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In the philosophical exploration of animal consciousness, there have been a 

variety of positions put forth by prominent philosophers of mind and language. Many of 

these philosophers require certain criteria to determine whether or not animals have a 

consciousness. The required criteria range from the use of a language or, at least, the 

demonstration of a second-order intentional stance. But is this enough? Or, do we really 

need this much to show that animals are indeed conscious? According to John Searle, in 

his work titled “Animal Minds,” we don’t need any of it. To Searle, all that is needed is 

the admission that non-human animals have similar biological characteristics that are also 

found in humans. Since animals share similar physiological traits with humans – such as 

brains, sense organs, behavior, and so on – we can naturally infer that non-human 

animals have a consciousness. But is Searle offering enough evidence for animal 

consciousness? I contend that he is offering adequate evidence for non-human animal 

consciousness but it is a different type of evidence than the requirements of linguistic or 

intentional criteria. While the required criterion of language and intentionality is largely 

dependent upon our epistemological understanding of consciousness, Searle’s evidence 

is, in my view, ontological in character. 

Following Searle’s thought, I propose the idea of the Existential Stance which 

will serve as a general framework of understanding the ontological character of animal 

consciousness. Thus, the aim of this essay is to provide an ontological analysis of how 

animal consciousness exists and participates in the world at large. My hope is that this 

analysis will provide a criterion that can be implored along side the various 

epistemological criteria that are already proposed by other philosophers of animal minds. 

    John Searle argues that animals have consciousness. To him, this is quite 

obvious given that any other possibility is simply out of the question since he and his 

dog, Ludwig Wittgenstein Searle, have known each other for quite some time and seem 

to have a clear understanding of their relationship to one another.1 But what is this 

understanding that they share? How can Searle be so certain that such a relationship 

exists? 

To begin, I will explain what Searle means by consciousness, intentionality, and 

thought processes. Consciousness, to Searle, is composed of “those subjective states of 

1 John Searle. Consciousness and Language (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 2002), 62.
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sentience and awareness that we have during our waking life.”2 Likewise, intentionality 

is, “that feature of the mind by which it is directed at or about objects and states of affairs 

in the world.”3 Thought processes are, “those temporal sequences of intentional states that 

are systematically related to each other, where the relationship is constrained by some 

rational principles.”4 Though these three phenomena overlap, they are not identical since 

some conscious states are intentional and some are not.5 Furthermore, some intentional 

states are conscious and others are not.6 However, Searle claims that all thought processes 

are intentional but not every intentional state occurs as a part of a thought process.7 

Having defined consciousness, intentionality, and thought process, Searle turns to 

the question of why philosophers and scientists deny the fact that many species of 

animals have these three features. To deny that animals have such features seems to be 

counterintuitive? Searle claims that the denial that animals have consciousness, 

intentionality, and thought process is rooted in dualism, including property dualism and 

substance dualism.8 This denial is an inevitable byproduct of Cartesian theory in which 

there are two substances in the universe, the mental and the physical – where the essence 

of mental substance is thinking or consciousness and the essence of physical substance is 

extension. 

Cartesian theory required the denial of animal consciousness since it would imply 

that they have souls. If animals have souls, then there would be an “unwelcome 

theological consequence” since the afterlife would include, and be overpopulated by, a 

variety of human and animal souls.9 Furthermore, Cartesian theory required the denial of 

animal consciousness since, if animals are conscious, then they can experience suffering. 

If animals can suffer, then there must be some kind of justification for their suffering if 

they do not have original sin or free will. Since there cannot be a theological justification 

of animal suffering without original sin and free will, theological arguments for an 

omnipotent and beneficent God do not work. Thus, Cartesian theory simply rejected the 

2 John Searle, Consciousness and Language, 61.
3 Ibid., 61.
4 Ibid.
5 Ibid.
6 Ibid.
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.,63.
9 Ibid.
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notion that animals had consciousness and the problem was solved. As a result, animals 

were considered to be unconscious automatons and, therefore, do not require moral 

consideration. 

