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Abstract
This article is a contribution to discussions about the prospects for a viable conceptu-
alism, i.e., a viable view that represents our modes of awareness as conceptual all the
way down. The article challenges the assumption, made by friends as well as foes of
conceptualism, that a conceptualist stance necessarily commits us to denying animals
minds. Its main argument starts from the conceptualist doctrine defended in the
writings of John McDowell. Although critics are wrong to represent McDowell as
implying that animals are mindless brutes, it is difficult to see what is wrong with
this critical unless we depart from McDowell’s technical terminology and introduce
a notion of a concept flexible enough to apply to the lives of some non-rational
animals. The article closes with a discussion of observations that speak for attributing
concepts, flexibly understood, to dogs.

1. “Conceptualism” is the label currently in use for members of a
loosely related family of philosophical doctrines that resemble each
other in representing human modes of awareness as conceptual all
the way down. While conceptualisms are philosophically controver-
sial, friends and foes of the doctrines tend to agree in depicting
them as implying that non-human animals lack any but very primi-
tive qualities of mind. The reasons for this are not hard to grasp.
Many philosophers champion understandings of what concepts are
from which it seems to follow that no non-rational animals possess
them. One result is that it may appear to be a necessary consequence
of a conceptualist outlook not only that no non-rational animals are
rightly credited with capacities of mind exactly analogous to those
characteristic of human beings but, moreover, that no non-rational
animals possess the sorts of modes of awareness that would justify
us in attributing to them any significant mental qualities. In this
article, I challenge this line of reasoning, arguing that there is no
necessary connection between a conceptualist stance and skepticism
about animal minds. My larger aim in arguing along these lines is
to motivate a conceptualist orientation that, far from obscuring our
understanding of animal minds, equips us to study of the mental
capacities of animals clear-sightedly and without prejudice.
I proceed by sketching a well-known conceptualist position and

showing that it doesn’t interfere with our ability to make mental
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ascriptions to animals. The conceptualism from which I start is the
one described in the writings of John McDowell. My selection of
McDowell’s work for this project may seem ill advised. McDowell
undertakes his conceptualist commitments in the context of addres-
sing philosophical anxieties that arise in connection with reflections
on the relation between mind and world. His first comprehensive
account of this enterprise is given in his 1991 John Locke Lectures,
‘Mind and World’, lectures that were published under the same
title, together with several postscripts, in 1994.1 What may seem to
speak against using McDowell’s lectures for the purposes of this
article is the fact that they get criticized by many readers specifically
for depriving us of the resources to credit animals with any except
very primitive capacities of mind.2 In what follows, I concede that
there is a rationale for this charge in the main text of the lectures,
but I also point out that what is at issue is a set of passages in
whichMcDowell misinterprets the significance of his own conceptu-
alist views for howwe think and talk about animal mindedness. I note
that already in a postscript published with his lectures McDowell
begins to correct his misinterpretation and, additionally, that in yet
more recent writings he goes further. Nowwhen he discusses the con-
ceptualist claim that characteristically human modes of awareness are
intrinsically conceptual, he brings out how this claim is properly un-
derstood as part of a descriptive account of what these modes of
awareness are like and that as such it places no antecedent restrictions
on how similar to (or different from) ours the modes of awareness of
animals may be.Myobject in exploring these portions ofMcDowell’s
thought is to demonstrate the availability of a conceptualist

1 Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1994. A second edition
with a new introduction was published in 1996. All references here are to
the second edition.

2 See Hubert Dreyfus, ‘Overcoming the Myth of the Mental’,
Proceedings & Addresses of the American Philosophical Association 79
(2005), 47–65, esp. 47 and 60–61 and ‘Detachment, Involvement and
Rationality: Are We Essentially Rational Animals?’, in Human Affairs 17
(2007) 101–109, Richard Gaskin, Experience and the World’s Own
Language: A Critique of John McDowell’s Empiricism (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2006), esp. Chapter IV, Alasdair MacIntyre, Dependent
Rational Animals: Why Human Beings Need the Virtues (Peru, IL: Open
Court Publishing, 1999), esp. 60–61 and 69, Gerald Vision, ‘Perceptual
Content’, in Philosophy 73 (1998), 395–427, esp. 406 and 420–424 and
Crispin Wright, ‘Human Nature?’, Nicholas Smith, ed., Reading
McDowell: On Mind and World (London: Routledge, 2002), 140–173,
esp. 147–150 and 163–167.
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orientation that situates us to accept observations suggesting that
some non-human animals possess sophisticated mental capacities.
Despite my general sympathy for McDowell’s project, I do not

follow his lead in every respect. After sketching the philosophical
outlook in which his conceptualism is at home (section 2) and consid-
ering its bearing on questions about the mental capacities of animals
(section 3), I suggest that if we want to think clearly about animal
minds it is helpful to speak of concepts and conceptuality in a
manner different from the way in which he speaks of these things.
Whereas McDowell favors a notion of a concept that excludes the
possibility that a non-rational animal might operate with concepts,
I defend a contrasting notion flexible enough to enable us to accom-
modate the prospect of finding that some non-rational animals are
concept-users. Not that this terminological departure represents a
philosophical disagreement. McDowell himself stresses that it is
possible talk about concepts differently than he does. Yet in order
to make a case for the alternative understanding of a concept I favor
I need to touch on aspects of human cognitive development that –
while allowed for by McDowell’s philosophical commitments – are
not discussed in his writings. The flexible account of what a
concept is that emerges from my reflections on cognitive develop-
ment is pivotal for my main line of reasoning. I refer to it in demon-
strating that it is possible to talk, from within a conceptualist
framework, about substantial analogies between human and animal
minds (section 4). After thus concluding my argument, I append a
discussion of the kinds of familiar observations that speak for attri-
buting concepts, as I understand them, to dogs (section 5).

