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Abstract

There is a recent popular reconstruction of Wittgenstein’s thinking about animal minds, according to which animals and humans share a set of expressive abilities, prior to, and independent of, the onset of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities; a reconstruction that in turn entails a duality of expression and linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities, in adult humans.  This paper contends that the reconstruction is implausible and at odds with Wittgenstein’s thinking, regarding both the developing minds of children and the minds of non-linguistic animals.  Instead, it argues that Wittgenstein’s thinking is shaped by an anthropological outlook, according to which linguistic abilities signal the existence of a distinctive human form of life, within which animals do not belong, but into which children are progressively introduced.   As a result, there is neither a shared set of expressive abilities in animals, children and adult humans; nor a duality of expression and linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities in humans.
1
Introduction

As part of his discussion of the nature of language, meaning and mind, Wittgenstein pays recurrent attention to the mental lives of non-human animals (hereafter, animals).  To elaborate a little, as a casual look at Philosophical investigations shows, Wittgenstein is willing to attribute particular, though not just any, mental states and abilities to some animals.  On the positive side, he ascribes pain to flies (PI §284), fear and beliefs to dogs (PI §650; II 148), intentions to cats and other beasts (PI §647), and a whole gamut of emotional responses to animals generally (PI II 148).  On the negative side, he fails to credit animals with certain mental states (e.g., hope, PI II 148), or specific contents (e.g., those including future temporal parameters, PI §650) and abilities (e.g., pretence, PI §250; II 194).  Furthermore, as some key passages make clear, the refusal to attribute certain mental states to animals is directly linked to their lack of linguistic abilities (PI II 148).     

Admittedly, when added together, these remarks amount to a very small part of Wittgenstein’s corpus, but their recurrence in connection with central aspects of his work awards them a significance that should not be underestimated.  It is for this reason that some contemporary commentators have read these remarks in connection with topics that occupy centre stage among Wittgenstein’s concerns, such as the Cartesian problem of other minds (Dupré 1990/2002, Jamieson 1998), the private language argument (DeGrazia 1994), the relationship between thought and language (Glock 1999, 2000, 2006), or the link between expression and the mental (Finkelstein 2003, 2011).  Undoubtedly, these connections are pertinent and important, but some uncertainty remains (or so it will be argued below) as to whether these authors have glossed the significance attached by Wittgenstein to his reflections on animals in a wholly adequate manner.  

In this respect, it is worth noticing a shortcoming of these contemporary accounts – namely, their failure to appreciate the link between animals and children in Wittgenstein’s work. To return to one of the examples already mentioned, in Philosophical investigations the refusal to attribute to animals the ability to pretend goes hand in hand with the denial of the same ability to children (PI §§249-50; II 194).  Moreover, far from being a one-off occasion, Wittgenstein returns to the link between the mental lives of children and animals elsewhere in his corpus, expressly in both volumes of the Last writings on the philosophy of psychology (LW1 §§859-76, §§938-47; LW2 41-2).  Therefore, an adequate account of the role of Wittgenstein’s reflections about animals within his broader philosophical picture ought to pay adequate attention to the relation between animals and children. So, to anticipate one of the main points to be made in this paper, it will be argued that Wittgenstein’s remarks on animals and children alike form an integral part of his adoption of an anthropological outlook in philosophy; the underlying thought being that this interpretative stand makes better sense of Wittgenstein’s thinking in this area, than other accounts currently on offer.

With this in mind, the paper is structured as follows.  Sections two and three present a popular reconstruction of Wittgenstein’s thinking about animal minds, according to which animals and humans share a set of expressive abilities, prior to, and independent of, the onset of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities.  This idea fits the innocent enough view that animal behaviour is both expressive and non-linguistic; but it also entails quite a controversial duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual in humans.  The core of the paper will afford a criticism of the popular reconstruction of Wittgenstein’s thinking, regarding both the developing minds of children (section four), and the minds of non-linguistic animals (section five).  Section six adds that Wittgenstein’s reflections on the minds of animals and children, as well as their place in his overall philosophical project, make better sense within an anthropological outlook contrary to the duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual.  Finally, section seven counters a possible objection to the main tenet of the paper.
A final caveat is in order.  This paper is not solely a scholarly study of Wittgenstein’s own conception of animal minds; rather, it also aims to provide preliminary work for the promotion of a Wittgensteinian approach as a distinctive and worthwhile contribution to the contemporary debate regarding the nature of animal minds.  Nonetheless, a full defence of such a contribution within this increasingly complex debate is beyond the undertaking of this paper.  Therefore, it is best read as providing a conception of animal minds from a Wittgensteinian point of view.
2
Expression in animals

In several recent articles, Hans-Johann Glock (1999, 2000, 2006) has claimed that Wittgenstein’s conception of animal minds occupies an intermediate position between two extremes – radical lingualism and mentalism.  As championed by Davidson, Glock tells us, radical lingualism is the view that non-linguistic animals lack thoughts (or propositional attitudes), because language is a necessary condition for thought.  Noticeably, nothing follows from here about the sentient life of non-linguistic animals, so in effect radical lingualists are committed to a distinction between sentience and sapience (i.e., thought, or propositional attitudes).  Therefore, according to radical lingualism, like humans, animals have a sentient life, but unlike humans, animals lack sapience.  In contrast, says Glock, mentalists like Hume deny any such difference in kind between the mental lives of animals and humans, asserting only a difference of degree.  Against this background, Wittgenstein’s intermediate position is characterized in Glock’s view by the following two claims: one, non-linguistic animals have thoughts, albeit of a simple kind (contra radical lingualism); and two, there are differences in kind between the mental lives of animals and humans, namely the distinction between the simple thoughts non-linguistic animals have and those had by linguistic humans (contra mentalism).  