To Searle, this argument is ridiculous and the way we can get around it is by 

abandoning dualism altogether.10 However, if we radically abandon dualism, we must 

also do away with many other philosophical positions that are associated with dualism 

such as materialism, monism, identity thesis, behaviorism, token-token identity, 

functionalism, Strong AI, and all other “excrescences that dualism has produced.”11 

Searle explores other more relevant arguments that deny intentionality and 

thought in animals. These arguments usually follow the same form. Namely, that “the 

human possession of language makes human thought possible and the absence of 

language in animals makes animal thought impossible.”12 But, Searle asks why linguistic 

behavior is epistemically essential for the presence of consciousness?13 Human children, 

after all, are conscious long before they can speak and some humans never acquire the 

ability to speak. Are they conscious? There is no reason for us to think that they are not. 

However, the argument can be formulated another way. 

Animals may be conscious, but language plays a constitutive role in thought. If a 

conscious animal does not have a language, then the animal does not have thoughts. In 

this sense, an animal can be conscious but it does not have thought. Searle concedes to 

this argument insofar as animals that display linguistic behavior do so in a far weaker 

sense then natural human language. What does this tell us about animal minds? It tells us 

that if language is a necessary requirement for intentional states, then animals certainly 

do not have intentionality. But can an animal have intentional states? Searle claims that 

they certainly do. For example, Searle’s dog may want Searle to take him for a walk or 

let him go outside but Searle’s dog cannot force Searle to do his taxes. This would 

require, however, a distinction between intentional states that require language and those 

that do not since Searle’s dog demonstrates intentional states without a language. In this 

sense, intentional states are a function of beliefs and desires and not of language. Can 

10 Ibid.
11 Ibid.
12 Ibid., 64.
13 Ibid., 65.
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Searle’s dog have beliefs and desires without a language? Searle claims that his dog can 

have beliefs and desires without a language.

The core argument against the idea that animals can have beliefs and desires is, 

“In order to tell the difference between true or false beliefs one must have a linguistically 

articulated concept of belief.”14 In other words, language is a necessary condition in 

determining correct beliefs from incorrect beliefs. Searle agrees that an intentional state 

requires the ability to discriminate conditions that satisfy that intentional state and those 

conditions that do not. But, in no way does this require a language since animals 

“typically discriminate the satisfaction from the frustration of their intentional states 

without a language.”15 

Beliefs and desires are embedded in a network of other beliefs and desires, but 

they are also embedded in a network of perceptions and actions and these networks are 

biologically primary forms of intentionality. To Searle, this is obvious and typical in 

animals as well as humans since “perception fixes beliefs, and belief together with desire 

determines courses of actions.”16 In this sense, animals can distinguish beliefs and desires 

without having concepts of beliefs and desires. Furthermore, animals do not require a 

language to determine beliefs and desire. All that is needed is a recognition of the way 

the world seems to be (beliefs) and the way the animal wants the world to be (desire).17 

Therefore, intentional states in animals do not require a language since the perceptions 

and actions of animals are beliefs and desires about the world. This is a crucial feature in 

my formulation of the existential stance. However, I will come to this point later. I would 

like to continue with Searle’s argument.

What does this mean if we abandon dualism? Searle offers the idea of ‘biological 

naturalism’. To him, “Consciousness and other forms of mental phenomena are 

biological process occurring in the human and certain animal brains. They are as much a 

part of the biological natural history of animals as are lactation, the secretion of bile, 

mitosis, meiosis, growth, and digestion.”18 Searle also suggests that consciousness may 

not be limited to humans and animals. However, there are specific causal conditions that 

14 Ibid., 67.
15 Ibid.
16 Ibid., 68.
17 Ibid., 69. Paraphrased by this author.
18 Ibid., 70.
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are required for such a system. He states, “any system capable of causing consciousness 

and other mental phenomena must have the causal capacities to do it equivalent to the 

threshold biological capacities of animal brains, both or own human brains and the brains 

of other kinds of animals.”19 In other words, since brains produce consciousness causally, 

then any other system, if is to be considered conscious, must have equivalent threshold 

causal powers to that of human and animal brains.20 But are animal minds the same as 

humans? Aren’t animal minds different in certain respects to those of human minds? To 

answer these questions, Searle divides these problems into two categories – the 

ontological and the epistemic. Ontological problems involve, “the nature, character, and 

causal relations of animal mental phenomena, both what causes them and what they in 

turn cause.”21 Epistemic problems, “have to do with how we find out about animal mental 

states, how we know that animals have mental states, and how we know which animals 

have which sorts of mental states.”22  However, theses categories tend to get confused 

with one another. For example, Searle explains that the Turing Test causes this confusion 

since it implies a behaviorism that argues if two systems behave the same way then we 

have the same grounds for attributing the same mental state to each system.23 The 

problem with this argument is if two or more systems display the same goal-directed 

behavior, say heat-seeking missiles and snails, then they must have the same mental 

states. This is clearly confusing ontological categories with epistemic categories. So, 

what is the correct approach? 