2. Consider howMcDowell develops his conceptualist outlook. He
develops it in the course of discussing the problem of what he calls a
‘minimal empiricism’.3 The type of empiricism that interests him is
‘minimal’ because it is not a doctrine about the relation between
experience and knowledge, as classic empiricisms are, but rather,
less ambitiously, a doctrine about the relation between experience
and thought about the world, without regard to whether the
thought is, in McDowell’s pariance, ‘knowledgeable’ or not. A pos-
ition qualifies as a minimal empiricism, in McDowell’s sense,
insofar as it represents experience as mediating how thought is
directed toward and answerable to the world.4 McDowell defends
the plausible (but by no means uncontested) thought that a

3 Op. cit., note 1, xi.
4 Ibid., xii.
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minimal empiricism is necessary in that to abandon it is to abandon
the very idea of thought being answerable to the world. It is as he
elaborates this thought that he begins to present the particular con-
ceptualist position he favors. He recognizes that many philosophers
reject as untenable his conceptualist approach to the problem of a
minimal empiricism, and, when he responds to some of the most fun-
damental objections to the approach, he brings out further respects in
which the conceptualism he favors is distinctive.
McDowell’s story about the necessary elements of a minimal em-

piricism begins with a description of what it is to bementally directed
toward the world, a description that he inherits, with a small altera-
tion, fromWilfrid Sellars. The Sellarsian insight is that to character-
ize something as a state of knowing is to situate it in a normatively
ordered ‘space of reasons’ so that there is room for questions about,
for instance, what justifies it. McDowell notes that Sellars’ point
has a bearing on even ‘non-knowledgeable’ thought and that ‘a nor-
mative context is necessary for the [very] idea of being in touch
with the world’.5 This observation is the heart of McDowell’s con-
ceptualism. To say that thought about the world is at home in a nor-
mative framework is to say that questions may arise about what
justifies it, and, in the case of non-inferential perceptual thought,
experience plays this justificatory role. McDowell’s conceptualist
contention is that it is only by representing perceptual experience
as conceptual that we can account for the rational support it brings
to our beliefs about the world.
When McDowell describes human perceptual experience as con-

ceptual, he is making two distinct claims. First, he is claiming that
experience has a universal form. The idea here, which he leaves
mostly implicit, is that in order to play a rationalizing role in our epis-
temic lives, experience needs to resemble empirical judgment in
being about individuals and kinds of things. And in order to be
about such things it must have a universal form. For example, if
someone is rightly credited with a perception of a dog – a kind of
thing – then her perception must have internal to it the thought of
connection to other actual or possible representations of dogs
and must in this sense have a universal structure. By the same
token, if someone is rightly credited with a perception of a
particular dog – an individual – then her perception must have
internal to it the thought of connection to other actual or possible
representations of the dog and must, in an analogous sense, have a

5 Op. cit., note 1, xiv.
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universal structure.6 The second claim that McDowell is making in
describing our perceptual experience as conceptual is that reason is
what supplies or suffuses the relevant universal structure. When
McDowell speaks of ‘reason’ he means the capacity to step back
from one’s inclinations to believe things and to ask whether one in
fact has reason to believe what one is inclined to.7 It is not difficult
to see what leads him to say that, in the case of characteristically
human perceptual experience, reason is the source of the universality
distinctive of conceptuality. McDowell wants to do justice to the role
that experience plays in empirical thought. He is committed to ac-
commodating the observation that (apart from exceptional circum-
stances) we only credit a rational human being with a perceptual
experience when the candidate experience is integrated into her epis-
temic life so that she can judge that the world is at it presents it to be.
This is what leads him to say not only that our perceptual experience
has a universal structure but also that this structure falls within the
scope of reason.8
McDowell sometimes formulates the conceptualist account of

experience that emerges here in Sellarsian terms by speaking of the
‘Myth of the Given’. Sellars’ phrase fits because the account
opposes the idea that something that is merely causally – and hence
pre-conceptually – ‘given’ might have the significance for thought
that experience does. Nevertheless, in order to explain more precisely
what McDowell means when he describes Givenness as a myth, it is
necessary to mention one respect in which he has revised his concep-
tualist understanding of experience since the publication ofMind and
World. Within Mind and World, McDowell suggests that when he
represents perceptual experience as having conceptual content he is
thereby representing it as having content that is propositional. Thus
in a number of passages he formulates his conceptualist claim about
experience by saying that the content of experience is ‘that things
are thus and so’.9 In other writings before and around the same
time, McDowell similarly suggests that what he describes as the

6 For a classic contemporary treatment of these themes, see P.F.
Strawson, ‘Imagination and Perception’, Freedom and Resentment and
Other Essays, 2nd ed., (Abingdon: Routledge, 2008) 57–72.

7 See, e.g., McDowell, ‘Response to Sabina Lovibond’, Jakob
Lindgaard (ed.) John McDowell: Experience, Norm and Nature (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2008) 234–238, esp. 235–237.

8 For passages in which McDowell says that in characterizing percep-
tual experience as ‘conceptual’ he means that reason is at play in it, see op.
cit., note 1, 5, 11–13, 31, 47, 49, 52, 60–1 and 66.

9 Op. cit., note 1, 9, stress in the original; see also 26 and 161.
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conceptuality of experience is equivalent to propositionality. For in-
stance, he presents himself as sympathizing with a view advanced by
Sellars to the effect that experiences make claims.10 The idea that the
content of experience is thus propositional is a central critical target of
a number of commentators onMind and World, including some who
are otherwise receptive toMcDowell’s conceptualism,11 and in recent
writings McDowell himself rejects this idea.12 This gesture of rejec-
tion is relevant here, insofar as it separates the notion of conceptuality
from that of propositionality, so I want to consider what speaks in
favor of making it.
A good phenomenological case can be made against understanding

experience as propositional. Consider the case of visual experience. In
such experience, the world becomes visually present to us. And what
thus comes into view is describable in propositions. But the descrip-
tive possibilities are unlimited, and none in particular is given. If we
are to accept these features of our ordinary understanding of visual
experience without correction or qualification, then we can’t think
of experience itself as propositional. We have to adopt a view of
experience that takes seriously the recognition that, as Arthur
Collins put it in a commentary on Mind and World, ‘experience
does not come, as though, with subtitles’.13 When McDowell dis-
cusses his reasons for rejecting the idea that the content of visual
(and other forms of sensory) experience is propositional, he says he
wants to take at face value an observation that is closely related to
the observation, just touched on, that in perceptual experience no
particular propositional description of the world is simply handed
down to us. He wants to take at face value that when we move from
such experience to beliefs about the world we are not drawing infer-
ences from given propositions. On the contrary, we ordinarily take
ourselves to be arriving at beliefs about the world non-inferentially,
by articulating, or rendering in propositional form, content that is
visually revealed to us.14

10 Having the World in View: Essays on Kant, Hegel and Sellars
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009), e.g., 10ff. This
passage comes from lectures McDowell gave at Columbia University in
1997.