A consequence of the intermediate position, thus understood, is that the question about the nature of animal minds is no longer a purely conceptual question as to whether the notions of mind and language are related in the way lingualists propose, and mentalists reject; but rather a partly empirical question as to what the simple thoughts of animals are.  Hence, some contemporary commentators have noted approvingly that the intermediate position includes an open invitation to “go empirical” (DeGrazia 1994, 133) in the study of animal minds (cp. also Dupré 1990/2002, 235; Jamieson 1998, 101).  According to this invitation, one must, as it were, leave the armchair and engage in hands-on interaction with animals to obtain knowledge of their minds.  But the question about animal minds is an empirical question only in part, for one must have a minimal idea as to how to conduct one’s empirical enquiries.  It is here that Wittgenstein can help further.

In particular, Wittgenstein’s approach is said to include the following proposal: non-linguistic animals have some simple thoughts they can express through their non-linguistic behaviour (Glock 2006, 158; DeGrazia 1994, 131; Dupré 1990/2002, 231).  Thus, to fix on one of Wittgenstein’s own examples (PI §650), a dog cannot be afraid that its master will beat it tomorrow, for it lacks the appropriate expressive (i.e., linguistic) behaviour; although it can be afraid that its master will beat it, as shown by such non-linguistic behaviour as having its tail between its legs and cowering (cp. Glock 2006, 156).  Similarly, in another of Wittgenstein’s examples (PI II 148), animals are said to be angry, frightened, or happy, but not hopeful, for they lack the appropriate expressive behaviour. In Glock’s own words, there is no available behaviour to distinguish “a dog hoping to be taken for a walk from its being joyously confident of being taken for a walk” (Glock 2006, 156).  

Here, the notion of expression is doing conceptual, rather than epistemic, work.  For the point being made is not that one must have access to a relevant piece of animal behaviour in order to know what the animal’s mental states, including its contents, are.  Rather, the point being made is that the mind is constitutively expressive, and therefore the very idea that animals have a mental life goes hand in hand with the availability of expressive behaviour.  Similarly, possession of different mental states by animals goes hand in hand with available differences in expressive behaviour.  So, in the previous example, the problem is not that, in the absence of the required linguistic expressive behaviour, we do not really know if the dog is hoping to go for a walk, or alternatively confident that it will go; but rather that the conceptual tools for establishing that distinction in the dog are lacking.

Sure enough, Wittgenstein’s thesis that the mind is constitutively expressive, itself a cornerstone of his later philosophy of mind, has been subject to close scrutiny and criticism. However, this is not our current concern. The important thought to retain now is that it is a crucial thesis in unpacking the view that animals have simple thoughts, as claimed by some of Wittgenstein’s contemporary commentators.  But the expressivist picture painted by these commentators has other elements, to which our attention turns now.
3
Expression and the conceptual

The view, attributed to Wittgenstein, that animals have some simple thoughts they can express in their non-linguistic behaviour amounts to a moderate form of lingualism. It is a form of lingualism for, in common with the view championed by Davidson, there are some thoughts the possession of which requires language, and are therefore beyond animals.  But it is a moderate form of lingualism because, unlike radical forms like Davidson’s, animals do have some thoughts, despite their lack of linguistic abilities.  Therefore, the view attributed to Wittgenstein entails the existence of two kinds of thoughts: simple thoughts expressible through non-linguistic behaviour, and thoughts the possession of which requires language.  Or also: simple thoughts expressible through non-linguistic behaviour, and thoughts expressible through linguistic behaviour alone.  
There is a way of understanding the relationship between non-linguistic animals and linguistic humans in terms of this duality of thoughts, according to which the mental life of animals and that of adult humans occupy separate spaces on either side of a linguistic divide; so that the occupants of the former side of the divide cannot be found at the latter side, and vice versa.  But in fact, this is not how the commentators who attribute the view to Wittgenstein construe the duality.  Rather, they accept that there are forms of expressive behaviour common to non-linguistic animals (or at least some of them, the higher animals) and linguistic humans, something that is anchored in the biological basis of mind shared by animals and humans.  As Glock puts it, 

our ascriptions [of mental states] … are based on the subject manifesting certain perceptual capacities, attitudes and emotions.  In the non-linguistic case, these manifestations will obviously not include assent to sentences.  But they will include forms of behavior, postures and facial expressions which higher animals share with human beings. (1999, 181)
Creatures believe, know or desire things on account of their wants and perceptual capacities.  These biological basics of belief are shared by humans and animals. (1999, 186) 

Therefore, against the neat duality of mental spaces separated by language, the differences between the mental lives of animals and adult humans involves instead a contrast between the expressive non-linguistic behaviour common to animals and humans, on the one hand, and the expressive linguistic behaviour exclusive to humans, on the other.
  What this amounts to is a duality of expression and the linguistic.  Furthermore, given the acknowledged close links between language and concepts (McDowell 1994, Bermúdez 1998), it is tempting to gloss it as a duality of expression and the conceptual; but one should tread carefully here. 