Searle claims that if we had the ability to find out what are the causally necessary 

and sufficient conditions for consciousness, then we would have strong empirical 

evidence to test if other animals possessed those same conditions.24 But, since we do not 

have this evidence as of yet, there must be some other way that would give us confidence 

that higher animals are conscious. A possible answer to this problem is the inferences 

from behavior. Since animal behavior is similar to human behavior, we can infer that the 

animal has similar conscious states as the human. But, as Searle states, “On this view, if 

19 Ibid., 71.
20 Ibid.
21 Ibid.
22 Ibid., 72.
23 Ibid.
24 Ibid., 73.
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we could build a mechanical animal out of tinker toy parts that behaved like real animals, 

we would have to say that it too had consciousness.”25 Thus, Searle claims that this view 

is also confused and that behavior by itself is irrelevant. Furthermore, we can’t depend on 

verbal behavior to prove consciousness since Searle’s car radio demonstrates “more 

intelligent verbal behavior, not only than any animal but even than any human” that he 

knows.26 Therefore, Searle rejects the idea that his radio is conscious but he does contend 

that his dog is conscious. The reason for his contention is that he has a theory. He knows 

that his radio is a machine designed by people to transmit music and voices. He knows 

that his dog has “a certain inner causal structure that is relevantly similar to [his] own” 

since his dog has similar physiological structures – such as eyes, ears, and so on.27 Searle 

states, “These form part of the causal bases for his mental life, just as similar structures 

form part of the causal bases of my mental life.”28 Thus, Searle’s confidence that his dog 

is conscious is founded upon the principle that “if the animal has a causally relevant 

structure similar to our own, then it is likely to produce similar mental states in response 

to similar stimuli.”29 This is why we attribute consciousness to humans and animals and 

not to radios.

What about the other minds problem? Searle expresses that his theory will lead us 

to conclude that he thinks there is an ‘other minds’ problem.30 However, he is critical of 

this assumption and offers an explanation of why this is the wrong way to think about the 

problem. According to Searle, the first mistake we make in trying to understand animal 

consciousness is dualism, which I mention above. The second mistake is that we “take 

epistemology seriously, or rather to take it seriously the wrong way.”31  

Epistemology requires us to take an “epistemic stance” toward the world where 

inferences are made from evidence of various kinds. But, Searle states that the “basic 

relationships to reality are seldom matters of epistemology. I do not infer that my dog is 

conscious any more than, when I come into a room, I infer that other people are 

conscious. I simply respond to them as is appropriate to respond to conscious beings. I 

25 Ibid.
26 Ibid.
27 Ibid., 74.
28 Ibid.
29 Ibid.
30 Ibid.
31 Ibid.
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just treat them as conscious beings and that is that.”32 Thus, questions concerning whether 

or not other people may be zombies or that dogs are machines are irrelevant and should 

not be taken seriously since, “where language and mind are concerned, very little of our 

relationship to the phenomena in question is epistemic.”33 

To Searle, epistemology has to start with the fact that his dog is conscious instead 

of concentrating on how he knows his dog is conscious or whether or not Searle himself 

can know if his dog is conscious.34 Meaningful and genuine epistemic questions are 

concerned with, “what exactly are the neurobiological mechanisms by which 

consciousness is produced and sustained in animals and humans?”35 Therefore, “with this 

type of epistemology we have the best chance of understanding both human and animal 

minds.”36 

Now that we have a clear understanding of where Searle stands regarding animal 

minds, I would like to select specific arguments and statements that Searle proposes that 

are pertinent to my thesis. Namely, animal minds can be understood ontologically by 

means of an existential stance. 

