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Too often, the appeal by psychologists to blo)ogical
science has been nothing more than a symbolic clinging
to the skirts of a make-believe biology.

J. Kamin, 1979, Excerpt from
Eastern Psychologica) Association
Presidential Address.
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Dennis Delprato of Eastern Michigan University supplied a copy of a doctoral .
program announcement from which the following is excerpted:

Psychology in the School Community (a component of Transactionelrﬁcolo?ical
Psychology, George Peabody College for Teachers, Vanderbilt Unjversity .
Vanderbilt University offers a program leading to the Ph.D. degree in
psychology with specialized training in transactional-ecological psychology
(TEP). Psychology in the Schoo) Community is the school componept of the
TEP program, which provides a new and unified approach to doctoral training
in those areas traditionally called clinical, community, counseling, and
school psychology . . . . The TEP program is accredited by the American
Psychological Association as a “combined professional-scientific psychology
program . . ..The school component is accredited by the National Council

for Accreditation of Teacher Education . . . . Emphasis in the program

is on the training of psychologists who will be able to conduct research
and work at various system levels: {ndividual, small group, and organi-
zation . . . Transacttonalism s very broadly thought to be a system of
inquiry that considers behavior a dynamic process involving the “environed
organism" and the constantly changing properties of natural settings . . . .
For information, write the Admissions Liaison Department of Psychology

and Human Development, Box 512, George Peabody College for Teachers,
Vanderbilt University, Nashville, Tennessee 37203,

A copy of the program announcement may be obtained from the editor or from
Dennis Delprato.

* L3 &

We end our ninth volume with significantly more subscribers than we had at
the close of the last volume, a reversal of the trend in recent years, With
this sign of the health of {nterbehaviorism as encouragement, 1 look forward
to Volume 10, for which a subscription form is included with this issue. The
first issue of Volume 10 wil) contain a most provocative interbehaviorally-
oriented critique by Paul Mountjoy of Daniel Robinson's An Intellectual
History of Psychology.

3

Please note on the enclosed subscription form that, effective immediately,
The Interbehaviorist has moved to Hartwick College in Oneonta, Hew York,
where Tts editor wiTl be an Associate Professor of Psychology.

* * ®

The feature article for this fssue was contributed by M. H, and B. R.
HacRoberts, who wrote in their cover letter:

As you will see, the paper deals with ethology and interbe-
haviorism. Our efforts to persuade our ethological colleagues

to listen to, much less publish, work that has an interbehavioral
slant has met with almost universal failure (however, see

reference 22 In the article) . . . if this article {s acceptable

for The Interbehaviorist, it can be sent as reprints to ethologists,
Of course, psychologists could gain by looking at sister fields also.

* * *



Interbehaviorism and animal communication theory

M. H. MacRoberts and B. R. MacRoberts’

Interbehaviorism has, of course, received a poor hearing from psy-
chologists, but among etholegists interbehaviorism is virtually unknown.
The purpose of this paper is to shéw briefly and simply that an inter-
behavioral approach is applicable to the study of animal behavior. We use
the study of animal communication (zoosemiotics) as an exemplar.2

In order to understand zoosemiotics, one first needs to know something
about semiotics.3 Semiotics is concerned with the process of the transfer
‘of ideas from one to another by means of language. As Sebeok? puts 1t,
semioticians "face the twib task of constructing a model for the addresser
to specify how a message is encoded and transformed into a signal carried by
a variety of channels to the addressee; and of constructing a model for
the addressee to’specify the ways 1n which fanimals and humans] utilize
their knowledge of their code to recognize the messages they receive." .

An interbehaviorist may note that underlying Sebeok's description of the
semioticlan's task is a conmitment to an "in-brain to in-brain" model of com-
munication, a model with a long traditfon going back to the Patristics but
becoming solidified in {ts modern form in the seventeenth century, Today the
in-brain to in-brain nmodel {s dominant among semfotictians, Hayakawas expresses
it so clearly that the essential point cannot be missed: "Now, human beings
have agreed, in the course of centuries of mutual dependency, to let the various
noises that they can produce . . . systematically stand for specified happenings
in thelr nervous systems. For example, we who speak English haVe been so
trained that, when our nervous systems register the presence of a certain
kind of animal, we may make the following noise: 'There is a cat.' Anyone

hearing us expects to find that, by lTooking {n the same direction, he will

experience a similar event {n his nervous system . . . ." Similar statements

in the literature on communication are legion.