Importantly, Glock is not averse to the idea that, despite lacking a language, animals (at least, higher animals, like the great apes) possess concepts, for “concept possession [is] dependent [not] on language possession, but on discriminatory behaviour that is sufficiently complex and flexible to be subject to normative assessment”.  As an example, Glock adduces how chimpanzees use different tools depending on whether they are preying on ants or termites, thereby showing possession of discriminatory abilities.  But, as Glock notes, the relevant discriminatory behaviour – that is, behaviour that shows the presence of conceptual abilities – straddles the linguistic divide, for “chimpanzees display non-linguistic forms of behavior that go together with the correction of error among humans, such as hesitation, displeasure, discarding one type of tool in favour of another, etc” (1999, 184).  

Thus, although Glock’s notion of a concept is not tied to language, the underlying picture of the differences between the mental lives of animals and adult humans would not be much affected by the adoption of such a notion, instead of the alternative notion of concepts as linguistic abilities.  The reason is that Glock’s notion of a concept fits the duality of expression and the linguistic mentioned above, in so far as it allows for a duality of concepts (understood as discriminatory abilities) expressible through the non-linguistic behaviour common to animals and humans versus concepts expressible through linguistic behaviour alone; in other words, a duality of non-linguistic versus linguistic concepts.

In that case, what remains crucial to this conception of the mental lives of animals and their relation to linguistic humans, regardless of how concepts are understood, is that there are basic or simple forms of expressive behaviour that are biologically anchored, shared across the linguistic divide, and independent of the conceptual abilities of adult linguistic beings.  One may even speak of “expression as such” (Finkelstein 2011, 83; cp. also 2003, 128ff), thereby suggesting that, as such, expressive behaviour is both conceptually independent of, and developmentally prior to, linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities.

It is important to note that what is at stake here is not the undeniable fact that animals (and small human children, too) both lack the linguistic and conceptual abilities of adult humans, and are expressive beings.  Rather, what is at stake is a certain picture of the relationship between expressive behaviour and linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities, according to which there is a biologically anchored common core of expressive behaviour, to which linguistic-cum-conceptual beings add a new layer of expressive behaviour.  This new layer attaches itself to the common expressive core already in place, but does not alter it (being biologically anchored, how could it?).  

In turn, this picture is meant to shed light on the nature of animal vis-à-vis human minds, as follows: animals are expressive, and therefore minded beings, in so far as they partake in behaviour from the common core; whereas humans are able to add new forms of expressive behaviour – namely, linguistic forms of expressive behaviour – to the behaviour from the common core.  Hence, the difference between animal and human minds.

The remainder of this paper will take issue with this picture of the relationship between expressive behaviour and linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities; and therefore, with the accompanying picture of the nature of animal minds and their relation to the minds of linguistic humans.  In particular, it will be argued that this picture is at odds with Wittgenstein’s views about the mental lives of animals, and for that matter humans too. To be sure, there are aspects of this complex picture that are part of Wittgenstein’s thought, but others are quite alien to it.  In accordance with an expressivist conception of mind, it must be granted that Wittgenstein endorses the idea that animals are expressive, and therefore minded, beings.  Moreover, he draws the contours of the mental life of animals in connection with their lack of linguistic abilities.  However, as will be argued below, there is no trace in his work of a conception of expressive behaviour that is both shared across the linguistic divide, due to its biological anchorage, and independent of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities.  

The guiding thought of the paper is that this picture of animal vis-à-vis human minds rests on a duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual that Wittgenstein rejects.  Thus, the next two sections will look at the arguments Wittgenstein puts forward to reject the duality, first in connection with the developing minds of children, and then regarding the minds of non-linguistic animals.

4.
The developing minds of children

The acquisition of language and mental abilities by children is a central theme of Wittgenstein’s later work.  Here, in a well-known passage, he offers the following account of the acquisition of the language of sensations by children:

Words are connected with the primitive, the natural, expressions of the sensation and used in their place. A child has hurt himself and he cries; and then adults talk to him and teach him exclamations and, later, sentences.  They teach the child new pain-behaviour. […] the verbal expression of pain replaces crying […] (PI §244)

As has been noted, an important part of the point Wittgenstein is making here is that linguistic behaviour is semantically akin to natural expressions, in that the former is also expressive behaviour.  But one may feel tempted to think that the passage shows more – namely, a commitment to the view that expressive behaviour is conceptually independent of, and prior to, linguistic or conceptual abilities; for the passage asserts the existence of expressive behaviour in children before they acquire a language.  Therefore, one might adduce this as evidence for attributing to Wittgenstein the thesis about the duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual introduced above.  