According to Searle’s biological naturalism, we can ontologically infer that some 

animals have consciousness since animals have a biological natural history which allows 

for the threshold biological processes of consciousness.37 Some animals have 

demonstrated that they have the relevant causal powers and capacities for consciousness 

that are equivalent to the threshold biological capacities of human consciousness. Searle’s 

dog is an example of this fact. Searle’s dog, Ludwig Wittgenstein Searle, has many of the 

biological and causal capacities necessary for consciousness. He has eyes, ears, olfactory 

inputs, a brain to interpret those inputs, and many other features that are a part of the 

causal structures required for consciousness. According to Searle, to assert otherwise 

would be claiming that, “the difference between human and animal brains is such that the 

human brain can cause and sustain intentionality and thinking, and animal brains 

32 Ibid., 75.
33 Ibid.
34 Ibid.
35 Ibid., 76.
36 Ibid.
37 Ibid., 64.
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cannot.”38 However, this position is irresponsible given that the anatomical similarities 

are too great for such speculation.39 Searle states, 

Physiologically we know that the mechanisms that produce intentionality 
and thought in humans have close parallels in other beasts. Humans, dogs, 
and chimpanzees all take in perceptual stimuli through visual, tactile, 
auditory, olfactory, and other sensory receptors; they all send the signals 
produced by these stimuli to the brain where they are processed; and 
eventually the resultant brain processes cause motor outputs in the forms 
of intentional actions such as socializing with other con-specific beasts, 
eating, playing, fighting, reproducing, raising their young, and trying to 
stay alive. It seems out of the question, given neurobiological continuity, 
to suppose that only humans have intentionality and thoughts.40  

If we accept, as I do, that Searle is correct in this assessment, what does this 

position lead to? What are the consequences we would have to accept if we are to agree 

with Searle? First, this position leads to the acknowledgement that many animals within 

the animal kingdom, more than we would commonly assume, are conscious, have 

intentionality, and are thinking beings. Secondly, we would have to accept that the 

assessment of animal minds cannot be limited to an epistemological analysis of those 

minds. We would have to expand our criteria to include ontological observations and 

considerations in assessing animal minds. Is there a problem? I think not because, like 

Searle, I also have a theory. And my theory includes the ontological implications of 

Searle’s theory. However, before I begin describing the Existential Stance, I will 

entertain a potential problem that can be derived from Searle’s notion of biological 

naturalism and neurological continuity. 

One implication of Searle’s theory is that there is no distinct way of knowing 

which animals within the animal kingdom are conscious and those animals that are not. 

The continuity that Searle describes allows for a wide variety of animals to have 

consciousness. But, certainly, we would not want to assert paramecium consciousness. 

Can we be so certain? After all, there is some evidence that invertebrates display 

‘thinking.’41 Thus, where does it end? 

38 Ibid,. 64
39 Ibid,. 64
40 Ibid. 
41 For an account of invertebrate minds, see Peter Carruthers. Sympathy and Subjectivity  in “Australasian 
Journal of Philosophy” (Dec. 1999 Vol 77. Number 4), 465-482. 
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At first glance, it seems that Searle suggests that only animals that have brains can 

be conscious and have thought. It is unclear if Searle would agree with this point. But, 

suppose that consciousness, as Searle has proposed, is a biological and physiological 

causal activity within the structure of a system. Does this really require a brain? It could 

very well be the case that a simple nervous system, as in the case of invertebrates, is all 

that is biologically and physiologically required for causal activity to produce 

consciousness. How far down (or up) the ladder of species within the animal kingdom 

can this go? Perhaps paramecium can produce consciousness?  Can we ‘know’ – as a 

matter of epistemology – whether these animals have consciousness since they seem to 

be biologically distinct from humans? Ultimately, the question is where do we draw the 

line? 

In my view, the line (to continue with the metaphor) – as a unit of measure – 

depends upon how we use it. We can create the line according to what we are looking for 

and, thus, the line-standard is set by us. Therefore, the line, by itself, is an arbitrary 

theoretical principle. But, if we want to take animal minds seriously, we need to be 

responsible, reasonable, and practical in the creation of the line-standard. For example, in 

reference to Searle’s argument, the line cannot be drawn and made wholly contingent 

upon epistemic assumptions. Searle himself asserts that epistemic assumptions do not 

adequately give us a clear understanding of animal minds. Thus, I contend that, in this 

case, the line is an ontological measurement and is determined by what I call Whole-

Animal theory and the Existential Stance. 

