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Take Home Exam – 6 Hours, 2,500 Words.

In what sense are animals conscious? How might this differ from human consciousness?
This essay will be focusing on Peter Carruthers’ theory on animal consciousness. I will be explaining Carruthers’ theories and following the explanation with a critique which will highlight what Carruthers has succeeded in explaining and what he has failed to theorise. The focus of this essay will be on Peter Carruthers’ Higher Order Theories (HOT) and First Order Theories (FOT). These theories discuss the problem of animal consciousness, whether animals are conscious like humans, or they are completely different to humans despite the opinions of many others. 
Beginning with Higher Order Theories, Peter Carruthers states “a phenomenally conscious mental state that either is, or is disposed to be, the object of a higher – order representation of a certain sort”
. In order for a being’s mental state to be phenomenally conscious like human beings, that specific state has to be ‘available’ to be thought about by the subject itself. The term ‘available’ means that HOT is a ‘dispositionalist’ account rather that an ‘actualist’ account as it needs second order thought in order for the subject to be conscious. HOT attempt to explain consciousness in a way that there is a relation between specific conscious states. Carruthers is of the belief that consciousness and conscious experience are separate ideas, meaning humans have different mental states to animals because animals do not have conscious experience. “Conscious mental state is one which the agent is aware…involves self -consciousness”
. Carruthers’ argument is Cartesian in the way that there are HOT and HOT’s are only specific to humans. 
To be able to think about one’s mental states, the concepts of those mental states must be had. It is believed by many that animals are incapable of having these concepts. These concepts include properties like pain, perception, and belief. As humans, it could be argued that we know for a fact that we have concepts of our own mental states because they are in our mind, however we have no way of truly knowing whether animals do have concepts of their own mental states or not, because we are not able to understand or analyse their minds like we are our own. Since as far as 
understand, animals do not have the capability to understand or think about their own first – order mental states, they “lack the intellectual resources that are necessary for conscious experiences.”

The example of pain can be used when explaining HOT. If I were to hit a brick wall with my fist, it would cause me pain, but I have to have the ability to reflect on that pain in order to show my mental states have phenomenal qualities. My second order thoughts have to perceive my first order thoughts. Second order thoughts can be the summarised by the following; beliefs about beliefs, thoughts about thoughts, beliefs about thoughts, and thoughts about beliefs. 
HOT do state that animals have a conscious. This conscious, however, is not phenomenal. Although Carruthers’ theories are ones of controversy and have no shortage of criticisms, it cannot be denied that Carruthers remains consistent in his beliefs. Carruthers denies the existence of HOT in regards of babies and some adults since they do not have the abilities of phenomenological experiences.
There are numerous criticism that strongly disagree with Carruthers’ HOT. Firstly, there is no possible way of knowing whether a human does have higher order thoughts. This is based on assumption; therefore it could be argued that this theory is not one of strong reliability because it does not stem from scientific fact. There is also no evidence that suggests higher order thought is needed to be conscious at all. We may also use the example of myself seeing a chair to criticise Carruthers. The HOT suggests that I am able to have a belief in a chair, but not a conscious experience of that chair. Though surely, the action of myself seeing that chair is the conscious experience in itself. When we look at our own behaviour and conscious experiences, HOT becomes less plausible. If I was already conscious of a certain belief, then it would not make sense for myself to have a second order thought about said belief.
Animals show many examples of consciousness despite Carruthers’ arguments. Animals and even organisms respond to the things that happen around them. Birds migrate together, photosynthesis is taking place constantly, plants even grow intentionally towards sources of light. These organisms do things that would require a memory and a conscious of some sort, HOT therefore conflicts with the fact that organisms do show that they have phenomenally conscious experiences. Animal life is complex and Carruthers’ argument states that animals can survive without being phenomenally conscious, this could be criticised for being completely inaccurate since there is evidence that animals responds to the environment around them in a way that proves creatures are capable of having knowledge and beliefs. Like Carruthers, we could assume animals do not have phenomenal consciousness, but the argument may always be critiqued with scientific evidence. 