However, this would be a rash (and wrong) conclusion to draw.  It is clear that, applied to children, the duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual entails a developmental claim, but this is not the undeniable (hence, trivial) claim that small children express themselves before they acquire a language.  In this respect, there is no denying that a newly-born baby’s crying behaviour is expressive of some kind of discomfort, say pain, fear or something else.  The non-trivial (and in fact quite controversial) developmental claim entailed by the duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual, is that the acquisition of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities by children brings with it a new layer of expression, which simply attaches itself to the already existing non-linguistic expressive abilities of children.  Certainly, the quoted passage does not spell out the non-trivial developmental claim in these exact terms; but, if one felt tempted to read this idea between the lines, one should resist, for two related reasons. 

First, the claim in question entails an implausible view of the acquisition of language as an expressive tool.  In order to show this, a distinction must be established between two senses of expression:  communicative versus configurational.  In so far as the claim is that language is tagged on to already existing mental abilities, its expressive role is communicative.  According to this, the developmental picture is one where the child can already communicate her pain non-linguistically, but she progressively acquires the ability to communicate it linguistically, too.  In other words, the child’s mind is already fully formed by the time she learns a language, and the acquisition of language extends her abilities to communicate what her mind is like.  In opposition to this communicative sense of expression, the point has already been made, in connection with the thesis that mind is constitutively expressive, that mind is configured in tandem with, rather than in isolation from, expressive abilities. Now, in so far as the developmental picture put forward is one where all that language acquisition involves is the extension of the child’s abilities to communicate her already formed mind, the configurational role of language acquisition is lost.  Of course, expressive abilities can still play a configurational role in this developmental picture, but these are the expressive abilities already available before the onset of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities.  However, it is simply too implausible to view language acquisition as having a merely communicative, rather than configurational, role.  If second language acquisition is not generally seen in that light, as it is often said that it re-shapes the learner’s world-view, and so the contents of her mind, is it not even more implausible regarding first language acquisition by children? 
Second, a view of the developing minds of children in accordance with the duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual is seriously un-Wittgensteinian.  In Philosophical investigations one of the main targets of the early paragraphs on the Augustinian picture of language (and arguably of the section on private language, too) is a certain conception of language acquisition, which Wittgenstein characterizes as follow: 

the learning of human language [is conceived of] as if the child came into a strange country and did not understand the language of the country; that is, as if it already had a language, only not this one.  Or again: as if the child could already think, only not yet speak.  And “think” would here mean something like “talk to itself”. (§32)

What makes this view a poor conception of language acquisition, and presumably the target of Wittgenstein’s attack, is not so much that as an explanation of (human) language acquisition it assumes possession of prior linguistic abilities, but rather that this assumption produces the impression that there can be thought (a human mind) before (human) language acquisition. But unless one is prepared to accept that impression in full, including the mechanism of private ostension and the subsequent detachment of human thought from the practices (not forgetting those involving language) that give it meaning, one should simply discard it as an illusion. 
Now, if not in terms of the duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual, how should the developing minds of children be conceived?  Here is an alternative proposal.  Newly-born babies express their discomfort (pain, fear, and so on) through their crying behaviour.  Although the latter is an expression of a mental state (say, pain), it does not have the significance it has for the members of the community to which adult carers already belong, and into which eventually the babies themselves will be fully introduced.  This significance is acquired in tandem with the acquisition of language, via the verbal addresses from, and the increasingly complex exchanges with, adult carers.  It is this significance that makes a piece of behaviour properly expressive – i.e., expressive in the context of the relevant community. Hence, it is through the acquisition of initially non-productive and later productive linguistic skills, that the realm of the expressive, which is also the realm of the mental, is configured in children.  A new form of expressive behaviour is being taught and learnt; or what amounts to the same thing, a mind is forming. 

There is nothing in this alternative proposal to contradict PI §244 (or the rest of Wittgenstein’s corpus, for that matter), and there is much in it that makes sense of the expressivist conception of mind and the configurational role of linguistic expression.  Hence, it is hereby recommended as Wittgenstein’s conception of the developing minds of children.  However, contrary to the duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual, there is nothing in this proposal to suggest that the development of linguistic abilities in humans, from childhood to adulthood, consists in the addition of an extra layer of expressive abilities to a prior set of non-linguistic expressive abilities, shared by children and adults and unchanged throughout the developmental process. 

5.
The minds of non-linguistic animals

As discussed in section three, according to the moderate form of lingualism attributed to Wittgenstein, animals and humans share a sub-set of the mental states and abilities humans have; in particular, those states and abilities that can be expressed in non-linguistic behaviour, for which possession of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities is not a requirement.  This view entails a duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual, as follows: the shared set of mental states and abilities is configured expressively, but independently of linguistic-cum-conceptual thought.  As a result, the acquisition of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities by humans extends their expressive, and therefore mental, repertoire by addition, whereas the shared set remains unaffected by the onset of these new abilities.  In other words, the linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities of humans make a difference to the nature of their minds – i.e., mental states and abilities lacked by animals are made available to humans; but animals and humans alike have mental states and abilities in common, on account of prior, common, non-linguistic expressive abilities.

