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The a1w\1n th

. } Abspiact
s#Dr

,L roject was to develop a multi-disciplinary

PN

expianatlon-of the person/pet relatioqshiﬁ. We examined ana
validated the theorétical premise éhaﬁ the .parent Jinfant
relationship may éerue  as a, ;oéel for the nperson/pet
relationshipe Ye ,examined' this '“ntonosa1"  from . £hb

morpholoqlcalv hehav1oral and. psycholoq1cal perspective.

WO hoqan the fqut chanter by developlnq an etholoQ1ca1

deqcrlptlono-both emplrlcal and theoretlcalv of the phy5lca1

>

. characteristics of the;human 1nfant face. Then we-determlnei

: . . . 2 . .
that the morphology’of infant pet animals was ethologically

:comparahle. :Their kharacteristics” evoked similar pattérns

s r
of EPqunbe it hoth parents and pet ownerse

&

we notead that aﬂult pet animals dlqnlay immature fac1a1

characteristics, but this finding is in confllct with

: ethoquical theory'statinq that young animals-pquressivelv.

-1ntroduc1nq th@ ‘PLOCEesS of domestlcatlon wes demonstrated how‘

sélective breedinq 'uas émployed to alter the mcrpholoqical

a* )

. development of  pet anlmals ‘and  retain infantile-
T . . ' : ' - : e o

characteristics in €he chronoloq1ca11v ‘adult form. We

determined .that the mOrpholoq1cal characteristics of adult

5

&

1ose th@lt lnfantlle attractlveness as they mature-' By -

D

o

T




<. pet animal are ethqloqically comparahla with those of human

‘infants and evoke comparable careqiving responses . in their -

kel

respective nartners. The main noint'of similarwity between

the two werm the stimulus characterlstlcs of that cowplgt of’
s ' £+

infantile  morphological characteristics. known "as

e

2]

.the‘

o

childhocod image.

In the second chapter we examined the comparative

prémise‘that attachment theorys 'a bghaviordl.implementation n.'}s

~ 3 . 5 . . a

o

of ethological theory. may serve as ancadeqdate"explanationfn

A T T A R B NS L T TS e A DT B RO D e B I Ta et G A D e A 5 125 54 LA 4 e

for both the parentflnfant. and the person?pgt relationship.

empirical and® - ¢
o - e

infant/parent < @

N

devploaed

By

. R .
In Part One we a comprehensive

e

theoretical description " of - the. human

w

relationship-- Part Two WwWas as anrbxtensive; comparative

[

2

GISCUSSIOH Of.iﬁizﬁ PPrSOn/pet relat:onshlwl based ‘on . the = T ey

1

b tp2pie i A s

70
)
.

A

observatlons of- VlCtOEla Uo th (1981) in runnlnq romparlqon

i

W

reSponses obqerved in thef parpntllnfant relaflonthp-,VOLth

-

51m11ar1tv between the tWOf“EElathﬂGhlﬂs was

(1981), proposnd
evaluated by the
'reiatiohship- and

-

that

the

owner in

- idi -

peESOn/pet_
‘ terms of"

t.this Was confirmed.

proaess as deqcrlbed by ‘John Bowlby.f

rpla
a

The'

@ -

i
W

main

thnthp . was

[s

pq;ent/;nfant:

the afﬁachment' 

L#]

.-"h

“point of

*%}th materlal from” Part One. We found that the'hehaviOral

chdracteristics - of pet animalss  dnd the responses they E
o & : s

elicit in theit ownerss vere c0mpatable to behauiorsuand
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~.In the third chapter the discussion centered on the

-

“comparable features of the talking behavior between parents

and infants and between owners and their pets.- We developed

an "objective " -explanation of the process. in terms of

o =

attachmen theory s hut we isolated a "subjective" component ’

N

as.‘wéll that called fbr, another form of theoretical

explanation. In the context of proﬁective; theory. we

determined that .both infants and pets -induce idiosyncratic

projective respopses in their respective partnere Sthus
funétgoninq as projective stimul¥i in. this relatively
. w . . . .
A . : < . - T N : LT
ambiguous situation. We examined-:the nroblem of ambiguity 1in

-~ . = . a
N .

'social interaction _and the typical human responses evoked

- ° ; oo ' .
under these conditions. We studied a variety of sense-makinq

- o~
e B

- . o . L&
SttatEq;BS‘ﬁlncludlnq. dhe process Of% anthropomorphlqm as

formq of m@anlnq r0nstruct10n in ‘the parent/infant and

a

porsou/pet relatlonshlps. wm ended with a dlqcuSSLOn of n@ed

sntlsfactnon - and role—conshructlon in :tﬁe person/DPt

o _ T ] . ., .
relationship and we noted .'mahy< 51m1%ar1tles with .the
) a A i

= .
paront/lnfant r@latlonshlp. We noted in c1051nq that Slqmund‘

Freud was fas gu1ltY §§ Any . other net .owner' in his
) > - = ; E o CRY . IS
- B - @ . . . .
antﬁropomorphlsed relationshio with his pet dog.
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Introduction‘

Ihé_lssue

= ’ o S
~The practice of pet_keepinq is as old as human culture. . Ve

4

prasume ghatitheffirst'pets were '-the infants of wild animal °

species found ‘during hunting or foraging and ‘brought home
for amusement and compqnionship.A - With the advent of

‘domestication the pet animal was "altered dramatically.

Il ) N

Through selective bhreedina we developed the Ability .to

1itera11y "cusfom‘désiqh"‘our net aniﬁalé.
Pets have been. the subﬁect“of anecdotal. literary and
& 3 r ‘ .

i\ o
artistic ,interest for thopsands . of: years. Howevers

S 3

scientific intergst in the person/pet’ relationship is a’ very.
N ! - - . N X . - .
recent development. The hlstorycot scientific publishing in

the field ‘gan‘be*traced hack'°into,the last century in the

> -

ﬁaﬁor %ournals» butctheDtntefest #as—sporaﬂic,.. The histotv_
of inténsiyé and %ustainedcprpqiams ot resear;h in the area
of person/pet studies is at most forty years old. Sc%entificl
organization® dedicated:.to studving this phenomenon aré

4
vounger still. _ | | . e

\

¢
B ¥

<

I’

n‘:;-\‘\.

PR iR [T ¥ e gt L ET




iy

71

L

T Py ©~

k4l

The Problem - o o o ' -

Boris Levinson. is chnsidered one oFu-the founders of

SYSthdth studv in thp area of DPrson/pﬂt rPlathnshlpS¢ He

'was amonq the flrsf to use a - pet anlmal in the role of "co-

therapxst" in his practlcp of child cllnlcal pqvcholoqv. He

also wrote extensively in major 1ournals on- the heneflts and

posqxbllltles of RetzOrient tEa. ‘thld_E hofheLanx (Lev1nson

1969). Whenf he first preqentmd hld findings befo:e the ’

Amarican Psychological Associatioﬁo his ideas were raceived .

G
-

share his Fee Qith hls doq-

Y 4 . \

His 1oﬁq> pub11Qh1nq car@@r culmlnated wlth an.article

v

c"a';ses':.lnq the state and direction of activity in the field

\,G

of pptqon/pef qtudles'j'and he commented that the-situation“

W ‘

‘had chanqeﬁt.remarkably in the  twenty yeéars éince‘ he fqut

e - . : . ol
. . e
r i,

‘sddressed the American Psychological Associations (Levlnson

IRy
the literature. Thlq promptod Lev1nqon to observp that ‘the’

with contempt and ﬁérisioh. He was asked if he ‘intended to

; Ny : ‘ o
5 5, B s, _
1882). e noted - a considegable increase in publlshlnq'
’ g 9 T : ) A’ .
activitys and\ qreatet acceptance ‘en  the . part of the

" ) n 4
SClQntlflC communltv quard1nq person/pet nhenomena. QBEE he

qgmmented_as=well that the maworlty of paperq were ad hoce

v -

" =

mission-oriented or deSCtlptlvev rather than of explanatoryt

4»

Therte was:a.¢onspicuous"nbsence of th@oretlcal dlscu551on in:

= ¢ -w‘ ‘ &

=~ . = . IT
2 . R . ot ) . s o .
a -

Hl

AN

n

_Eiéld Qbuld not attain sc1ent1f1c leq1t1macy untll a corpus

&

f

.3') BN

h

1

o
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‘_&:==ﬁ:g Comparatlve‘method: Any method tha't compares. theq

I

of theoretical writing -emerged to ~explain the"rapidly

accumulating body of factse: : .

While studies of improving technical quality continue

S

to appears and a journal has been founded as a yehiclemfor'

person/pet StuleSv(ABLhEQZQQS now listed-7in-Psyeholoqical'

Y &

Abstracts)' the problem 1dent1f1ed by Levinson in 19682 still

remainse. Kldd (1987) observed that the Eleld is Stlll belnq _

criticised for lack of theoretlcal foundationse
= o o <

our aim in this project is to lay the Eoundation for a

comprehensive theoreﬁicgl explanation of. the person/bet

relationships. = It is based on  the -proﬁdsalfi}hat ‘the ..

person/pet - relationship can be gedelied* on the humen i-‘

parent/infant relationshipe I . e

3

3

]

Ihe_.me.thod PR Lel T RN

Lol

]

e o - : S ‘ .
In thlS proﬁect we use vafious-vforms of.'comparative'

method whose qeneral deflnltlon is qlven below.“ﬁ-' e

, similarities-and differences ® between- phenomena or
-classes Of phenomenasss . wWith-a view to ‘exploring -
“them °“= . may be descrxbed e S as -

omparatlve...(ﬁann,198Hv57) .. T RN

Compa:atlve method uderlves- its"'valldlty frdm. thee '”

'and Ashley (1982) dlscuas thls form of reasonlnq below-

,:. N

an’ argument from analogy is - in sum,. an 1nference;ff[-fﬁi

o from some points of. similarity" between two o more. .

3

"analoglcal argument. a. ba51c form of 1oq1cal reasonlnq- shay“

objects to other such 901nts._ Hlll expressed the_,ﬁf

eyl

1
1
a

LA .

@
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‘argument from analoqy as

We apply our comparative strategy. as Eollbws-

traditional formula for analogical reasoning as
follows. - "Two things resemble each other in some
respecte A certain proposition is true of the one:
Therefore it is true of the other."(sShaw and
Ashley,»1982,419) :

As a guide - for our discussion. we use the  following

comparative observation by Alisdair Macdonald (1381).

‘the relationship between pet and human shares many .
features that identify important bonds between
humansy such as the - mother—child
relationshipe(Macdonald.19814205) '

Apblyinq analoqiéal :easonind' we arque that there are

T

) ﬁ%iqnificant points of similarity between -the parent/infant
relationship and the pe:son/pet .relationsiE:py and that
knowledge of the former can be used to gain an understanding

of the latter. As an a;d'to comprehension and communicationi

& . ‘ ST
we take advantage of the following characteristic of the

W

Although reduction to the  familiar is  not.
necessary .-for successful understanding. it is an

- aid to comprehensions and analogy is-frequently

employed in this way. As a” matter of psychological
chtv people do seem to grasp the new better when

it is constructed in terms of the old. Analogies

enable us to think through new phencmena in terms

of the 0lde -(Shaw and Ashley,1982.+415)

o]

e

The human infant/parént . relationship Hés;..been‘
extensively studied by workers in_-manv.fields ahﬁfW§ qreatl
deal of factual knowledqe.hés.beén;accumulated;-ﬁln addition

'several theories have beén developed to explain these factss

outlined by Shaw and Aspley (1982). |
. !




e
L

This body of fact and theory is well accepted and widely
knowne On the other hand from a :sqientifiov and

particularly a theoretical point of views the person/pet

‘relationship is virtuallfiunknown.'-Arqhinq analogicallys we

use our empirica} ~and_théoretical knowledqé of the “Known"
condition to explain -the wynknown" conditione. We use the
Macdonald relationship as our. empirical guides and the

arqument from analogy as our method.

E:Qm_aessxxpalgn ;Q_nglanatmgn

_to achieve our qoalv we must transcend the “qap" in the -
literatire noted by Leginson-ﬂgsz and.K1ddﬁ1987. : we muétﬂ;‘._ PR
.progress from the aEScriptive or emp1r1ca1 dlmen51on to the

explanatory or theoretical" dimensﬁpn.‘ To do, sC We take

.advantage of  another function ‘af”analoqy-'as descrlbcd byf

Lindesmith et al. 1977,

Significantlys - new  shifts in perspectives are.
heralded by new analogies- or metaphors. When the
world was concelved of as round instead - of built

in the order of a pancakes the new conceptlon led -
to=a " restructurlnq of - behavior. ‘and “social
relatlons. Ah extensive new vocabulary is built as -

abstractlon.(Llndesmlth ete al.o1977.163)” ‘ e

‘The idea of descrlblnq the person/pet relationéhipfin o

W=

terms of the parentllnfant ,relatlonshlp 1s_not particulably_

"new“ ' Thls analogy haS{'énﬁo?edj-artistic1and3,iitefaty:o“~'

appeal for centurles as well as being a mainstay Of popular

< . o - : LR

P

. Tx R

“a  .-result =~ of . acting © upomn.. a. - new o e
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literature. As a taken-for-granted idea it is well

established. Hpwevers placing it at the centre of a

theoretical construct requires a shift in perspectives and

SocTates the ancient Greek phllosopner shows us the way. He

told us that “the unexamlned l1fe is not worth 11v1nq s from

which we may infer that_"the,unexamined thouqht is not worth

thinking". A proverb tells us that "the truth is often:

. spoken in‘ﬁest"- By analoqy we may 1nfer that “the truth is

often spoken on arts literatures and popular culture™. In

&

. that case we may say that there is an element of truth‘in‘

thé'*taken-fbr—qranted. . The Macdonald relatlonshlp is .a

takenéfor—qranteé ldea, © ‘and we claim 'that it' holds a
powerful truthe h we place the parentllnfant relatlonshlp:at

the center of our theoreticaL model - on the-strenq;h‘ot this’

inference.

Perspectiye:

our perspective is mqlti—discipLinarv} and we:‘choose this
" approach because of a conviction that no single discipline’
can adaquatelv-'deSCIibei_a complex process’ sucﬁ; as'£the

person/pet celatlonshlp.-‘<Our'cahtionl-is mdtivated‘-bv:the'

‘observatlon of Chandler Washburne (1971) that

[elach d;sc1p11ne--tends to develop_'anﬂ elaborate
a oply those' aspects of .the concept that bear most
¢~ directly on its problems. (Washburnes+1981+2)

-_This “selgctive attentidn“ autOmatically.ihjéctsaa;bLas.

&

LA
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In ch0051nq the mu1t1«d15c1pllnarv courses we face éhe
challenqe qf communicating withy as well as 1nterqrat1nqo
the findings of workers in many different fields

where there 4is a proliferation of ‘conflicting
terminologys.(Washburnes1971,2)" :

According to Washburne, progress in science involves a

.process of .
linking up ‘the concepts in one discipline with
those in another thus allowing the findings of one -
fleld. to be  applied and understood in
another.CWashburne'1971,2)

[——

This point is ‘eritical for our project because we draw

insiqhts from anthropologys biologys developmental aqd'

' literary studiess philosophys psychiatrys socioloqgyy . ands
finallys sgcial psycholoqu ' from both thé psychological and

soc1oloq1cal perspectlves.
The key to ‘success in thls proq@ct amounts to
locating the conceptual 51m11a:1t1es hidden by the
_ ‘different language of each field or by finding
o _ more inclusive concepts that include the various-

sub . species ., found - in each - discipline.
f(Washburnev1981e2) ‘

“gompa:ative method and var;ous forms of the argument: from

~.'analogye

cognitive psychologys ) evolutionary _theorys - geneticsy

In 1ocat1ng these "points of Slmllatlty" we rely heav11y on

-

74
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-Guiding.Analogy

A conventional model or .analogy for the development of
scientific knowledge igzthe process of forging links in the
great chain of -knowledge. However the incremental and
unidimensional construction of the chain 1is not appropriate
as a model for this projects. As an élternative'we propose
the.ahaquy or metapﬁor of spinniﬁg andirope makinq.

In the spinniqq proceés=fibreé are collected; cleaheq,“
straighteneds - and then twisted together to form  yarcns or
threéds.‘ The individuval fibres in our analogy represent the
sinqle'facts we encounter in our e*pép;enceSv; thoughtsy = or
ihveétiqations like the preSent:y%qne- The 'ﬁric;ionaln
fofce-tﬁé;lis-‘thé "twist" holding the fibres together. tand
Yieidinq the ;hread)-' :epreééhts the qrammapigal rélatibns'
andﬁloqyéa;_émgtﬁods Wwe use to bind_fécfs'in order to, form
ideas. The ;;éﬁment fron analo§§ is'one'exampie-

ﬂﬁe beqiglou: process of lconcepthdlrtope .makinﬁ by
twigpinq our fibres,into yérns. thenlbﬁr Varns‘into,strands.

Each strandf'in our analogy - represents one chapter in'this
‘ S A . - - \ o o : : . .
> projecte. The first chapter/strand ‘is a biologically oriented

examination of the.physical (morpholoqical) /chafacteristics_

= N !

of  pet arimals and the 3res§onses_ thev eliéit__in .thelr

OWnerse The second_‘chqpter/strgnd - is ' a biologically:

oriented discussion of the behavior patterns of pet animals



9
0 . : . . - .
and the way their owners respond to them. The third
chapter/strand is a socio-psychoioqicailv dfiented

il

‘discussion of the processes by which “owners assign

personalityQ feelings and motivgs to their petse .thereby

eliciting various psychological responses in their ownerss
The strands of a rope are physically separate entities.

. Howeversy in manufacturing a rope+ three or more strands are

twisted together_to_hake.the final product. The continuity

and”’ strength of the rope lie 1in the interdependent

relationshipsthat is. the twistinq " together of the

individuél paFts.
In é Comparaﬁle manners the.various chapters of tﬂis
. thesis are separate éntitiés describihé_difterent aspects of
“the person/pet relatisnship. )9 We_ presume that théy‘ aét
togethers more or less simultanously, and_5qpport'each q;het

in a manner comparable to the way the strands of the rope

~act together to form and maintain the unity of the whole. We

may describe our project as a convergent, "mu;ti—,
disciplinarys and extended comparative ‘analysis of the
persohépet relationshipe. : ) _ ' - "

By '

 In_Summacy
Our discussion will take place in several phases:
1a Statement of the theoretical position

2.  Definition of terms .

¢
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3.  Operational definition of concepts
4. Empirical validatidn of the theory
-5«  Application of the theory: being the convergent modele.

"The statement and validation phases will take place within

the context of the individual chapters. We present’ our

"convergent analysis in a separate ‘sections at the ends by

investigating an'gﬁtual "case".

‘Finallyo we aéknowledqe, that the rope is Aan-a:tifaét
and £hat 6ur theoreticarfempirical discuSéion is an artifact‘
as welle "Beinq‘a;tifac5§, they réveal the preferences}
perspective" and biéses'of-their makeré as revealed in-ﬁhe
selection of matefials} the method of fabrication» .and the

skill of ekecutioh. The strength and soundness of the ropes

L

'compara@LMQQ?rqumeﬁt- are reflections of their makers. Any RS
B - \ . N - . T ' .

¢

deEects;or shortcomiﬁqs are reflections as welle

o

7l
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The Morphological Dimensioﬁ}df‘the person/pet -
relationship

In this chapter we examine  the person/pet telationship from

[

"a morphological perspective. We beqgin by studying the facial.

characteristics of human _inﬁanté and ‘the responses they
evoke in their parents or caregivers. Using - various

analogical proceduress ?He_apply our findings - ahont human

infants to a discussion of petss “their particular stimulus

gqualitiess and the responses they evoke in their owners.

3

Thée_Concent_of_Ethology

Qur discussion is qrouhde& in Bthological theory. a sub
discipline ‘of ’ bioloqv' apd' tﬂeﬁﬁstatement “ guiding our
inyestiqation‘is given below.

Ethologists hold that each speciese_ including the
humans has .a  set of inherited fixed-action
behavior patterns designed to ensure its survival.
and that these patterns are released by certain
specific sign stimuli. Thuss in their view. the
human infant's facial features are sign stimunli

for careqiving.{Jackson & Jacksons,1978+6)
; . ; y

- following ethological formula. .3
. : 1§

Infant facial features are siqn stimuli. ® Sign stimuli

evoke. inherited fif5d¥action patterns in adults. =~ These

patterns consist of caregiving behaviors. These

-1 -

Extracting the operative terms. we may derive the . .

4

&
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hehaviors have the effect of ensuring the survival of
~ the infant hence the speciess.

These concepts are important;to the discussion in the

L

present and Eollbwinq chapters. Therefpfe we take time to

define them carefully below:

siﬁn‘ sfimulus or releaéér: "The sign st;mulus~ is some
componant :of A %timuius situation such as an odour or
movemEnfcthat réliahly elicts (rgleases) a particulaf

“unlearned resﬁoﬁsef Siqgn stimuii arce nsnallv‘assnhgd to He

species specific which means that they are relavent for a

particular species and functon without prior training of

2)

the animal". (Ratnerlﬁ‘nenny.igﬁﬂv11§ , ’,-'.*
A , N

impulses only  during . the reception of . specific

<

stimuli..lThis afferent mechanism is known as the "Inhate

Releasing Mechanism ° (IRM)Y: the bstimuli to which this

mechanism responds are called sign stimuli. (Eibl-

i -

Eibesfeldt,138=-53in SteVenson-HESé £ Rheinqold,1976)

fixed=action pattern: ‘'sequences of actions performed Q; an
- ‘

animal® without specific prior learning or’ experience.

Fixed=action patterns ;»re assumed to he species specificCe

That is sthe particular responses that are jdentified as

fixed-action patterns are assumed to occur for all members

£

Innate Releasing Mechanism: - "We must_ vpostulate=$30me

afferent "apparatus that allows.thé passaqgqe of the motor. -

<=
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of a species and to ° occur differently for other
speciesysalthough the differences may be rather subtle".

(Ratner & Denny'1965.11)

Ethology._and_Facial_Morphology
In 1943+ = the ethologist Konrad Lorenz 'propoéed a

relationship hetween infantile morpholoqy and adult

responses. According to Douglas Mook (1082), Lorenz noted

In]
especially
the large foreheady short faces .and protruding
cheeks of infants as compared to adults. -He
suggested that such' facial confiqurations might
"release"™ parental behavior in ‘the adult  of the
species. (Mlook,»1982,391) ' ' ~

Mela Cénn' (1953) carried out “one of the first

comparative investigations of Lorenz's proﬁosal in an-’

unpublished Master's thesis. As‘Héss_(1970) commenteds  she

studied

the . positive Tresponsiveness of men: and . women,

single and marrieds parents and childless. to

pictures of infant ' vyounag and adults of several
. animal species.(Hess,1970.,20)

The stimuli consisted of 53 individual paicrs of imaqess each
pair consisting of one infant and gne adult of:the same
species. The finding was that

significantly more of the "haby" “pictures were
preferred over adult pictures.(Hess,1970,20) .

R T 4,

S
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constituted the siqn stimuluss,  and the observed preferefice

s

o - ' 1

The preference response varied with sex as well as marital

T :‘,\ . o . .
and parentaf*§§§tatu5..-’ Women had consistently higher

sreference. scores than men and the preference scores of men
. g ._“ . - ) ™~ ' -
varied with their parental status. The “results of *Cann

(1953) Qlené support to Lorenz's claim‘that infantile facial

features elicit parental resvonses. Berman (1330) cited Cann

{1853) extensively in her review of-“diffeténtial parental

responses to infants.