11 See Arthur Collins, ‘Beastly Experience’ in Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 58 (1998) 375–380.

12 This is a central topic of ‘Avoiding the Myth of the Given’ (2008), in
Jakob Lindgaard (ed.) John McDowell: Experience, Norm and Nature
(Oxford: Blackwell, 2008), 1–14.

13 Op. cit., note 11, 379.
14 Op. cit., note 12, 11–12.
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These considerations leave untouched McDowell’s grounds for
speaking of a ‘Myth of Givenness’. His point is that we can’t
account for the rational interest of experience (i.e., its ability to
provide rational support for beliefs about the world) if we conceive
it as the non-conceptual, Given upshot of merely causal processes.
We can respect this point without construing the content of experi-
ences as propositional. It is enough if we allow that experiences are
of individuals, as well as of kinds of things, and that in this respect
they have conceptual content. Suppose that I go for a walk and see
an unfamiliar dog. The content of one of my visual experiences
would be ‘a dog’, and this could be mentioned in specifying rational
grounds for certain ofmy – non-inferentially arrived at – beliefs about
the world (e.g., my belief that there is a dog over there). So there is no
particular difficulty about arriving at an understanding of perceptual
experience on which, while not problematically propositional, it is
conceptual and hence immune to worries about the Myth of the
Given.
Earlier I noted that, when McDowell describes human perceptual

experience as conceptual, he is exclusively concerned with forms of
universality that are permeated by reason.15 At this point, it should
be clear that he does not restrict conceptuality to these specific
forms of universality because he thinks concepts only figure in the
sorts of articulated propositions that are the prerogatives of rational
beings. McDowell recognizes that conceptuality need not be prop-
ositional. But he refuses to talk about even non-propositional concep-
tuality in reference to creatures that don’t traffic in reasons. He
refuses because he thinks doing so best enables him to highlight
what is distinctive about the mindedness of rational human beings.
The resulting terminology has striking consequences for how we
talk about human cognitive development and the minds of animals,
and these consequences are my concern in sections 3, 4 and
5. Right now, having sketched McDowell’s conceptualist under-
standing of our perceptual experience, I want to consider how he
further elaborates it in the process of responding to objections.
McDowell notes that it appears to follow from certain deeply en-

grained philosophical assumptions that a conceptualist understand-
ing of experience – however necessary for a minimal empiricism –
is untenable. The specific philosophical assumptions that most
interest him concern the demarcation of the realm of nature, where
this realm is taken to be made up of things that are real as opposed

15 McDowell is explicit about this restriction. See op. cit., note 1, 22 and
49–50 and op. cit., note 7, 234–235.
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to merely apparent. The question of what falls within this realm is
pertinent because it seems clear that experience is constituted by
transactions (viz., impingements of the world on our senses) that
qualify as natural in the relevant sense. Yet the realm of nature is
often delimited in a way that would prevent experience, understood
along conceptualist lines, from counting as natural. Many philoso-
phers take nature to be limited to the subject matter of the natural
sciences. McDowell claims this influential view of nature obstructs
efforts to represent experience as both ineluctably conceptual and
natural. His point presupposes that the intelligibility of rational
relations is different in kind from the intelligibility of the individual
natural sciences or, as he puts it in recent work, that such relations
possess their own logic and are sui generis.16
This presupposition is by no means philosophically uncontrover-

sial. Many philosophers regard the natural sciences as affording not
just an important but a metaphysically privileged mode of access to
the world. Some who do so also insist that it must be possible ade-
quately to capture rational relations in the terms of these sciences.
These philosophers effectively bring the realm of reasons within
the logical realm represented by these sciences, thereby rejecting
McDowell’s presupposition about the sui generis character of
relations among reasons. McDowell refers to such philosophers as
‘bald naturalists’. What interests me now is an observation he
makes about the consequences of helping ourselves to the presuppo-
sition, foreign to bald naturalists, that relations of reason are sui
generis. Against the backdrop of this presupposition, it appears to

16 In central parts of Mind and World, McDowell formulates this pre-
supposition differently. He speak in reference to the logic of the natural
sciences of the ‘realm of law’, apparently thinking of the kinds of law-like,
merely causal relations constitutive of explanations in physics (op. cit.,
note 1, xv), and he says that the presupposition he wants to make is that
the intelligibility of the realm of reasons is distinct from that of the realm
of law. This formulation takes for granted that talk of ‘the realm of law’
fits all of the natural sciences. More recently, McDowell rejects the idea
that the natural sciences have a unified logic, indicating, e.g., that he sym-
pathizes with the view that teleological explanations in biology have a
special intelligibility. For McDowell’s own remarks on this change in his
thought, see ‘Experiencing the World’ and ‘Responses’, Markus
Willaschek (ed.) John McDowell: Reason and Nature: Lecture and
Colloquium in Münster 1999 (Münster, Germany: Lit Verlag, 2000), 3–17
and 93–117 and ‘Response to Graham Macdonald’, Cynthia and Graham
Macdonald (eds.) McDowell and His Critics (London: Blackwell, 2006),
235–239.
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follow from the influential conception of nature touched on in the last
paragraph (i.e., the conception that limits nature to the objects of the
natural sciences) that experience cannot be both natural and essen-
tially conceptual. Now it seems clear that, if he is to defend his con-
ceptualist outlook in an attractive naturalistic form, McDowell needs
to discredit this conception of nature. And this is what he sets out to
do, introducing a philosophically unorthodox metaphysic on which
nature is capacious enough to accommodate relations of reason and,
by extension, to accommodate his conceptualist understanding of
perceptual experience.17
If we are to appreciate the significance that McDowell attaches to

his preferred metaphysic, we need to note that he represents his con-
ceptualism about perceptual experience as an instance of a larger
pattern of thought. In addition to defending an account of perceptual
experience on which it is both natural and conceptual, he claims that
characteristically human sensory experience and action need to be un-
derstood as natural and conceptual.18 The conceptualist posture that
McDowell uses an unorthodox metaphysic to underwrite thus turns
out to involve a great deal more than perceptual experience. When he
sounds conceptualist themes, he is attempting nothing less than to do
justice to ways in which, as he sees it, reason pervades human experi-
ence and action. He requires his distinctive metaphysic because he
wants to do this without forfeiting the recognition that we are
natural beings and that rationality is ‘our special way of living an
animal life’.19
McDowell’s claim is not that we are born rational but that

our rational capacities are capacities that get actualized in non-
mysterious, natural ways during our upbringings. In defending this
claim, he introduces one of his signature terms of art, describing
our rational capacities as making up our second nature.20 He talks
about second or acquired nature because he wants to accent his inter-
est in eliminating philosophical obstacles that seem to speak against
taking cognitive growth, as he understands it, to be a natural develop-
mental process. This is the aspect of McDowell’s work that primarily
interests me here. Below I argue that the same sorts of considerations
that McDowell adduces in representing human cognitive develop-
ment as a natural process also enable us to represent non-rational
animals as possessing a wide range of different mental capacities. In

