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(A) Nonhuman animals have long been seen as a crucial source of evidence

regarding the nature and origins of human social capacities, such as

communication, deception, culture, technology, politics, and morality. Humans

distinctively excel at these forms of sociality, which led theorists in many

disciplines to hypothesize that humans possess unique adaptations facilitating

advanced social cognition. Many of these social activities presume an ability to

attribute mental states such as perceptions, beliefs, and desires to other social
agents, which might suggest that humans uniquely evolved a “theory of mind”
that enables these attributions.

(Buckner, Cameron. 2024. *“Animal social cognition.” Stanford Encyclopedia

of Philosophy. https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/animal-social-cognition/)

(B In novels, there is often a moment when characters realize they have been

living in a dream (or nightmare), when scales fall from their eyes and a new

direction is taken. This happens in plots from history too, but it usually takes

longer, and the moment of realization is nearly always too late.

(Stonebridge, Lyndsey. 2024. "We Are Free to Change the World: Hannah Arendt's
Lessons in Love and Disobedience" Random House Publishing Group
January 18. https:"lithub.com/why-we-should-all-read-hannaharendt-now/)

— 8 — OM6(034—113)



I XkOFEXZEHAT, UTORMICELLZE,

In the forests of eastern Australia, satin bowerbirds create structures known
as “bowers.” The males gather twigs and place them upright, in two bundles,
with a gap in the middle, resulting in what looks like a miniature archway. All
around the bower the bird scatters small objects — shells, pieces of plastic,
flower petals — which all possess the same property: the color blue. Studies
suggest that the purpose of the bowers is to impress and attract females. But
their beauty and' intricacy have left some researchers wondering whether they
shouldn’t be con(sli)dere(l art.

Of course, figuring out whether something is a work of art requires
answering somem‘t_riﬁx philosophical questions. Are animals even capable of
creating art? A“:;d how can we tell whether something is a work of art rather
than jus‘gwa coincidentally beautiful object?

)
First, it's important to outline various theories of what makes something a

work of art. There's a general agreement that art must have some sort of
producer and some possible or intended audience. In this way, it's similar to
other forms of communication. But the rest of the picture is unclear, and there's
no universally agreed-upon definition of art. In fact, art has proven so difficult to
define that Scottish philosopher W. B. Gallie once suggested it might be an
“essentially contested concept”™— an idea for which there is no correct definition.
That being said, some popular views have emerged. Leo Tolstoy [amously
suggested artis a conduit for emotion, writing in 1897 that “one man consciously,
(i
by means ofl\)certaill external signs, hands on to others feelings he has lived
through, and that other people are infected by these feelings and also experience
them.” Plato and Aristotle emphasized the representational role of art: the idea

(1)
that a work of art must in some way mimic, depict or “stand in” as a sort of sign

for something else. Some philosophers believe that creating art requires
intention — for example, a sculptor will mold clay with the intention of having it
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(v)

look like Abraham Lincoln. And nonhuman animals, they’ll argue, simply don’t
have the right kind of intentions for art-making.
And vyet, it’s not clear how much intention really does matter for art.

@
Philosopher Brian Skyrms has pointed out that communication arises even in

animals that plausibly do not have sophisticated intentions like our own. For
example, fireflies signal to mates with flashes, and this seems to be largely an
evolved behavior. Communication can even emerge via simple reinforcement
learning, as when a dog learns to associate a certain call with dinner.

These aren’t instances of art. But they reveal how meaningful signs or
representations can operate without the need for complex intentions. Given that
much art also serves a communicative role, I argue that there's reason to think
that art might be able to come about in less intention-demanding ways too.
Ornithologist* Richard Prum also takes a communicative view of art, but one
where art is meant to be evaluated for its beauty. The beauty of a work
functions as an indicator of the artist’s reproductive fitness — and this can apply
to both humans and animals.

Some might not like an account like Prum’s, since it seems to allow creations
like bowers to count as art. And yet, as philosopher Denis Dutton points out in
his 2009 book The Art Instinct, mate attraction and fitness broadcasting can be
the primary motivation behind many human works of art too.

I think it’s safe to say some animal creations don’t count as art. The webs
of most spiders, though intricate and carefully designed, appear to exist for
utilitarian purposes and serve no evaluative or communicative function. The
same goes for most anthills.