What Whole-Animal theory seeks to describe is the view that specific cognitive 

and behavioral capacities of non-human animals cannot be viewed in isolation from the 

whole animal – the environmental, physiological and sociological characteristics and 

features of animals either as individuals or in groups – and its relation to the environment 

in which it lives; whatever that environment may be. Thus, within whole-animal theory 

there are existential stances which can be defined as the various conscious stances – 

either cognitive or behavioral – that animals engage in when dealing with themselves, 

other animals, and the world at large. 
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Existential stances can have a multitude of orders but, since we are limited in our 

understanding of animal cognition and behavior, this essay will focus upon four 

interconnected orders. 

First-order existential stances are when an animal has minimal recognition of its 

relation to the world at large as being distinct from it. In this sense, the animal is 

dependent upon the environment without any subjective or phenomenological insight as 

to their distinction or position in the world; the absence, or minimal awareness of, 

subject-object distinctions.

Second-order existential stances are those in which the animal does recognize its 

position as a subject distinct from the world as object. Thus, the animal recognizes their 

individuation as ‘self’ from the environment. Evidence of the second-order existential 

stance can be seen when animals recognize threats from predators, reorganize 

environmental features for shelter and protection, problem-solving, tool-making, 

establishing territorial boundaries, and so on. There are many examples of the second-

order existential stance in the animal kingdom. In fact, I suppose that most animals fall 

into this category. However, one clear example is Gunnison’s prairie dogs where the 

prairie dogs establish elaborate systems of predator detection, classification, and 

conspecific   communication.42   

Third-order existential stances are those in which the animal attains a self-

conception – the recognition of itself as a subject that is an object. For example, Gallup’s 

chimpanzees demonstrate the third-order existential stance since they recognize their own 

ontology as an object of investigation with (seemingly) an awareness of selfhood.43 

Fourth-order existential stances are those cases in which the animal understands 

the existence of others as fellow subjects – the understanding of the ‘other’ as an object 

that is a subject. For example, Lynne Rudder Baker describes in her book, Persons and 

Bodies, an experiment performed with rhesus monkeys that revealed, “a majority of 

rhesus monkeys will consistently suffer hunger than secure food at the expense of 

42 For a more complete account of Prairie Dog cognition, see C.N. Slobodchikoff  “Cogniton and 
Communication in Prairie Dogs” Course Readings Packet #2, Philosophy 630. Dr. Francescotti. Fall 2006. 
San Diego State University.  
43 This fascinating study can be found in Gordon G. Gallup, Jr. Self-Recognition in Primates: A 
Comparative Approach to the Bidirectional Properties of Consciousness in “American Psychologist” (May 
1977. Albany, N.Y: State University of New York), 329-38.
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electroshock to a conspecific.”44 This study demonstrates that rhesus monkeys not only 

have a sense and awareness of their own being, but the ontological existence of other 

rhesus monkeys. Thus, rhesus monkeys (if not many other species of animal) satisfy the 

fourth-order existential stance. 

The purpose of whole-animal theory is to examine animal cognition and behavior 

in relation to their environment as a whole. It is clear that, to investigate an animal’s 

overall capacity to exist in the world, we must consider how the animal lives in the world; 

its ontological conditions of being. This includes the environment in which the animal 

lives. 

Searle gives us the background for this argument. Animals have beliefs and 

desires that are the animal’s perception and actions. These perceptions and actions are 

directed towards, and a consequence of, the environment. If this is the case, then an 

animal’s environment is part of the ontological character of, “the causal relations of 

animal mental phenomena,” and an integral part of, “what causes them and what they in 

turn cause.”45 Furthermore, if the biological, physiological, and neurological 

characteristics, such as olfactory, auditory, visual, and tactile capacities, serve as 

necessary conditions for consciousness, then what those capacities are ‘taking in’ as 

experience becomes a necessary feature of the animal’s inner casual structure of 

consciousness.  That is until the animal takes an existential stance – the degree, or order, 

in which the animal, through experience, participates within that environment. Thus, 

whole-animal theory is the view that animal cognition and behavior is largely contingent 

upon the environmental conditions in which the animal exists and participates. In this 

sense, an animal cannot be viewed in isolation from its environment. 

