is more, animals’ well-being and survival often depend criti-
cally on what is going on in the minds of these other creatures. However,
do animals know this about these other creatures? Do they know or even
think that these other creatures have minds? Perhaps they simply see them
as mindless, seli-moving agents that behave in predictable and sometimes
unpredictable ways (e.g., much as we might see the behavior of an ant or
a toy robotic dog). How would we know? We cannot, after all, ask them
to describe how they think about these other creatures.

The question of whether and to what degree animals know something
about other minds has been a hotly debated topic in philosophy and cog-
nitive science for over thirty yvears now. This book is focused on this debate,
and it proposes a way to solve one of its long-standing problems.

I was led to the animal mindreading debate some years ago while
working on a series of articles on issues related to animal consciousness,
and | quickly became engrossed with its content. It became clear to me,
after much study, that there were two fundamental issues that defined
the debate: (i) how best to concelve of mental state attribution in animals
and (ii) how best to test for it empirically, And | soon became dissatisfied
with the answers that philosophers and scientists tended to give to (i)
and (ii).

Regarding (i), two approaches to understanding mental state attribution
in animals dominated the discussion. Many researchers, influenced by
functionalist theories of the mind, assumed that if animals attribute mental
states to other creatures, then they must attribute tunctionally defined
inner causal states (sometimes referred to as ‘intervening variables’) to
these other creatures (see Whiten 1996; Heyes 1998; Penn & Povinelli
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2007). Another group of researchers, with instrumentalist leanings, argued
that all there could be to animals’ attributing mental states was the fact
that their behavior patterns were usefully grouped and predicted by
researchers under the assumption (‘stance’) that they did (Dennett 1987;
Bennett 1991).

| was unconvinced by either of these approaches. Functionalist defini-
tions of our own mental state concepts were notoriously problemalic
(Nagel 1974; Block 1978; Thau 2002), and so | found it difficult to believe
they would do any better at capturing what animals meant by their mental
state concepts. And the instrumentalist position struck me as too counter-
intuitive to take serlously (as well as being incompatible with the kinds of
causal explanations that empirical researchers sought to provide with their
mindreading hypotheses). After all, whether an animal attributes mental
states is surely not something that is determined by someone else's
stance—not even a researcher’s—any more so than whether you attribute
mental states is.

And as for (ii), the kind of experimental protocol generally used 1o test
for mental state attribution in animals (principally, apes) was a type of
discrimination task in which the animal was required to choose belween
two objects (typically, containers) depending on whether another agent
in the experiment {usually an experimenter) had or lacked a particular
mental state (e.g., saw or did not see the object in question placed inside
a container). However, this sort of method for testing mental state attri-
bution in animals struck me, as well as others, as problematic, First, these
types of protocols simply could not control for the possibility that, in
making their choices between the objects, the test animals were merely
using the observable cues that were differentially associated with the other
agent's mental state and not the agent’s mental state itself. And it became
clear that simply adding additional controls to such experiments would
not solve the problem. The problem was, as Hurley and Nudds (2006)
came Lo remark, “a logical rather than an empirical problem” for such
experimental approaches (p. 63). It was a problem that was solvable only
by changing the logic of the protocols used to test for mental state attri-
bution in animals, not by adding further controls to the existing type of
protocol. For this reason, this methodological problem has come to be
called the “logical problem” in the literature (Hurley & Nudds 2006; Lurz
2009a). A principal aim of this book is to show how this problem might
be solved.

In addition, 1 was suspicious of the fact that these discrimination
studies were not directly testing an animal’s ability to predict or anticipate
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another agent’s behavior, which arguably is what mental state attribution
in animals is designed to help animals do {see Santos et al, 2007). And so
I came to agree with Gil Harman (1978) that “[tlhe fact that the chimpan-
zee [or any other animal] makes certain distinctions, no matter how
complex, does not show that it has the relevant expectations [of the other
agent’s behavior] and so does not show that it has a theory of mind”

research, it seemed to me, was the wrong kind of test to use to elicit mental

ability to discrimingte between objects that only distantly have anything
to do with the other agent’s mental states,