17 Op. cit., note 1, 64–65, 70–86.
18 Ibid., 36–40 and 89–91.
19 Ibid., 65.
20 Ibid., 78–84, 87–88, 91, 104–105 and 109.
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arguing along these lines, I help myself to McDowell’s broad con-
ception of nature. So I should mention that his attitude toward the
metaphysical tradition he is challenging is not at all casual. A preoc-
cupation with attacking an overly restrictive understanding of nature
is an organizing theme of his published work. He returns again and
again to criticizing a priori arguments for assigning metaphysical pri-
ority to the objects of the natural sciences. He traces the picture of
mental directness to the world that he thinks drives these arguments
back to its roots in both rationalist and empiricist traditions, attacking
the form it takes in both contexts.21 Given that his introduction of a
broad conception of nature is anything but adventitious, we need not
be intellectually irresponsible if we follow him in conceiving nature
more capaciously than philosophers often do. Nor need we be intel-
lectually irresponsible if we take his broad conception of nature as a
reference point in thinking about the minds of animals.

3. What implications does McDowell’s conceptualist position have
for how we think about animal minds? To appreciate the answer that
McDowell himself gives to this question, we need to bear inmind that
he takes the conceptuality that, as he sees it, is internal to human per-
ceptual, sensory and practical experience to be a matter of forms of
universality that are suffused by reason. It follows that he is com-
mitted to declaring – as he does declare – that non-rational animals
lack our forms of experience.22 When he makes this declaration, it
may sound as though he is denying that animals possess any signifi-
cant capacities of mind. But, abstracting from the question of how
McDowell’s claims sound, they do not imply that animals are mind-
less brutes.
McDowell’s conceptualist position is at homewithin what he calls a

‘naturalism of second nature’. To grasp the position’s bearing on
questions about animal mindedness, we need to appreciate what it
comes to to say that rationality is a second natural acquisition. The
idea is that our rational capacities are capacities that get actualized,
in natural or non-spooky ways, in the course of our upbringings.
Or, alternately, the idea is that to be rational is to have reached a
certain stage in a natural developmental process. This last formu-
lation is telling because, in introducing the notion of a natural
process of development, we imply that there can be no question of
antecedently restricting the extent to which different stages on the

21 I offer a detailed defense of these exegetical claims aboutMcDowell’s
work in a longer version of the manuscript from which this article is drawn.

22 Op. cit., note 1, 50 and 119.
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way to rationality resemble each other. Now individual stages of
growth need to be understood as locations on a naturalistic conti-
nuum. Sowe need to be open to the possibility of discovering that de-
velopmental stages we designate as pre-rational involve capacities of
mind that resemble, in significant respects, capacities of mind charac-
teristic of rational human beings. Moreover, in allowing for signifi-
cant similarities between the mental capacities of pre-rational
human beings and their rational human counterparts, we effectively
also allow for significant similarities between the characteristic
mental capacities of non-rational animals and those of rational
human beings. It would accordingly be wrong to say that a
McDowell-style conceptualist position obliges us to regard animals
as mindless brutes. Properly understood, the position eliminates phi-
losophical obstacles to allowing that some animals have qualities of
mind very much like our own.
The perception that McDowell is committed to a more dismissive

attitude toward animal minds is, however, not without textual
grounds. In Mind and World, McDowell draws conclusions about
animals’ mental capacities that aren’t supported by his main line of
argument. After claiming that non-rational animals lack the agency
and forms of experience characteristic of human beings, he invites
us to understand such animals as living lives that are ‘structured ex-
clusively by immediate biological imperatives’.23 His thought is
that features of these animals’ surroundings show up for them not
as conceptualized items – i.e., not as individuals and kinds of
things – but rather as mere particulars on which instinctive or
learned responses operate. Hemarks the distinction he thus envisions
between the lives of rational human beings and non-rational animals
with the following jargon of Hans-Georg Gadamer’s. Whereas indi-
viduals who display the conceptually saturated modes of comport-
ment that (as both Gadamer and McDowell see it) are typical of
human beings are, in Gadamer’s parlance, oriented toward the
world, creatures whose lives are governed by immediate biological
imperatives merely inhabit environments.24 The main point that
McDowell uses this Gadamerian contrast between ‘world’ and
‘environment’ to make is not sound, but, the relevant error notwith-
standing, McDowell is anticipating a genuine misunderstanding of
his own argument. McDowell wants to underline the fact that, in

23 Ibid., 115.
24 For McDowell’s remarks on Gadamer, see ibid., 114–115. His

remarks draw on Gadamer, Truth and Method, (New York, NY:
Crossroad, 1992), 438–456.
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denying characteristically human agency and forms of experience to
animals, he is not thereby suggesting that animals are mere automata
whose lives are adequately describable in merely causal, physicalistic
terms.25 He has the resources to construe animals’ responsiveness to
their surroundings as involving primitive normative reactions and
not as merely caused in a mechanical or automatic sense. Yet in the
section of Mind and World that I am discussing McDowell does
more than simply observe that he is not committed to depicting
non-rational beings as automata. Additionally, he claims – and it is
in this connection that he makes use of Gadamer’s world-environ-
ment opposition – that non-rational beings are governed wholly by
merely biological impulses.
The author of Mind and World is right that it doesn’t follow from

the argument of his lectures that non-rational animals are mere auto-
mata.26 But he is wrong that it follows that non-rational animals must
therefore be adequately describable in exclusively biological terms.
There is no reason, as far as his argument is concerned, to exclude
the possibility of forms of life that are not rational in his sense (i.e.,
not capable of stepping back from impulses to believe or do things
and asking whether they in fact have a reason to believe or do what
they are inclined to) and yet are not products of mere control by
immediately biological drives. There is, that is, no reason to think
that a creature that is not in Gadamer’s sense fully ‘world-oriented’
must therefore be limited to negotiating a merely biologically struc-
tured ‘environment’. Mind and World’s main line of reasoning

25 Here he differs, e.g., from Richard Rorty, who moves directly from
defending a conceptualist account of the distinctness of human modes of
awareness to representing non-human animals as limited to modes of aware-
ness that invite comparison with the functioning of computers and record
changers. See Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1979), 182–6.