The method- of Cann (1853) was.adanted ‘for a. comparable

study by Fullard and Feiling (1982).
S Fullard and- Reiliﬁq compared the'respdnse_w patterné:ofg
their subjects to photographs of -himan and@ infra—~human

infaptss ani Mook (1982) describes their method below
They simply showed their: subjects’pairs ofslides
in each 'of .which a human.or -animal infant was
-paired "With an adulte. The °~subjects were asked
which " pictura’ ‘o of @ach they
preferrad. (Mook+1982,392) | )

on -

In ethological termss thewﬁform" of - the " infant faces E

.
> ~

behavior was a manifestation of the fixed-action pattern or

innate caregiving responses. +

DR

All subjects over = the age cof pubeftv“‘shOwed a’ .

kS

preference for _the 'infant as ~opposed to the adult imagess

-~

and they found no significant difference in preferencs for

infra-human as opposed %O human-infant~fa¢es, In other words

o e
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_this further at a later point in the chapter.

1

'

the human and infra-human infants evoked cdmparahle patterns

of responses. They accounted for this finding by commenting

3

that:

in  humans preference for the infant  form
generalises aCTOSS .species.(Fullard and
Reilings+1976+1191) : '

Fullard and Reiling’'s comparative  findings arte
, P e LURRS SR .
instructives but their study ha ! a\éﬁortcomlnﬂ- . Thev did
_ . RN .

not directly investigate the ragﬁhfbnshin between Facial
, Lo . q

characteristics and the intensity of subject responsess as’
. _ o g .

Lorenz had specified. As wells there seems to be a

contradiction between the comparative findings of -these

;uthors and tﬁe Qarlier‘defini{ion of sign sﬁimulus-‘ Rétner
And. Denny' noted above that ~sian .stimu}i are ."speciGSQ
specifiq"‘ie;' ﬁfelevant for afﬁétticulér:S§ecies". Fullard
_é@d' Reiling's’ find;nqaof‘;gross speéies- "qénefalization"
“seehs to éohﬁradict'ithe.ideaéof "speciffCitv". We examine

*Im_compariSOn-with the-ﬁ%nérai/bbmnarativevorienﬁation
of the Fullard ana éeilipq study. '5terﬂﬁlan2¢ Grays and

Murakani (1977)  studied the individual characteristics of

. s ‘o - "‘
facial morphology and the ® responses they evokes thus

" addressing Lorenz's oproposal directly. Their stimuli were

slides made from line drawings of infant faces in frontal
presentation e¢with their features in different sizes and

relationshipss
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The components varied were the vertical position
of the features of ) the facee...eye widthe..eve

heighteaye width ~ _and . height varied
simultaneonsly.and iris size. . Only one component

of the face was: varied for any one slide.
(Sternalanz-et al. +1977,109) - :

¢ Tha subiects rQSpnﬁﬁéd on a seven_point Lichert-type scale
indi¢atinq. £heir Judgement of relative Jéutenéss for _each
.ihadé. Thus, they ipveétiqated'?the efficacy of differeht
confiqurations of an 1infant face as a sign stimulus ang . i L
relative cﬁ;ehe&s Was A méasufe of the céteqiuinq résponse;
The highest cuﬁeness écdres were ‘evoked by an ‘infant
V‘facé with a larde fo;ehgad and fsﬁall chiﬁ with large é?és

“and irises. The aunthors converted their results into

B T P Rl T I TR

Q . : ) " ) 2 ) . . X ' -
qraphic Fform by constructing a ,composite imaqge based on.

their. findinagss theraehy presenting their numerical results

. ‘ o
K + in qraphic or visuval form.
P The profile or lateral asvect. of the ‘infant face was ‘ ﬁrqj_g7
; investigated hy Gardner “and Wallach (1985).*  Thev .were

; h guided by Lorenz's (1343) ethological analysis as well as

i the observations of Brooks and ‘HocﬁBerq (1960}« They noted "g

I . . o : ‘ 5

that: I ¢ ’ ) o

Such characteristics as small face in relation to
the forehead and protruding cheeks are listed as
siqn stimuli for  they are common toO the ~human

¢ bodysand substitutes that also evoke parental _ E
responsess(dolls.adult members of preferred - pet ~
.speciessfilm caricaturessand absent from ‘.
‘unacceptable suhbhstitutes. (Gardner = and Y
Wallachs1965.133) o ' e ) : '

® [ I
C
b ©e .
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They drew up a set of huﬁan faciai profiles coverinq

the morpholoqical fanqe from infant to adult. . In'adéition
they included a number of imaqés they selectiyeiy distorted

’

or exaqqeraied to depict what they called a superadg}t face

~and a super-baby face. The latter were included to test a

theory of the ethologist Nikolaas Tinherqen‘thatr
Such exaqgeration vields distorted figures ° that
are more optimal than=the accurate presentation of
the baby's head. (Gardner £ Wallachs19654+136) -

Tinbergen called this configuration the supernormal stimulus

and observed that in infra<human animals (he studied birds
. | | als ‘

. _ : = . ) : .
extensively) this.  form ofcstlmulus‘_evoked a more intense-

response than its normally proportioned counterparte

The adt@ors'presehted the images in'pairst_énﬁ thef
suﬁﬁects were asked ‘to indicate wﬁich'-ohe‘iﬁ.éach ﬁair théy,
cdhéi&et§d|“the more  pd5vish;~ Thus the prqsbe?tife sign
_stimuliuwére cettain.fééturgs of the infant face in'pfofii§{

and.the caregiving response was expressed as -a differental "

ﬁﬁﬁﬁzﬁéﬁg of babineés- S o S : o
S

that: : -;.# '

a4 change from a tall narrow head with “lacge
' features and a large -chinsto'a short wide head
Lwith® 'small features and a° small - chin -was. an
effective determinant of Judged bahiness. (Gardner:
and Wallachs1965,141) l e

=

i

r
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'”ngiewinq the ohserved. pattern of responses .they noted =
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When they -presentéd a normal baby image along with a

i

‘superhahby- images the superbaby image was consistently chosen

as the mbre ﬂ%hyish. Thus we see that humans as ﬁell as.
iﬁfra-humﬁns reénbnd to snperﬁofmal stiaﬁli.
‘Ihe_logic_bﬁ_ngﬁéﬁaLigé_neasQning

In our intro@uctiénv Shaw ahd Ashlev'(ﬁQBZJ informed'ﬁs that
tbe argument frﬁm analogy can.he aiviﬁed intoyr£wo pafts}
heing thel"known" and the "unknown“-w'To aid in the analvsis

of analoaical or comparative arqumentss the philosopher

Trudy Govier (1985). gave these two pafts formal namess
- ‘43 i . .

being the analone ahd_prfmaf# subject respectivelyv. Shaw

and Ashley (198%) noted that
: ’ RO

‘e ~lalnalogy enables us *+o think through new

phenomena  in  terms of ‘the  old.(Shaw. = and’ .~
-Ashleys+1582+¢118) ' N :

&

@

In other wordss we explain the primdfv suhﬁect‘in terms of .

f;he analogue. - We do this _by‘enumeratinq; the pOihts' of

I

similarity =~ betweem®  the two. %prrONinq an idea ﬂfrom

mathematics-"ué may describe the rélationsﬁip hetween the

-

analogue and primary subﬁecti,as a comparative’ eguations

’ " . . . " . : . . - ‘ﬂ\ . . _Vu B :
- becanse an equation . implies a degree of '51mflar1ty hetween

its major components. = <

. B o oo A _;'_ AR
In th2 pages aboves. we develorad an elaborate empirical -

o R .
infant = facial

e e
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morphology. Using the éomparative relationship prébnsed by
Konrad Lorenz (19#3) as a quides we mavrsay that thié hgdy
of‘knowledde is the analoque of é comﬁarative_morpholoqicél
eduationa o . |

In the fbllowinq pages we investigate this equation by

o

comparlnq the characferlstlcq of ° human infants -{the

analoque) wlth the characteristics of ‘non-human 1nfantq (the.

primary shbﬁect)z The comparison proceeds hv noting the

"points of similarity between "human . and. non-human facial

morphology.

'Qananatlve mQ:nthng,Qi than aud_ngn—hjman lnﬁﬂnts

Loreﬂv's orlqlnal prOposalpwas that all infant anlmals have

(&3

s¥milar Eac1a1 characterlstlcs and would therefore. evoke

- comparable parentalsresponses. ~Fullard and Reiling (1876)

-_@voke comoarahl@ patterns of response._-nowever they did not

'study the chamacrerlstlcsr of th@lf qtlmn11 in detail. “In

= z
o =z

aid  find that- plrtureq of human and inf:aJHuman “infants

fal

the sectlon above we Qxamlned the hpman 1nfant face in d@pth

o

'-and‘we are now in a p051t10n to “tost“ Lorenr clalm- C We
. S

oo
&

)

do this. byfcomparinq -our flndlnqq abouf thp' human infant

faté7*withw-obseryations- about non- human 1nfants made by

'Ebarhard Trumler (1973); a formor student of onrad,totenz._

> <

Trumlpr h9q1ns w1th a qeneral ohsprvatlon

- o

{)
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B gqlance at the wnrld of vertehrates. including
MA Ty will show that the vyonng animal displavys
certain features. ; \‘
I ) : H)\
implying that the 1mmature, memgefs - of many SP@CieS¢
including ~ our OwWne have particnlar characteristics in~
commone He continues:
Q ’ ‘ .
The head is very round—-guite opnosite to that of
the full grown animal. - A
‘ ™

thus affirming comparative ohservations made by Gardner and

wallach as well as Lorenz. He goes on to say that:

the larqe round © eyes give the face a distinctive
cxpression’ ' : '

whith was confirmed empirically by Sternqlanz et Ales In

-
=

addition:

the litfle nose is barely in evidence but there
are large chubby cheeksc and ~there is a . round
" suckling mouth .

“In the human infantljthis facial roﬁndness is due to the

[t1lhe buccal pad of fat.«.The pad hedps to stiffen . el
the walls of ¢the mouth and being< relatively much’ "
larger in infants than in- adults accounts for the
rounded fullness - -of babies" cheeks..
(Zukerman,1963,406) : o

‘This . again confirms observations made by Gardher and

"Wallach.. He summarises with the ébsgrvatiqn that I /.

A1l this diétinqhishesltﬁéjﬁabv's facg&&ftqm'that 4

of the adult _ _ I ‘ T

—

‘a ‘comparative observation-that . Mook (1982) ~atigibutes to’

. Xonrad Lorenz..

1

SN

s
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Trumler cdntinués.  bf\ noting that when these
characterisﬁics are displaved

ihe optical. signal "BABY" is hoisted
For "optical" we may substitute the word "visuwal"s and for
"optlcal 51qnalﬁ we may quhstltute the expression-~visual

X
k~‘:-.;iqn stimE;us. Fn; "BABY" we may substitute the expression

childhood image. used by Lprenz_and himself in referring to

the "constellation" of facial characteristics. we hava bheen
discussing above. The - childhood image is revealed in the
‘composite image prodﬁced by Sternglanz et al.e. ‘and the

ihaqes of Gardner and Yallach.

With this comparative argument we demonstrate that the

fac1al characterlstlcq of non-human infantqv the nrimary
subject of our comparatlve morpholoq1ca1 equatlon- have a

‘number of éiqniEicaﬁt-pOintS of 'similarity with the ‘human

ihfaﬁt faces the - analque- This constellation of

characterlqtlcq in- commOn is known as the chirdhood imagea.

Now we' may see that the uan9c1E1@d “Form" of the stimuli in

. the- Fullard and Pelllnq -study 1s,,in- fact rhe-_chlldhood

0

imaqes.

Lorenz's idea- of a "ﬁhiversél"_constellétion" of

S

characterlqtlcs dlsplaved by 1nfant anlmals apnPars to he inf

'confllct wlth Ratner and Dennv S deflnltlon ‘of the "species

. spscific sign stimulusv that“beqan"our discussion.  We are’ -

-

o

3
]

i
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now forced to either reject this definition or modify it in
the light of new findings.

“In their definition of fixed-action pattern ahove.

Ratner and Denny stated that these patterns were different

in different species but that "the differences may be rather

subtle". Using this insightys perhaps we can modify the

dofinition of the siqn stimulus taking note of the fact that

'dlffnrences botwnon the facial charart@rlstlcq of infants of

diffarent species are. . in a ‘comparahle manner, "rather

subtle". - In that case we may say that the facial

‘characteristics of different animal infantss though not the

“

samey are "sufficiently . similac" to evoke comparable

CESPONSES .

Pets_and the_Childhood_Image
Eherhard Trumler (1973},  -supnorting Konrad Lorenz

(1983), declared that all young vettéhrates'displav a qdmmon

set  of facial charact@rlqtlcq that he -1dent1f1ed ‘as thé'

chlldhood~1maq9. Thp qet of "all vounq vprt@htates" 1nc1udeq

the'animals most _commonlv kept as householg pets» and the

dog is among the most 'popular.‘ Bplow Trumlet describes the

- morphological chatﬂctethtlcs OE the younq ‘dog.

The tiny puppyswith its short 1eqs' 51lky coat and
- qeneral awkwardness possesses the same features as
those to which we react in the humdn child. ‘
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.

. This affirms our comparative discussion above. As for tHe
response evokeds Trumler observes that | a

Its appearance touches the same chords of emotions
with the result that

R
we want to go up to it and stroke it.

This cross-validates the pattern of comparable responses

found:hy Fu%gard and Reiling {1876). As for the "source" of
this behaviore Trumler points out that

411 this happens quite unconsciouslys Wwe Aare
simply responding to the evocative mechanism  of "
the childhood image. (Trumlers1973+112) :

"Summarisings we may see that the puppy displays the

characteristics of ¥ the childhood imaqu The human infant

. | o |
displays these characteristics as.well. The childhood imaqe
‘ . o g

. serves as.a sign stimulus. 'Siqn stimuli evoke fixed-action.

.__d.f?-' . e . ‘J
patterns in the' form of caregiving behaviors. for éxample

_approaching and  stroking. We may_ conclude Eroﬁ_‘this

discussion. that -infant pet -animals are ethologically

"comparable"” to human infants.

JEets;énd_EthQldaiCAI;Eatqﬂox "

i

'Ethological theory states that  infantile siqn stimnli serve

tor
elicit special care by adults and to evoke -
maternal solicitude.(Hiqley and‘Suomia1968.118) -

&

; o
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thereby ensuring the survival of  the infante hence ‘the

species.

Ethology also acknowledqges a particular relationship

between morphology and physical maturationewhich Higley and
Suomi (1968) descrihe as follows:

As 1long as an infant possesses its infantile
[characteristics] . sit is treated with
solicitudesprotection,and often a surprising level
of tolerance by adults in 1its s0cial qgroupe.
However as its distinctive {characteristics)
 fadelyso does its special treatment. (Higley. and
Suomis19684155)

1

The stimulus effect of infantile morpholoqys (its "relative

infantile attractiveness")s is ~ inversely related t0

éhronoloqical age . St@rnqlanz et ale (1977) give this
" point a more "causal" focus when they state the following:

The available field literature seems to indicate
that the ending of intense motheéring and social
immunity are determined by the disappearance -of
the.infantile characteristics rather than by the
choice of the infant.(Sternglanz et. al«,y1977,108)

Thus the‘ childhood imaqez xip:imarily'q_ "yisual"® stimulﬁst

3

sustains = adult = caregiving behaviors. , When  infantile .

‘characteristics are .no longer observable’ careqiving

.

behavior is no‘longer evoked. - Adults then %event to adult-

64

: : a0 T - : v L - ;
oriented forms of . social behavior K in . dealing with: their

offsprings In“summacy, we make two obsefvations

1 As an " animal matures it loses 1its infantile appeal

.~ and no longer evokes ‘adult caregiving respénSeﬁ;_
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2 An animal cannot he .bothlchtnnOIOqicallv adult and
morphologically infaﬁtile.

The relationship between age., morophology and solicious

adult treatment -in wild animals = has been reported in the
person/pet relationship as well. Michael Fox. .a widely

'publisHea American veterinarians commented as. follows

4 kitten remains appealing and evokes much
attention and affection until it matures. [and
thenls. its body changes. the more mature

conformation. evoking fewer feelings of affection
and tender 1loving care than a round headed big
eyed fluffy kitten. So .the adult is given less
attention and may be vxrruallv “ignored  if not .
neglected. (Fox31978,150)

" The @th010q1cal rule Operatlve among .wild anlmalq appears to

hold hetween DEODle and tholr pets as well.

However there is a confllct between ”ox s Commcntq andf

observatlons made earller by Gacdnor and Wallach (1965). Th

';é naSsaqe quoted earllerv. they noted that "y qmall face in
'relatlon to the forehoad" is one of the charact@rlstlcq that
 "evoke pdrental behavior™s - This = 1is conflrmed.rhy- our
.diséussion of the ChlldhOOd image ébové. .éut in the 

following sentence thev note that those charactnrlqt1rq arn

- A

’displayéd by "adult ‘memﬁers oE.-preEe;;ed pat spec1es"
(Gardner and wallach'1965 133). "~ Thus they:presented:a case:

in whlch ‘an‘xqg}mal is both - chronologically anlt"_and'

‘\

‘:jmorpholoq1callv 1nLant11e. This contradiCts our diSénssion.

R




“in the immature 1ife stages of what Lorenz ‘calls the "wild

s
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The same note of contradiction was scruck h& the
ethologist Konrad Lorenz (1952)  in his description of the
morphology of the domestic-ﬁoqs. hs he stated
{thel pronercies‘nf hcqf structure...which in the

wild prototypes are marked by some transient staqe
of yonthsare Xent permanently by the domestic

~
i

» form. In- dogssshort hair cnrlvy  tailshanging
earssdomed skulls and the short muzzle of many

domestic breeds are fratures of this
type.(Lorenzs1952,113) .

Accordinq to Lorenzs the d0mescic forﬁ of the domestic dog
keeps perm&nencly- ' (fro@_infancv. to adclthood). certain
prbpertieé of . hody . structure. (morphological
characteristics). that ih the u}ld Drototyﬁe aré%associated
with transient stages of vyouthe. 1In other words domestic

dogss as.adultss Aisplay anatomical Faatures that are seem

X

prctotype“ '(more— about Ithié later)»' ‘This affirms the
_ohserﬁations of Gardner' and Wallach that "immatureﬂ
morpholoqical chracteristics-'(sméll face iﬁ'reléfion'to ché
forehead etc.)s may be seen in the adult Adomestic. dog.

R _ , o i
Howevers it . puts the credibility  of ethological theory in
“ ’ , ¥

some doubt. We are faced with a dilemma.

[

When_in_doubts_ __make distinctiops!. We can ease the
difficulty by noting that there do exist a number of wild
animals_that retain their infanf\ile marphology as adults.

For examples Paul. A. Zahl - (1972). made the £following

observation about the saiamandér:

B
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Forever vyoung in appearancee. © this laboratory:
reared [salamander) bears the brushlike gills and
other characterigstics of the larval stage. It

will retain its Juvenile looks A condition %Xnown
as nepteny all its life.(Zahl.1972,116)

As a bhiological terms neoteny describes the retention of
juvenile characteristiecs in the adult wild animal. Konrad
Lorenz {(19768)sattempting to explain the immature features of
the adult domestic dog. made reference to a process of
developmental inhibition rhat he described as
retardation or foetalizationewhich fixates:
jJuvenile characteristics of the wild- form as
persistent adult characteristics. I see no reason
why we should not #mploy the term neoteny. which

is otherwise used. in hiology for the described
phenomenon. (Lorenz:1876,93) ‘

Lorenz demonstrates that neoteny can appropriately d@scrihe

immature adult morphology in both wild anﬂ_domgstjc anihﬂls-

However the;e is a caveat.

. - Although the Samcv 'wofd Jescrihes. the immature
mﬁrpholoqy of both the adult salamqnder- and tﬁe dOmestic
dogy the: dévelopmental historie; of the two animals are

vastly different. We examine theseg difference§ below as we

discuss the influence  of domestication on  animals im

¥
i

generaly and dogs on particular. o . .
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Domestication: _The_Process_Effects_and_Conseguengess
There are many differencess  morphological and otherwises

hetween the salamander and the dogs but the most siqgnificant

Aifference is that the salamander is a wild animal and the

dog.we keep as a net is a domestic animal. Below Simon Davis

-

(1962) difffermntiates hetween the two | Qhen he'déscribes a

domestic animal as

one whose breeding is largely controlled by mane.
The evolution of a domesticated species results
q&inly from artificial selections with natural
- shlection , plavina a secondary
o ’ rOle.}(Davis-‘IQB.?-GQ?)' s -

The evolution nf wild animals is under the influence of

L S : S s G
natural selection while that Of domestic animals is under

the influnence of artificial selection. Below we discusé the
concépts‘ of evolntion, hreedingy’ natural selection and
artifical selection.

Evolution 1is the process hy wHich a1l . animals

" originateds and channeds ang continte to change over time.

According to evolutionary theorvvﬁtall animals had theirt
origqins in preexisting forms and ﬂifferences over. time are
due to clianges in successive generations.

‘Breeding is _the mating processs the sexual union of

- male and female that produces successive generations of

Lol

animals.

t+

]
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Natural selection is the process by . which sudcesside-

generations of " wild animals are oroduced.. ©Of all the

individuals born in a particular generations only those few

"that make a suitable adjustment to their environment and

avoid deéth hv.diseasek or predation will sufvive to maté
(breed) and ptoﬁucp rthé next qeneratlon of ani%als. This
principlejis known As the surv1val of the flbtest. |
Artificial -selection is the definitive mark  of
dqéespicétionv aﬁﬁ we examine this process in the paqes
belows ‘ : = |
Rﬁth.ﬁooré (196#5 desérihés arfificia{'selection as
man-made.evolution ahd comments that the process
takes place most -dramatically when man selects
traits he 1likes and bhreeds them true in his

domesticated plants and animalse (Moores1964.75)
S :

Brseding "true" means that certain traits are. reliably

passed Erom parent to offspring  through a number of

‘generations. .
“ : i . )

‘Artificial selection is implemented through selective
breedingy - whose earliest and simplest form iﬁj called mass
selection. In this prddess

a number - of 1nd1v1duals chosen on the basis of
appearance are  mated, " their progeny are further_
‘selected for their preferred characteristics. and
the process 1is continued for as many qenerarlons

as desired.(Enc. Britt.+1986,5616)
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Human intervention in the breeding process Has had a
number of significant evolupionary consenuences for domestic
animfls and Desmond Morris (1987) discusses them be%ow. He

obhserves that
o [t}
Their numbers are Aramatically increased. In terms
of world populations they are a tremendously
successfuls. But 1t is a qualified success. The
price they . have vpaid 1is their evolutionary
freedom. They have_lost thelr genetic independence

ands although: weTTl” fed and.“cared for. are now.
subject t0 our breeding whims ~and

fancies.{Morriss1967.222)
Pelows Charles A. -Reed (1959) .pdints to another
import&nt consequence of applying our "breeding whims and

fancies" and thus "intervening" in the breeding process.
Tn a very real sense...domestic animals (as well
as plants) are ‘a type of human artifact becaunse
they - exist - in a form changed “bhy
man.(need-1959.1638cnote 7 ' S

" This is the morphalogical endfbroduct of man-made evolution.

s
o

Evolution_of_the_Domestic_ Doa

<

In .his discussion, of domestic. dog morpholnqv (reprodiced

above)s Konrad Lorenz (1952) commented on the similarities
. ‘ . DRSS EEE
between the characteristics of the adult domestic  doq and

~

the immature form of the: "wild prototype"s This rais?s'a
. : . . . P ] s \‘ o

question. about - the ‘“ancestry” of the . domestic dog.

According to Reed (1958) ~and other authorities- c‘t".h'e_--rl_:'u:e'(:'c

ancestor of canis familiaris is some form :of wolfs now =

- . : . o

{7

1

o




extinét. Aq this wolf was proqre591velv "pivilised" dv@t th@

5\

" course of many canine generationss the pressure of selective

i : . .
breeding brought about a great expansion 1in the range of -

]
S
i

oy size  amonqg domestic dogs. Below the geneticist and’

. animal breeder Frederick Hutt (1964) comments on this range ‘
of morphological variability.