Between the seventeenth and twentieth century, one major addition was
made to this model. Because almost the entire semiotic event is in-brain
and thus unobservable, dissatisfaction developed, beginning with C. S. Peirce,
which resulted in what today is called the action theory of meaning.6

/ expressed 1t this way. "The current of life which runs in at our eyes,

James
or ears is meant to run out at our hands, feet, or lips." Thus, the meaning
of words {ideas) is to be found in their behavioral maniféstations. for
example, if a person announces, "It is time to go,” and he and everyone

else leaves, there is a connection between the idea and action, whereby the
action indicates the meaning of thelutterance. The action theory, then, is

an attempt ;o materialize in-brain events as observable activity.

The action theory of meaning usually 1s pitted against the referential
theory. Philosophically, the referential theory is réalistic. for exanple,
“house" refers to the object with windows and a roof across the street. This
theory 1s given short-shrift by semioticians on the grounds that 1) while it
works well with nouns, 1t fails entirely with syncategorical words such as
"and," "{f," or "the" and 2) 1t fails to take into account the supposed
complexities of "perception” and "cognition"; that is, because the referential
theory is not easily subsumed by the dominant in-brain to in-brain model, the
theory goes by the way.

With this brief sunmary of semiotics, we turn to zoosemiotics, the study
of animal communication. Fundamental in the dualistic tradition of the West
is the dichotomy between humans and other animals. Humans have "minds" of one
type, animals have minds of another type. The difference has been devilishly
hard to pin down, but there is basic agreement that humans have conceptual
thought, which animals lack.8 whereas both men and animals have "emotfons,"

that is, hunger, fear, sexual impulses, and so forth. Whatever the assumed



differences, however, both human and animal behayior is characteristically
conceptualized as emanating from an organism impinged upon by stimuli that
gre fmmediately transformed into light or sound waves and then into neural
action. This conceptualization is as evident in zoosemfotics as it is in
semiotics.

According to M. J. Smith.g a zoosemlotic event ¥s “ . . . characterized
by three essential features: a communicator, a signal, and a referent. The
communicator's role is to transmit a signal, encoding therein a message which
s in some way descriptive of some aspect{s} of the state of the central
nervous system {CNS) of that individual. The message may refer among other
things to a generalized anxiety, an emotional state such as aggression or
fear, an activity being performed or probably about to be performed by the
communicator, etc. The code used in forming the signal must be held in
common by both communicator and recipient. To the recipient, the signal comes
as one of many simultaneous inputs to the CNS." S. T. smith10 further
develops the concept of message, "The message is the information about the
displaying individual that the recipient of the display would know in the
theoretica) event in which he received only the display, unaccompanied by in-
formation from contextual sources. Messages indicate which behavior, of the
communicator's entire repertoire, he is performing or is likely to perforq
_ In these terms, then, displays of animals are considered to be state-
ments about emotions or tendencies, following from which the function of a

1 suggests, " . . . to make the behavior of the

display is, as W. J. Smith
comnunicator more predictable to the recipient by making available some

tnformation about the internal state of the communicator.” W. J. smith!2
provides an fllustration: "A small bird seeing an approaching hawk . . .

may utter a vocal display indicating a high probability that it (the

communicator) is, or soon will be, engaged in an attempt to escape. Other

- small birds, upon hearing his vocalizations, may seek cover immediately."

Consequently, according to zoosemiotic theory, the message of a display
is identified "by examining in detail the use of the display and abstracting
those features of the communicator's behavior that are common to all of the
situations [in which the display 1s used] 13 he word "all® s important
here. It pinpoints the sought-after unitary commonality or referent of the
display.