There are passages in Wittgenstein’s corpus that could be put forward as evidence for this moderate form of lingualism, such as PI §650 and PI II 148 (cp. Glock 2006, 156-7).  Here, Wittgenstein states that certain mental states (e.g., hope) and certain contents (e.g., those with future temporal parameters) are attributable to humans, but not to animals, on account of their different linguistic abilities.  However, this evidence falls short of moderate lingualism, for there is no trace of either of the following two ideas – first, that there is a shared set of mental states and abilities in animals and humans; and second, that the members of that set are unaffected by the onset of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities in humans.  And the reason why there is no trace of them is that they are quite alien to Wittgenstein’s thinking; or so it will be argued now.  Let us consider both ideas in turn.

Assuming, for the sake of argument, that there is a shared set of mental states and abilities in animals and humans, it is not a Wittgensteinian thought that the onset of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities in humans leaves those mental states and abilities that belong to the shared set unaltered. The key thought is that the latter claim clashes with the view of the developing minds of children presented in section four.  According to this view, language acquisition does not have a merely communicative, but rather a configurational role.  So, even if it is assumed that there is a shared set of mental states and abilities in animals and humans, the onset of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities in humans would not leave the members of that set unaltered.

But, digging deeper, should it be assumed that there is a common set of mental states and abilities in animals and humans – namely, those expressible through non-linguistic behaviour? In view of the point that language acquisition does not leave the developing minds of children unaltered, the common set in question must concern the mental states and abilities of animals and pre-linguistic humans, i.e. children.  Now, the main problem with this idea of a common set is that it fails to take adequate notice of the differences between animals and the human form of life, into which children are progressively introduced.  This is the gist of PI II 148:

One can imagine an animal angry, frightened, unhappy, happy, startled.  But hopeful?  And why not?  […] Can only those hope who can talk?  Only those who have mastered the use of a language.  That is to say, the phenomena of hope are modes of this complicated form of life. (If a concept refers to a character of human handwriting, it has no application to beings that do not write.) 

When the beginning of this quote was discussed in section two, the focus was on the idea that animal thought is a matter of their expressive abilities, so in the absence of the required linguistic expressive behaviour, the conceptual tools are lacking for distinguishing between the dog “hoping to be taken for a walk from its being joyously confident of being taken for a walk”, as Glock (2006, 156) puts it.  But, it is clear from the rest of the quote that this is not all there is to Wittgenstein’s thinking here, for he links language mastery to the typically human form of life.  Therefore, the reason why animals are not said to be hopeful, according to Wittgenstein, is not simply that they lack a language, but that they are not part of the linguistic, human form of life.  This is contrary to the moderate form of lingualism attributed to Wittgenstein, for instance by Glock, for it is not the absence of linguistic behaviour per se that makes the crucial difference, but rather the exclusion of animals from the set of practices, including linguistic behaviour, that shape the human form of life.  Children are also outside the human form of life, but only in the different sense that they are growing into it via the acquisition of language.  Crucially, though, there are no shared mental states in animals and children, for the minds of children are in constant flux, given the configurational role of language acquisition. 
To clarify this further, it is clear that children’s minds are not (yet) the minds of fully-linguistic adults.  But neither are they similar, nor closer, to the minds of non-linguistic animals.  The idea of constant flux suggests the progressive development towards an adult human mind, but it does not suggest the shedding of some sort of non-linguistic animal mind.  Rather, children’s mental development is a matter of progressively acquiring an adult human mind from scratch.  In this respect, children’s mental development involves neither some form of de-animalization, nor the interim acquisition and then shedding of intermediate animal-like mental states.  Therefore, in reiteration, there are no shared mental states in animals and children.
A similar conclusion can be drawn from Wittgenstein’s discussion of pretence in animals.  Following a pattern already noted, he discusses pretence in animals and children simultaneously (PI §§249-50; II 194; LW1 §§859-76, §§938-47; LW2 41-2), making the following two points.  First, pretending is an ability acquired by children as they grow up and are being introduced into the complicated pattern of behaviour and practices that make up the linguistic, human form of life.  As he puts it,

Not every creature that can express fear, joy, or pain can feign them. (LW1 §859)
The question is: When would we say of a child, for instance, that it is pretending? What all must it be able to do for us to say that?

Only when there is a relatively complicated pattern of life do we speak of pretence. (LW2 40)
A child has to learn all sorts of things before he can pretend. (LW1 §868)
What does a child have to learn before he can pretend?

Well, for example, the use of words like: “He thinks I’m feeling pain, but I’m not.” (LW1 §866)

Here, language makes the crucial difference, not as it were magically, but rather because language signals the introduction of the child into the human form of life.