To get some idea of - how much selection hreedars
have made. from the genes affecting size and
conformation (ie. physical ‘'structure "ot
morphologyle . one 'shonld  go to any good dog - .
ShOWes+Tt is - sometimes difficult to believe that . - =
the entries on exhibit could all belong to the B
'~ same species, ‘but - they ‘have all heen '
differentiated by mass selection. '(Hutt.196&.352)

=3 -Hutt'illlustrates the range _of this varlahlllty in: a

photograph of a- Chlhuéhua Slftlnq borween the . foreleqs of a

reclining St«_Bernardq.w1th the: cantlon readlnq as. Eollows
The St Berna%d and the Chihuahua Show what has

been done to dogs through mass selections’ The Ste.”
Bernard seems not amused. (hutto196uv353)

- R .,Th@ St. -Bernatd iq oné of the larqeqt'of the domestic dod-

varletles or’ breeds and the Chlhuahua is one of . rhp'qmalléstf

- B

.}w1th approx1matelv 200 mlstlnct ‘vatletles in betweon (hasnd

‘on a count of the artrcles in A_S*andand,_aulde_tQ_Enrﬁhred

DQqs (Glover.1977). S
N 1f all‘the brepdq oflwdompstlc qu iisﬁpﬁ-in. Glovér
:f(1977) were nlared alonq tho morpholoclcal scd*@ devnlon@d
'_by Gardner and Wallarh (1965)1 'rhov-would‘ cover thp ranqp
'fo;ffrom baby‘to.‘adult-‘ we mav notp that fh@‘:qmalleqt of tho

' 'domestlc dquq for anmnlp the Chlhuahuav a:p also fhn mo;t

el
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We see that :the}'Chlnese have -applied- maqs splectlon to

SR
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ahy like. In kennel club tarminoloqy, they are desiqnated

as the TOY hreeds.- and we dlsruss their particular -evolution

“and morpholoqy helow.

Morphology of_the. IQI_noas
e

, 7

qomn dogs were hred fnr oulllnq loaﬁs. guarding property or

herdlnq. However the toy ﬂoqs had no such "“useful"™ purvoses

As‘nnqela Sayer (1982) explains

Thgy were [selectively] bred for diminutive size
and unusual appearance (Sayer-1982 82)

In our dlscu051on of selective breedlnq we learned that
' o]
the'proces "cnuld hé contlnued For as many aeneratmons as
desired". The. Chinese have had & lonq history of expr9551nq ' BT

é through the art of

their "breeding whims and fanc
. o i .
selective breedina.  One example is the qgoldfish, Hhighly

prizedo'and extenéi%elv "modified“ by them ovér timé. Below

Zahl (1973) . describes the man-made evolutiop of Lthe
A ‘ _ - " ) r :

qqldfiqh--notinq that- ' L

'[tlhc flESt fanry gqoldfish were nature's creatlonq o Ty
produced by unknown factors that  triggered ' s
chromosomé - variation. - The Chinese with  their ' fo
traditional interest in dragons and mythical

MONSLers seqreqated these deviants . and mated them

with similar: ‘sorts to produce llVlnq freaks; wild

and outlandlsh (aahl 1973.318) ‘

qoldflsh with a._résult comparable"to,,what 'Hutt (196u)

-observed above in tho doq-

W

=3




.that of another human creations the jdoll.
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dempnst:ateﬁ interest in dog breedind;‘iﬁE‘the Pekinese is a

prime example. According to Glover (1977

They were the Roval Dog of Chlna and their hlqtorv
goes back at least to the T'Ang dynasty. [AD
£18=9071 ... landl remarkahle lengths were gone to
to . encourage desirable featuires 0of - stunted

qrowthvshort nose and exaqgerated . front..
(Glover:1 q77v36~) : ‘ ‘

The application of artificial®s eiectlon over many canine

'qenerations has .had distinct morphological effeétg‘ in the

TOY dogs. As reported by Desmond MOTTis

“{thel body is more rounded and less angular thano

= that of the human adult's sand it is softer to the
touche It*s face is flatter and its eyes are
proportionally hiqqer.(ﬂorrisw1985s90)‘

" Morris' ‘description e recalls the"tharacteristics of the.

-

chlldhood 1maqe that we dlqcquPd aarlmor. This d@monqtrath‘

that neoteny attalnq its ultlmate_ expre=51on in‘ithe‘

‘!\..w

morpholqu of the TOY doqs.

Below we compare the mbrpholoqy of the toy “Aog with

[ud

DQQSL;Dolls;;and_Sunerndrmal_SLimnli'
- _

In the pages ahove, we learned how certain "breeding whims -

~and fancies" . were implemented thEquh a. prOQramme‘,of

- Nthé Ekl“ese and: q&her Toy doqs-- Descrihing thesn "mOflvos"

e

fe . - ' . .
In addition--.to.. goldfishs ~the Chinese ‘have alsc

elective hreedlnq to VlPld the characterlstlc mornhQIqu of

<
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‘we have produced 3 domestic animal with .hiahly evocative

"the theory of leolaas Txnbarqeno'as wall as the "method" oE

3
w

and physical “characteristics" in ethological terms. we may
Aarrive at a conclusion similar to Desmoudiﬂorris (1826) when

‘hé "noted ‘that

R - - Lo B . -

To arouse maternal feelings in the ownerse dogs =
must transmit a special set of signals and this is

where the smaller dogs come into their
own.(HorriSo1986-90)' :

As for this "qpec1a1 set of qlqnals"

The toy breeds are neotenOUSqthey have larqge
ifnfantile heads.biqg eyes and © little jawssand they
retain through life the dependency of infants.
W (Tuﬂqo.°7) R -

“

We see that through the application of selective hreeding,

morphological characteristics..

o

From Reed (1959) we 193rned that the”domestic dog méy

he considered a kind of human artlfact "becauseilt ertsts 1n

a form chanqed hy man". . Another human artlfact has been

produced "to arouse maternal feelings in the owners", this

being the doll. Commgntinq on  the mofivp behind ‘their

il

ménufatture. Eb@rharﬁ Trumler (19:3) notps that

" The makerq so d@q1qn their dolls that . the features'

“liable to evoke maternal . responses are pronounced -
if not exagqerated. They are often "sweeter" than
real children. {Trumler,1973.112) R '

We nore that the makers of dolls have'successfully apnlied

o

'-1'Gardner. and  Wallach.e By exaqqeratlnq "normal"_ factal

2
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_feaﬁuresyﬁhev nroducad an artifact with supernormal
charétteristics. |

Comparinq the Eéatures of dolls and toy dods- the
étholoqist- Eibl-eibesfeld£ (1967) came to. the followinn

A
conclusion

'If we look at animals or dolls that we find cutes
we realise that all of thesesobiects have at least

some of the characteristicCSses. (of the Chlldhood.
imagel. These characteristics are especially true
of pets keaept by elderly  ladies. -~ (Fibl-

Eibesfeldti1967.182~3) -

We have learned g%at dolls are among the most “haﬁvisﬁ" oﬁ
human representétionsuand Qe know that ‘the To? doqs arédthe
mos£ "babyish" of doheégic qu:.":M Ve see that their anpoal
°der1ves fromméhe evocatlve power of the chlldhood image’ as
revealed hy thplr supernormal facial charactprlqtqu.

Dolkls are not whe only human artlLacts wlth appé;11nq
| featureé- Gardner and_wallach (1965) ohserved infahtile
_chapactéristics in "film fcaricatnrés"'-.iﬁciﬁdiéd-cartoonﬁ.
Studing the cartoon character Mickey Mouse, Gould (1979)

found that the apbeal'of the character lay in 1ts baby-like

facial charactetisticg._ Hinde and Barden (1985)"came to a

_ similar conc1051on in thelr q+udy of teddy hears.

- ‘71-
we.conclude_ our ﬁloCUSSlOﬂ wlth thn following acrounr

of the ther 7 ‘processes, and outcomes of selective

¥E

hreedlnq as'applied to toy dods.

e . DR - ] .. :'
How powerful the childheod image is . in producing
the reaction . ‘'attractive' or 'sweet' is - shown by
those curions breeds of dog in . which the features

.

R
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that activate this emotional mechanism have heen
turned into permanancies. Takes for instance, the
much abused pug:? in this case as with, pekinese.
toy terrierss qriffonse maltese and so forth, the
hreeder's art has turned the childhood image into
_ a breed characteristics 'ohs if only he could stay
¢ so small and sweet and not qrow into a St
gernard'—-how many dog-lovers have said something
like this and thousands of vears ano the breeding
speculator took note of it and has bequeathed us
these 'living dolls'.(Trumler.»1973+113)

The reqnlt has been that

The little’ puppy muzzle does not grow and so there
appears a puq-faced dogithe brain however - is not
"dwarfed and so- the head remains round with large
eyes like a pupny's.(Trumlers1973.113-4)

in other wordss  neoteny. These characteristics: induce’
vocals - ‘behavioral and’ especially. tactile careqiving

r@snonquy for example
& :
The puppy fat' of the  silken coated pug is’  an
invitation to cuddling and the malteses with his
long soft silky coat, -is also a natural object of
stroking and'cuddlinq.(Trumlerv1973;11&)

Tﬁe.éupernorhalfinfantile Q@cial features of thé Toy qu .
heinq compoqeﬁts nf the childhoqd,'imaqec‘ serve as_ sign
stimuli. 'TheQ- égoke fixed action patterhs in thg form of
"stroking” and  "cuddlinqg" that setve. és "careqivinq

hehaviors. g
U ’
[t
- Chapter_Summary

2y

The comparative arqument in this chapter proceeds in “two

‘distinct stages. In the first stages we used the quidance of
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Konrad Lorenz (1943) and Fullard and Reiling (1976) "as well

as the contributions of Trumler (1973) and other authors to

‘establish the comparability of ‘morphology’ hetween human

infants and the infants of non-human animal species. Then we
establisﬁed the morphological comparability of human infaﬁts
and thé infants of  pet éniﬁal species. with ~ the
contributions of Trumler and Fox (197HT. . Howéver wé
encoﬁnteged‘a prohlem. Gardner and Wallach‘(1965) 'revéaléd

that infantile morpholoqicél characteristics ate displayed

not dnfy by® the juveniles hui ‘by the ‘"adnlt'mémbers of

preferféd'nét‘shecies"(p.-165}. Aut this is in conflict with

"etholoqu@l thaory spatinq that the characteristics and

appeal of the childhood image diminish with maturity'(ﬂiqley

and Suomi 1968,Sternglanz et al. 19775._ 'we resolved the

conflict by introducing domestication as a -factor in the

'morpholoq;éal equations.
Interveninq.in the evolution of éeiected.animals_hy way
of selective hreedinq; we have produced pet aninméls_tth 
are in effect living artgfacts -(Reeﬁ 1959).' Theg‘dispia;'
_endearing morphological characteristics that are;qomparahlé
: to'oﬁher human artifacts including dolisx cartoon chatacterg

"and teddy bears. A

In the last staqe of the arqument,  we concluded that

. certain pet animals have 'heen ‘bred to  retain ~infantile

a ..

.o

f

i
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.

motphological characteristics throughout their lives. They

serve as sSign stimuli and evoke caregiving hehaviors that
T : .

include "stroking" and “cuddling". By including the
neotenising influence of domesticatibn as a correction

factor o we .-are ahle  tQ preserve the inteqrity of  the

ethological Eormula as it pettains_ to the morphological

_dlmen51on oF the p@rson/pet relationships

In_the next chapter we conqlder car9q1v1nq in greater
detaml as. we study the'.behavioral- component. of the

person/pet t@lﬂthHthp-

5




The Behavioral Dimension: The Process of
Attachment
In the last chapter Qe studied the morphologv .df the human
infant an&.the tesponses evoked in'hqman caregiﬁers. ‘This

"was ‘the analogue of our comparative morphological equation-

Q

The primary subject was pet animal morphologv and the

responses elicited in ‘pét OWNEersS. The main point oOF

similarity was the childhood image and® the étholnqical
theory ‘(Eormﬁla) thét‘ explains - 1its "mOtﬁHOquiCﬂl
ch@racterisﬁiés ‘and théir- power ':to evoke _caréqiviﬂq
3_re§pohse§ in both‘parénts and pet.owners.

The ‘analogue of the present chapter is a discussion of

human infant béhavior patterns., the parental responses they

elicits. and the theory that explains the relationéhip

ot or

‘between the = two. This will take up thé first Part Of the

:ﬁchaptér.‘ | ﬁ:
“In the second Parts we apply this acéuﬁhléted empirical
; . A ‘ ST ‘
anﬁ'tﬁedpetical knowledqé to avcompatative discussion of the
person/pet,relaﬁioﬁShip. rThié is the primarv“subﬁéct of dﬁr
,cbmpatati&é hehaviofal eﬁhation: | | 'ﬂ %
Wé:beqin.fﬁe chaptef by substitutinq'beHavioral'&élues
in 0uf etﬁongical:fofmula;'ﬂerivinq-thé-foiiowind stétement

3

{3
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Certain infant héhaviors are siqﬁ stimuli. They evoke or

release inherited fixed action patterns in-the form of

caregiving behaviors that serve to ensure theAsurvivai
‘of.the infants hence tﬁe-species. | 7

This ethological "probosai" was investiqateé hy John

Bowlbhy anﬁ,fullv articulated - in the‘Forﬁ of Attachment

Theory.

Etholoay_and_Attachment_Theory

Heatherington and Parke (1979) outline attachment theory as

follows : ) B R i
Bowlby has sugaoested that attachment is a result
0of a set of instinctual responses which ‘are
important for the protection and survival of the
species. These infant behaviors - cryings suckingy
smilings clinging and following - elicit necessary
parental care “and protection for the infant and

, promote contact between s mother and infant.
(Heatherington and Parke+1979,222) '

Applying the ‘ethological = definitions  given 1in the first

chapteérs we see that infant behaviors such as .cryings
smiling, etc. are sign stimuli that elicit fixed action
patterns in the form of "“parental care agd;protection". The

infant hehaviors and adult responses are innate'ahd they

assure. the survival of the &nfant by "nromoting contact

hetween mother and infant”.
Attachment theory calls for an expansion of our initial
definition of the sian stimulus in the first chapter. Hence

we include the following statement.
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A special group of sign stimili is formed by those signals
that release a social responses be it in a conspecific
or ; symbioﬁt. The signalling patterns. which Qe call
'social releasers' are special morphological structures

.and/or movements (expression movements)." (Bible-

.$hEihesfeldt,13u—5=in StevensonsHess & Rﬁﬁinq°16'1916j
&

b

symbiont is_ a member of a different species that has some

kind of ‘functional or dependent relationship .withuanother

organisme. In the following pages we will examine the

conspecific relationship between human 1infants and their:

adult careqivers.

In a concise resume of attachment theorys John Bowlby
(1975) discyssed the ethological concepts presented by
Heatherington and Parke aboves ° as well as several other
features of attachment including speéificity. As he notes

Attachment hehavior' is directed toward one or a

~few individuals. usually in clear®™ order of
preference.(Bowlby,1975.294)
Another feature is durétion. and as Bowlby comments

Anlattachment-endures; usually for a large part of

the 1life cycle...early attachments are not easily

abandoned and they commonly
persist.{(Bowlby,1975,29%)

&

3 conspecific is a member of the sameuspeéiééJ‘"”X




One other significant feature is what Bowlby calls the
engagement of emotion.
Many of the most intense emotions arise during the
formations the maintenance. the distuption and the
renewal of attachment relationshios? hence the
term. affectional bonds«.«. - The unchallenged
maintenance of a hond is experienced as a source
of security and the renewal of the bond is a
" source of J0y.(Bowlby,12975,294) :
He also ohserved that the threat of  a loss may elicit
anxietys . and that an actual”loss can result in sorrow and
(;l’.‘if—!F-

In the previous chapter we saw that the.causal movement

in °the morphological- relationshipnf was  essentiallty

unidirectionals with the caregiver resoonding actively to

the more or less static or passive character of the infant's

'_mbrpholoqical chfécteristics. The attachmént“telatignship

" ~has a more complex pattern of stimulus and response, and as

Diony Young (1979) explains helow -

A delightful, reciprocal. pattern’ of responses =
synchronizes hetween parent and bhabys in which a
signal Ffrom one turns on a response in the
other.{Youngs1972,25) ‘ R =

Attachment is an interactive social relationship between

Q

infant and parent. Young continuess noting that

As time goes ons the baby's and parent’'s responses
and .exchanges 1increase and become more complexs
gestablishing ever more - strongly the mother's
commitment to her haby. (Younge1979,25) '

“u
t}

i
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In the section below we consider the form and content of the
infant"s "responses and exchanges'"s collectively known as as

infant attachment behavior.

ﬂuman Infant= LQ-adulL__&Ltachment_ﬂehavlon

Bell and Alnsworth (1972) .make a dlqtlnctlon b@fweon

two forms of infant aftachment behav1or.:ns thev say

"Attachment behav1ors are of two main. classesS.
active behaviors through which an infant himself

. achieves proximity or maintains contact once it is
attaineds - and signalling bhehavior that ‘stimulates
his mother to come into close -proximity with
hims (Rell and Ainsworth.1912v1171) ‘ :

.. Mary Ainsworths seCOnﬂ only to John ﬂowlbv as a-ninneprinq

student of infant attachment. cnmplled the follow1nq 115t of

infant attachment behav1or5v,wh1ch include s o 3
(1N crying {2) smiling (3) .vocalization (%)
visual-mator orientation. (3) - crying when the
attachment object leaves (58) following. (7),
scrambling’ (8) ‘hurying face in lap (9) exploration
from a secure base (10} 1ifting arms in greeting

. (11) clinging (12) clapping hands in greeting (13}
approach through : 1ocomot10n.

(Lambo197u,3’9'footnote) o

In our discussion of infant morphoquy, we 1earn@ﬂ that

tha childhood. image served as a "yisual 51qn qtlmuluq" hence

'f Py
[ ar

a rudimentary - form of . CdmmuhicatiQn. Taklnq A

"communlcatlon perspectlve on infant .- behavior." _ the

‘ethOIOqlst S.A. Barnptt (1981) u01nted out that in the flCSt'.

year of llfe the 1nfant is limited almost completely to non

.
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communicate the infant's needs.

“minfant

uu

verbal means hy which to communicates Adopnting the

"communication" perspective. Ronald Illingworth (1980)

discussed infant hehavior under the heading of :*non verbal
communicationM, noting that
Infants communicate with their mothers by cryinge.
watching hers smilings laughing, playinags showing

affections clinging to her. kissing hers vigourous
welcoming movements, ' frownings pushing her awaye

and vocalizations leading to speech.
“ - (Illinqworths»1980+5) '
Beli and  Ainsworth (1972) would désdiihe- these 7as

&

"signalling hehaviors". B

Illingworth also.noted the infant practices of reaching

and_qfaspinq. pulling on a parent's clothings . coughing and

holding up his or her arms to a careqiver. =

. As the  child develops., 's/he is° able to point to'ghﬁects;

wave "hve bye" and play clap handse. Theée”aé_;ons serve to
€ e o T s

N W, . . . s -

attract - adult attentions maintain adult proximitys. -and

observations with Ainsworth ahoves Wwa. may conclude that
: Tow . ‘ it ER A~
"infant

attachment behavior" " and

DR

communication" are functionally equivalente =« o
Carnll Izard (1979) -framed her discussion of infant

attachment in affective termss

relationship as - ﬁ = ‘ N
> - . : o L | |
a set  of emotion ties that create a strong bond:=*
hegw%&m two individuals;&Izardo1979.39) R s
. .?. - bl ‘ _;!.! . T
o ‘ . I T cE
o . 'p

Comparing: . .these:

non=-verbal =

defining = the attachment .



of emotion".

L

Izard gqoes on to discuss the ways an infant:

emgtional tiess notlnq that

" [iln infancy :the. estahllshment and . malnt@nanr@ of

these [emotionall-ties ﬁppends in 1arqe meaqu:@ on

. - L ks I
emotional’ communication via  the facial visualy

system.@IZardd1979v39)_ o . §§§=//4/
: . . ' =

L5

" This demonstrates_ John Bowlhy's.coﬁcept of thé-"enqaqement

_transmit the messages that ‘establish and maintain. these

In the last chapter we Qtudled the 1nfant facial wvisual’

system 1n th9 “"passive" context of th@ chlldhood 1maqe-

the

infant facial features as revealpﬂ in various - gestures Or -

o

may’

In

e
-

present chapter we att@nd to.the' movements “of these

Pl

expressionss In this veins ° the etholoqist Eibl-Eibesfeldt

{1967} makes an addition to our undetstandinq{ of the Siﬁﬁ”

stlmulue w1Lh the followmnq obqervatlon.

Il

‘There are 1nd1cat10ns that certain fac1a11
. signalling structures to.-
which an innate releasing mechanism has heen
.adapted -.-{Flbl Elbes[pldt 19675182-3). :

EXPressions Aarcess

the following étholoqital‘anélYSié 0f the infant smile;
he noted

we qdnj say that a haby's smlle acts as a qoc1a1,5 
releasery the prpdlrtable outcome of which is. thatu

the mother responds in a. loving way which prolonqq
social ‘interaction between them and increases the

- liklihoed of - “her exhibiting- maternal hﬂhav1or 1n' -
“the Euture;_ (Thorpp.197ﬂy221) :

‘ 'an_infant-fsignallinq"Jbehav1or. and W.ll.Thorpe (1974) gives

o

-The‘smile has been mentloned - saveral timess “above as

As
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Q
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I ‘
The smiile . is a  social sign stimulusy and "its ~orimary
function is to maintain proximity = between infant and

mothars .a major purpose of, attachment behavior as noted by

" Heatherington and Parke (1379). - p Ty

Montaqu

'that-featqres

In additions Tzard (1979) romments that v0cal behav1or

is an important mode of 1nfant communlcaflon- savlnq that

The vqcal exprassion of emotion fCOOlﬂQv
cryings screaming) also nlays a 51qn1F1cant ‘part
in this . - special 1nteroersona1
relationship«.{(Izard,1979,39)"

babbllnqv

" Izard identifies one further ‘mode of non verbal
communication involving N
the sense of - touch and the exercise of this
SENSOrY modality through bodily: .contacte.

(Izard,1979+39)

The tactile dimension ofx infant behavior

Ashley Montaqu (1978) who commented as follows _

- The manner in which the ' young of ‘all mammals
qnuqqle up to and cuddle the boﬁv of the mother as
well  as their siblings or any otherzslntroduced
Wnlmal sugageasts fhat cutaneous qtlmulatlon is an.

e 1mportanf hloloqlcal need for both thelr physical.
andl bhehavioral ﬁeverbpment (Montaqus 1978, 27) :

g

includes our_“own species in his discussion of

"mammals” and indicates

-

. . &
universal need. ‘We may sSummarise by

atfachment hehavior is<the gthofoqical [counterpart

R Per 5 T "
childhod 1maqe we dlscussd on ‘the .previous chapter. We see

P

of both;_lnfant morphology and hehavior

o

serve as sign stimulu. . .=

was examined by

that tactile .qratifiction. is a
noting that i fant

of the

can

£y

- @
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- In the pages _abbvebwé discusseﬁ' infant attachment .

K

behavior under "normal" or adaptive conditions.
when the child - feels discomforts or is threatened for any
reason. . a different set of reactions are evoked. John

Bowlbyc(19Q0) explains that the doal*of attachment hehEViog

is to malntaln the affectlonal bond. Any threat to the hond

releases behaV1ors- rntended to preserve “it, and the more
. . : ‘ . : . ‘ o~ .{ 1 .
serious the threat the more intense the ‘reaction to preserve
the balances PR .

