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Book News

Self-Awareness in Domesticated Animals,
D.G.M. Wood-Gush, M. Dawkins, R. Ew-
bank, eds. (The Universities Federation for
Animal Welfare, Hertfordshire, Eng- land,
1981). This volume, the proceed- ings of a
workshop on animal awareness, held at
Keble College, Oxford, in July of 1980
contains a selection of valuable pa- pers
and discussion that deal with such topics
as pain sensation and pain reac- tions in
animals, bodily awareness, aware- ness
and self-awareness, emotions and display
of emotions, and the problem of
distinguishing awareness from respon-
siveness. This last topic was the subject of
the opening presentation by D.R. Grif- fin,
who emphasized that further studies
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of animal communication might serve as
a "window" to animals' thoughts, and al-
so cautioned that the possibility of self-
awareness in social insects should not be
ruled out simply because their behavior
is often genetically determined and rela-
tively stereotypic. However, the correla-
tion between social complexity and self-
consciousness may be more tenuous than
the correlation between neural (especially
cortical) complexity and consciousness.
Griffin concludes, "If we allow a
considerable awareness of animal's env-
ironment and its companions, but deny
it any self-awareness whatsoever, we are
forced to postulate that the abundant in-
formation that impinges on its brain from
its own body is barred in some special
way from reaching its awareness. Such a
limitation seems both implausible and
maladaptive, for information about it-
self is at least as important to an animal
as information about anything else, if
not more so."

The philosopher S.L.R. Clark ob-
served that far too many students of ani-
mal behavior equate predictable behav-
ior with lack of feeling and that behavior
is only possible for a creature with some
inward dimensions, with its own real per-
ception of the world (umwelt): "Within
that framework we do not see merely ma-
terial motions but, rather, the embodi-
ment of character and feeling in a mate-
rial mode." Likewise, Clark was critical
of the typical ethologist's mechanistic
view of interpreting virtually all behav-
ior as stereotyped response rather than
as possibly intentional or anticipatory
action, and raised the provocative ques- .
tion of whether ethologists, as a group,
have a sufficiently strong self-concept
of their work, since they rarely take ac-
count of the long-term consequences of
what they do to animals that can sense,
feel, respond, and suffer. He was also
critical of Cartesian philosophy, which
accepts the concept of self and mind in
humans, yet rejects the possibility of mind
and a sense of self in animals, since the
existence of such cannot be proved or
even empirically tested. He suggested
that the concept of panpsy-
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chism should be seriously entertained,
arguing that, since it is present now, it
must also have been extant from the be-
ginning.

Unfortunately, neither Clark nor any
of the other contributors to the sym-
posium explored the differences between
intelligence and consciousness or self-
awareness and sapience and sentience.
Also, a potentially more fruitful debate
might have been generated from discus-
sions of play behavior and creativity in
animals, as well as what we know about
fear and anxiety (conditioned emotional
reactions) in animals. A discussion of
this latter topic would have particularly
enriched and extended D. Bowsher's pa-
per on pain sensations and reactions. His
paper concluded that animals' percep- tion
of chronic pain may be analogous to that
in humans with pre-frontal corti- cal
lesions, i.e., that "it may or may not be
consciously perceived, but suffering in
connection with it is extremely unlike- ly."
However, on the basis of neurologi- cal
evidence, Bowsher is convinced that
animals certainly feel acute pain and re-
act to it in the same way as humans.

Wood-Gush defined self-awareness
as the animal's ability to abstract and form
a conceptual framework of its env-
ironment so that it can perceive itself and
its actions in relation to that envi- ronment.
The paper by G. Woodruff clear- ly
demonstrated such self-awareness, in his
studies with David Premack on chim-
panzees. In a series of ingenious tests,
they demonstrated that these primates are
capable of making causal inferences
("knife cuts apple") and of elaborating
abstract methematical concepts such as
number and proportion, that they take into
account the condition & demeanor of the
recipient in formulating com- municative
behavior, and that they can be shown to
have intentionality, as when they choose
to communicate accurate or false (i.e.,
deceptive) information. Other tests
demonstrated that chimpan- zees can
observe another's behavior and analyze
and interpret it discrimately, an ability that
supports Humphrey's con- cept of a
"natural psychology" in social
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animals.

N.K. Humphrey proposed that the
capacity for having emotions has evolved
hand-in-hand with the capacity to ex-
press them. This sort of contingency cor-
relation postulates that feelings repre-
sent an evolutionary adaptation to social
life. Humphrey also suggests that any ani-
mal that lives in a complex social group
needs to be a "natural psychologist,”
with the ability to anticipate, stimulate,
and model the behavior and feelings of
other group members. In sum, social ani-
mals must have a sense of "1-ness," of
both self and other.

Yet sociability and behavioral com-
plexity need not be prerequisites for self-
awareness. D.M. Vowles suggested that
even "body awareness forms a rudimen-
tary mechanism for self-consciousness,
consciousness of the outside world, and
perhaps purposes and intentions must
clearly affect the way we interpret ani- mal
behavior."

Altruistic behavior may be an indi-
cator of an animal's ability to sense what
another is feeling. Such fellow-feel- ing,
which may reflect empathy and com-
passion, has been observed in social ani-
mals such as elephants, dolphins, wolves,
and chimpanzees. The greater the degree
of self-awareness, the greater may be the
degree of other-awareness, which in man
(as in animals socialized to humans or
other species), may be extended to other
species, as trans-species altruism.

R. Mugford presented case-histories
of dogs with behavior "problems" (such as
sympathy lameness) who had learned to
predict their owner's intentions and
actually manipulated their owners. Mug-
ford concluded that this was evidence of
self-awareness; he argued "if one can an-
ticipate certain of one's needs (say, for
food, shelter, companionship, etc.) and
manipulate matters so that the needs are
fulfilled, then one is self-aware."

However, G. Thines, in discussion,
contended that experiments to demon-
strate self-awareness in animals are im-
possible, because the question is philo-
sophical rather than empirical. But the
general consensus of the workshop par-
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ticipants was that the question of self-
awareness provides a legitimate challenge
to the standard methodology and pre-
suppositions of conventional biology and
that there are many questions that might
be fruitfully investigated. For ex- ample,
To what extent are animals that are self-
aware also aware of what is go- ing on in
another's mind? To what degree can
animals anticipate future events, in
relation to delayed gratification, thus in-
dicating self-awareness, if not enlighten-
ed self-interest? Do animals (such as
farm animals raised in confinement) suf-
fer when they are deprived of things they
have never experienced? Certainly the
existence of self-awareness in ani- mals
raises many questions pertaining to their
welfare. For example, the ability of
animals to experience chronic pain,
anxiety, or frustration (for example, as a
result of preventing them from perform-
ing some innate behavior), compel us to
consider the moral and ethical dimen-
sions of the scientific question of animal
awareness.

Perhaps the best conclusion to this
review is a quotation from Clark's paper:

In brief, there is reason to think,
within the framework of educated
assessment and empathy, that ani-
mals who live in social groups, with
relatively long lives and a need to
resist temptation in an environment
where purely stereotyped behaviour
will be maladaptive, will have some
degree of self-awareness. Awareness
itself' does not have any clear evolu-
tionary rationale, but self-aware-
ness does. It does not "pay" such
aware creatures as do not need to live
long and varied lives if they are to
leave genetic replicas to have any
self-awareness. It does "pay" aware
creatures that need to regulate their
actions in accordance with rel- atively
long-term goals and under the eyes
of their fellows. Accord- ingly, some
non-human animals are self-aware.

M.W. Fox
Associate Editor
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