Second, neither children nor animals pretend in the sense in which members of the human form of life do: children’s pretence is an early stage of a developmental process that culminates in full membership of the linguistic, human form of life; whereas animals do not participate in that process, and are simply outside the human form of life.  Wittgenstein expresses it thus:

A child discovers that when he is in pain for instance, he will get treated kindly if he screams; then he screams, so as to get treated that way. This is not pretence. Merely one root of pretence. (LW1 §867)

For pretence is a (certain) pattern within the weave of life. It is repeated in an infinite number of variations.

A dog can’t pretend to be in pain, because his life is too simple for that. It doesn’t have the joints necessary for such movements. (LW1 §862)
Why can’t a dog simulate pain? Is he too honest? Could one teach a dog to simulate pain? Perhaps it is possible to teach him to howl on particular occasions as if he were in pain, even when he is not. But the surroundings which are necessary for this behaviour to be real simulation are missing. (PI §250)
Can an idiot be too primitive to pretend? He could pretend the way an animal does. And this shows that from here on there are levels of pretence. (LW2 41)
Here, the “surroundings” for real pretence are provided by the human “weave of life”, and apparent forms of pretence in children or animals are on a different “level”.  It is a consequence of this that pretence is not an ability shared by animals and adult humans, for animals are not part of the human form of life.  Neither is it an ability shared by animals and human children, in so far as unlike adult animals, the developing minds of children undergo continuous change through the process of language acquisition.

To sum up, Wittgenstein’s overall conception of animal minds includes the following theses: one, animals are expressive, and therefore, minded beings; two, animals lack certain mental states and abilities, due to their exclusion from the linguistic, human form of life where those states and abilities have their home; three, there is no set of shared mental states and abilities in animals, children and adult humans, whose expressive nature is independent of linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities.  Therefore, there is nothing in Wittgenstein’s conception of animal minds to indicate that he endorses a moderate form of lingualism, with the entailed duality of expression and the linguistic-cum-conceptual.

6
An anthropological outlook

As reported by Monk (1991, 261) and others (Glock 1996, 21), Wittgenstein told Rush Rhees that Piero Sraffa, singled out by Wittgenstein himself as one of the main influences on his work,
 had helped him adopt an anthropological outlook in philosophy. It is widely acknowledged that part of this outlook involves the invention of fictional communities whose practices diverge from our own, with a view to providing a natural history for our concepts (PI §415; II 195).  The general gist is that the contrast with fictional customs and practices helps us see the contours of our actual human form of life, and thereby appreciate the natural basis of our concepts, itself the best form of preventive medicine against philosophical maladies.  Similarly, it is submitted now, Wittgenstein’s remarks about the minds of non-linguistic animals and the developing minds of children are also intended as contributions to the outlining of the contours of the human form of life, within this anthropological outlook. 

It is an advantage of this interpretative stand that it serves to bind together several strands in Wittgenstein’s thinking about the mental life of animals vis-à-vis that of humans – in particular, the connection between animals and children, and the role of language in mental life, within the framework provided by an expressivist conception of mind.  Taking each in turn, if this interpretative stand is right, it is no surprise that Wittgenstein discusses the minds of animals and children simultaneously, for in different though complementary ways they both help draw the boundaries of the human form of life: children are not yet members of the human form of life, although they are on their way; whereas animals will never attain that status.
  Likewise, it is no surprise that Wittgenstein places so much emphasis on the connection between language and mind.  Given the linguistic nature of the human form of life, language must have both a configurational role regarding the developing minds of children, and a central role in the distinction between human and animal minds, on account of their membership or not of that form of life.

It is a further advantage of this anthropological approach that it helps to make sense of an otherwise cryptic remark of Wittgenstein’s, when he writes “If a lion could talk, we could not understand him”. (PI II 190)  The remark is bound to look odd, because it seems that if we were able to engage in linguistic communication with a lion, nothing else would be required for understanding.  In other words, the remark sounds odd on the assumption that linguistic communication guarantees understanding. But this is precisely the idea Wittgenstein is examining in this part of the Investigations, in connection with a larger theme – namely, the possibility of knowing other people’s minds. In this respect, Wittgenstein rejects traditional scepticism about other minds, for it is based on a conceptual divide between mind and behaviour that his expressivist conception of mind is aimed at debunking.  However, he accepts the ordinary possibility (in fact, reality) that we (sometimes) fail to know other people’s minds.  This is how he puts it:

We also say of some people that they are transparent to us.  It is, however, important as regards this observation that one human being can be a complete enigma to another.  We learn this when we come into a strange country with entirely strange traditions; and, what is more, even given a mastery of the country’s language.  We do not understand the people. (And not because of not knowing what they are saying to themselves.) We cannot find our feet with them. (PI II 190)

Here, Wittgenstein is not simply allowing for complete failure to understand other people; he also thinks such a failure is compatible with some degree of linguistic communication.  In the example considered in the text, grasping a language spoken by foreigners, perhaps in the sense of being able to offer an adequate translation into our mother tongue, is no guarantee of understanding those people – i.e., no guarantee that we can make sense of them as we can of those who are close to us, and not only because of a shared mother tongue.  Therefore, understanding foreign people is not simply a linguistic matter (in this narrow sense), but rather requires familiarity with the customs and practices of such people.  In other words, we must “go anthropological”, or so Wittgenstein appears to be suggesting.