In. such c1rcumqtanc9q all the most powerful forms
“of ‘attachment bphav1or hecome activated —cllnq1nq.-
"ecrying and perhaps angry cearcion. This 1is the

phase of protest and one:of acute physiological
"stress and emotional dlqtteqq., When these actions

are successful the bond is restoreds the
activities cease and -the! states of stress ang

distress are alleviated. (Bowlby,1830,42): c

' . . = i

Thus we see that the child is-able to pérceivac vespond tOy

=
Sl - . 5

and exercise control over his or her social®*environment hy”

=

effective non vetrbal means. . Using ¢@ur etholbdicél
terminologys we note that:these 1nfant behavxorS\ ‘are sign
. o & !

' a A\
stimuli and that they act as social releasers. In the:paqes
helow we consider the parental hehavior paiterns released by

. . ' °

these infant behaviors. defininqv what biony Young (1979)

referred to as "a mother's commitment to her baby". 7
[N W =
L o
«
¢ )
= —“'?—:Q_:Gf "

__"Howaver
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.Human_ﬁduii;io:infani-&txaghmant_ﬁehazior

~The pareﬁfal aspect of the attachment relationshio has not
i . )

heen ‘stndied as extensively as infant attachment, -but

~

. .o SR . . L. N :
san1f1can€ contributions to the field have heen made hy

Feael

: o o
Klaus and Xennel (1976). =0

P They define attachment as a "unigque relationship that

= endures through time"s has recognisable "partners', and is

i

ki

relatively stable. thus repeating ¢0mments made by John
Bowlhy. They go en to note that

‘we have taken as indicators of the attachment such

behaviors as fondlings kissing, cuddling and
prolonged gazings behaviors that serve to maintain
contact and to  exhibit affection towards a

particular individgal.‘ (Klaus and Kennels197642)

Relow Diony Young (1972) describes a nﬁmberﬂof vays a
mother may transmit what ‘she calls "hessaqes.'of affection"
to her hahy. They inclhﬂe |

kissinq-rfohﬂlinQv touchings soothinge smilinge
prolonged gazings cuddlings and talking in a high-
pitcher voite.(YOQQq.1979o25) -

>

= ) . & - ! . L -
We may take note of a number of similarities between infant
; : Yy o
G - - : ' .
and adult attachment behavior. Firsts we see that both

f,

infant and adult attachment behaviors are non  verbal.

Second. we see that _both“have a communicative function.

= fpnird, affect or emotionality is a part of both infant and

adult attachment hehavior. * These are ' thred important

channels of communication between ‘infant and caregiver.
: . o ‘ ! .

L
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We may see a  powerful example of —adult. non-verbal

Jaffective bhehavior in the adult resnonse ¢to the infant

smi-le. Eleanor Maccoby (1980) notes that

Adults-find infant smiles highly attractives and
they pay more attention to a smiling infant than a
soher ones. They smile in returns talk to or pick
up the child. (Maccobys1980.51)

Taking ® an ethological perspective. WeHa Thorpe. (1974)

-

comments that- ‘ T ' =
fal baby's smile is one of the most endearing
things about it. It has more than: once bheen
suggested (eqg. Konrad Lorenz), "that the
fascination of the smile to any normal human-
beings.s+.[provides evidence for itl...having been
developed and selected. fors under the intense
"pressure of nomadismy when being left behind must
have been -one of  the ¢greatest dangers ., to
survival.{Thorpe 1978221} _°

We may say ‘that the smile is "“common currency" in the
. a _ :
reciprocal attachment r@latlonshlp. o -

Vocalizatiqn' has an important role in attachment as

" well. - In the previos‘chabter Caroll Izard (1970) commnnf-d

s

on the\infant's expression of emotion by "coning. ahbllnq
and screaming™. This serves as an attentioﬁ—qettinq and
proximity-maintaining device. 1In a compatablp manner Dauxd
Stern (1975) made the following observatlon abont adult to=-
infant vocalization commenting that
Mothers  do extraordinary maneuvers with . their
voices and facial movements when they are with-
their babies...both- mothers and fathers will speak
in a falsetto range and use extreme variations in

pitch and stress which qlve a sina song quality to =
" their voice. - (Sterne+76« inm Klau 2t ales1975)

{3




infant communication. ' o

50

Stern points out that . the a number of facial movements
ac0mpénv thése vocalizationss including exadqgerated and
slower movements of  the evehrowé, raising of:the eyehrowss
and a pattefn of throwing back the head and making 'ooh" and
"aah" soundse.

Izard commented on the tactile dimension of infant

attachment hehavior and Ashley Montagqu (1973) observes its

counterpart in adult behaviors noting that

A basic inqredient of "motharliness" 1is close
‘physical _ o contactesthe
huqqinq.cuddlinavcaressinq-embracinqsrochinq'kissinq
and other stimulations that a motherly ‘mother
gives her child. (Montaqus1978,227) ' :

" o

Summarising, we may see that smilingsy vocalization and

tactility are common common featnres of hoth adelt and

Male_attachment_and_other_ethological considerations

In the last chapters (the section on Pets and Ethological

paradox}s we .examined the relationship hetween infantile

b

morphology and adult behaviof. Higley and Snomi (1968)

nofed that when the childhood 1image is. prominently

displayeds ==the infant is "treated with  ~solicitudes
protection and...tolerence by adults" (p. 155)." Sternglanz

et. al. (1277) described ihisiﬂcoadition as ';social
. 0 ", , i

*immunity"™s noting that _ :

&




the infant may freely invade the personal space of
the most dominant males  without fear of the
repercussions which would come if he or she were
older. (Sternglanze.«1977,108) '

Sternqlahz noted that the presence of an infant has an‘

aqqression-reducinq' Or agqression-inhibiting effect ‘on

"normal" inter-adult male aggression in  primates. A

- comparable hehavior péttern in human males was Trecordsd hy

Donna Britt-Gibson (1983).

She interviewed a former social ‘service worker - in°
Southeast Asia whose parcty was experiencing difficulty

"moving around the country because of road hlocks and rough

treatment from the guardss.. The SituatiOn chanqeﬂ

dramatlcally when an’ 1nfanr 101n9d the quup. As her subiject

»related
we'd take it (the baby} to the road hlocks and
police stations and these sullen chain-smokinq
guard's faces would light up and they'd pass the
kaby around laughing. Guys with machine quns over
their shoulders would quqh over this babhy. (Britt-
Gibsons198543h) ¢

[ } o

7

We note comparatively that hoth orimate and human males
responded to the presence"of an infant with suppressed

aAggTression. Atqu1nq fh010q1ca11y we may say .that the

H_/

ability to inhihit male ‘aqqr9551ve hehavior has survival
a

b

value for the :physicélly dafenseless infant. This

-~

suppressed-agqression response may be A manifestation of

male carequinq‘br attachment hehav10:' antl appears to bhe an

antomatic in each case. : ..

i
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‘nne further efféct of infants on tﬁe behavior of adﬁlts
is to temporarily release them from inhibitiéns they
normally demonstrate when,;nterécfinq with oOther adultsg )
dramatic change can oécuf- as . Sidnev Simon (1976) .reveals
helow . S |
Babies and small children are by nature cute _and
cuddly. They routinely qget held and” fondled...The
most restrained. straight.laceds, and prudish aunt
or uncle will routinely g0 “ape" when given a new
niece or nephew to hold. {Simon+19764+30)
- The convéntionai wisdom. for ﬁany Yyears was-lthat males
“have no significant role in childcaring and do not disolay
anything comparahle to "maternal"‘.careqivinq'behaviors or
feelinqs. Cbntemporary .thinking is very different wi;h a
numher of reseatrchers findinq that male attachment behavior
| is common and normal. for example: Chihncos £ Kail(19871).
Ashley Montagu (1963) declared that

-

There . is gqood evidence that a strong bond of
¢ n attachment 1is capable of being formed bhetween
' - father and child within the first few davys of
1if2. and also of being reinforced by subsequent ’
attentions?to the infant.(Montagu.1368,301)

Montaqu refers extensively to the work of Ross D. Parkes an

axpert in the area of father-child attachment. Ross observed

that in the first few days of life. middle. class fathers

o

were observed to hold their babies twice was much as their

Mot hers. touch Ehe héhy somewhat more. bhut to smile less

than their mothers.’ Parke noted, that_the'breSence of the

{\:ﬁ

.
e
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father had a siqnificant emotional effact on the mother.
Summarising Parke's ohservations. Montaqu (1968) noted that
the fatber‘is_much more involved in his infant and
. Tesponsive than - . our culture has
acknowledged.{andl.that the practice of excluding
the father from early interaction with his infant
merely | reflects and reinforces . a cultural
stereotype. (Montaqu«1968.301)
We conclude that a complete discussion of attachmentlshOuld
include male as well as female caregiving hehavior.

n

Ihe_aﬁnlt_response;xo_threat_or_ioss

‘In his discussion of_the child's ‘reaction to the loss of his

or her attachment ohjects or a to threat to the security of

the relationships John énwlby {1930) comments that bhis .

evokes a "phase of protest and.,.phvsioloqical stress and

emotional .distress" in the child. Bowlby - notes

=

lc0mparativelv.that adults 'qo through a similar period of

c

 emotional disorientation and qrief at the death of a parson

to whom: theyYhave become attached.- The'parentalﬁreaction t0
the rupture“of'an”attachment bonds bhecause of the loss of a

child., can be*ﬁhst és traumatic as the child's reaction to

,the loss of a parent. As Furlong and Hohbins (1982)¢ point
oufu °
o One of the -most: devastating events a family can

experience 1is the, 6 death of a child.(Furlong &
Hobbinss1982+1)

e
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Bowlhy (1980) has iﬁ@ntified four phases in the adult

mourning processs being |

\1. Phase ofﬁnumhinq that usually lasts from a few hours
to‘ a week and may he interrtupted by‘ourtbu;sts of
extremely intense distréss and/or anqers

2. = Phase of yearniﬁq for the lost figure lasting some
months and somotimes for years.

3. Phase of diso#qanization and Adespairs

T Phase of . qreater ot lesser . ﬁeqrée " of
r@orqnnization.(Bowlby;1990.85)

) Bowlbhy ndtes tﬁat the mourning or qrieving procéss may
be normal 6r abnormal deisndinq oﬁ the quality;pf attachment
hetween the‘qfievinq peréo%:and the one lost. Do

"The more secure the attachment has been to the

lost figure the more likely is the bereaved in due,

course to recover from the loss and also to retain

a . comforting sense | of the lost one's

presences.(Bowlhy«1975,305)

Howevers 'BOWIhv:t1975) notes that mourning can take a .
dyéfunctional or patholoaical course when the attachment
has heen insecure or unhealthy for any reasonhs. Or when there
is no one with Qhém the Vberéavgd can express his or her

feelings. He comments that the lack of "someone else to

care for". can lead to disturbances in qrieving- as well.

i
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Attachment_as_a_Life=Span_Progess

Developmental psvcholoqy confines the attachment process to

‘the period of early childhood and the period of .active

parenting or childcaring. This position is challenged by

John Bowlby (1280) who comments as Follows’

Intimate attachments to other human beings are the
hub arocund which a’ person's life revolvess not

only when he .is an infant or a° toddler or a

schoolchilds hut throughout his adolescence and

his years of maturity as welle and on into old

age. From these intimate attachments a person

draws fhis strenght and enijovment of life ands

through what he contributess he qgives strength and

enjoyment to otherse (Bowlby,1980,842) ‘

Bowlby obséfves that the. forms of attachment hehaviof

change over time, and that  vicarious forms of need’

satisfaction assume greater prominence with matutity. Thus a
substitute for the. immediate attachment ohject can Serve as

an effective releaser.. thergbxjs@tisfyinq a deeply felt

nesd. . | ‘ L

“In the first Part ofsthisl chapters; we developed én
élaboraié theoretical and empirical déScription of .the
attachment procegs in the Eontext'of the human infant/parent
relationshipe. This is the analogue of our . comparative

behavioral equation. L : P

N

©

attachments in the form of a comparative arqument. to

'develOp our empirical and theoretical:understanding of the.

p— . .

= Q..

( o
%}“ tha pagess bhelow we apply onrﬂknowledqe of human
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person/pet relationship. This is the primary subject of our

comparative hehavioral equation.

-,
N

attachment_and_the Person/Pet_Relationship

If the nprevious section was a .discussion abhout
interaction and communicatieon hetween conspecifics as Eible-
Eibesfeldt used the term, ;heh in the following pages we

discuss a comparable relationship between symbionts. He

‘take as quidance the following comparative observation by

Alisdair Macdondld (1981). who noted that

the relationship between pet and human shares many.
nf the features that identify important bhonds
hetween:  humans. such as the  mother-child
relationshin-(ﬂacdonald,1981,205)
The implication 1is that the peréon/pet“ relationshio 1is
comparéble to the human infant/parent relationships and 'that

pet attachment hehaviors evoke human attachment responsas.

yacdonald made this remark more or less in passings but

the application of ‘attachment theory .to the person/pet
relationship has been investigated by Victoria Yoith (1981).
In her veterinari nractice Voith encountered many pet

@

animals with hehavioral problems. Moreover: she observed

‘that their owners were strongly bonded to their ‘pets in

spite of their unpredictable or destructive. behavior.

stronqly bonded to them.' To explain this phenoménonv ?ﬁoith

appealéd to the writings of John Bowlby (1969), and framed a-

definition of attachments which'she describes as

o=

i
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an .emotion
individual to keep
frequent communicat
physiological and
former whan the
(Voith+1981,272)

or aff

These concepts will be fa

One.

Voith's argument for
the following premise

If the attachment to
Oor subconsciously on
corresponding: risks
_terms of a
" (Voiths1963,282)
"§n the followipng
comparing her observation
with our previous - discu
-relationship." In this

subject of our comparativ

‘Pet-to-Person_Attachment.

Voith noted that. pet

indicating attachment to:
An animal may £follo
always staying in
(VOithv19819273)
Gerald Durrell

following behavior in the

mother. Accordinq.to Dur

(1956) gives the following account of

i

that causes
proximity or
that results in
responses’ by the
are separated.

ective state
another 'in
iony and

hehavioral
individuals

an
in

miliar from our discussion in Part

_the use 'of attachment is based on

;petcis based, " consciously

a.
a parent child relationship»
might also. be evaluated in

parent-child

el

relationship.

nages we examine her arqumente

s ahout the wnarson/peat relationship
ssion of the human"infant/barent

ways we develop .the the primary

e hehavioral eqnation.

Behavior oo

st

animals have Aifferent ways of

o

their ownerse< For examnle

the house,
as the owner.

W an owner within
the same room

T

F‘\\\‘
hy his

~
ey

doq‘Dodh.mrecently.acquired

rely

}
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she attached herself to MotHer‘wghh the tenacity
of a limpet. never moving more fhan a couple of
. feet at most. If Mother sat down Doda would be at
her feetiif Mother had . to get up and cross the
room for a book or a cigarette. . Doda ~ would
accompany here and then they would return together
and sit down again...She even insisted 1in bheing
‘present when Mother had a bath.{(Durrell,1956,249)

By compqpisonv ﬂary‘hinsworth indicated in the Part One that

“"following" was a definitive attachment behavior in human

deméqsttated‘ the

infants. In additions Dofa clearly

W

"specificity of. attachment® that::iﬁéhn Bowlhv (15875)
. - “\ N . ] B -
discussed in Part One. s E ‘

~Voith qoes on to obsarve that ' Ny o

Y, ‘Dogs.e.engage in all sorts of endearing behavior
¢ such as acting happy when the owner. returnss
. wantinag to he touched by the owners * landl making

. the owner happy with antics. {(Voith.1987.281) °

. : ‘ . - a o o ‘ o
There: are several points here. First, she describes doqgs-as

"acting happy" when their owneps - return ‘and this®, is ...

s . : < ) . s S
comparable to the observation of Marie: Ainsworth that

‘ children engaqe in ‘"viqorous welcoming mGvements" when a

‘ 1 : : e o -
careqiver approaches. Voith -elaborates on° her initial

- Ry

_ohservationﬂby'poinp;hq out that. -

o

[pletsy particularly dogs. sometimes cats and even . | = 77

horses greet a person in a way that is interpreted e
as being qlad to see the verson. (Voith+1981,281) .-
: e : : ' e

‘ _ . P o _ ‘ B : L
A wide range of pet animals exhibit greeting behaviorss and -

they apptgr comparahle to- the‘infant éétions of "liftinqlw

arms" and “clapping hands" in greeting ‘noted by Ainsworth in

N : . : t

Part One.

%

oo,

R
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“Voith observes that,befs exﬁibit a tactilitv*need in
“Cheir "gantinthQ ba touched by the owner". A further
comment * on the tactile needs of vet aniﬁéls

is made by

Ashley Montagu (1958) who not@d the follow1n0
Dogs appear to bhe 1nqat1abl@ in th@lt appetite for
strokingsy cats relish it and purr.apparantly
enjoying the stroking at. least as much as .self
lickings The supreme note of confidence pffered a
.human by a cat is to rub itself agatinst your leqg.
(Montaqu-1978y26) - ‘

" Dogs have well develoned "qtrateqleq" for q011C1t1nq factllh

R

"Cohparable COntact

f ohservatlon'

cqntact from humanss . and Eherhard 'Trumler (1973}'~q;ves~an

example beloﬁz

Binnas my elkhound bitchs
shevhas brought this - request for qtrOkinq tosa
fine arts laying her ears hack so tight that thpy,‘ 5
almost disappear into the thick 'coat of® her neck: ”“
with an adoring gaze she presents one with "a

- 'stroke worthy: head's. ‘looking. :more like a seal

. than a“doge. Binna's nose nudqlnq is simply not to
be denled (Trumler-1°73v10u) T ;

loves being fussed Overs:

:¢epk1nq behav1ors 1n hnman infanf@ were

3

dpscrlbed hy both Alnqworthvand Illlnqworfh 1n the Parf one.

o

From thls‘ 1cal

contact needa_that arp comuarable to thoqe oF human 1nfantQ-

we'may conclud@ that Det'anlmals " have: phv

o

Yy VOlth c0mmenfed thaf pets can be seen "maklna the QWNEer

A

' happy wlth antlcs" y a reference to anlmal Dlay behaV1or. In

thlS reqard Mossent

and Serpell*(1981).fmade the follow1nq

“’J

The dog is reporrpd o show--mote.plav as‘anjadult-
than most oth@r species .of cwild or-tdomeétic
anlmal...Cats espeCLally as kltfenaq 'also"have a~

B : I . . . ' . -

o . S - <

%

s
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reputation ~ for playfnlnéss. _.(Messent and
Serpell,y1981,15) a - :

[

Play 1is one of the{ hehavior patterns,that'tmakes' these

animals souappealing as pets. Below, Eherhard Trumler (1973)
gives an example )
Sascha's greatest jov...is -ratrieving sticks. He o
‘can play this game til he’ droos. Whenever one ‘
comes out of ~the house. he comes galloping . up,
carrying ‘some piece of wodd, sometimes half a tree
- trunks sometimes a. tiny- twigrwhatever he hal} been .
able to find in a. hurry. H2 is always bitterly
. disappointed Cif his invitation - 1is
unansWered. (Trumler,1973,138) . e

B? 'q0mparisoQ -ITllingwonrth has ' déscribed'ﬁ "h1ayinq"§ as

i : T . I R . .
characteristic attachment behavior in the human infant.’

.-lllw .'}:\‘\:-w: o v v ' . - I - @ < : . I v . . )
PR _Continuing ‘the discussion, Desmond Morris (19226) noted
wo B C e : - . ‘ .
::§$tactile?é0mpoﬁeh£”in canine play behaviors observing that

§doqs-solicit attention hy
nudand with the nose and pawinge hy making

downw3rd , swipes  of -a ° foreleq in a beconing
g . gesture...{(Morris.1986,32) *

v e
AN

o Eberhard Trumlec @ (1873) dbntributes fufther to - the

<

discussion of nose nudging ‘with the following observation.

when the cold muzzle 'is thrust against one's hands
© the dog wants something?t he is asking for

' sométhinges.If he wishes to be stroked. the doq

may even succeed .in pushing ' one's hand across his

- . 'head: alternately he will push his head underneath,

° the ® hand.,, first having raised it with his,
nose.{Trumler.1973,103) ¢

Thae child*'s act QE pulling on an adult's gibthinq observed
by Illingworths. or the observation by Ainsworth -of "burving
c A - . . =

- &

e
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face in lah"v are comparable attention seekinq.hehaVinrs in
tha human infante

- Finallys  Voith described these animal behaviors as
vendearing” and expands on her = mesaning by noting that thaése

behaviors evoke ) L

rﬂsponses of affpctlon qlmllar to thoqp tha* accur
hetween neomle- (voith, 10P1'791)

‘This reinforces Alisdair Macdonalﬁfs:ohservation ahout the
- ‘ N\

comparability of the. bond between parents and infants. ani
“ ‘between QWners and their pets.

'Iv’is‘apﬁa:ent Jthat the,animgi heﬁavip:s we havé_heen
. ‘discpssinqiafe noﬁ verbal iﬁ form and we cah. see tﬁatrthév‘
are cdmparible to‘the' actsi‘qf human infant non 'vérha{
cémmunicatidé deéétiheq by aénald.flliﬁqwortb‘inA'Papt nne:;

voith "has noted ‘that pet hehaviors evoke "responses of

3 . B o,

affection” 1in their owners. ~implying that -thev' have

<2

- emotional content as welle. .

Ig

~In Part One; Carnll Tzacd (1979) examined the affoct1ve

dimension 0Of - human 1nfant commun1cat10n and 1d9ntlflod the

- ' B = \\ c

"faciallvisual system" as an 1mportant sourca of non verha]

.

r signals. A comparable obsenvatlon in pet anlm@lS'was_made hy

Messert and Serpell (1981). ° .

"'Both the dog“and cate.. have relatively large
repertoires of visual social signals compared with
many wild species. Facial expressions chanqges in
the position of the body., ears and tail or in th2
direction of the gaze. can express a wide range of
different emotional: states. - (Messent and

- Serpell,1981,14) Y ' :

[

4} ]
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Commanting on non-#erbal facial signallings Voith . (1231)

noted that pets can he thérved "looking- *quilty’ when they

mishehave and 'sad’ when ‘the owner departs"(Voith,1981,281).

‘This usually entails a facial expression alona, with other

elements of hody lanaguanes and Eberhard Trumler (1973) gives

-

an oxample below

Almost every dog T know will give a paw if one has

occasion to sconld Chim soundly. Its effect.
) comhined with the characteristic look of quilt and
devotions is disarming and touchingly -

humana. {Trumlers1972,102)
In Part One we looked at the infant facial signal

éall@d‘the "smile". In the‘selegtion below Desmond dorris

(1986) discusses a  comparable signal in the domestic doag.

o

commenting that

t

©

[This is] the so called play facey an expression
that is the canine equivalent of the [human) smile
and has similar .components...h doa showing a play
Face is " completely © non-agaressives.
(Morrise1986,32) : :

" Different dog hreeds vary in their ability to broduce the

smile and the ‘samoyed .is gpmetimes\called the "smiling dog"®

becanses of this characteristic expression. ¢
‘ _ . .

*We noted in Part One that the infant smile had a

o
o

nowerful emotional and behavioral effect on adﬁltéo_ Belows

Gerald DurelljfﬁGSS) ~‘describes a comparable human reaction

o .

to the canine smiles and demonstrates how skillfully it can

be used in canine—-human communication. ° _ -
o ] . ) o



Rogers in desperation.

would vnlace a large naw on

the gates and then look at me. lifting one side of
his upper lip., displaying his white teeth in a lop

sidad ingratiating grine
into a blur of excitement. This
cardy for he knew I could
rldlculous qun.(Durrell 1956.42)

never

In Part Ones WeH.  Thorpe. (1974) noted that the 1nfanr\is’
almost irresistably atfractive‘to'human adults.
In our discussion of the human infant’s response. to

his stump working itself

was his trump’
resist- his

o

stress or threat.