The search for a general set of messages has led to the cenclusion that
although a particular species may have many different displays, the messages
encoded are not nearly so numerous or so diverse as the displays them-
selves, ! In fact, W. J. Smith!5 concludes that “all birds and mammals, and
perhaps other vertebrates, may encode as messages selections from the same
small set of referent classes." This conclusion, naturally, is reached
because at the time of displaying, animals do only a limited number of things
e they may flee, approach, stay, locoTote, and so forth. Because the
display is said to encode the tendency behind these actions, it follows that
there will only be a few messages, 1.e., there are only so many emotions, as
it were. |

For the communicatee's part, the model begins with the signal (disp¥ay).
which {s recefved and decoded. The signal, which is supposed to correlate
with a disposition or tendency of the communicator that is reflected in the
communicator's concurrent or subsequent acts (manifestations of in-brain
events), thereby conveys information about what is on the communicator's mind.
When the communicatee knows what is on the communicator's mind, he responds.
The meaning of the display, that fs, what the communicatee makes of {it, is
simply equated with the conmunicatee's response to 1t. The comnunicatee’s
response, like the communicator's, {s also considered to reflect in-brain

eLents.



In this view, under no circumstances is the display considered to refer
to ‘the "external® world. In fact, external stimuli, although sometimes
referred to as “initiators" or "elicitors", are given no serious attention as
possible'referents and are really not a part of the behavior event.16

Without further explication of current conceptions of comnunication by
zoosemioticians, and without criticizing this approach except to say that
ft 1s totally mentalistic and therefore suffers from the same problems that
plague all mentalistic approaches --- confusion of media of contact for
stimuli, reduction of complex event fields to in-brain events, limitation
of observation to only a small fraction of what is supposedly happening,
and so on --- we will briefly indicate the way that we believe animal
conmunication events should be interpreted.

Kantor!? characterizes language as being bistimulationa) and referential.
Basically, the speaker responds to two things simultaneously, the thing spoken
of and the person spoken to. The speaker's response adjusts the hearer to the
thing spoken of. "There is the cat'" is a response made to the lost cat for
which both have been searching. The statement adjusts the hearer to the cat.

It is a small step to transfer this bistinulational-referential model
to animal communication. For example, many animals have what are called
"alarm calls.* Basically, these are glven by social species in response to
approaching predators., Hearers of these calls respond by hiding, fleeing
or becoming inactive and attentive. Mere we have a perfect example of
bistimulatloﬁal~referentlal behavior. The communicator, in a complex social
and environmental field, responds to predators by calling and this adjusts
social companfons to the presence of predators. In such a description,
there is no talk of light waves, in-brain events, transference of information,
information theory, motivatfonal states, emotfons, the communicator's ten-

den¢ies or next acts, or the communicatee knowing what {s on the communicator's

mind. Kantor's radically novel approach to human language is allowed by his
wholesale rejection of traditional assumptions, beginning with the traditional
model of perception and ending with brain or mind dogma.

Let us now briefly return to the referential theory, which semiotictan§
and zoosemioticians have so cavalierly discarded. As pointed out earlier,
the theory has been rejected on two grounds. First, syncategorical words have

no "existential” referents. Secondly, referential theory is based on realistic

‘assumptions {there 1s a world outside organisms with which they make contact).

Regarding the first criticism, in point of fact, no one speaks syncategor-
fcally. Semioticians have simply confused formal grammar and "word-things"

with actual speech. Regarding the second criticism, as Kantor18 has shown,

the “received” views of perception, neurophysiology, and cognition are
specious and represent little more than attempts to make “scientific” tra-
ditional assumptions originating in post-Hellenic philosophy. These responses
to criticism of the referential theory place the shoe on the other foot and
make it necessary for semioticians to justify their reliance on traditional
assumptions.

In a paper of this length, it is {mpossible to do more than scratch
the surface of this complex subject. Our purpose, however, has not been to
caver semlotic- mosemiotic theory completely but to indicate to interbehavior-
ists the feasibil1ty of moving further afield in their endeavors to place
behavior studies on a sound footing. As ethologists, we have found Kantor's
work directly applicable to the study of aninal behavior.19 In fact,

Kantor 's20 The Scientific Evalution of Psychology might easily be a treatise

on the assumptional bases of ethology. His studies of physiology21 are
equally applicable, and so on. OFf the behavioral sciences, psychology is
probably the most advanced. 1t has had 1ts behaviorist revolution and the

seeds have been sown for the iInterbehaviorist revolution. Ethology has yet

to have any revelution but remains largely in the grips of Mentalism.
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