Now, Wittgenstein’s remark about the lion comes almost immediately after this passage, only two paragraphs later.  So, one plausible suggestion about the point of the remark is the following: in the same way in which foreign people can be an enigma to us, prior to familiarity with their customs and practices, lions are a complete enigma to us, for we do not share a form of life with them.  

In line with the characterization of Wittgenstein’s conception of animal minds in previous sections, the point of the remark is not that animals lack a mental life, or that they cannot express their mental states through non-linguistic behaviour, or even that the differences in linguistic abilities between animals and humans are not important.  Rather, what the remark makes clear is that the crucial difference between animals and humans, and their respective minds, is not a matter of their lack or possession of linguistic abilities tout court, but rather the fact that humans belong in a linguistic form of life and animals do not.

Importantly though, it is a corollary of this anthropological outlook that expressivism about the mind does not imply a conception of expressive behaviour as set against linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities, akin to the duality explored above.  For expressive behaviour acquires the significance it has for humans within the context provided by the linguistic-cum-conceptual human form of life.  This does not mean that only adult humans are expressive beings; but it does mean that the expressive behaviour of animals (or children) lacks the significance of the expressive behaviour of linguistic-cum-conceptual adult humans.  Thinking otherwise amounts to the claim that human behaviour is expressive, in isolation from the practices and customs that make up the human form of life; a claim Wittgenstein has exposed as an illusion.  

So, the anthropological outlook fits the textual evidence and makes sense of Wittgenstein’s thinking about animal minds, including the discussion of animals (and children) within his overall philosophical project.
  But before ending this paper, it will be useful to consider an objection.

7
A community of living beings?

It may be objected that the anthropological outlook defended here casts the wrong light on our relationship to non-linguistic creatures in general, and animals in particular, by exaggerating the difference made by linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities.  Thus, as Jamieson has put it, “most of us live in society with normal adult humans, languageless humans and nonhuman animals”, and “have practices that involve seeing both human and nonhuman members of our community as expressing mental states in their behaviour” (Jamieson 1998, 94).  As regards animals, many people have meaningful relationships with their pets today, as their grandparents have had with members of animal species they have domesticated and welcome into their homes and places of work.  So, why favour an anthropological outlook that separates the linguistic-cum-conceptual human form of life from the rest of the animal kingdom, over a community of living beings?  Rather than a barrier, is language not the instrument for forging new relationships with animals, for instance when members of some species of great apes are taught rudimentary forms of linguistic communication by their human carers?

There is something correct about this line of thought – namely, that an adequate conception of animal vis-à-vis human minds should match our practices towards animals.  But, alas, it is worth noticing that the picture painted above is somewhat rosy, for such practices include the use of animals in intensive food production or for blood-thirsty entertainment purposes, and the relevant idea of a community does not readily apply here.  But despite that, is the point of the objection not that some of our practices towards animals must be captured through the idea of a community of living beings, pace Wittgenstein’s anthropological outlook?  

In Jamieson’s quote, the idea of a community is partly cashed out in terms of the notion of expressive behaviour, but this is no basis on which to object to the Wittgensteinian line taken in this paper, for animals are assumed from the outset to be expressive, and therefore minded, beings.
  Rather, the objection must question the very idea of a distinctive, because linguistic, human form of life.  So, what are Wittgenstein’s grounds for insisting on this?  This is how the issue is first raised in Philosophical investigations:

It is sometimes said that animals do not talk because they lack the mental capacity.  And this means: “they do not think, and that is why they do not talk.”  But – they simply do not talk.  Or to put it better: they do not use language – if we except the most primitive forms of language. — Commanding, questioning, storytelling, chatting, are as much a part of our natural history as walking, eating, drinking, playing. (§25)

Two ideas stand out here.  First, animals have some form of language: after all, members of the same species communicate with one another.  Second, this form of language is different from, in fact primitive in comparison to, human language.  And this is illustrated with some of the linguistic practices that are commonplace among humans, including “commanding, questioning, storytelling, chatting” (the list goes on in PI §23).  Thus, in so far as animals do not take part in, e.g., storytelling or chatting, the idea of a community of living beings does not adequately match our practices with and towards animals.  So, the objection to the Wittgensteinian anthropological line of this paper collapses.

It should also be noted that the point of the last sentence of the quote is not to establish a contrast between linguistic and non-linguistic practices like “walking, eating, drinking, playing”, as if the latter could serve to secure the idea of a community of living beings, in the sense required by the objection.  For one thing, amongst humans playing is often linguistic.  For another, they are all proposed as examples of practices of “our natural history”, as opposed to “theirs”, i.e. the animals’.  So, yet again, no objection to the Wittgensteinian anthropological line of this paper follows.