' This

is

the;

physiological -

John Bowlhy noted that

phase-

of

protest

and

of

acute

stress

and

d1=trosﬂ.

emotional
(Bowlby+1980.,482) ' ¢ )

Gerald Durrell (1956) gqives the following example of canine

behavior in which his mothars's would

. protest ddq Doda

protest belnq d@nled acceqs to her. "profprrpd human'.

el kny attempt to leave her outside the bathroom door
[when Mother was having her hath] resulted in
Doda howling madly and hurling hetself at the door
panels {Durrell,1952,249)

5]

If ptotest is not successful or the qerceived threat is very

Serious: other reactions may may be evoked as Voith
descrihes below

When separated Erom an Owner. it [(the pet] may

howl or engage in @escape behaviors...5ome paets  ° 3

_become very quiets stop eatings. and look dependent’
when _there is a prolonged qpoaratlon from the
owner. (Voiths19281.,273)

Gerald Durrell.(19§6) ‘makes the followina ohservation about

? canine separation behavior. W¥henever . his mother

o

house and Doda cou}d not find het-'

.leftjthel
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sk
{d1noda went 1into mourning and waddled. howling
sortowfullys, round the house, being so overcome
with gqrief that her 1len would coma out of

. Jointe{Durrell,1952,249)

In the discussion thus far. we have encountered many

o

similarities in behavior between infants and oet animals.

Applyina our methad of anaioqical reasonings we fay expect

thaty heing comparahle ‘'stimuli", they would evoke

‘comparable responses in their respective "partners". We

examine this proposal below.

Ee:son:toznet;aztachment_bohauien

our. discussion of bperson/pet attachment began with the

comparative observation that e

the“relationship betweeﬁ pets an humans shares
Cmany” . features: Ofesstthio mother-child
relationship.(Machonald.1981.203)

and this became our working hypothesis.

=4

“In the section ahove we learned that pets and human

infants have similar hehavior patterns. . FEthologically™

speakings  we may Say that they have comparahles value as siqn
P

stimuli or social releasers. Applyiﬁq'ﬂaédonald's compartive

observation as well as Voith's comparative premise. we would

expect pegs and human infants . to elicit comparable patterns

R )

of "parental care and protection”. We examine this prqpbsal*

beTow. .

«
3

A

Rt
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Victoria Voiths citing John Bowlhy (1963). described

Gread

o e e AR AR

the -attachment process as “an emotion or affective state". @

‘This is confirmed by Peter Messent (1225) who noted that

very few people fail to respond in -an emotional
manner to the approach of a friendly pet animal or
the playful antics of a puppy or kitten
(Messent+1983,387) ‘ -

These emotional responses are reflected in - particular

kY
. Do B
patterns of owner hehaviors -

Voith bheagins this aspact of the discussion with the

(4
-y
K

following observation.

RS R LA

People take measures to keep pets close to them.
Pets are often kepot in the houses or taken on
tripse accompanying = OWRQLS wharever they 4o
throughout the day and may sleep with the owner.
{Voith+1981,272) ~
Proximity seeking and tactilitv'ére comparable to the human
icaregiving behaviors we discussed in Part One. Tn' the-
previons chapters. Eberhard Toumler (1973) made a specific

reference® to tactile Tesponses when observing that
.

The *puppy-fat' of the silken coated bpugq is an”™
invitation to cuddling and- the maltese. with his

long soft silky coats 1is also a natural object of -~~~
stroking and cuddling.(Trumler.1973,1174)

. e

These behavio:s'are comparhle to the "kissings and fondling

1

and chddlinq" observed hy Klaus and Kennel (1976} as weli as
the "touchind and soothing" observed hy Diony Young (1979}.

We see that these "maternal' LeSPONsSes are evokqd by hq}h
c f REs . e

~infantile morphology and behaviore. (Sea Eihle-Ribesfeldt's

- .
S

kY

o
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‘discussion of the siqn stimulus at the beainning/ of this

chapter). With these hehaviorss owners may transmit what
pDiony Younq called "messages of affection” to their pets.

Tn the saction ahoves. Yolth and others commented.on the
important role of tactility in the person-pet pelationship-
Ashlev Honéaqu (1959) contributes further to the discussion
Qith the following observation

Tu connection with pets. it is of interest to note

that many individuals whos for - one reason Or

another. experience difficulty in touching others.,

often satisfy their tactile :ineeds with pets.

{Montaagus,1368+277) ' ' " s

Sidney Simnn (1976) dhserved in Part One .that contact

with an infant or young chlld can release '"restraineds

stralight-laced and prudish" 1nd1v1duals from their usunal -

patterns of inhibited behavior. Montagqu ohserves ahove that

contact with pets can have a comparhle effect.

' - e e .
Many authors have  noted _a stronq prohibition agalnst

inter-personal touching in Morth American and UNomthern

o

European societies.  With 'strono needs for conptact but

L~

without a socially apnrd%éd way of expres%inq this need.
what is the outcome? Sidney Simon (1978) responds as follows

have you ever associated the incredible hoom- in
the number of pets in this country with the
national evidepic of skin -hunger we  are
suffering?...Where else hut from a pet can you get
such an endless sunply of nonthreateninges highly f
satisfying pleasure through petting an animal with
q1lky Fur.(glmon.1916 43) e

Q.

2]

=
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relationship with his cate.

&7

B

Voith - noted +that pets engage in - "antics" or wlay

" hehaviors that their owners find "endearing". Below R.D.

Ryder (1973) comments on the range of adult tresponses avoked

by the play behavior of pet animals. He beqgins by observing -

that play can be relaxing but that many forms of adult play

<

The only chance that most adults have of playving
really silly wuninhibited games is either with |
children or with pets. Many grown-ups either 4o

not have children they can play with or are too =

inhibited to do .so. : Playing with the kittens
throwgéq sticks for the doge. houwevers. we can often
forgei’ our problems. (Ryders1973,665}

We 1learned earlier that a pet or infant c¢an release an

otherwise .inhibited social and tactile response in adults.

We now see . that petsq along with infants,

otherwise inhibited set’ of - unstructured

_affective/behavioral, or play responses in adults as well.

“ pesmond Morris (1987) gquoted Michel Montaigne a French

T~uriter of the seventeenth century describing his »play-

3

When I play with.my cat who knows whether she
diverts herself . with me or ‘I with her. Wer
entertain ourselves.with mutual follies.ssand 1€ °T
have my time to begin to resists she also has
hers.(Morriss»1987.59) - :

n

In the Part One we learned that adults. avespeciallv

motherss talk to their infants in a characteristic manper.

" Vvoith has observed the talking bhehavior of owners to their

pets and comments as follows
. ‘

&

"
o

&

tend to be "serious and competitive". He goes on to sav'thnt,

can release an -

SRy
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The person may talk to the pet, often in the same
way as to a dear friend or most likely a child.
The .owners may ask guestions of the pet. without
exprcting an answer-much as one might of a small
child-and might huges or scoop up the pet into
their armse. (Voith.19281.281) :
. Here is another similarity between the behavior of parents
- and pet owWners.

We nse one of Voith's observations to summarise the
Aiscussion thus far. A male owner came to her with a doa
that had a lona history of 'hvpetactivity and destructive
hehaviof. S 2

Wwhen asked why he had kept a dog such as this for

as long as he had, Mre M. answered. as he grinned-

with one arm .circling the dog "Cuz I lov'em"”.

s Whenever the dogq was near. Mre. M. would stroke the
animal. ({(Voith++1981,273) ®

The first thing we may note 1is'the fact that this male
was experiencing and expressing nurturing or caregiving

& ‘ .
fealings. He was externalising emotion. This hehavior is
in certain respects compa:éhle to the nurturing behavior of
‘the border quards descrihed by Britt-Gibson in Part One.
Inhibitions appear t0- -be lowered (Simon«1976)s ‘and a public
.expression of nurturing behavior is” "permitted"™ (Britt-
Gibson+19R5). MR. M. also permitted himself to engage in

intimate publicly observable tonching (Montagu+1368) without
compromising his' "masculinity". 1In additions his sheech
pattern"has points of similarity with the natﬁern of. mother~

to-infant vbcalization described hy Sternc1975-
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Voith commented further that

[hel had born considerable expense and discomfort

rather than ovart with his pet.

When a ‘pet is ifl or 'iﬁﬁured ¥Yoith observes that the

owners expend considerable effort and money to rTeturn the
a ‘

.animal to. health. thereby revealing the ouwner*s depth of

-

feeling and concern. Voith concluded that "= ~ .

. This

and the risks entailed in the relationship were evaluated by .

He- was clearly : attached to his
doq (VOlth-1031v 73} ~

supports her hypotheses that

the attachment to a pet is based...subconsciously:
on a parent child relationship«(Voithe«1981,382)

the owner

when a pet dies.(Voith.19817,272) ¢

1n terms of a pacrent. child
relatlonthp {(Voith«1931, 3%2) ‘

v01th points oUt that

Most owners experience some qrief when ‘Ehpirﬁ;pt
dies and there have been reports Of . nrofound grief

Commenting. on the gqrief feactihn to pet loss, the

veterinarian Bruce Foqle (1981) makes the Following

ohservation

qome deqree of mourning is necoqsary and normal. A
pet  owner' $ reaction to_  the death of his pet
resembles in many respects - the normal griefl

response’ following the death of ca loved one. And
. the normal grief response tc a loved one's death

is well documented.(Foqle.1931.,329)

(4]
fi
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Thélqrieﬁinq process was described Vin datail by John'Bowlby.
é1975)'1n Part 5ne.
Sometimes however, , the qrief reaction does not take a
"normal" coursewaoqie (1981) comments on the "nétholoﬁicél"
form of qrief reactfoﬁ as follows

Tf the emotional investment in the pet is intense.

the death of a pet can create complicated qrief.

in part bhecause of denial of the death  but also

hecanse of the shame in admitting such .a stronag
. non-human attachment.{(Foqle.1331,240)

Comparable observationssy of pathological qrief reactions to
a human deaths, were made above hy John Bowlby (19753}.
We may summarise by again  referring to ohservations

made by Victoria Voith. As she commented '4¢ ‘
Vo
‘Many owners who are attached to a %%t and faced
with the dilemma of senaration wi.a/ say without
coaxing "But T feel toward this animal as thouqbf
s/he was my child".(Yoith+1931,282) =

This. confirms her ' hyvyvothesis . that ‘the person/pat
relationship is evaluated by the owner in terms of .a
parent/infant relationship. On the strenqgth this observation

she is ahle to conglude that " . e
c ) T
The mechanisms of attachment have worked well to
ensure parental .resnponses . and
care.{Voith+1981.282) : o T e

2

[

#
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Chapter _Summary
We héq%n this chaﬁier hy ﬂiscﬁssinq etholoqy q;d -its
relationship to John Rowlhy's formulation of Attachment
theory; In Part One we used this theoretical framework o

descrihe and explain the form and nprocess of the human

infant/parent relationshipe This was " the analogue of our

comparative hehavioral eguation.
Part Two was an extended comparison. We used  our
knowledae of the human parent/infant relationship to

describe and éxplain the person/pet relationships this beina

" our primary subject. We noted ‘many points of similacity.
Infants and pets were comparable in terms of their evocative

' behavidrs and gestures while parents and pet owners were :

comparable' in terms of their:c patterns of nurturing OT
caregiving behaviors. The attachment process Q;s‘éommhn to
each relationship and constituted their_'maﬁor point of
similarity. Therefore we affiem the ptoﬁosal oﬁguictoria
voith (1981) that thé person/pet reiationship ié evaluated
in terms of the pareni/infant relationship. We conclude
that insights Erom"the_latter- may infofm fhe Jempifical.

methodological and theoretical discussion of the former. We

note in  closing that both the parent/infant and the

: ' - . - X ﬂ - .- ‘
person/pet relationashin meet the @ conditions  of the

ethological formula that began the present chapter.

s

b FTERIELA

b A Ao
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This ends the biological pbr;ion\of our discussion. In

the naxt chapter we examine the socio=-psychological

dimension nf the person pet. relationship. we_will “look

d@eper iffito the ohservation by Victoria Voith that .

talk to the net in

[ tlhe person may \ the same way .
AS 0 as.-child.(Voiths1981.,281) -
U ) L} B
“‘[c =
5
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In

o

rPlathnShlp fLOm ‘a h:oloq1cal/ etholnqlcal perqnectlve..

this chapter we.

The Socio-psychological dimension.

the

previous

person/vnet relationship

L

chapters we

2N

',‘;\ -3

consideted

T

the

1pav9 bxoloqy to concentrate
e - R o
psychological dimension of:{hg.person/peﬁ relationship.

also adopt new forms of comnarative arqument.

W

Injhér discussion

of
3

the prev1ouq chapter we recall

This

The person may

way as:

Cvoith.1ga1,

i understandable

B

NN

<§£981)-

to a - deart
281)

person/pet attachment.

When

[ilt has been
to the doas

use verbal
its behavior.

to

they

saying for example:

7.

I've told him over and over
Just -

He

L wWon't

(Yoith+»1981,285)

a. .

u

0
friend

.

-given.

of thei

on the socio-

1

ncrqon to- pet falklnq hehavxor in

“the Eollowlnq ohqervatlon by

&4

Lav

talk to the pet often™

i

or most .likely

our

w0

previous discussion

However sheiwent ons’

(VOlth 19?1!

were not successful

amazing to me how'
discuss® the situation with 1t and try
reasoning to qot the

gl~5)

they wonld complain

do © what
M-
< 73 -

a2

T I'ye

n the same
A Chilﬁ-

of
S .
commenting that

many people 7talk .

dog  to change

- again not

t

.

.(‘.‘

to -her,
o do thats .
0ld  him. - %
: oo
‘3

nerson/pet

"
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Tt woqld appear that the owners believe their peté are ahle
to ‘ﬁhﬁéféiéﬁﬁ'anigﬁjequpd. appropriately tn them.’ They
appear surprised by their - oéEwsrunwilliﬁﬁness to cooparate.
‘This talkinq- hehavior of 'pet owneré ié the focus of our

discussion in ‘the present rhanter-

The_"problem”_of_person=to=pet_talking behavior
al

- The "nrohlem™ : of person-to-pet klnq. hehavior

attracted the attention of Kathy Hirsh- Dasok azd, ;Rebecca

LN
:l!

< Treiman (18B2) ‘who:conﬁucted‘a‘ studv comparing the talking
héhavior 6f:mothers to~infants with'the ralking behévior‘of

« female owners to ﬁdés. The former nattern is knawn in fhe
11té ature as motherese and accnrdlnq fo one author

a

Motherese (as the- adult to-child code has come to

he known) dlfferq frOm adult-addressed speech in 0"

mafy wayse It is qrammatically :simplers better
formaed. more repetitive and hrlefep&..tt contains
more. imperatives and questlons and. fewar

statements.s«Its references are mainly to the here
and .now situation and not to past or future . o
eventseesTt RiD characterised”~ by various .
" phonological differences snch as high pitch and
' exagqerated intonAtions s« (Schaffer and
Collis+297 in Sluckin and Herbert 1984) "
The authorq called. the 1attet.pattern doggerel. {)

"

e Th@y operationally. defined motherese 'in terms of eight

P meaSurable categories. whlle-thelr experlmental strﬁtéqy was

S

e . B '\._‘ ¥, ¢

to observe talking behavior between - a numbgr of women and

o~

" their®pet dogs in a laboratory settina  as well as in the

it . - ) . . ’ Lt - =

‘home environment. - e v

i

T
9

5
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They compared motherese with the talking hehavior of

sthe women to their dogsesand they found that ﬁbqqetel Was

St

comparable to motherese in seven ‘qn{\ of their eight
. - . ~ F\\ . .

»

catéqories, & number of similarities Were also noted
anecdoyﬁlly. 'Attemptinq to exvlain tﬁi similarities -in
patterns thev: discdssed and ithent:féﬁectedl several
explqnations..of motherese/doqgerel bése§> on  theories of
‘Childhdod language acquisition. They conciuded with the
ﬁollowinq comparative hypothesis.

[d0ogS] ses share with ‘children one central
characteristice. Social responsivenesss..seems

- sufficient to elicit the” basis of motherese.
Perhaps this packaging is the linauistic means for
the promotion of reciproclty. We propose that
.mOtherese " is - triggered by the social
responsiveness of the listener. be it child or
dog. (lesh Pasek & Trelman'198?,236 -7Y

[

11

nimber of wWays. sWe hegin one interpretation by attending to

the authors' comment that:

The finding that talk to dogs and talk to children =
share so maﬁy properties forces us to ask why the
properties of motherese (well formedness, high
pitch etc.) emerqe - especially in this context.
{Hirsh- Pasek £ Tre1man.19q2v23u)

‘They take note- zof a relatlonéhip : betweon the

characteristics 'df motherese/doggerel and tﬁ? c0ntoxr :

i 9 o o S . :
asking what .are  the ° conditions under- . which |,

i '

iE

_motherese/doqqerel is evoked, and what response méchanism is

lnvolved?'

Ty

E
#
[

3

-0

[\

Their term social respon51veness can be interpreted a.

i
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Thera is a clue in their comment that:

Perhaps the short sentencos with this intonational
_packaqginqg arise  from our desire to interacte.

- Perhaps this packaaing {the " particular

" characteristics of motheresel 1is the linguistic
means for the promotion of recipnrocity. (Hirsh-
Pasek L Treimans1922,236) —

There are two factors here. One is the lingitistic packaging
or the form of the vocalization patterns collectively

identified as motherese/doggerel. The other is the purpose

hl

0f these vocalizationsswhich they describe as the promotion

“of reciprocity. We begin with the latter.- )
Hirsh-Pasek and Trieman . . propose | that

notheresese/doggerel is the  "lingunisitic means for the

promotion of reciprocity". Wae may tecall that from the

previous chapter's discussion ' that Diony Young (1979)

emphasised the siqnificance of  "a - reciprocal pattern of
responses...between parent and baby" in the attachment
. relationship. Arquing analogically. ‘'we may infer that the

reciprocal attachment process is involved. -

We can relate their comments abont linguistic packaqging
to attachmgnt as well. From the previous chapter we may
recall the observation by David Stern that

Mothers do extraordinary maneuvers with theic .
voicesss.both mothers and fathers will speak 1in a
falsf_ﬁo range and us@ extreme variations in pitch.
and “'stress to give a sing song "quality to the

° vpice..-Vowel duration is elongated to aive "oohs"
And "aahs". (Stern+75.in Klaus et. .al.»1375)

o

!

I‘;‘
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This account conforms well with the definition of
"notherese" given ahove. In that case we may infer that,

motheresa is the name of the vocaiization nattern
- 3
characteristic of mother—-to-infant attachment hehavior as

described by Stern (1975). Thus we may conclude that

motherese is an indicator of maternal attachmeft behavior.

®

Hirsh-Pasek and Treiman made the additional observation

o

that

motherese is triggered - by  the social
responsiveness of the 1listener be -1t child or
dog.{lirsh-Pasek & Treiman+1982,.23¢)

o r e s Idasd NG am At M B lismam e baie b rieny e

" -The implication is that child or dog social responsiveness

is a stimuluss. and that motherese 1s A response. 1f

E S A B A Bk L

o

motherese/doggerel is . the .vocal form of a parental

attachment responses anid sacial responsiveness triggers this

Oy e TS,

response; then “applying our stinition of attachment from

4 ‘ the previous " chapter social responsiveness must he the

equivalent of the infant or pet attachment behavioigthat we

discusseﬁ in the previous ghapter. Applying our ethological

' : N R -

formulas - we may see that infant or sycanine social
5 : [= )

responsiveness is a social siqgn stimulus that elicits .a

0y

¢ - s ’ ’ ’ :
= specific, maternal attachment . response in g the fogm_:of

WP FE 2 By I MY U T Tk P L o e Ot

motherese. It would appear that attachment theory is

v

E sufficientfto explain the origin offmotherese/doqqere]}' -

3

o
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Howevers we may recall that Victoria Vgith identified

person-tn-pat conversation behavinr as exceptionals and

presumahly bevond the explanatorv ranqge of attachment theofy

as she perceived 1it. Hirsh-Pasek. and Treiman noted ‘an

excentional quality in their findings as well. Indeed they

began the discussion of their findings with the observation

that:

Dogs do not talk and we cannot ‘reasonably expect
tham to talk. (HYirsh-Pasek & Treiman,1392,234)

In that case how o we 2valuate the claim of pet owners that

they have conversatibgs'yith their pets?

O

First we discuss the reasons why dogs-do not talk.  One

is anatomicala They do not talk (speak a human lanquage)

because they have neither the anatomical not @ the
- _ [ ) B

netrological capacity to do s0. In addition. _ Eherhard

Trumler {1973) points out that

The dog does not 'underétandz‘ the full meaning of
‘our words of command he merely relates their

' . sound to what he has heard.(Trumler.1973,143)

-

Lindesmith et 51. (1975) examine Trumler's

[

koo . T, . o
~obserpvation 1in greater depths commentina as follows

0 . 0 o
N LAlthouqh it is often held that dogs and other
animals "comprehend®™ things said to thems. the
standard of comprehension is not the same as that
applied to human beings...The child 1is subjected
to another and more crucial test?  he or she must
be ahle to use the words correctlys not just oncé
'or twices but in a, wide variety of situations and
in various combinations...[We should]l not be
confused by the fact that lower animals. - such as
" the dogs - seem’ able to respond to  verbal

Pal

Y}



cuessee.schildren  show _a  similar  subverbal
. comprehension hefore they have learned to speak.
{(Lindesmith et. ale..1375,740)

‘We learned in the previous chapter that hoth human infants
and pet animals are able to communicate effectively by non-
verbal means. However they do not have the ability to soneak

and understand adult verhal lanauaae. Neverthelesss parents

do talk to their preverbal children, and owners do talk to
their petse and they  do insist that tkev . are
"communicating. C

Lindesmith et al. (1975) have demnnstrated‘that tﬁere

" is no objective wayfof_racconntinq for this phenomenon: buf
perhaps there is a subﬁ@%tiveA one. éelow we consider
'subﬁectiv;ty in the foﬁa of the .nsvcholoqical DT OCESSs QE

- projection.
Infantss Petss and_ Projection
Texthooks of abnormal  psycholoqy typically associate

projection with Siqmuﬂd Freud. Tt was Freud who Aefined

which a persoﬂ attaches his or her own negative feelings or

‘fears = about self ‘onto other , persons " or

obﬁects-(Bootzin.1980'35~7).._ But this is -only one side of.

N

the coin. A bhalanced and more positive presentation of the

£

e concept: may be found in Abt qand Beilacl (1950)1 .fwhere

projection is described as:

a
[

‘ . : R
projection as a defense mechanism, a disordered process 1in

R



laln active process s.s Of transforming the world

) nf situatinsns and people into forms. meanings and

524 values which .the individual has learned
selectively to perceive. hy imoosing upon them Or
investing them with +he meaninas they have for
himseeit is a recognition of hOW eea the human
organism learns selectively to perceive and
respond to the suvironing world or avents as they
appear to him or as he feels toward them (Abt &
rellaky 1950 viis viii)

~ ) . . . L
From this perspect%&&; projection is a DrOCeSS hy which

A4 person assians personal value OT significance to ohjects

- ¢

or events in ordinary lif&'é~imhuiﬁq them with particulars

and _ perhaps jdiosvynecratic meanings in - sum a normal
T . . C‘

psychological PpPrOCesS. For example. &

=

considering  the likely: moves'of his or her opponent: and

chess plaver

constructing different scenarios hased on these assumptions.
is projecting. A playwringht oOT cartoonist is continnally
constructing characters and defining their motivas.

attitudes and hehaviorse

P @

-

<

We hear‘that they put themselves

oy

into-theif’work. This 1s proﬁectioh as welle - a0
. - - | - .