26 In note 16, I pointed out that in central passages of Mind and World
McDowell characterizes all of the natural sciences as having the same kind of
‘law-like’ intelligibility. Here he leaves no room for the thought that biologi-
cal categories are logically distinctive and that, when in biology we describe
an organism as perceiving its environment and responding to what it per-
ceives, we are concerned with matters that can’t adequately be captured in
merely causal or mechanistic terms. But, as I also pointed out, in more
recent writings he revises his understanding of the logic of the natural
sciences in a way that enables him to accommodate a non-reductive
account of biology. McDowell is effectively already appealing to such an
account in the parts of Mind and World that I am now discussing in
which he repudiates an image of non-rational animals as automata.

226

Alice Crary

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819112000010 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819112000010


obliges us to allow for every sort of developmental stage on the way to
rationality. This means, among other things, that the book’s argu-
ment obliges us to allow for modes of conduct that, while not accu-
rately characterized as mere functions of exclusively biological
urges, do not rise to the level of rationality. The argument obliges
us to allow for modes of conduct that, while more sophisticated
than instinctive or learned forms of responsiveness to mere particu-
lars, do not involve a capacity to distance oneself from one’s incli-
nations to believe or do things and to ask oneself whether one
should believe or do what one is inclined to. It calls on us to make
room for the possibility of discovering that some non-rational
animals operate with at least primitive forms of universality and are
rightly described as dealing not merely in particulars but in individ-
uals and kinds of things. Yet, while McDowell himself effectively
positions us to take this possibility seriously, he also sometimes
suggests that he wants to exclude it. My point here is that, to the
extent that he makes this gesture of exclusion, he misrepresents the
interest of his own project as a resource for thinking about animal
minds.
There is a respect in which this criticism of the author ofMind and

World is out of date. Already in a Postscript to the book, McDowell
distances himself from the features of his view of animals that I just
criticized. ‘Perhaps’, he writes, ‘[my] talk of biological imperatives
already represents a harder line than I need, even without the reduc-
tive conception [of the biological] that I disown’.27 That in represent-
ing non-rational animals as structured by exclusively biological
imperatives he took a harder line than necessary is, I believe, now
McDowell’s official view, though perhaps he has not always made
this as clear as he might have.28 In any case, although there is at
least one passage in his recent writings at which McDowell acknowl-
edges the possibility of forms of life that are neither mere products of

27 Op. cit., note 1, 182.
28 In suggesting that McDowell has sometimes been unclear, I have in

mind passages in his recent papers in which he employs Gadamer’s distinc-
tion between world and environment in ways that appear to reaffirm the
account of non-rational animals he presented in the main text of Mind and
World. See, e.g., ‘What Myth?’, Inquiry 50 (2007), 338–351, esp. 343–344.
On a charitable reading, McDowell’s point here is not that we should take
non-rational animals to be ‘enslaved to biological imperatives’ but only
that the characteristically human ways of living he describes as modes of re-
sponsiveness to the ‘world’ are special. But a reader might be forgiven for
confusion on this point.
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governance by immediate biological forces nor rational,29 he excuses
himself from exploring this possibility. He says that the emphasis of
his work is not on continuities between the lives of rational human
beings and those of non-rational animals but rather on the distinctive
character of the rational human case.30 But his reticence should not
prevent us from asking how a conceptualist orientation of the sort
he favors might be brought to bear on the sorts of continuities that,
within his own writing, never take center-stage. The remainder of
this article is devoted to investigating such continuities. A good
way to approach what I want to say about affinities between rational
human beings and non-rational, non-human animals is to say some-
thing about affinities between rational human beings and pre-rational
or pre-linguistic children.

4. Children who are not yet rational in the demanding sense at issue
here31 sometimes behave in ways that resist being fully captured in
merely biological terms. This is a preliminary way of formulating
the claim that I want to defend in this section. I need a vocabulary
for developing my claim, and for this purpose I am going to depart
from McDowell. Whereas McDowell restricts talk of concepts to
rational individuals, I am going to express the point I want to make
by saying that children who are not yet rational may possess concepts.
Here it is helpful to recall the kinds of considerations that lead
McDowell to adopt his more restrictive terminology. McDowell
wants to bring into relief respects in which the lives of rational indi-
viduals are distinctive. His point is not that concepts only figure in
discursive episodes involving full-blown or propositionally struc-
tured reasons. On the contrary, in his recent treatments of perceptual
experience he makes use of a notion of non-propositional conceptual-
ity.32 He would presumably also allow that conceptuality apart from
propositionality has a place in sensory or ‘inner’ experience. But
McDowell only speaks of even non-propositional conceptuality in re-
ference to the experiences of individuals who count as rational in the
sense that they are capable of giving and asking for (propositionally
structured) reasons. This is because he wants to bring out how a
rational individual’s experiences are integrated into her epistemic

29 Op. cit., note 7, 236–237.
30 Ibid., 235.
31 I.e., in a sense that involves the capacity to step back from impulses to

believe or do things and ask whether one in fact has a reason to believe or do
what one is inclined to.