However, animals can be studied in artificial environments such as laboratories 

and zoological confines and there is no doubt such studies can be fruitful. But, the 

changes in the environment will offset the results of the study either positively or 

negatively – depending upon the environmental conditions. For example, suppose 

Gallup’s chimpanzees can have a self-concept. If it wasn’t for the conditions in the 

environment of the laboratory in which the test took place, then the idea of chimpanzee 
44 Lynn Rudder Baker Persons and Bodies (Cambridge, Mass: Cambridge University Press. 2000), 63. The 
quote Baker uses is from James Rachels  Do Animals Have a Right to Liberty? in “Animal Rights and 
Human Obligations”  Tom Regan and Peter Singer, eds. (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1976), 215.
45 Searle, Consciousness and Language, 71.
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self-concept would not have developed the way it did. So, if we are to say that 

chimpanzees have a self-concept, then we must clarify what type of chimpanzee has a 

self-concept. Hence, we would have to say that Lab-chimp #1 has a self-concept versus 

the Natural Chimp #1 that does not. We can say that all Natural Chimps have the capacity 

or potential for self-conception, but do not obtain a true self-concept until they participate 

in the experiment.  

This is precisely my point. Ontologically, an animal’s cognitive and behavioral 

attributes are in direct correlation to its environment, whatever that environment may be. 

However, this is not to say that, if we were to enter a dolphin into a chess tournament that 

the dolphin would cognitively and behaviorally reorganize its ontological characteristics 

to fit the overall structure of the tournament and suddenly understand what it means to 

play chess. What it does means is, within the confines of an animal’s biological,  

physiological, and neurological attributes, cognitive and behavior dispositions are 

revealed according to the environmental conditions within which that animal exists. So, 

the dolphin cannot participate in the chess tournament since its biological and 

physiological attributes dictate that the dolphin cannot walk into the tournament, sit 

down, and play a hearty game. However, if the tournament (the environment) changed in 

such a way that the dolphin could play, then it is possible that the dolphin could learn to 

play chess and, hence, participate in the tournament. 

What the existential stance indicates is a way in which we can generally 

determine the cognitive and behavioral characteristics of animals through how they exist 

in the world in relation to the animal’s biology and physiology. The existential stance 

points to those instances of existence where the animal is in direct participation with its 

environment. The environment reveals the animal’s ontological characteristics as an 

interplay between the animal’s biological, physiological, and neurological constitution 

and the objective world. So, if we subject an animal to a certain environment, we could 

observe how it relates to its environment, determine what stance it is taking within that 

environment, and, according to that stance, get a general understanding of its degree of 

consciousness. Thus, the focus is not primarily upon what the animal is ‘thinking’ – as a 

matter of epistemology – but how the animal participates in the environment as a whole. 
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As Searle suggests, we can assume animals are conscious since they share similar 

biological and physiological characteristics with humans. His dog can have beliefs and 

desires because they are his dog’s perceptions and actions. Furthermore, an animal’s 

intentionality can be demonstrated without the use of a language. All of this demonstrates 

that animals are conscious. But to what degree does that consciousness resemble ours? 

There have been many experiments, tests, and observations in search of this answer. 

Some of these experiments, tests, and observations point to the conclusion that animals 

have a higher degree of consciousness than we ordinarily would think. However, as 

Searle claims, philosophers and scientists confuse the issue by complicating the 

distinction between ontological categories with epistemic categories. On the other hand, 

epistemic categories, though very useful, cannot, by themselves, get us to a 

comprehensive understanding of animal consciousness and thought. Thus, I have 

proposed the whole-animal theory and the existential stance as general ontological view 

that may or may not help in discovering the conscious abilities of animals. However, 

whole-animal theory and the existential stance are not intended to offer a solution to the 

problem of animal minds. It is intended to give a way of understanding animal 

consciousness in a different manner–by looking at the complete animal, which includes 

the environment in which the animal exists, and the various stances of being that the 

animal demonstrates according to that environment. Furthermore, it is intended to show 

that the degrees of animal consciousness are largely contingent upon the environmental 

conditions in which the animal exists–that the results of any test is determined by the 

interplay between the environment and the biological features of the animal. Thus, to 

limit animal consciousness to mere brain states and mental states without regard to what 

those states are about–the interaction between the animal as biological agent and the 

environment of which it is conscious–would be a philosophical mistake since it neglects 

the total existence of the animal and the world in which it exists. 
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