"

- Projection can serve. as.a problem-solving or sense-

making strateqys a way af dealing with uncertaintys ‘Rdwin
[} . RS

rgﬂ.

Wagner (1983) comments that there is _ - . B
a natural inclination to resort 1O habitual or
modale ' reactions  in situations ~ which lack
specificity. There is nothing magical about this
tandency and. the same phenomenon can be observed
in other ambiquous situvations. e.q. when strangers:
meet at a party. _ Such reactions. are antomatic and
an individual is generally unaware of his behavior .
~unless he introspectsS. Similarlvs, it is in this
sense that a testee unwittingly projects on to an,
~inkblote. (Wagner.1983.1251-52). o

- .
It E .. -

r
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&
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_prohlem of talking behavior -and conversation in the

s o]
-

The inkblot is a familar symbol in psvcholoay. a

stimulus in the the Rorschack Projective test. felow

Chandler Washburne (1371)° discusses . the rationale of"

projective testing.

A common use- of projgction in psvychology is
projective tests, which are generally concernad
with what the individual projects from his .own
personality into a purposefully vaque unstructured
situation. Pro3jection is thus seen as something
relatively free of outside stimuli: and dependent
upon the nature of the individual personality. Tt
is seen as a process which all normal individuals
engage 1ings however wWwith varving projection
depending on the individual. “(Washhurne,» 3).!

fr
!

Infants;_Eets_and :he_Erohlom pf_Uncertainty S
Uncertalnty is a character1qt1c of the Hirsh-Pasek and

Treiman study because the pet owners could ™ not confirm

il

objectively that‘their partneré "nnderstood”" them. Tn that

"case how do they infer the social responsiveness of their

N
ggts? Belows we apply the theory of projection to the

pqrgnt7fnfant_dnd paerson/pet® relationshins. | RS

-

1 Robert Allen (1950) discusses the techniques, materials

and rationale  of “pr01ect1ve testing As follows:

"Projective *Pchnlqueq ees .are any form of test materials .

which being 'unstructured'.x or 'mlnlmallv structured*' are

. organisead by the 1nd1u1dual in such a way as reveals the

dynamlcs of personality. . An inkblot. for examples is-a’
‘ chance .forms hence it is said to he unstructured. A dim
picture 1is "relatively" -unstructureds  Clay. finger

paintss and other materials ' also constitute projective-

~techniquess The subject interprets. or .uses these things
.in such “.a way  as to reveal various = aspects oOf
personality". (All@n-1930,J36 7)- : :

a
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Yenneth Kaye (19220) investigated certain patterns in

mother~to-infant talking bhehavior and discovered a number of
consistent tlemas. - For examolevﬁ\
. , : .

mothers would ask their
habies -if thigy loved their parents. or if they were smarte

nOr why they would not talk. Xaye was impressed with the fact

that the mothers wére makinag- Judgements ahout their infants

‘hut without the henefit of any objectiveievidence upon which

to base the these AJudgements of infant - “love", or

~"intelliqence”. Tn this study. which he called The_infant_as

projectiye_stimulns. he commented that

the mothers were in' a sense confronted with .a
projective test, fFor though the explicit
instructions were "try and get the baby's
attention and bplay  with him as vyou normally
wouldtes the implicit instructions were "look at
the haby and and say something", the kind of
instructions one would give to a subject with a
Rocrschach or TAT card. (Kaye.1980.732) ;

The Rorschach and TAT or Thematic Apperception Test are
- ‘ . n o . :
widely us=sed 1in ﬁsycholoq1ca1 T testinge. The Rorschach
consists of the well Xnown inkblots, while the TAT is a
mathod of story tellfnq in resnonse to a series of
semi structured pictures. These themes are the
events forming the basis of inferences reqgarding
the individual's thought content or regnant
prenoccupation and modes of dealing with the
problems of life. (Allen+1950.160). . .
In each case the subject is handed a card héq;inq the

stimulus. The Rorschach contains thgf inkblot while the TAT

a

card depicts an ambiquous personal or social situation. The

2
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task for the subject in a projective test is to make sense

of the situation by applying apperception. that is to arrive
at

the awareness of the meaning and significance of ~
an object or idea or perception bv relating it to
an already-existing hody of Ynowledge and
exparience. (Goldensons1982,56) -

'If the stimulus has .no obvious sﬁfucture'as for example
an inkblots or bears'an‘ambiquOus hessaqe like:the TAIv then
the subﬁect;cannot‘ arrive at the "meanian ‘Of the stimulus
by inferences .based on obéefvation alone. In Kave's

sopinions the infant presents a similar kind of "ambiquous"

[

‘or "unstructured" situation. In that case. in the absence of

observable datas ~ the mothers .must have arrived at ‘their

wunderstanding”.of their infants by falling back on what

Wagner (1983) called “habitual or _ modal rTesponses".
. T . N Ld
consisting of: & .

what the individnal projects from his or her own
personality Tland . which is] relatively free of

y outside stimuli - and dependent upon the nature of

\

the individual personality.(Washbhurne,1971.3)

He concludes that the mothers' judgements are projections,
o : =

G

the content besing  their own fealingse values  and

gxpectations. ¥aye admits Being skeptical of the validity

of projective testing. but acknowleges that: )
here  we have found at 1least the empirical
reliability .of . certain features: of mother's
-~ projectiVe " behaviory¥'in * an  everyday 'situation.s S
- (Kaye+1980+736) , = : S

ks)
"
s}
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A comparable study was conducted by Wayne Hogan (1980%
investigating the "attribution of human traits tO non-
humans™. He wanted +to see what kinds of responses were
avoked hy particular animal-spacies and how male amd female
response patterns compared. Also he wanted to see
if the attribution of human traits to non humans
is affected by such person-percention dymanics as
aunthoritarianism.and the individual's capacity for
experiencing a wide range of . human emotions.
{Hngan+1980,161)
The subjects were given tests of emotionality and

anthoritarianism "and then instructed to assign 10 Thuman

traits to 36 infra-human animalse. They answered on a

‘Lichert-type scale where 10 represented "organism ' does not

experience the fea@ling” - 'and 50 renresented "“organism
. . < : . & I3

prohably experiences thiéffeelihq a .qreat deal. The human ' ¥

traits were "fear, anqer; love';sgipéihy, humorTs compassions .
hapbiﬁeSSo vanity, €adness anad nain".(ﬂbqan,1980.162)'
Persons with high emntionaﬂitv scores also rated high
as "attributors". Persons with high authoritarianism scores
revealed '1owlemotionality and rated low as "attributors”

<

hence.
o

‘huggnistic traits [were) attributeﬂ to non-humans

more by persons maximally rather than minimally . ¢ ,
senbitis%ﬁ to human feelings. (Hogan+1980,162) ‘s
'Hogan also ‘found® that:- - = o ' ' &

W

The expectatidn thét women “would proﬁect more - -
human traits than -men 'was aenerally confirmed. ' L :
'(Hﬁaan;1980.152). . L S Cf??

[3.’
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. .readily,thus were not "sensitised to human . feelings", and -

~
[

o

This comment has a number of implicationse.

Hogan used the word proijection to describe  the
attribution behavior of his subiects. Apparently
attribution and projection are SYnONymous terms. Tn that

cases w2 may analyse Hogan's results in terms of pioﬁective
theory.

We may say that.the‘hidhér 3c6res 0f women as compared
to men fevealﬂcharactéristic diffferences in ﬂhﬁhitual ot
modal patterns:OE response'" (Wagner 1983). Persons‘ with

authoritarian. characteristics did- not express emntion

this is reflected in their recorded low rate of projection.

The animals receiving the highest attribution or

‘projection scores were the chimps  doge horse and parakeets -

A1l these have strong emotional associations with humans as

Ry

Pcombanions" Or-pets. From this we may conclude that pets

are stronqg elicitors offproﬁective TESPONSES. ‘We leacned
3 ) o : C
from f%?t%{1980) that infants have this attribute as well.
Y . ol .

i+ "

Now arquing analogically or &ompﬁrativelys we -invoke the-

following formula

‘Two things resemble sach other in some resp@gx}:jh

certain proposition is true. of one: Therefore 1t

is true of the other.(Shaw and Ashley;1982,119) '
and we apply it as follows.

&

K]
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social responsiveness.

. ) o T
InFantq and pet animals roqpmhle Pach oth@r in that thev
hoth elicit nroqmrtlvp TRSPONSES in aduqu. Vayp (1980)
identified the 1nfant as a pr01ect1ve stlmulus. Rpplylnc
analoqical reasoning ge may 1nFer‘that pets can seryve as
projective stimuli as well. In that gase{.ﬁe may expéct
infants and ﬁets to 'eyicit comparahle ‘projective
responses. : |

o . ‘.

The .conditiens in the Hirsh-Pasak and Tréiman study

-F.

thaf they all Had a deqree of uncertainty. leegzmgyls
’ > &\\:.,_' e . B
premise we may agqg? that the .-doggerel sresponse they

documented. wass in pacts a projected. response. We inay say

that it was induced by a dog. acting.  as ‘4 pro3jective

o

children one central characteristic", " heing their perceived

-

[\

From_an_ IHIIQ QS!Cth-LQ_QB lDLPIQEESQDﬁl__IQ 88

o

Thu far we hav@ considered’ prowectlon as an intra~ DSVCth

3pr0¢e55g occurring more Or less wiqhinE;he~-exper1ence of

proqectlon in the contett of soc1a1 1nt9ractlon.-
P

Ralph Turner (1970) a q0c1010qlst of the famlly noted

a _recurrent theme -ln parent 1nfant- 1nteract10ns ¢
the ~parent’ acting: toward the -infant. with the -

- ptlnc1ple o aim - of - “evoking 7 . a
g rosponse (Turnerq19709378) c e '

' qlnqle inﬂividualq. *In the 5paqes below ~we consider:

)

Ps
.".‘
e

" . : = -":" .
ere comparable to those in the studies mentloned above 1n*-

~stumnlus. TIn that case, Wwe DIOPOSE that .'"dogs Sﬁare with

=Y

T
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; . When partents - did sncceeded in attracting the child's P
{ _ i . ‘ .
; attentiony either to themselves or to.an ohject they were
: Il X ' ) .
i - . holdings they would glow with satisfaction. The infant's .
; N o o _
: acknowledgmegt is clearly sought and expected jsand serves as
- B! e . ) .
: . . . 2
) strong parental reward. - N ¢
§ In addition - to anfgmotive aspect the parental aqgenda
i ' . - - o~ -
3 has a powerful anticipatory component as Turner ' reveals 1in
‘ hisécommént.that-parents =
: interpret infant gestures in terms of a _more. < S
advanced stage of development ‘than the infant has T Lo
s reached«(Turners1970.378) ' s S N B
g As an example of this anticipatory sense-making activity. het . .
3 . ' ; ' ' ' ; £
3 . i . . . oo ' R . : I . ;
i cites a case in which - : ' T .
3 7 : ) ’ . . : .. G . . o ¢
g {al reflex mouwth motion:hecomes a smile a hard
i vocalization becomes "daddy" [and] complex desires
- rand  satisfactions are inferred from infant :
5 .c behavior.{Turner»1970,379) = = ST s ¢ i
%W}j ) . A comparable example is provides by thecétholoqut w;H-. o C_c ;
%; Thorpes, who comments on the parengalﬁresnonse'to an infant's  j¢;- S f
g‘« smile in the Ffirst few weeks of life. o G
. While it is hard to say exactly what..ohas - B
g = occurreds © the effect on the mothery or on the ] ;
k] ‘baby's companion is  c¢clgar-they will probably o
3. remack,"Now he can:.see me"s -or MNow he is fun to "2 "
% | Cplay with".(Thorpes19784,222) « . ¢ C - 3
g . o « . . . _ . o | +:
% S A-similar process may be‘bbse:ved-in'?beoples' interactions ¢ e
%' . o with pets.t . L e e T
50 B B T T e T e T i
8 o What: is the basis of - these parental inferences that qo: - o
- . beyond .the - range of availahle'data?f_ Th%re‘-is a  clue-in - . :
X L:;' ey al

;1‘;5.
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b

o " _Turner's’ referenceJ to M"recurrcent ¢ themes“ in. arental'
. , P
. - . o Lur i R 4] . N .

tespoﬁseSy a remark that is comnarable to obfervatlonq waﬁe
by Ké?e'(1980)' conce:nlnq_maternaL projectlge 9n:e maklan

‘behaviore. . - o . 0 U e

Commeﬁtiﬁq . on’ ambiquity =~ or’ uncertalnty as.. a’

characterlstlc--of soc1a1 _1nteract10nv_ Chandler wa%hhnrne‘ 

i

noted that ‘as a qoc1a1 'sxtuatlon becomes pr0qresq1v01v more;

‘“cf"unstructured" ther s_ 1kely ‘to, be a narallel 1ncreaqe 1n",£v"”
& o , R o

(!- .-

7?_ pro1ect1ve act1v1ty.

‘ Thq: asqumptlon [iq made! by a' person . without™

Lo '"adequate supportxve evldence-~ that - others ate-as . =~ . L

e T he ise. “In the: absenoe “of know1nq much- about the. . L o
B . othery. . there is: 11*tle elqe Lthat. one ‘can; .do.ﬁr‘f‘l S
'“(washhurney 5)., R B AT

g prplvlnq Hashburne s 1nterpretat10n,f-weﬁ can say thitﬁthéx .
[~ [ Y o
'fparents are maklnq qense QE an: uncertaln or amhlquous 50c1al~f*g‘ﬂf

EX /R
e

A

=
=

‘.51tuatlon by maklnqtattrlhutlons or: p501ectlons of th@lr ownﬂ,f

@feellnqu attaqtuder prlorltles and expocratlon and UQLHQb
';these to construct thelr perceptlon of th?lt chlld's Enture..jQ

x.v' ‘;- e

The same Pattern of reasonlnq could he;‘applled tOKthPL ‘5“

_:,factlons of a pet owner in maklnq qense of hiq‘ or.het-pet?sf~

?fexpt9551on5q Fvocallzatlonq ot mouementq.‘ Pet ownerq appearl<¥-.m:

'E-

l 9to have an antlrlpatory componpnt 1n thelr acenﬂa as“wellvf

i

F'because they 1nterpt¢t thelr anlmalq'* actlonqmln‘i"humanﬁ

t@rms.‘*[ﬂe*considerrjth;s*;n

\qreaterf o

'?rather thanff"an;mal"'
: canimad
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"From_ Lhe_EEsxthnglcalt_;Q the-ﬂSQCLal"

Up to this- p01nt"ﬁe have  heen Using -h;inly‘
psycholoqical; téfminoioqv ~and theofy' td investiqate the;
pareﬁt/infant and the person(pef _relétiénship.~_ Héwevér‘
SQC1oloqy has- made  valuable contrlbutlonS"ss . ws}iL”'
Ethnom@thodoloqﬁ Wlth its empha51s. on spnse maklnq sct1V1ty 

has artlculated the 1nterpret1ve process called the etcetera'

pr1nc1ple-' Georq@ thzer (1083) explalns 1t as Follow5'*"
A1l sxtuatlons 1nvolvp 1nc0mnlete' aspects ~that’
‘must bhe filled 1n by the part1C1nants ene Desniteﬂ

“*_bplnq conft0nt9d - Wwith. amblqulty ‘we carrv on our

- social lifei In a q1ven ‘situation we’ allow,-“
‘unclear. 1nf0rmaf1on ‘to pass.on. the assumptlon ‘that
it will’ he clarified ‘later on.'” - As: the “action =

”proceedsq ‘wae saeek 1nfhrmatlon within the c0ntext 2
~that-allows us to clarify and grasp what happened‘ll'
If we stopped to question. ambiquityy little social = .

- 1life would take places  We: must ‘all-practice the - fr”?'

‘etcetera . principle - if. social - life 'is to - he v
possxble. -(Ritzer.1983.227).‘ EE R T U

”{thzer appears to. say that we '"defer" our 1udqement 1ns”

unc@rfaln sltuatlons untll we come upon the'

and that uéi Wlll c0me upon it due course”

Can

amblqulty .twashburne

backa

'V_jcase- '

:lnformatlon we[:-‘”:
;n@edrto-iﬁake sen e in a partlculat 51tuatlbn- s uﬁe%;s
® that the neededﬁinformatlon lS "out“there" ‘iand avallableo;f
::Hes~does_no£;sﬁh

”.seemiftdﬁaddress tho problem\ of"p9251stent or ”unresolved[fi?ff?

:PéE§QDZP9t?

élafionshlp-

N

R
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In 1973. Pollner and McDonald wlkler conducted a qtuﬂy of

: , , : Ry
family' interactlnq.elaboratel%l-and '"meanlanully"'WLth ‘a -
E‘ five year old daughter rllnlcallv dlaqnosed as’ p:ofoundlv,,_"lﬁ*'g_.ﬁg
: ‘ "irefarded;, Their studvq whoqe tltl@ 1n part was "The 9Qc1alj

‘u~ Constructlon of Unreallty" was; a conqtructlonlst analyqlq“~g:f,wf:¥”

-

e AR, «based on the theorv of Peter Berqer-e_authog ;Oﬁ‘The;SQc;alfﬁﬁrffe‘f

:\."

-7 cons rugf1nn nf Realltv-, .fﬁ*e ‘f- fﬁf*jn‘:e*ff i:~,”7f} T;Hf{“

‘t‘..‘

‘ "%ne authorq"were 1mpreqseﬁ wlth thlq famlly [ ahllltY
R ¢

o

ATRDT R Er o

to attrlbute meanlnq to the actlone of thelr dauqhter. and

50 R "ﬂ : (to} descrlbe whatevcr the chlld is d01nq af a-”' , IR R
TR . partlcular moment-as though it.were .an 1ntent10na1 R B
wgﬂ project . of the chlld. : (Pollner -and NcDona]d—' S
Wlkler91985'252) -mae‘,,.' . -"‘ SRR _ﬁﬁ_“‘

Raxph Turner (1970) made a comparahle ohqervatlon 1n nntlnq

A2

that."a reflex mouth moremont becom@s a smlle..._.f[ Tn cach

case there 15 a stronq <ant1c1patorv element leaﬁlnq “_f"jf,i"”

. A B .
r. . - . Lo

-'ﬂf attrlbutlon of 1ntent10n f 7:*ﬁ{fﬁfﬁj-.i,j A e 'ﬁ-@ [j_jjn'

TSR TS e R PO s

iﬁijﬁe-‘authore descrlbed the behav10r pattrrnq of thlq

4

i famlly ae "folle a famllle“ a form' of rollertlve delusmonpf:fff

Attemptlnq to remaln descrlptlvelv neutralv they note that

R IR R

T

hlqh level of sklllv'_knowledqe and v1qllence ate neceeqarv

7 A

,_to estahllsh and malntaln thlq partlcular "d@flnltlon nf the

51tuat10n" as the orthodox famlly bellef qystem-LWurthermore 'L‘

they p01nt out that

‘{jﬁthere is. heurletlc valne~-1n underscorlnq ‘the fact
. that. these qroups deveélop. meanlanul wopldq thats’
*“llke all such svmbollc ‘ conefructqvg: must be




-a

[}

_other *datg—qatherrnq ‘technigques . in order, to 'afford__

_a comparatlve ohqervaflonv r@“\tded ln a Eootnotey made moté&fl_‘”"
"or loqq in pa551nq.' Ref@trlhﬂl)

 mothu1ouq1y documentedv they comment as follows

LAQgiylnq' analoqlcal reasonlnq, . w% may ‘lnfer that  hé; f, jé#%;%§:
‘Qﬂob ervatlonqi thev maﬂev J as well _as‘ thp cateanles. thev.-‘ B -
 deF1ne in- thelr qtudy oF thls EamllV/Chlld lnte..éﬁién;w;mayi 3a :
fho appl¢ed to thp qtudv of p@rson/pet relatlonsb%pg. “‘Bplow.-

'fwo look at the sense maklnq practlces.thev documentedv whlch
'perqon s mouth' and exnlalnlnq 1n the "hr1qht" dlrectlon.

';:consenqually predeflned or prestructured. so that all oE»the

-

91

nourished and protarted throuqh specific acts of - R

reasonings  speaking ° and = acting. (Pollner and ’
McDonald W1k19591985125°) : ' _—

) . . 7 . = -

The authors used v1deotapec' part1c1pant obqervatlon and

g

themselv@s. - o . ' o oL :

(al close P/amlnatlon of the artfuly minutees  and e
continuous work through which ' “what - might. be . -7 o

- characterised as "myth". - "diQtortion"yj- or . e T e
~"delusion" from out51de the family is rendered a = - s
.reality for those ‘the anSldP (Pollner “and

- McDonald Wlkler,1985v232) Ij;"' . o

-There;are--no-dlrect tpferences in ‘this paper. to the . . . o 0

pétSOn/pet rélationshin. g':wo include 1t‘on the'sttehqthfof' T

(7

LA o

to: the nractlceq the authors

5y number of colloaques have suqqestpd that 51m11ar_ff
practlces ~are found.- in interactions with- pets. ?”f
(Pollner and McDonald wlklerg1975,7339f00tn0ta) -

=

lncluﬂe framlnq-; semantlc credltlnq¢ l puttlnq words 1nto a

o In Framlnq.._h partlcular : soc1al 51tuat10n 3 isg;;

f.

RREI N

Syt
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» daughter's actions could be . 'definejd -as meaninqful or

S0

e . purposeful. For examples = when the family was "playiﬁq

ball™, c'ﬂarY'S- Obﬁéctiyel# nncoodinated actions .- were . -

variously“interpteted as "catching the ball"™., “not catching -~ »°

Il

the ball"s .or- "dropplnq ‘.thel bal1Wg o Mary's obser#edg
Y ‘unreSponsiveneSSI was 1nt9rpret@d as l:‘ncjt"'_plla\ri-nq"'v rhe
ed N &

P \\‘

CioE .result of dlSlnterest or boredom- The frame waq consttucted

.. 80 as -to deflne and maxntaln a'"contett of plau51b111tv" :Ih*f”j A

;_tnls way,:; all of Mary s acrlonsi couldee‘ 1nte:pretg§:as
g '_'_1ntent10nal--:, ‘\ ._ \ | o .

e In POStSCtlptlﬂQvt hﬂ Eam11§ ;Ltrlbuted qlqnlfic;nce tﬁi.",; ;1K
: QMary S behav1or "after 'tﬁe_ Eacf"%a;'nractlce the ‘anthorq

o

1

' - descrlbed as commandlnq the - already done. Practlclnq qroat‘ -'

.’3‘

' ?EflneSSe.w'the famlly members wete ahle "1nterc9pr" an act;on[‘

proqrpsq and}.then.xframe: iﬁ}.; rhus ‘maklnq,‘suktable

fattrlbl?lonqj_of ﬁiﬁtention,‘H~.as > thejiactlon 'wés h01nq 
.‘”1 c0mpleted- K pr?-ewamplpv Hary would_ beqln fo 51nk ”thé'
'fﬁff” f1oor»",and the father would say‘"Mary von 1usr 110 down"

.; :ythus framlnq the chlld s - th@rwlse unqtructured hehaV1oru

-

T Alternately,iff;  T ..' ;p SR . e g,

‘f* bY : 1scern1ng ~a .pattern S or dpvelOpmental

' jﬂp0551b111tv ‘in'Mary's @ behavior. the successful.
l;postscrlptor ‘could: ‘1nteqrate ‘his- "or her -actions .

S with oo Mary's..to achleve ~.the appearance .of .