32 See section 2, above.
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life. They are integrated in that she can judge that the world is as they
present it to be. Or, to put it in the Kantian terms McDowell some-
times employs, they are integrated in that the ‘I think’ can accompany
them.33
My motive for employing ‘concept’ more broadly than McDowell

does is not a critical one. The terminology I use is in the service of a
thought that is in the spirit of McDowell’s work. His broad natural-
ism encodes an understanding of our capacities of reason as products
of a natural process of development. This applies to specific capacities
for dealing in universal categories, and it also applies to those
capacities we have insofar as the ‘I think’ can accompany our different
representations. Suppose we refer to the acquisition of the former
capacities (i.e., capacities for dealing in universal categories) as learn-
ing. Suppose we then distinguish the acquisition of the latter
capacities (i.e., capacities we have insofar as the ‘I think’ can accom-
pany our different representations) from learning by referring to it as
maturation. Equipped with these terms, we can say that McDowell
makes the plausible assumption that learning and maturation invari-
ably go hand in hand. We can also say that he restricts talk of ‘con-
cepts’ to rational individuals because he is exclusively interested in
learning that individuals exhibit insofar they have arrived at an ad-
vanced stage of a natural process of maturation. My interest is differ-
ent. I am interested in capacities of mind, of a sort that McDowell’s
broad naturalism equips us to sanction, that are precursors to those
McDowell himself considers. I talk about concepts in reference to
pre-rational children in order to draw attention to cognitive achieve-
ments that count as learning in my sense insofar as they meet the fol-
lowing description. Despite not yet demonstrating rational maturity,
they already involve primitive capacities for dealing in universal
categories.
There is a treatment of such cognitive achievements in Stanley

Cavell’s Claim of Reason. Cavell wants to get us to see that, in the
acquisition of a first language, ‘there is not the clear difference
between learning and maturation that we sometimes suppose there
is’,34 and he invites us to recognize that coming into language
involves many steps suffused with elements of both. His central illus-
tration is an anecdote about his daughter’s linguistic abilities at
fifteen months. It begins with a description of the achievements

33 Op. cit., note 12, 8.
34 Cavell, Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism, Morality and

Tragedy (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1979), 171.
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that led to the recording of the word ‘kitty’ in her Baby Book. There
was, Cavell writes:

The day on which, after I said “kitty” and pointed to a kitty, she
repeated the word and pointed to the kitty…[That is] she pro-
duced a sound…which I accepted, responded to…as what I had
said, [and] the next time a cat came by, on the prowl or in a
picture book, she did it again. A new entry for the Baby Book
under “Vocabulary”.35

Cavell adds that a few weeks after the word ‘kitty’was recorded in the
book his daughter smiled at a fur piece, stroked it and said ‘kitty’. At
first he was disappointed, but he reflected that it wasn’t clear how to
transcribe this further performance. Perhaps it should be transcribed
as ‘“This is a kitty”, or “Look at the funny kitty”, or “Aren’t soft
things nice?”, or “See, I remember how pleased you are when I say
‘kitty’”, or “I like to be petted”’.36 Without deciding among these
options, Cavell observes that ‘in each case [his daughter’s] word
was produced about a soft, warm, furry object of a certain size,
shape, and weight’37 and that his daughter is starting to respond in
ways that reveal that she is making connections among kittens and
kitten-like things or, in other words, that she is dealing in universals.
This brings Cavell to the task of characterizing her accomplishment.
It would be premature to say, without qualification, that she has
grasped what the word ‘kitty’ means. She has yet to learn what
‘giving the meaning of a word’ is.38 It would also be premature to
say, without qualification, that she has matured to the point of
having understood what a kitty is. To know ‘what a kitten is’ is to
know many things she doesn’t, for instance, that it is a young cat;
that it is the sort of creature that will typically learn to climb trees
and run from dogs, to purr when happy and hiss when hostile; and
that it may have fur of many different colors or even none at all.
After cautioning against saying either that his daughter has learned

what the word ‘kitty’ means or that she has grasped what a kitten is,
Cavell insists that she has nevertheless taken a ‘leap’ toward inhab-
iting a world with kittens and mastering the meaning of ‘kitty’. He
says that his daughter has moved in the direction of learning a
word, and this seems right. But while she has started to deal in primi-
tive universal categories, she isn’t yet all that close to word-mastery.

35 Ibid., 171–172, stress in the original.
36 Ibid., 172.
37 Ibid.
38 See, e.g., ibid., 170.
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Her primary developmental distinction is a certain repertoire of
doings-appropriate-when. (Cavell reports that whereas ‘all [his
daughter] did with the fur piece was, smiling, to say “kitty” once
and stroke it’, when she sees real kittens ‘she not only utters her allo-
phonic version of “kitty”, she usually squeals the word over and over,
squats down near it, stretches out her arm towards it and opens and
closes her fingers…purses her lips and squints with pleasure’.39
Compare this case of Cavell’s with Collingwood’s case of a baby
who pulls off its hat in a happy rebellion, shouting ‘Hattiaw!’, a
trick acquired because its mother always says ‘hatty off!’when remov-
ing its hat.40) Having such a repertoire is a necessary step toward
language, but early on the uttering of a word such as ‘kitty’ is just
one part of the performance. My point here is not about how close
Cavell’s daughter is to word-mastery but about how her repertoire
of doings-appropriate-when involves the ability to operate with
primitive universals.
This ability is a conceptual one in my sense. So I can say that

Cavell’s daughter is operating with a concept of kittens. In saying
this, I am not overlooking the distance that separates her from a
mature speaker who possesses knowledge of what a kitten is. I am
simply observing that she has progressed rationally enough to deal
in forms of universality that are precursors to those internal to
mature rational thought about kittens.
These reflections take for granted the sort of relaxedmetaphysics of

nature that McDowell favors. This metaphysics equips us to rep-
resent rational development, understood as a sui generis affair, as a
natural process. Speaking of naturalness here allows us to be open
about the extent to which stages en route to rationality may resemble
each other. It thus saves us from the absurdities of those conceptual-
ists who, because their restrictive metaphysics prevent them from
representing cognitive development as natural, find themselves com-
pelled to insist that children lack any substantial mental capacities
until the precise moment at which they are deemed rationally
mature.41 A relaxed naturalism underwrites a more appealing

39 Ibid., 172.
40 R. G. Collingwood, The Principles of Art (New York, NY: Oxford

University Press, 1958), 227–229.
41 One committed conceptualist, viz., Rorty, tries to get us to agreewith

him that ‘knowledge, awareness, concepts, language, inference, justification
and the logical space of reasons all descend on the shoulders of the bright
child somewhere around the age of four, without having existed in even
the most primitive form hitherto’ (op. cit., note 25, 187).
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account of cognitive growth, and my suggestion is that the flexible
notion of a concept I have been discussing is helpful for bringing
out the account’s appeal. Although in this section I have been exclu-
sively concerned with the usefulness of the relevant notion for de-
scribing mental capacities of pre-linguistic children, the notion
applies to other human cases. It is useful for describing mental
capacities of some human beings who are congenitally cognitively im-
paired as well some who are sick, injured or senile.
These remarks bring me back to this article’s central project. My