Despite that, the objection helps to see the differences between Wittgenstein’s anthropological outlook and other conceptions of animal minds, in particular the lingualist and mentalist alternatives mentioned earlier;
 ultimately showing why Wittgenstein does not defend a moderate form of lingualism.  Thus, the nature of the dispute between mentalists and lingualists concerns whether or not language justifies the claim that there is a difference in kind between animal and human minds.  But, according to the anthropological outlook presented here, Wittgenstein refuses to characterize the dispute as to the nature of animal minds in these narrow terms.  For, he tells us, it is not a dispute about language per se, but about practices in a form of life.  Thus, the reason why Wittgenstein keeps coming back to the linguistic differences between animals and humans is not that language has some special (magical?) power to establish differences between the minds of animals and humans, but rather because the practices shaping the distinctively human form of life are linguistic practices.  In this sense, linguistic differences do not justify or underwrite the claim that there is a distinctive human form of life; they simply exemplify the distinctive human form of life itself.  In this way, Wittgenstein’s conception of animal minds escapes the dilemma posed by lingualism versus mentalism.

To sum up and come to a close, according to the proposal defended in this paper, Wittgenstein’s conception of animal minds includes the following three main theses.  One, animals express their minds through non-linguistic behaviour, in contrast with the complex linguistic expressive behaviour of adult humans.
  Two, the differences in linguistic abilities are differences in the form of life; and so linguistic abilities signal the existence of a distinctive human form of life to which animals do not belong (and into which children are progressively introduced).  Three, human expressive behaviour acquires its significance against the backdrop provided by a set of practices, hence expressive behaviour is not as such prior to, and independent of, linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities.
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� Cp. Dupré 1990/2002, 231: “I do not, of course, want to deny the obvious fact that the majority of beliefs we attribute to humans could not sensibly be attributed to non-linguistic animals. This is simply because for very many beliefs, perhaps the majority, the only possible criterion is a verbal expression. But there are nonetheless many beliefs we attribute to both humans and non-humans on the grounds of simpler behavioural criteria”.


� Cp. Stroud 2011, 28: “I agree with [Finkelstein] completely in rejecting McDowell’s earlier idea that a sensation must be understood as ‘something that is not present prior to or independently of its being brought under a concept’. I have already rejected that idea in my story of the child who has a sensation and cries out in pain even before he can speak or apply any concepts to it”.


� As well as the preface to Wittgenstein’s Philosophical investigations, see Culture and value §19.


� Unlike the case of children, the nature of animal vis-à-vis human minds does not raise a developmental issue.  It is not an ontogenetic issue, for it concerns human versus animal adult members of different species.  Neither is it strictly a phylogenetic issue, for it concerns extant (not extinct) members of different species, which are not related to one another as ancestors or descendants.


� Attributing an anthropological outlook to Wittgenstein entails that he escapes the charges of anthropomorphism and anthropocentrism, sometimes levelled against each other by different parties in the contemporary debate about animal minds.  Roughly, anthropocentrism is the view that animals lack mentality, and the attribution of mental states to them is a metaphor, a courtesy, or a useful fiction; whereas anthropomorphism is the view that animals literally possess minds, which are analogous to human minds.  Wittgenstein escapes both labels, because he accepts that animals have minds, but not on the basis of an argument from analogy with human minds.  Furthermore, for all their other differences, both anthropocentrism and anthropomorphism confer a primacy to the human mind that is opposed by Wittgenstein’s anthropological outlook, in so far as the latter stresses only the differences between human and animal minds, on account of the peculiarities of the human form of life.


� The idea of a community of living beings is one side of the objection. The other side is the claim that an anthropological outlook leads to an over-intellectualized conception of the expressive abilities of humans, in so far as expression is linked to linguistic-cum-conceptual thought in humans.  But this is not a plausible objection to the main tenet of this paper, for linguistic-cum-conceptual abilities figure in it as the outcome of a natural process whereby children develop into mature members of their human community. There is nothing even mildly intellectualized about a natural process of development. So, this side of the objection need not detain us any further.


� It is arguably the case that what happens in less rosy practices is that people are unable to appreciate the mental states and abilities of animals (perhaps they have allowed that to happen to themselves), that they are animal-blind – i.e., blind to the expressive behaviour of animals.  This would explain why the relevant idea of a community does not apply.


� Indeed, this contrast between humans and animals offers no justification for the inhumane treatment of animals.  There is nothing in this paper (or for that matter in Wittgenstein’s writings) to suggest that the less rosy practices mentioned above are acceptable, morally speaking.  Furthermore, an expressivist view of animal minds (such as the one defended in this paper) provides a diagnosis of what is wrong about those practices (i.e., animal-blindness), as well as a possible remedy – namely, the development or re-education of the recognitional abilities missing in animal-blindness.


� It is important to note that the objection is put forward on behalf of those mentalists who, unlike lingualists, deny any difference in kind between animal and human minds.  See Jamieson 1998, 92.


� Here, as throughout the paper, “non-linguistic” serves to establish a difference with the linguistic abilities of adult humans, which is both accepted by all the parties to this discussion, and compatible with Wittgenstein’s talk of primitive forms of language in PI §25.  