'i}fcoodlnated 1nterartlonal act1v1ty (Polln@t and .f3 R

””*gMcDonald lelero]985 2&6) TR L

T . o

. )

S . o S

L [P U

oy T e
o '
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Another = practice was puppeteerings in which =~ family

nmemhers went- “heyond verbal interventionr to actually

manipulate Mary's 1afqely'uﬁre5ponéive body into”purposefnl

looking poqtures and 'patfernv. ‘_,This manipdlatiqnf was -

:accompanied hy framlnq thP c0mmentarv "1mp1y1nq that Mary

=~
o

was ,perFOtminq as an _ autonomous and responsive

2}

aqpnt".(Pollner and ﬁcDonald leletq19819 ﬂ5).' In realitys

&

3rh9y treatﬁﬁ Hary mxactly llkp a. marlonette-

Semantlc Credltlnq : Marv 5 made p:edicﬁabié' motor

“reronses fo‘ man? environmental: stlmull*such,'as a  sudden
. : ! o .

Y
§

".1oud_n015eo . a. person ceaching out’ to'hersy -~ Or-a person’
-walking away from hers - . NO ‘purposive content could  be
S T T - S I R
ﬂiSC@tﬁEd in them.* However the family persisted in making,

L

Py

'fcomplet attrlbutlonq‘ of 1ntent10n~ or IcoMnetence- while

I

strateqy-“~ .

Lol

Puttlnq :words in Harv s Mouth' ThlS 'waq the "mOSt'._

drgmatlc and enlqmaflc ptartlce hy whlch "the famlly creatﬁd'

¢ E O

'§le1@to1°8502u8)- “ Marv vocal DtOduCthnS were" llmltod to*

e : B

hahblcq-. qurqleSv and monosvllables.\ and the Eamlly would j

L+

o

oM

Z;Enqllsh'”:'?T;f:f“_fﬂ;ﬁia;“ T'

ﬁfdcqcrlhlnq OF r@qundlnq to rhem. aqaln applylnq the framlnq"“

Gy

- ' 9 o
‘_“the qpmhlpnce of Hary compatence"-(Pollner oand ﬂcDonald—

I <]

‘:e‘ con=1qtently ?"reneat"vwhat thev h@ard Mary sav.- Howeverfflf

f-the1r renetltlon was not babbllnq or qurqllnq but artlculate

o

B e




R

.or DtOjectlvely uncertain qxtuatlon-

~ the "brlqhx" dlrectlon-

‘"‘aklnq" ‘Fﬂmab;nqerynqﬂi
S L N ri ,

 b0:edOm-- L s

‘—applvlnq the etcetera pr1nc1ole.-

_ authors noted that

when family members "repeated". they were actually
creating a novel intelligent utterance and-<stating
it as though they .were repeating - what they had
heard Mary say ot imply.(Pollner and Mcbhonald-
Wikler .198:,9u9) - - - ’

&

In doing so they manaqed to "Eramp" an othethse problematic

Bal
iy

The famllv memhers reveal@d a patterh_of explaining in

e ) L I

Maty's ostensive - fallures " 'were continually

reinterpreted . as successes of sorts or else’
explained away as the- product of normal transient. .
' mood shifts “or lapses of attentlon-(PollneE anad

McDonaldwilker?1©85;2u9} o 2

Kt *

Actlons whlch could not‘ he: "étnlained" as competent and

o G . P LT
momentary inattentiveness or

-3

@

Mary'é hphav1or was problematlc in‘-thp'pktreme'-andr

 Georqe thzer mlqht rematk that.~ the Eamlly was heroxcally

_,.

e fa¥

S

=“The net effect of such ewplanatlon and dpscrlptlon"
was to: lnhlblt the growth - of what could. have bheen -
:' 1jan @Nnormous. cataloque of. lncompetﬂnce (Pollner and,.~
'-p.McDonald W1klerq1985 51) , ©

L

n

" pur ose orlented wer@ deqcrlbed aq“"tea51nq" ' "pretendanWv..
P P - s

hnother 1nte:pretat10ny7
"_”based on the comments of Naqner {1983) and waqhhurne (1971)y];f
'wouldfheth:descrlbe the‘ famlly practlces as .a monumpntal-

taék bf'ﬂanﬁliedfproﬁeétion""1n the "Frendlan" sonse-f “The
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§

R

- readers: _ Tz

‘ o to ohqectq not human...

' 95

‘We examine the cognitive and emot10na1 consequences of this

r‘,

. - s - RN
"inhibiting" process at a later Do;nto in our discussion of

cognitive dissdnan:e- o - °
Eets;ﬁﬂarlacx;_and_&nhhrggamnnghig_Zhinking

Many scientifically orlenth authors have commented
that the attribution. of human“ charactprlstlcs to ‘animals

(including peté)}‘ias waell as ,the attrlhutlon of adult

)

‘characteristics to infantse 1is 1naccurate‘ and misleading.-

b=

For -exampié; Lindesmith et. ale’ (1975) caution .their’

c
"€ [tol'be on guard against anthrohmetﬁhism (which

is! the pt01ectlon of human traits upon things not
human and is . a fallacy to ‘he quarded against in

the. ' study of. lower anlmals. - {(Lindesmith et.
#1.'197ﬁ 563 o o Doa C
nunter‘ and whltten ‘(1967) -~ discuss the  meaninq = of

[o

nnthropnmornhlqm as follows-_ﬁ
Thlq tprm referq to the asctlptlon of human charact@rthtlcs

In the wlder q@ns@ of the word,anthrouomOtphlsm mav
7b0 111ustratpd by anolnqlcal traanpr of human qualltles

T to anlmalq as when referrlnq to their reasonlnq POWGE Of

,aqcrlblnq to them such psycholoqmcal tralts as coutaqecor

',cowardlce. The word may ‘@even- he applled to descrlptlonq

_of 1nan1matc levels of realltv in metaphors taken from~”-




_human experience (as in speaking of the "anger" of the

storm'". (Hunter & Whitten.1967.14)

 $n example of the anthropqmornhic fallacy is

when a pet  doq does . ompthlnq for which it is |
usually. punlshpd and is then; qpoken of as feeling =
guilty and . looking aqhamed. - (Lindesmith et.
alee1975.57)

Vlctorla Vvoith (139817) ‘was‘ aoparently referrinq to this
process when shp wrote that pets could be observed
looklnq "qu1lty" wh@n they " misbehave and "gad!

when +he owner departs (Voiths281 in Fogle 1989 1)
@

g Her use of ‘quotatlon  mark$ is fa 751ﬂp that a "literal®
- interpretation would be incorrect or at least questionahle
o o ‘ - . _ SRR -

.Lnftﬁis cases, - while Lindesmith et. al. make explicit the.

o

reason for this cautiony the tendency on the part of pet

ownqug-tb ' @ngage in - the falYacy - of antthpomOrnhic
© projection-’ :
A fallacv is a loq1cal ' error-‘ in  the case 'of

 anthropom0rph1smv .an erroneous conclu51on stemmlnq from the,

.'DbjeCtIVElY 1nsunnortahle clalm that petq ard "llke" humans

Q

dhd E?fants are'"llke" adults,' a practlce to be aVOlde in

'sc1ent1f1c observatlon and ﬂlscuqqlon-_ However we have seen

{\

that thlq_"fallac1ous practlce is a necpsqary part of rhp'
deflnltlon of the-51tuat10n that makes: the patﬂntllnfant and

person/nef relatlonshlp a meanlanul and onqgoing realltv for

.their participants..




Anthropdmorbhism in the person/pet. relationship is .

explicitely acknowledged by Pauline Wallin (1%878). = She

observas that anthropomorphism is one means by _which -an

OWNEL - 2XDrasses an emotional attachment 'to  the pet.

-
b

Applying the term as it was defined earliers she'proceeds'to
ask:

Does a dog get lonely? Do pets really feel
jealous? Can pets experience a genuine qrief
reaction when their masters die? We c¢an only guess:
what an animal is feeling: (if it is capable of
Feeling at all), - and our ‘quesses oOriginate from
the restraints of pour ouWn splf—centered points. of T
view. .That iss _we ascribe human-like emotions to
‘our pets hecause we interpret their hehav;or to bhe
human llkp.(walllnv1°78 9)

é

Petss.Fallacys_and_Cognitive Dissonanc®

Constructing and maintaininq this. anthfomofphic

: o A N y R
perspective‘ leads inevitahly ~to . .a "strain" = between
."ODWOCthlfY" as. rppresented hy Llndesmlth et. al. “.and

n

o0

"quh1oct1V1ty“ as repr@snntﬁd by Kavye. Hoqan and Pollnpr and oo

McDonald- wlkler-'Accordlnq to?the SOCLal DqYPhOlOIOqut Leon

Fostlnqer {1957 .. this 1nduces a - condltlon of coqnlt;veb

dlqsonance (ettpnqlvely dlscusqed ln &ronqon.1976;._t'

o .
Festlnqer obqervpd that‘ Canlthe dlqsonance 1s- a

-

-

noxlous condition and’ thar the 1nd1v1dual(q) etperlenc1nq it

wlll-attompt to rednce or Pllmlnate the dlSSOnaﬂCPv or avoid-

condltlons that evoke-orflncrease ite He commented that thejﬂ

. . : =




9

o

'engaqe them: in conversatione.

'existinq'coqq%tive clemants. ,thereby reducing the effect of |

ag

severity of the felt dissonance is proportional . to the

perceived importance of the cognition inyolvé@g:For example.

~

parents and pet owners are often reluctant to acknowledge
the (fact" tha% -their infants and pets cannot actually

[y

. Festinger qtated that the dissonance could he reduced
or . eliminated hv‘ addihq %ew cognitionss or by changing.

existing ones. ' The .added cognitions can alter the force of

the. felt dissonance. o . ' o -
. . - ) . . Q M .‘\_ | -

" considering the McDonald-Wikler study ingthe. light of

toqnitiﬁe dissonance éheory}' we ma? say that the‘purnpsq of

=

“the famllv S, sense maklnq nractices was to pqrabllqh a qtato

B il

. " .
of"conformltv ot coqnltlve consonance amomq famlly mpmhprq.

.theteby'défininq;‘and maintainlnq a stable def1n1t10n~oﬁr

A

the-Situatinn. o, =

'“3; PUppeteerlnq and "puttlna wordq Jinto Hatv's houth"_are

'clearly caqes of redeflnltlon of ‘an @qutlnq q1tuat10n..‘The. 

0

Lntpat of "postscrlptlnq WAS tO tO antxc;patp- and thereby

fa]

:head ioff- any potential '=dissonance—1nduc1nq _cnndi;ion. 

Explalnlnq 1n thn "hrlqht" dlrectlon was-tﬁeir :uers;On,OEar

'}the etcetera prlnc1ple.; a way of deallnq ‘wlth uhcertainty~u

‘  that could becoma 'unmanaaeablp-_ Adantinq‘-a Qtatemeng by

i,
<y

Q-

'"«Pollner and McDonald wlkler (1983)- we may concludo fhat s'[ c“

K

A T ST - im3 e AT e e e
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' pot could not underqtand"‘

sl AT L

"the net effect of such explanation and description is to

inhibit the growth of what could become an enormous

cataloque.vof'contradictiohr leading to .a condition of
cognitive dissonance.(pace Pollner and McDonald-Wikler)
Pollner and McDonald-Wikler (1983) noted - that - the
. " . . N

p:actices of postscripting and puppeteering. that ‘fhey

ohserved in the "delusional"™ context of Mary's family.- were

N

“in fact common and typical in® the méﬁority of vparent/infant

N

o

i ’ . . C-_\" G C . .' ' o
and person/pet relationships. . ¥e may infer that the

practice - of anthropomorphic attribution. ‘associated with

this practices is functional. or ndrmal- or modal--.asjﬁell.

-~ In that cases, the atténdant dlssonanco"teduc1na practices‘

wbuld he'hofmal. for ex%mplp the "ﬁpnlal“ that an infant or

) E 4 . . .. ' (‘.'
Anth:onﬁmo:nhism;and “anlng er_rhe_qnhnectlneﬁ

= ’ ' : i

To account = for the u'process_ of anthropomorphlc

attrlhutlon -in‘ descriptive terms we need ‘é-‘p031t1ve

sqgtement of the practice of opting for the sub1ect1vev-fand-

= . e

we  have a - candldate in the 11terary_ devxce called pathetlc "

4 - l

fallacy. _Thls‘ls the llteraty practice of" attrlhutlnq humanf}f

- emotion or behaumor-to an1mals~:1nan1mate oh1ect=_ or other

- o

.

”entltlpq. 1n a word.;_ﬂﬁhthrobOmotphlsm. _.Twrouqh pathetic
. | " - RN

e

‘ Eallacy we havp "smiling" flower3emr“cruel"f WlndSv "w1qe“—-j
" A .- Vo R .

' owls and "happy" larké; ~ These des¢riptiqps are ObjﬂcthPlY'
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‘fallacious ' as we have‘discgssed‘_aboveQ ’ but‘they'”heétow.-
= ' b positive beneflts in. teth- df"buf'aestheiic_ éxperiéncé:"
E‘Discerninq reaﬁers ,of poetry oT other _litérar? pfoddttiOnsk

o . .
containing this device - 46 not ftybicalIy make ohjectluelv

. 0,.

—'basedﬂcriticisms oE ﬁhé imagery or. meﬁaphofq “in thp manner ;

 of Llndesmlth et. al. Indeeds they look _upon pe0n1e who do .‘i.\g 
as ch;ldlsh, unsouhlétlcated oL “llteral~m1nded" i Rafhntg‘ f.
'£he ‘énter into the‘sp;rlt:; of. the 1maqe by adoptlnq ,éh3  e
.attltlde known in 1i£etgry"an§: dramatlc c1rcleq szjﬁﬁeL 

fwllllng su:pen51on of dlePllef (Jacobson,TQBZ).; we can see

V that pathptlc fallacy 1: a uceful dGV1ce fo: undetstandlnq

L,'._.‘ T

"the subjectlve element the nerqon/pet melatlonthp.nﬂﬁu:t; :ﬂQ  g

'Bets;_EtgnecLLQn;,and_m Pd §atls£ag214n

Effih ?bu ilscuqqlons of adult affacﬁmpnt iﬁ:wth' prQVLouq ;}fFﬁ

\_..

'}chanter. we noted thD obqervatlon oE John Bowlhv (1980) that
: .c.-ﬂ :

'*-ﬂﬂattachment- some form of closenpsq 0L bPlan1nq";lS a 1Lf9- 

.j'lonq human need- : The ptactlceq- of Maty famlly;;n

:ﬂ}hlgresent;chaptew':héf framlnq,and pupppteeran and so forth-'f"’f--f

RS "
o -

"gafé”uiﬁdicatorS‘ﬁbf@*.' stronq 'edl-to jfjfi"*V”

* 5011dar1ty throuqh ;coqnltlve consonance.‘;i

;f]these practlceq '&te};éeen?aih

Zﬂperson/pet relatlonshlps.

‘~;expressed and satlsfled there-n}ﬁ
S e LT e
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more. closely . at some of the needs that are expressed and

satisfied in the person/pet relationshipsand the "roles"

Our main reference is the article on need satisfaction by

the Britiqh v@rerinarian'P.D. Rvder(1973). ‘We also draw

Q

ewtensxvely on the the ohservatlons of James Roseard (19ﬁ3)v
a socxoloqxst of the family wlth‘a spQC1alu 1nterest in the
pefﬁon/pet relationship.

(3] . - . ! R

de acknowlodqeq thath'phvsicalf\'as" well-f as

psycholoqlcal ncedq are met in the per:on/pet relatlonthp,

The paper4heq1ns Wlth an extens;ve dquHSSlOR of tactllltY~

that: héLps illumlnatE“ fhé-r dxscuqqlon 'in:'the prev1ous

chapt@ré Hp beq1ns the ﬁlscu551on oF pqych010q1cal 'need

qatlﬁfactlon wlth empathy- observ1nq that ”M', H"'
Tt lsa:;certa1nly ‘true -that ,manv_ ~owners, qet .. .7

satisfaction from  feeling .that  their. pets
~understand thems (Ryder-1973v6603 o

"We ‘examined the objective: counter evidence for_ this

claim “in thé"paqes abovév ;yet-‘ﬂe_,have  seen that . this -

. ¥

‘Bossard B (1933)v';ﬂ commentlnq :' the T"Dro1ect1vei~ﬂ

R R ‘ ;” :“
" the dog serves each of us accordlnq to our own.;g

.affectional needs. . Not: being .able. to smeak or:’ to;ﬁ_.;ﬁfzgf

_a'tghies . the dog will not' say the Wrong .thlnq to:

‘ﬁ:";

that may be attributed to pets in particular Circumstances."

_'proﬁédtivelvNCantructed -définition of thm“situation-wis.dg‘

fv;tal part of the meaning. of the perqon/pet telatlonthp.(_f'

*_é]asticit#" of the sitdétfdnq makeq the followlnq commenr RN

., -dampen .our ardor @ or spoil the rannort “of thef:f?ggf

. moment. (Boqqardv1953 237)

&




102

Wayne Hogan® (1980) . miaght remark that 'a non-speaking non-
~comprehending dog is the perfect projective stimulus. We may

. impdee any‘. 1nterptetat10n ‘on - the situation that,;is

o

_c0nvenient ey meetq' the snontaneOley chanqlnq emetinnal”

: 'needs of the mOment. ‘ _ - } : S
} ,Rydetf~notes‘thatﬁ relationships witn"pets dive their
5 owners a .sense of 1mportance. Doqs-in.particular evoke a
i : G T
EEE erw1&e ranqe of nurturlno resnonqes ln thelr owners. eliciteﬂe
: o iﬂl\‘bY thElf neotenouq mOfPh010qv- ThlS resnonqe is enhanced
é“f*“yby’ thelr dependent -nature and the fact -that "they:-neuer”
L ‘. really ‘grow up"- (Ryder,1973v660). ‘Making a -.compatative o
if’W“: .' observatlon Ryder notes that :
- '[tuheY make us feel lmnortant.~ They mdkp us fepl o
L “needads’ &11 - this - is’ rather qtmllar- to. tho T
“?j ‘satisfaction” an adult can  derive from being . a _‘”uexa‘
- parent and,  having a-child which = is consis tentlv . L
;denendent on hlm.' (Ryder,1973o660) ° R
?‘,6'5 5IaUnder the headlnq oF “loulnq and - feellnq ioved“fﬁyﬁet77"rgt
‘-;rff explores another asoect oF human Leellnqs? e11c1tod hy';dr35'f,fQ
o i t.}‘.‘ ‘
pr01ected onto petSo _ae wallln (1968)‘"n0ted&ab0ye.f Rydor N

states that T

‘itf]eellnq 1d¢e for’ a pet 'is often . a_  most ..
'reassurlnq etpetlence-- But.often it "is: selfish in

;anothet ‘what  one  Teally. wants “for. Qneself,”f’“
(RYdQEv19137651) ' RN o ~fA T

that ‘one - can qet satisfaction from givingg to i

Thls pattern of 1ndlrect. qrat;f1cat10n~l llke the prartlces Ll

observed by 5nPollner étd ncDOnald Wlkleto-; (fcamlnq.
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puppeteerings putting words into Mary's mouth etce ) can have
. . . . - . : . \\
an adaptiue Or a dysfunctional _outcome dependlnq_on the | ‘G

o~

motlves and needs of the actors. B
The p5ych1atrlst Be¥e Rynearson (1878) examlned several;‘
fnrms' of 'hﬁysfunctional attachment iﬁ'_the: perspn/pet'
' rélatiéhship ﬁsihq conéebtq dev910péd hv John Bow1b§ in'his
ST studyfdf-dysfﬁnctional parentflnfant attachment.,;Ryheaden‘ 7

cailsrone fOpm“Anxious a;tachmentq and this lS characterlsed*ﬁ

oy . R
a" low ‘ rhreshold _fot”i trqueri g attachment
C resulting 7 in- a .elinging.. - overdenendent I
-'ffrelationship..(Rvnea:qon-197q,aﬁ1) : T :A"g4¥.,
Compulqlve careq1V1nq 1nvolveq a 91m11ar klnd of 1nsecur1ty‘,ﬁl 2T B

-rbut a dlffprent Eorm of @xpresqlon.,‘Sathfactlon 1q qalneﬂ.

1n thls caqe bv actlnq as a sourre of careqlvlnq 1nqtﬂad oy
'qepklnq out Opportunltles tOgrece;ve it-;‘» But_as _Rvder R
ohqerveq.x~' ‘

it conveys a forced ~ovetdetetmined ¢&31itv5and‘ié“ 
often dlrocteﬂ at'-others 'who  neither seck:_nor_'
"wolc0me thn caklnq. (Ryneatson-1978 551) R

o ._ fo:m of attrlbutlon.‘f,“ Rynearqon noteq that the ownpr caﬁh;[“-{ ;‘fj~-r
B - sustaln pro1ect1ve 1dent1£1cat10n in a. psvcholoqlcallv,a‘ﬁi

. o _ o T S ®

s yqfunctlonal : relatlonthp by : practlslnq compulsmve’

’fv?"\careq1v;nq or anxlous attachment wlth th@ net- Bv d01nq_501'

rhe owner 1s ahle to saflsfy an urqnntly felt need. h&%@mavuf” f”" o
av01d the Pmotlonal rlqk Pntalled bv 1nterpersonal (ihfgrfffﬁ;'ﬂf" -

e

L] fEL
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human) involvement. In this form of dysfunctional attachment
the "definition of the situation” is_éuch that:

The pet is symbollically imbued with the wacm-

trusting . unconditional . caring that . maqically : .
nurtures the reqressed .[immaturel  insatiable s

: crav1nq €Qr cloqoness. (Rynearson.1978.,551) ‘
N - x § '

Under‘the headinq'ﬂlooseninq‘the wpper lip": Ryder notés'

Cthar

Iplets do not fully count: in  our scheme . Jof
conventions: -that is, we do noto seek theéir social-
'approval in the same ay we “do, that of other

'thmans (Rvdpru1°73v661) T S -

In a comparable manner Raloh_i?ﬁ:netIKTQVO) ohsorved th1t deff -
partlcular form ot adult speech -tO'iﬁfantSv“ that he callq e
: "baby talk" ronveyf a- qnGC1F1c q0c1al mcsqéﬁt?::a

”fThls messsaqe defines th@ nature of ‘the infant and .
ithe“_yonnw childy whO'Lare only. to -be taken .
.éeriOusly when thelr‘-‘urqent . ‘needs are. at.

: hI‘ :.'»'Hqtake (Tu er,1970,380).
S -'Because both p?tq nd 1nfants can be doflnod as:"non-_

adults“ thelt presencé'and thclr "oplnlonq and fphllnqq"‘i~
'¢éd§ be dlqcounted-  'Makinq'_an ohqervat1on anpllcablo 'to.‘f-,.

””ihfantsvas well as-péﬁévade:.comments,that:'
";we do ndt’haVe"fo 'make'politégfconversatlon wlth
“ pets and - we do. not . feel ' we have to- maintain our
“dlqnlty whpn in thelr DEQQPRCQ-(RYﬁetv19731551)

>

o ThlS permlts a klnd of unselfconsrloug "lmttlnq ;ddwﬁﬁ,;

'comparable to the unlﬂhlblt@d adult esnonse t0"iﬂﬁant_ot

th behav1or that we dlscussed 1n the nr@vxoua chaptnr- -

w2
o
B~ T

LAY

o

o35
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' neurotically'proﬁected‘féaré.