aim in isolating a notion of a concept that is not restricted to fully
rational beings was to show that a conceptualist outlook does not
prevent us from attributing sophisticated qualities of mind to non-
rational animals. This notion of a concept enables us to directly
challenge the line of reasoning that makes it seem as though a concep-
tualist orientation commits us to denying non-rational animals any
but very primitive mental capacities. Conceptualists are not obliged
to advance a blanket claim to the effect that non-rational animals
lack concepts. So they are not obliged to deny the possibility of sig-
nificant analogies between, on the one hand, typically human
modes of awareness and mental qualities and, on the other, those
modes of awareness and mental qualities that are typical of different
non-rational animals.
This article’s argument is now at a close. Before ending my discus-

sion, I want to consider some cases in which it is in fact reasonable to
speak of concepts in reference to non-rational animals. The cases I am
going to discuss involve dogs. It is possible that a reader sympathetic
to my argument in favor of speaking of concepts in reference to some
non-rational animals will nevertheless object to the things I nowwant
to say about dogs. So I want to preface my illustrations by noting that
the merits of the argument are independent of my claims about its
bearing on the canine case.

5. A good way to capture what makes it seem reasonable to talk
about concepts in reference to dogs is to consider how we are
limited if we exclude this way of talking. The exclusion does not
prevent us from describing dogs as learning. We can still talk about
canine learning that takes the form of the development of natural
responses – or instincts – through more or less complex feedback
loops.42 But in ruling out conceptuality we commit ourselves to

42 See, e.g., Christine Korsgaard’s remarks on the ‘learning’ of non-
human animals, and of dogs in particular, in Self-Constitution (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2009), 104–105, 109–110 and 113).
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representing any natural or learned canine responses as operating on
(or triggered by) particulars. We can no longer talk about modes of
conduct that involve the recognition either of kinds of things or of
individuals. This is what speaks for attributing conceptual capacities
to dogs. It seems impossible adequately to capture many things dogs
do without characterizing them as recognizing kinds of things and
individuals.
Let me start with an example of the sort of observation that speaks

for claiming that dogs deal in kinds of things. For the sake of simpli-
city, I am going to use an example from my life with a dog. My
partner Nathaniel and I once had an Australian Shepherd named
Sitka, and when Sitka was approximately a year and a half old we
somehow acquired a small plastic wind-up crab. One day Nathaniel
wound up the crab and placed it on the floor. As it began to whirr
and move, Sitka, who had been lying nearby, leapt up into the air
and, after first barking sharply several times, began to circle the
toy, occasionally throwing herself back into a lunge position and
issuing short yips, occasionally getting close enough so that she
almost touched the thing with her nose and then jumping back
abruptly as if she had received an electric shock.43 The next few
times Sitka saw the toy she gave roughly the same performance,
and for a while she behaved similarly when first confronted with
other wind up and electronic toys. But over time her conduct
changed.When she saw such a toy, she would frisk around a bit, slap-
ping it with her paws and sometimes picking it up delicately and
shaking it. In these respects, her behavior with regard to wind up
and electric toys differed from her behavior with regard to, for in-
stance, cats and squirrels. We discouraged her from chasing cats
and squirrels, and by the time she was two years-old she would
respond to the appearance of cat or a squirrel by doing little more
than gazing at it, pricking up her ears and sniffing. Against the back-
ground of a familiarity with Sitka’s characteristic ways of behaving, it
seems natural to say that when she first saw the toy crab she registered
a form of surprise that was a function of being confronted with a thing
of a new kind. Moreover, just as Sitka arguably came to recognize
various other kinds of things (e.g., dogs, squirrels, cats, human
beings, trees, cars, streets, houses, stairs and dog dishes), she even-
tually came to recognize self-moving toys.

43 Compare Thomas Mann’s description of how his dog Bashan
behaved when first seeing a man shooting a duck in Bashan (Philadelphia,
PA: Pine Street Books), 2003, 236.
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Consider now an example of the sort of observation that speaks for
saying that dogs deal in individuals. By the time Sitka was six months
old, Nathaniel and I had established a routine that prevented us from
leaving her at home alone for a stretch of time longer than three hours.
One day I came home at the end of a three-hour interval, grabbed
Sitka’s leash and collar and stepped outside with her, only to hear
the phone ring. I stepped back inside, bringing Sitka with me, and
answered the phone. The call was from the philosopher Cora
Diamond, and I, still a student at the time, was reluctant to explain
to Diamond that it would be better for me to speak another time. I
stayed on the phone for thirty minutes or so, at which point Sitka –
who was then already perfectly housetrained – walked across the
rug until she was about four feet in front of me and, staring directly
into my face, half-squatted, lifted her leg and emptied her bladder
on the rug. Among the things it seems right to say about this stunt
of Sitka’s is that it was performed specifically for my eyes. Sitka
was giving me a demonstration of her frustration, and in this
respect she was interacting with me as an individual.44
Within memoirs people write about their lives with dogs, we find

story after story that, like the one I just told about Sitka, depict
dogs relating to their owners as individuals. In Bashan, Thomas
Mann talks about how his short-haired setter Bashan would wait in
the dark lane for his return from the city and how Bashan would
greet him by performing a dance ‘consisting of rapid tramplings, of
prodigious waggings…which demand[ed] tribute from of his entire
hindquarters up to his very ribs’;45 in All the Dogs of My Life,
Elizabeth von Arnim discusses how her huge dog Coco would place
a protective paw over her ankle whenever she sat down and how he
dragged himself from his kennel in the yard to the threshold of the
house to greet her one last time moments before he died;46 in My
Dog Tulip, J.R. Ackerly tells stories about how his female Alsatian
Tulip protected him, mourned his absences and how she put
herself in the darkest corner of his bedroom when she once

44 George Pitcher tells a similar story about how his – older and house-
trained – dog Remus protested a strange dog’s sojourn in the house by
walking up beside the chair in which Pitcher was sitting and ‘empty[ing]
his bladder on the rug’ (The Dogs Who Came to Stay (New York, NY,
The Penguin Group, 1995), 160).