But what about animal songs? The structures of the songs of humpback
whales are complex, featuring parts and repeated patterns that researchers often
describe as “themes” and “verses.” The songs are long — sometimes up to 30
minutes. Because males perform these songs primarily during mating season,
it's plausible that female whales assess them for their beauty, which serves as a
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way to gauge the singer’s genetic fitness. Details of songs even vary from whale
(vi)

population to population, often changing over the course of a mating season.

Off the coasts of Japan, male white-spotted puffer fish create impressive
nests to attract females. The malg3 )puffer fish uses his mouth to remove rocks
from the sand and his body to wiggle out long, strategically placed grooves. The
finished product is a multi-ringed sand mandala™ about 6 feet in diameter. Like
the bowers, the nests of the puffer fish are beautiful and involve mate attraction.
Yet some researchers argue that since these sorts of works all look roughly the
same — have the same shape, use the same materials and so on — they're more
likely the result of evolved, inflexible dispositions than more creative processes.

But it's worth noting that many human works of art bear core similarities as
well. Many paintings use flat surfaces, oils or acrylics. Many songs follow the
same chord patterns. And would we still consider human sculptures art if we
discovered much about the motivation to build them could be explained by
evolution? [ think we would.

(2)
Many human cases of art involve more than one person, sometimes even a

large group. Think of all the people it takes to make a modern film. Does

anything like that happen in animals? Consider the blue manakin bird of South
()
America. Male blues will form groups, often of three or more, which then

practice an elaborate song-and-dance routine to later perform in front of females.
The practice is detailed and dutiful. The groups hone their moves. This involves
learning and memorization, not just genectics. Flaws in the performance are
challenged and corrected. Sometimes during practices, a juvenile male will even
fill in as a mock female. It's not The Beatles. But the similarity to music groups
seems hard to deny. At the same time, it's worth wondering whether, beyond

conveying their eagerness to mate, the birds are trying to “say” or “express”

anything more with their performance. And do they know it’s beautiful?
All this leaves room for doubt about whether animals really make art. To
(3
me, a key question is whether there's any animal art that doesn’t have to do with
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mating, and instead expresses something more complex or sentimental. Without
being able to get into the heads of animals, it's hard to say. But it's plausible
that humans aren’t alone in their artistic pursuits.

(Simpson, Shawn. 2025. “Can animals make art?” The Conversation, March 19.

https://theconversation.com/can-animals-make-art-248503 & ¥ —fe& %)

Notes:
*ornithologist: a person who studies birds

**mandala: a circular figure that represents the universe in Hindu and

Buddhist symbolism
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(i) intricacy
() attractiveness

(y  implication

(ii) tricky
() difficult
v skillful

(iii) a coincidentally beautiful object

()

=)

(@)

(1) an object that happens to be beautiful

complexity

intimacy

false

unrealistic

(o) an object that is intended to be beautiful

() an object that is valued for its beauty

(=) an object that obscures its beauty

(iv) is a conduit for
(1) contributes to

(N is defined by

(v) utilitarian
(1) conceptual

(N practical

(vi) gauge
(1) admire

N increase

(o)

(=)

conveys

is in line with

decorative

sensitive

express

judge
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(A) how much intention really does matter for art

(1) Brian Skyrms suggests that animals would be able to produce art
if they had human-like intentions.

(@) Although not an instance of art, firefly flashing is described as an
evolved form of highly intentional behavior.

(N It is implied by the author that artistic intentions may sometimes
obstruct communication.

(=) The author thinks that art may not necessarily be accompanied

by much intention.

(B) white-spotted puffer fish

(1) The male puffer fish attract females to build their nests.

(@) The nests made by the puffer fish show an overall similarity in
shape and materials.

(N There is a consensus among researchers that the nests of the
puffer fish show their ingenuity.

(=) The author points out that there are many human art works that

are modeled after the nests of the puffer fish.

the blue manakin bird

(1) The birds’ group performance is determined by training as well as
genes.

(@) It is not uncommon for a female bird to join the male birds' song-
and-dance practices.

N The author clearly rejects the parallel between the birds’ dance
and human music.

(=) The author clearly believes that the birds’ dance is motivated by
artistic instinct.
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