Robert Lurz disagrees with Carruthers’ approach to animal consciousness in comparison to human consciousness. Lurz applies the First Order Theory to his argument. FOT states that mental states are not conscious because they can be thought about, but because mental states “make one aware
of the external world”
. FOT suggests that our current perception is conscious due to the rules of cause and effect. Animals are conscious and their beliefs come into existence as an effect of their experiences and bodily sensations. For example, it is found that if a dog has previously been abused by a male, it remains more cautious or fearful when in the presence of a male. This theory is regarded as more plausible by many since the idea of animals having a conscious it more scientifically supported than the other. 
Lurz also argues that the nervous systems and brains of animals hold too many similarities to those of humans for humans to have a conscious and animals to not. David Cockburn supports this theory when discussing work by Peter Singer. “Singer, for example, stresses the close similarities between 
the nervous systems of human and non – human species.”
. Animal’s also behave in ways which allow us to attribute phenomenal states to them. Lurz applies the example of his dog chasing the neighbour’s cat, his dog’s behaviour is purposeful because it aims to catch the cat. The dog has conceptualised that cat, an ability that humans also have, and chases it with a sense of purpose. We witness animals using their consciousness every day, thus meaning it would be nonsensical to insinuate that animals do not have phenomenal experiences. 
Higher Order Theories of consciousness and First Order Theories of consciousness completely differ in the way that Carruthers makes it clear that animals can not have phenomenal experiences, however they are conscious in a separate way. Robert Lurz however, concludes that animals clearly have phenomenal existence because we are able to witness their conscious behaviours and processes. Lurz states “unconscious mental states…are mental states which fail to make one conscious of things or facts in the environment”
. This suggests that animals must have conscious mental states as we see their responses to the surrounding environment. Carruthers argues that animals are conscious, however not in the same sense as humans, as they do not have phenomenal experiences which suggests animals do not have the ability to perceive things as humans do. Personally, First Order Theories would be the most accurate theory because animals are constantly responding to the things around them, leaving it impossible for myself to believe they are incapable of phenomenal experiences.
(1,270 words)
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Does the notion of inference to the best explanation provide the only / best approach to justifying our beliefs about other ‘minds’? Provide reasons for your answer. 
This is essay will be discussing the notion of inference and how it provides an explanation to our own beliefs about other ‘minds’. The notion of inference means that the argument comes to a conclusion which comes from both evidence and reason. I will be looking at the different kinds of inference arguments that are used in regards of beliefs about other ‘minds’ in order to explain why this notion is one of reliability accuracy. The notion of inference can come in the form of deductive inference and inductive inference. I will be using these in my explanation as to why it is believed to be a reliable approach. Of course, all theories have their critics therefore I will also be looking at why the notion of inference may not be agreed upon by all. 
J.S Mill introduces the ‘Argument from Analogy’ in an attempt to justify our beliefs about other ‘minds’. The argument suggests we are conscious of ourselves due to a series of facts which come in a specific order. It begins with the modifications of my own body, in the middle are my feelings and at the end, I have my outward demeanour
. I know the workings of my own mind therefore I know how a being with a mind behaves, from this, I can determine the sort of behaviour that other beings with minds like mine would display. 
Descartes’ meditations include an example which coincides with that of J.S Mill. He speaks of looking out of a window onto the town square and observing the other people whom are continuing with their own lives. These other people seem to be behaving as I do, as if with a mind. Therefore, they must have a mind. This is not necessarily the case however. I know I have a mind myself, but the people being observed could be acting as if they have a mind, and not truly have one at all. As David Cockburn explains, we have privileged access to our own minds, but we will never have “direct knowledge of what another is feeling or thinking”
 therefore we can never truly know if others have minds.