45 Op. cit., note 43. The inset quote is from 14. Bashan is described as
waiting for Mann at 73–75.

46 (London: Virago Press, 1995), 80–81 and 136–139.
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accidentally bit him;47 and in The Dogs Who Came to Stay, George
Pitcher inserts, among the many stories he tells about his dogs
Lupa and Remus, a comic tale about howRemus once proudly exhib-
ited to him the – in Remus’ view – lovely excrement in which Remus
had just rolled.48 In thesememoirs, just as in the anecdote about Sitka
that I told a moment ago, dogs are represented as relating to human
beings as individuals.
Human beings are not the only individuals in dogs’ lives. Dogs live

lives in which there may be individuals of various sorts – not only
individual human beings, but also individual places, individual inan-
imate objects and individual non-human animals. Several of authors
whose dog-memoirs I just mentioned discuss attachments that their
dogs form to other dogs. Von Arnim describes how her female fox-
terrier Knobbie loved a male fox-terrier named Chunkie and
became less affectionate to him after she had puppies, and also how
both Knobbie and Chunkie mourned the death of their pup and
canine companion Winkie;49 Pitcher describes how Remus loved
his mother and companion Lupa and mourned her death;50 and
during two years in which Nathaniel and I were tutors at Harvard’s
Mather House, Sitka, who after puppyhood was for the most part
quite indifferent to other dogs, became enamored of a grey male
whippet named Pensey, a dog whowas walked daily by one of our stu-
dents and whom we ourselves found rather silly.
Taken at face value, these vignettes about how dogs operate with

individuals and kinds of things speak for the ascription of concepts
in my flexible sense to dogs. It follows from this article’s argument
there is no general philosophical obstacle to taking the vignettes at
face value. To say this is not to deny that it is possible to try to
explain the behavior of dogs, without attributing concepts to them,
by representing them as pure stimulus-response mechanisms or as
beings governed by immediate biological impulses. That this is
indeed possible will be clear to anyone with even a slight familiarity
with the recent history of the study of animal behavior. But we can
allow for this possibility while asking whether purported expla-
nations of dogs’ behavior that do not attribute any conceptual
capacities do justice to the complexity of their lives. Admittedly,
the fact that it strikes many people as natural to think and talk
about dogs’ lives in ways that presuppose that dogs deal in concepts

47 (New York, NY: New York Review Books, 1999), 19–20, 110 and 5.
48 Op. cit., note 44, 74–75.
49 Op. cit., note 46, 169–170, 182–183 and 209–210.
50 Op. cit., note 44, 56, 121 and 131.
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in my sense does not demonstrate that we should regard explanations
that don’t ascribe concepts to them as inadequate. It is conceivable
that a mode of canine conduct that is such that it is natural to describe
it as involving conceptual capacities may, upon closer examination,
turn out to be explicable in terms of more primitive capacities. By
the same token, it is conceivable that some or all of the memoir-
writers I just cited wrongly read sophisticated qualities of mind
into what are in fact quite simple modes of canine conduct and that
thesewriters are accordingly guilty of a sort of sentimental projection.
It is no less conceivable thatmy account ofmy lifewith Sitka betrays a
tendency toward such projection. What would show that we were
indeed confronted with a case of sentimental projection? We rightly
take ourselves to be confronted with such a case if, for instance, we
can show that some environmental stimulus triggers a mode of
canine conduct that we took to be expressive of more sophisticated
capacities of mind. But the prospect of showing this in particular
instances is unthreatening. We can admit that we do sometimes
discover that particular aspects of dogs’ behavior that we take to be
concept-involving are quite primitive and also say that a clear-
sighted survey of the massive, millennia-old body of observation
and testimony about the lives of dogs nevertheless speaks for attribut-
ing concepts to them. This is what I am saying here.51 Dogs recognize

51 This section’s examples tell against the influential case for denying
propositional attitudes to animals that Donald Davidson makes in
‘Rational Animals’, Subjective, Intersubjective, Objective (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2001), 95–106. The crux of Davidson’s case is an idea of
semantic opacity. This is Davidsonian shorthand for the observation that
the truth-values of statements attributing propositional attitudes vary
when different referring expressions with the same referents are used.
(Thus, e.g., while it may be true that my young daughter believes that she
has given me a piece of mail, it may also be false, in a case in which the
piece of mail is correspondence from the IRS, that she believes that she’s
given me a bit of tax-related correspondence.) Davidson claims that ascrip-
tions of propositional attitudes to non-rational animals fail to exhibit seman-
tic opacity, and he concludes that we are justified in refusing to attribute
propositional attitudes to them. The examples in this section undermine
his initial claim. If dogs possess concepts, it is right to describe them as
thinking of objects in some ways and not in others. (e.g., it may be both
true that my dog believes that he and I are walking on a street and false
that he believes that we are walking down a street named after a famous
US president, even when we are in fact walking on a street with the name
‘JFK’.) See David Finkelstein’s critique of Davidson’s case against animal
minds in ‘Holism and Animal Minds’, Alice Crary (ed.) (Wittgenstein and
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individuals and kinds of things, and in this respect they traffic in
concepts.52
6. This article’s defense of conceptualism does not depend for its

success on establishing that we are right to ascribe concepts to
dogs. But it does depend for its success on showing that a conceptu-
alist outlook can accommodate the possibility that animals that are
not – fully – rational may possess conceptual capacities. If a concep-
tualist outlook can be thus accommodating, then it is wrong to say
that conceptualism as such commits us to skepticism about animal
minds. It would be more correct to say that a thoughtful conceptual-
ism equips us to accurately capture convergences and divergences
between human minds and the minds of non-rational animals.

New School for Social Research, New York
crarya@newschool.edu

the Moral Life: Essays in Honor of Cora Diamond (Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press), 2007, 251–278).

52 It follows fromwhat I have been saying that there is no reason to ante-
cedently insist that people must be guilty of sentimental projection if they
characterize their relationships with particular dogs in moral terms.
Think, e.g., of the well-established practice of describing dogs in terms of
their loyalty or lack of it. To claim that dogs traffic in concepts in my
sense is to characterize them as occupying what might be described as
partial stages of rational development, stages distinguished by partial
forms of freedom. In cases in which dogs are, e.g., integrated into human
household routines, there is no reason to antecedently deny that they have
become trustworthy as opposed to merely predictable. That canine behavior
may need to be understood in moral terms is a central theme of the writings
of the poet and dog-trainer Vicki Hearne. SeeAdam’s Task: Calling Animals
by Name (New York, NY: Harper Perennial, 1994). For a thoughtful com-
mentary on Hearne’s work, see Raimond Gaita, The Philosopher’s Dog
(Melbourne, Australia: Text Publishing Company, 2002), 40ff.

237

Dogs and Concepts

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819112000010 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819112000010