I therefore came to believe that progress could be made in the debate
over mental state attribution in animals by making two substantive
changes. First, a bottom-up approach to understandmg mental state attri-
bution in animals was needed, one which built 3 conception of mindread-
ing in animals out of already existing cognitive abilities in animals rather
than one that appealed to a preconceived view of the mind deemed appli-
cable to mental state attributions in humans. And second, a new type of
experimental protocol was needed that was free from the above problems
which beset current experimental approaches, a type of Protocol that could
solve the logical problem. In a series of papers (Lurz 2001, 2007, 200%a), |
began to make a case for these changes, and the current book is the
culmination of this progress,

Chapter 1 outlines some of the main reasons that the question of
mental state attribution in animals is important to topics in philosophy
and cognitive science and provides a brief history of the debate within
these fields. | show that even within the early years of the debate, a central
concern among researchers was how to solve the logical problem,

Chapter 2 clarifies what the logical problem is and is not. In the chapter,
I focus on the experimental protocols that have been used to test tor cogni-
tive state attribution in animals (e.g., attributions of seeing, hearing, and
knowing) and show that none, unfortunately, is capable of solving the
logical problem, In general the protocols simply cannot determine whether

show that new experimental protocols are not necessary since the data
from the current studies are best explained in terms of these animals’
attributing seeing and related cognitive states, [ show that these arguments
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are unpersuasive and argue that only by solving the logical problem
in this domain can a sufficiently strong case be made in favor of the
hypothesis that animals are capable of attributing cognitive states.

The main objective of chapter 3 is to show how it is possible to over-
come the logical problem in tests for cognitive state attribution in ani-
mals—specifically, seeing-as attributions. Before doing this, however, 1
examine a well-known pair of arguments by Povinelli and colleagues that
aim to show that mental state attribution in animals is highly unlikely and
show that neither argument is particularly convincing. 1 then outline an
abstract framework for how to solve the logical problem and provide a
viable, bottom-up account of seeing-as attributions in animals, which I call
the appearance-reality mindreading (ARM) theory. The framework and the
theory together provide a recipe for designing experiments that test for
such mental state attributions in animals which have the potential to
overcome the logical problem. Three different types of experimental
designs are described and defended.

Chapter 4 is on the vexing question of the possibility of belief attribu-
tion in animals. Two well-known philosophical arguments {by Donald
Davidson and José Luis Bermiidez, respectively) against belief attribution
in animals are discussed and shown to be unconvincing. In response to
these arguments, 1 present and defend a viable, bottom-up account of belief
attribution in animals. Having removed these philosophical objections to
the possibility of belief attributions in animals, I move on 1o examine the
various empirical studies on belief attributions in apes and dolphins. For
those studies that have been interpreted as showing that these animals can
attribute beliefs, 1 argue that this is not the case on the grounds that the
protocols used in the studies fail to solve the logical problem. And for those
studies that have been taken to show that chimpanzees (in particular) are
unable to attribute beliefs, [ argue that there is no more reason to draw
this conclusion than that these animals simply do not understand the
discrimination tasks in the studies as having anything to do with the beliet
states of the communicator or competitor (i.e., the other agent} involved
in them. Thus, the question of belief attribution in animals appears to be
empirically wide open. What is needed to move the debate and the field
forward is a fundamentally new experimental approach for testing beliet
attribution in animals, one that is capable of distinguishing genuine belief-
altributing subjects from their perceptual-state and complementary
behavior-reading counterparts. In the last sections of the chapter, 1 present
three different kinds of experimental protocols to test for belief attribution
in animals that can deliver the required evidence.




The various experimental protocols that [ propose and defend in the
last two chapters have not yet been tested on animals (although 1 am cur-
rently collaborating with a few researchers to run pilot studies using them).
Of course, if the protocols had been run, there would be no point in
arguing for them. The point of the protocols is not to provide new data
but to show how to solve a particular methodological puzzle that has
plagued the field since its inception. Thus, the question that this book aims
ta answer is really a how-to question: How can researchers come to know
whether animals attribute mental states (particularly, cognitive states)
when there is a viable alternative hypothesis at hand (that animals are
behavior readers of a certain sort) for which no type of experimental
protocol employed in the field has yet been able to control? The aim
of the book is to describe experimental protocols that can control for this
alternative hypothesis and show how this question can be answered,