The notion of deductive inference is a method where the conclusion always follows the premises. A deductive inference argument usually begins with its premises. For example, premise 1 may say that all spiders have 8 legs. Premise 2 would be that black widows are spiders. The conclusion would then summarise that black widows have 8 legs. If the premises are true, then conclusion be true. The conclusion must be accepted if the premises are accurate. Therefore, the following argument is formed; (premise 1) the patterns in my behaviour show I am responding to external factors which suggests I am experiencing certain kinds of mental states. (Premise 2) The same happens to others, because I can visibly see that they react to things also. (Conclusion) This means that they also have mental states and minds like my own.
 The notion of deductive inference is successful because it proves the existence of mind through reason and evidence. 
It is almost impossible however, that every premise will be correct in every argument. For example, if it were argued that all spiders have 10 legs, black widows are spiders, therefore black widows have 10 legs; this argument would be sound but not true. The intention behind the argument is valid, yet it is inaccurate. This may cause problems for the deductive inference as it suggests that many conclusions come out inaccurate, thus meaning they are not as reliable as facts. 
Many believe that the inductive inference argument is more reasonable and better supported, however it is still not sound. Deductive is more mathematical, whereas inductive is informal logic. It is often argued that when there are more premises, it means the conclusion will be stronger. For example; box A is brown and has a book inside, boxes B, C and D are brown also. Therefore, boxes B, C and D contain books too.  This could be regarded as a bad form of argument since we have no reason to believe there should be books inside all of the boxes. We are arguing from just one case, that being box A. Just because there happens to be a book in box A, definitely does not mean there are books in all of the boxes simply because they share the same colour as box A. It is weak to generalise from one case, though if we observed millions of boxes which were all brown and all had books in then it would be more likely to be a book in the next ones. This is similar to the argument of the sun arising every day. The more premises, the stronger the conclusion however it may never be accurate.
Similarly to any theory in regards of ‘other minds’ there are numerous criticisms. Inference notions can not be verified. Although this too can be said about many scientific theories. Problems of other minds are complex as we do not as of yet have any abilities to conduct experiments in order to achieve a true answer, nor do we have any knowledge of the sort of experiment we would need to be able to conduct. 
The notion of inference is also flawed in the way that it assumes that I know how to assign mental states to myself. If I did know how to assign mental states to myself though, it could be argued that I should then also have the capability of assigning mental states to others. Often, we find ourselves questioning our own mental states and minds, with taking this into consideration, we cannot expect to know and understand the minds of other people too. It would be crucial for one to understand their own mind before attempting to understand the minds of others.
The notion of inference immediately rejects the idea that we may already understand the mind. It is not taken into consideration the fact that we may not be as ignorant as we believe. It is possible that we already know everything about other minds because we can visibly see it. This is the non – inferential knowledge of other minds. For example, if a man was visibly upset and crying, I would not have to make an inference. I would use reasoning to understand that he is upset. Some may even say that we do it automatically, when we see someone upset we instantly understand their mental state at that moment. John McDowell explains; “one can literally perceive, in another person’s facial expression or his behaviour, that he is in pain, and not just infer that he is in pain from what one perceives.”

In conclusion, a person’s thoughts, feelings and perceptions are hidden from us. Many argue that we cannot look at someone and instantly know that they have a mind. Although we may not have the knowledge to access a definite solution to the problem of other minds, the notion of inference may be the closest we can come to a successful answer. The use of reason has allowed us to understand to an extent that others may have minds like we have our own. Though of course it is not definite, it is likely. There may be many criticisms for the notion of inference, however when attempting to understand which arguments seem most plausible, inference works. Don Locke explains, “I cannot possible bring myself to take seriously the suggestion that what others say and do is not evidence for what goes on in their minds”
. To deny that the actions of others have anything to do with having a mind seems ludicrous. Inference allows us to build an argument of reason and understand the similarities between beings, which evidently leads to the conclusion that others have minds and mental states which are shown through their behaviours and reactions to external elements.
(1,322 words)
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