“We o may commont that, ‘the pet  is very. "maliéahip"fﬂggi‘:
nf@tpretatlonq.t_"

.commpntq that'

'qathfylnq a need Eor "poqqeqqlon"

105
Pets can "offer® £heir owners -a sense of .securityy
serving as a physical deterrent or alarms or by acting as:
a d@fpnqp.aqalnqt loneliness barticularly at nith
when our. primitive fear of the dark. may strlke USe -

{Ryder+1973.862)

Ryder comments that the need for securitysmayAbe reasonable

“and adaptive; . OF dygfuhctional'. as. when a . person keeps a

strong and Ferocious animal as a defence | against’

4

Pets can sathfy ‘an owner's need for narciqsistic self

qqatlflcatlon by actlnq as qymbols of accomnllshments,Qtatus'

or: woalth. Ryder obs@rves that' "-b:'j 

Tf the owner feels he“ is living .up to his

.expectations then the pet  confirms his imaqey_‘if .
he feels he is Failing the pet makes up  for his °

'-deu1c1@nc1eq.(Ryd@r.1973.66?)

=

"ptoﬁective- SthUlUSy being able to Sustain such _varied. =

N

o o L s L
Exhxbltlonlsm is  related .tQ\“narc15$1sm and Rvder

o L s 'ﬁf\ .

: e . (£ ~
Show;nq,off one's pet i's -like showing . off one's

- car or one's house. . {furthermorel)l To own a th:.nqﬂ

- makes. it parr of ones so- its maqnlflcence rehOundq
upon- its OWNEre Ownprshtp 1mp11es control.x :
(Ryd@r,1Q;3s663) “;J] . I . cm

ﬂ\‘,

- Thus, aqaln» ‘a 9et can qerve as a- status symbol as well as

oo
Ay

ITE

o
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as a noncomblaininq“obﬁect of displaced hostility.-

no verbal retaliation nor fear

role of ch breaker-

~"convenient" form of aqq:ession tOward pets- In: thlq r@qatd.
James Bossard (1953) pointed out that

" the:dog is.a satisfactory .victim of personal needs

for eqo satisfactionand ego gratification. - TIf
things have qone Wrongs and you feel like kicking

" someones there is Waldo waiting for you...How soul’

satisfying to . take- the dog for a walk and ordar

" him about. . This is'a most effective therapeutic

procedure.(Bossard-1953:2“1) L e

-And as. Ryder qays about petSo

We domlnate them in order to make ourselves feel
more lmportant.! (Ryder.1973oo63) oo L

Ryder obsenveq that a. pet can serve as a “qé hétyéen or.

\Ie

-catalyst" - As: he ohsetveq

Mufual aff@ctlon {for a petl’ can‘brinq two people

‘toqetherq it may be a way th@y can indirectly show
" their affection for each. other...Pets like : the .
weather  are  safe ~things . to - .talk ‘ahout,_-

(_Ryder,‘l‘9.73'_“665) R

are a  number of. roles a .pet ~can assume as*a

‘ between- "ahd ~-they ranqo ‘ftom' icé—hreaker to.-symholic Q'

lntermedlary. Jamos Bosqard comments bplow on . th@ doqlln the

o

&

CA doq serves as an. effpctlve qOC1al “aids - By the
“time one ‘has walked a dog a few: monthsy . one is .-
sure . to  have increased the -ranae - of “one's
-.”acqualntances...The genial ‘old man stops to' chate 7 .
the lattractivel mistress. smiles.> - first.at ‘the .- .0
C‘aoq. then at you.(aoqsard.wgsa.zum' e

‘There is T

of pthlca] r@nrlqal in thlq-

0=

106 : : B

- A pet can be "defined" as an underdogsthereby serving

o -




107.
~In addition- you may be walking alénq _and ‘notice an
attractive person you would. like to meet

and the dog ohliges by making up to heis= to the

" and that “another . .- “contact” is
made. (Bossardy1953,202) : :
The role of symholic intermediary 1is revealed in the

following example.

If .-relations between husband’ and wife become
straineds the dog becomes the needed excuse for
the renewal of conversation. Compliments «can he

'« paid through "the dog. Alsos the dog -is -an
excellent excuse for saying things for the benefit

of thp_chlldren.(BOSqatd 1q53,2u3) ' K &
This ~is the "adaptlve" de of the doiﬁ.' However EeKe -
Rynearson (19?8) ' ld@ntlfled a dysfunctlonal situapion in-"

_ ‘ ;. _
which tho p@t . ay .setve as .a llnk between two or .more

1nd1v1dua1q inga r@latlonshlp of patholoqlcal dpoendency.

Tn-a - Eamlly where varlous._'memberq ‘mutually
distrust attachment the: 'pet may ' ‘serve . as.  an .
attachment - fiqure through which ‘they indirectly '
iqteract., ‘The pet bhecones a truqtlnq partner in a
dtama'of‘dlstruqt.:_(Qynparson.1978':5ﬂ)_

_ Ryder then" turns_to'anotheruf&gbedt.of the“?talaivst"n‘ ;
role'in'-which the pet 'is.nOtQ.afohﬁect°df‘_DOSitive Sha?eﬂgZ_:

'\"

ﬁlnterest but a "hone OF'contentidn“o serVinq as an excuse tb;

bpq1n a flqht 'or hold a qrudqe._ Bélowr Ralph Turner (1

'(,t‘

'f~f,presents a similar case . 1nUOIV1nq an 1nfant'”

~Nhen confllct has been.'endemlc to Cthe marrlaqev‘
_ . the: infant parent- relatlonshlp - subplies nesw: means
/- for . carrying. on. the ‘battlesss«The. phenomenon of
',hushandq who bécome 1ealous:‘of the infant because .
" ithey- view. hlm as a - rival for: the wife's attention .
“has- - often - ‘been Teported 1n the . clln1ca1f,-~-
:.litetatupe.(?drné:{1970?382{. B R S

-

&
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‘We can easily substitute "pet'" for "infant™ in this examples

A dysfunctional vériantﬁ\of this theme .was observed by - - e

'E,K, anearson in which: 0
la woman's! marrlaqe dlssolved after her husbhand i
tired of her inability las she put itl' "to love . !
him _as much . 'as T loved  my doq". | S i
(Rvnearson»1978,553) | . S |
' ' i

Divorces heve become aqqrevafed cohfrontatiOnsi'over‘ who . S . 
;would qeb posse5510n of the famllv pets 'khile_tﬁe‘oreéeoce : f‘. _..--iJ
oﬁ, chlldren Jaﬁd- thelr ,feellnqs about fﬁe pefo"cah: éddf . |

ei\}‘conSLderably to the strain. . Summlnq up - tﬁe £o1e.of5PetJes‘
‘catalyst Rydet qtates that' .efv ;F"; L:‘ "  __:T "e“ f”" . ﬁ{i;k

"The, pet can draw out ‘the emotion» .qood or had. : : B
between the humane around”it. (Rvdot.1073 666)

"~ - . ! 8 . . "
'cBossard'(1953) '1nvest10ated thlS 1n\ﬂ$pth and made thef

ffollowlnq observatlon S A ' _‘_;ﬁl
a ﬂoq of ten reveals the underlylnq Eeellnqs in. the;'
‘ nelqhbouxhood. and hy bringing ‘them out into. the
P open serves a useful mental hyqelne tole...

eA COnFrontatlon Wlth a nelqhbout over a pet-

j.serves often to brlnq the unconqc1onq 1ikes and _
“dlellkeq of. a ‘nelqhbourhood out into the openas - ' _—
. Doqs do. nort - create. nelqhbourhood feuds. they
See reveal Them.(Bossard 19:3-2&7 3) R

eThus 'the ‘pet‘,can" serve'as ‘a projective  stimulus’' with

'~powerfu1 and ‘wide tanqlnq effects. o
, yder = elaSt  cateqory' is . the fﬁSe_‘.of pets on. .
‘pqychotherapymo :o:ﬂjmoro qenecally to. promote andfmaintain‘

g

psycholoqlcal health. ThlS is what Bossard meant hy Fmentalo

hyqelne"
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Ryder cites his‘persgnal expe;ience.in a -psychiatric
hostital where\chronic éﬁﬂ?lsevefely withdrawn patients were
observed responding Do#itivgly.to a.petfs frigpdship. He

notes that pets have been used in the treatment of narcotic

addictssy sociopaths and emotionallv'disturhed children. He

comments that

They make -excellent therapists in that they give

so much affection and ask so little in
return...They .can increase self confidencee..They
love almost unconditionally and whatever a human
heing may regard as his weakness or faults. the
"pet will usually forgive hime(Ryders+1973+665)
Ryder was not alone in coming to this conclusion. lle’

. was preceeded among others by Boris Levinson writina on The

-ﬂgg_gg_gg theranist in 1962, .as well as James Boésard'1953;

whom we have cited above. This ork was a restatement of

'obqervatidnq he had made. on Ihé;mental;hiaQinef,of_ouninﬂ_h

;!
Q

Cnmm@ntlnq on the henefits of the .dog as a companions
Bossard made the foLlowinq remarks.-

A dog is a silents - yet responsive companions a
long shfferiﬁq- patients. satisfyinge uncriticals.
seeminaly “~affectionate. constanty °~ faithful
companions more affectionate. than you deserve and .
apprec1at1up bovond what anyone would expect from

a human . rlval.(Bosqatds1Q53'2ﬂ3) &
_ o .
These feu.llnes;'j wlth thelr hlatant anthropomonhlsm“\and
proﬁe@tiOn'“’ recapitulate  the whole  of  this chaptet s -

o

discussions.
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We might expect a person of the- HFreudian" paersuasion

to define this projection-laden situation as Aysfunctional

"and seek to. avoid itees But there is evidence to the
~contrary in a letter from Sigmung Preud to his friend Anna

. Bonaparte. She had sent him the manuscript of'a story About

wropsy®s  a chow chow (the hbreed they both kept as A

‘petlvaskinq “for his .commentss He responded in part hy

'describinq the relationship with his own 60q. Jo=-Fi. As he-

said: . - a o

It really explains why one can love an animal like

Topsy (or - Jo-fi) with - such extraordinary
intensity: affection without ambivalence. . the
simplicity of a life - free from the almost
unbearable conflicts of ~civilizations the beauty
of an existence complete in itselfs and yet
despite all divergence in the organic development.
that: feeling of an . infinite affinitys Often when
. stroking Jo-fi I - have caught: myself humming a
melody whichs -~ unmusical as .I ams T can't help
recognising as the aria from Don Giovanni: A bond

. of friendship unites us hothees (Freuds19604288) 7

Chapter. Summary

: o , : .
In this chapter we considered the person/pet relationship:

”
“

_ . S G : S _
Erom- a *socio~psycholoq1cal parspective. Our -comparative

hypéthe§is was that the perception of the _person/pet

o

relaﬁiOnship‘is compatdble tO thé‘pe:cebtion of :the'parent

g o

TR

. infant relatinshipe. We  began by éramlpian "talking "

behavior and we noted that parents and pet”‘owners treated

i3

their respective "parters" as if they fully comprehendend

2
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Hirsh-Pasek and Treiman (19%2). 1in- their comparative

study of £a1kinﬁ " behavior, cqncluded - that the

S

characterisrtic "motherese" response: elicited by Dboth '

infants and dddév was due tp.ﬁheir‘"social.responsiveﬁéss?-
Thay gave’ hn[definition of th%s term so wWe explored ﬁwo
possihle jnterpretations; Ue: found_ that it _géuld he
QXp]Eined "ohﬁe;tively"'és attachmenﬁv and "gubjectively” as
projections

Examining the concept of projections  we began hy

emancipating the term from its Frendian status as a

dysfanctional defense machanism. We showed that projection
is a normals. adaptives 'indeed.a“ necessary psycholoaical

process. We leartned that both inFanté’(Kayé1]980) and pet.

1

ranimals (Hogan 1980) elicit patterns of projective responses

‘ 3 Y V ‘:} - e ‘n i
in their respective partners. Both infants and pet animals

funétinn as proﬁectfbe.stimuli.
| ‘Wae exam%ﬁed the prbhlem ~of wuncertainty. in tﬁe
Daront/iﬁfant' relaﬁionsﬁip anﬁ=_we learhed how brojectiOn‘
functions _in the context of social ambiqﬂity ‘(Washhurne
1971).  With Turner (1970) and Pollner and'McDonald—Wilker

(1985) we studied vparticular interpersonal practices . by

which neople deal with uncertainty  in  the pafent/child

relationship. We -p:cposéd ~that their observations -and °

‘3qfindinqs would apply in the berson/pef relationship as well.

b

e

N
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To furfher'explﬁre thé construction-of meaning process
in the bérson/pet Eelationshipe: we examined the concept of
anthropomorphlsm and its relations hlp to projection (Wallin
'1978)--"Then ‘we turned to the problem of the éonfiict
qeneréted when obﬁecﬁiﬁe ahd suhjectlve elements collldc in
the conSC1ousness of the actors We used coqnltlve dlqsonanrp
ftheory to explaln how the confllct so qen@rated is manaqod.
) teduced' or ellmlwated. Accountlnq for the' 11ved qub1ert1ve
 exper19nce of thp nerson/pet relatlon€h1pv we’ [ounﬂ ‘a qufgll
‘explanatlon- ink, the - llterary concept of g the :“w1111nq
suspen51on of dleEllef"

We ended the chapten ‘hy exaﬁiniﬁd,féomé of'fthe neehs-
thdt 'are expreqs@d and safisfieﬁ ;h- the - coﬁtekt of‘ thé
pérson/pe;-relatlonship{ fhépe‘wereqmdnvrsihiiariﬁiésfwith'
- théﬁaault/infaﬁt relatidﬁship; Qé cloSed by téférrinh baék'

to our discussion of projection and pronosing that persons

.. of the Freudian persuasion would ‘ntay well ‘tlear of - any,

pfdﬁéctiog—ingpcinq situation- Contrarv to this exp0ctat10nv
" we found .that in his~;elati0nship'iw1th his doq. Sigmund
Frépd_was_.dsfquilty of - anthropomocphic attribution as ‘any

other pet owners

e

Ty
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An After-Word

The_Concept_of_Convergence

In our analogy of rope maYIHQv we-_proposed that’ the

individual chanters in this orowpct were comparable to the

strands in a rope< We'learned that the Tope was constructed -

by twisting the strands one around  the - other to. form the

final converqent structure: We leatned as well that the

strength of the rope depended on the_qytually;.suppo:tinq'

. * ’ : - ' | 3 A -\. .- . ‘ )
relationship of its component parts. Below we ‘discduss an

o example of convergence.

o

:ongezaence_and the_Per nzPeL_BeLaL;nnsh;n
In each ChaptPE of thls document- we ‘may observe a

'procpss of "trang fer“ : In the fqut chaptprq’~Fullard anﬁ

~Reilinq'(1976)- arquod that carpqlvlnq resnonses GVled,by

&

the hhvsical _éharax&jrlsﬁlcs qf_ thelg_‘lnfantlle istimQ1if

"tran Eerced" or fqeﬂeraliséd" from the‘_human to',;heﬁnpnf1 .
Ihuman infant. _In' the second chépté:5 wé, learned ﬁhaf

comparahie pﬁfﬁérns',é}_éttacEMent. béhéviér'iﬁffihfénté_éﬁd'
=pe£ éhimalsl'caqfinduce.'5‘"transfer of affectlon" .rin pet
‘ﬂoﬁners{ In the thifﬁ-thapter‘we may \1nfer frOm Hoqanﬂ(TQBOf‘h

cand’ Ka?e ¢19890)  that cQttaing'"modal" *1nfant orlentedrj"

S




'j#irétfchapter we learned that th@ chlldhood 1maqe was a kind e BT

fthe characterlqtlcs of: th@ pro1ect1ve stlmulus as a qource.[;f'
;”f of "mesqaqes“‘of dlfferenf klndq. Each of rhese r@preqentq 2 t ;¢?”‘ &
1nqle channel of communlcatlony‘ 51m1]ar to what one w0u1d5 f.{“fV_Q f é
.'aexpetlence whlle llstenlnq to the tadlo. '“ i I : Ii'“"- ' §
f?ré-ﬂowever wh@n we are- watchlnq tolev1510nv wp ‘are oxpoqed ﬁ<r SRR : T§
": ;to\a.s1tuat10n in: Nthh two smqnalq audltory énﬁ :Tzﬁﬁﬁw ar@..f2' ;ﬁ§f-_1;§
.. 1mp1nq1nq SLmultaneously -on two dlfferent senqo;g svstpmq; . - ;%
‘3“ uetmay:ca11;;th1s a proreqs of ‘multl-channel qtlmulatlon ocf;fi :.}
o o
L

"ﬂ_jfcommunlcatLOn. ﬁw 2 mav presum@

;Thls "pOlnt of Slmllarlty" ‘serves: to unlte th@ dlqcuquOn of. .

‘the three chaptersf

‘~S¥ne:a¥_xn the EersonlEet Belat;onshln
;diffefent ‘meanq and ‘"rhannels" of" communlcatlon- _I3 the ,
Jof rudlmentarv Vlsual 91qna11 whllo in: the qecond chaptpr wP 

“learn@d about. the‘more complex qlqnalllnq capabllltleq of'”‘ O

”the facxal v1sual system. o In the thltd chapter we QtudxpdfT

“1n

Ky

pr01ect1v9 reqponses traaner from'iﬁfant to pet.  Thus we' -
see a process of transfer in hoﬁh ‘the piological and

psycholoqlcal dimenqions of the nerson%pet _relétionship;'

Throuqhout' our- dlSCUS%lOn we have'_made'_.tefeténce to

a

\-./

that the effpct oF'_multl;g‘,.

0 P e S
urchannel stlmulaflon would be morp 1ntpnqe that sflmulatlon_}‘ﬂ.w

*'from a. 51nqle channel alone-?f"'
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'procebs

'meqsaqas at‘ﬁtHeu same tlmeq i:and- fhey

e expetlencpfforlthe petﬂowpe;._drf
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Two :1qnalq occurring together may. 9nhanr9 or reinforce

reinfnrcinq multi-channel stimulatlon as Synerqve

There,are “many examples if ‘synergy in the person/pet

. » .
relationship.  One is the facial-visual systems in which we
receive:  the “stimulation 5f%f‘ the’  childhood image
(morphological input), alonq with various gestures and-

expressions (behavioral ~inout}. This mqlti—channél siagnal

enhances the exp@rlence for the parent ot pet\anet and’

serves to malntaln raretaker ptox1m1fy as well. Therefore

'rthe bOntlt is rec1procal.
Another oxamole of qyn@rqy may be Sth inf our‘mulfi?*
'-'ﬂlmOHQLOHal analy31= of tho lesh Pasek and Trleman study in’

the thira chapter.- we EOund ~that'’ the "Dercelved soc1al ‘ff

R

'jrésbcnshveneSSﬁ offfhabies_andképéts could he:eXplaingﬂfﬂby
.'attaCh%th‘ihedry as weli”ag hy pro1ect1ve theorv. He”mayf

"bresumé that, the Jttadhment-process" nd_'fh- proqectlve‘

r;\;ar@‘hoth:-'aE:t'iv(a in“the‘ same '51tuat10n. ,WQQahﬁy

"l'fprequme Eurther that they are ;not onlv Darallel occurrances'
5but mutually te1nforc1nq ones. In that case» parents and petff~ 

3own9rs are rpceLV1nq b1010q1cally and psvcholoclcallly based#f‘

l;qynerqlqtlcally. This would qreatly enhance the;emQtlong;fﬂyﬁh*“

{‘

each other- We may refer'to the “PrOcess of mﬁtually

1nteract1nq'a‘$‘

o

1.

A
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: Ihe_Ennlication;df-Cdnxérgence

i ©In the pages above we reviewed examples of svnétqv that

:emerqed in'tﬁe course of ou%‘thG&retiéal discussion-' Bel&w

we apply ouri'synerqisticéconﬁerqent model ‘empificaily és
we discuss an. actual person/p@f encnunter. |

Laura' Lanqqron (1989) wrot@ a 'qhort-:article on] an _f “‘g
1ﬁnovat1ve use oF a comnanlon animal in soc1al servlce wofk;.;
He;'-subject wgs Balley a doamowned by %antlno Marrnzzo,_

E execufiVe directdr oL»the Asqoc1atlon fo: St:eet hldQ.,,é”

B soc1al serv1re .aqehdy \in” VanCOuver ;aBritishrftolumbia¢ ' .
.VQE Marruzzo requlatly brings Sailey:t0‘~work_with'hih'ianﬁ‘the:‘ o
33d0q_ accompanleq h1m -on his ~rounds ithroﬁd% the ‘Vahcouver‘ FL
-&fi *"f 'streets-" Below Marruzzo dpscribPS'-én‘ancounter hotwp@njj
e a3 . g :
- hlmSPlfv a cllent. and Balley. As he’ related to Lanqston
o .'If:was qlttlnq “on Yates Rtreet---and Balley 'waq‘f,f”
-.éﬂ 5w1th\m9.; The klds were . comlnq ‘up and - pattlnq the -« 0
o ~dog.s We' started- talklnq about the dogs But-after: a
. few mlnuteq...ae wer@ talklnq about ~MOre qerlouq‘ 
e q“ th1nqu-and “the ~kids' were. telling - mej‘thelr‘.
R m;‘ffpproblems.(Lanqston,1QBQ 10) "-.' - ‘,j;y."F&
f‘Sevﬂral processeq are operarlnq here. Flrst of allv T£7*'
':l:can see~ that Ballpy qerved as . an effpctlve "1ce-breakpr"5 e

s between‘ Marruzzo :;ahdllﬁhé. cllentq.f '55 J.dQSCF¥h?ﬁ4”bg7"“
o Bossar6p1953.-.,-.r

leen thelr 01rcqutanceq wefmay' ﬁfesump=thét' théééﬁT*V*"‘

9

7'younq people were UHWllllnq to fake an 1nterpersonal rquv;;ﬁ‘T

‘c-

:.-_L‘

Cespeciall

wlth "stralqht“ people such aq Qantxno.;;
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B A

'tactile/emgtional exchange, such as ?‘hupy\jontaau descrlhpﬂ

qynerq1st proceqq. Tracv r@spondpd Lo Balley hy savlnq

‘contact Comfort to manv qeneratlons of chlldren- In addltlon

_1t haq "appealan 'whlch is. to say 'neotenous morpholoqncal 

' Theng areiftwqf nowerful forms “of non-vprbal ctlmulat;gn' ';-f -‘n  .-;
'ﬂttiﬁﬁptqqéther;l' There may also be.a nr01@ct1ve faCtOr"iﬁ; | . l;.:?
Lhat, TfaCY may. haVélrecalled l?“d;asoothed_ herself ?ith- o f}
.comfortlnq chlldhood memorleqﬂ :" . ' ’ ' ' r 1‘%

| . Ttacv sald that Ballcv X ‘“cuddllness" 1nduced .her-fol -5  ?
,approach Santlno. . Thlq 1mnlleq some klnd of “1ce—hreaker“, :;
. R

fﬁ“i

_functlon[;fnouarentlv Tracy waq* able to p:owpctlvely deflne“”

‘yBallcy -as?“qaﬁe“NJfandu aDply the attrlbutlon to Santlno bv

17

casev"gailey provided the opportunity for a noh-threatening

in the second chapters. This non-gggbal mgssaqev combined ™

with a positive projective transfers» allowed Santino to

establish contact with these younq peoples  with his \60q
, - _ ;
actlnq as a symbollc 1ntermed1ary.

™= :
The encounter with Tt@cy nr0v1deq another example of .a

[y

allpv s like a big t@ddy b@ar.- He's something to
reach out tos to cuddles. IF 1t hadn? t_bee1 for him
I - probably. ‘would never: have ~talked to
‘Santlno.(Lanqstonv19 9y 11)
! : ) - L : l ) . -
A teddy. bpar is ;qoft to. thE- touch and h ~qiven o

hraCtPElelCQv  35“ dotermlned by Hlndp and -Sarden (108w}.‘

oo

prowectlve transf@t-‘ Thuq "Balley broke the barrler" :

AS for another cllent

B &




He was attracted «he says, 'tqvmme'dOQ with the
smile on his face.(Lanqstonv19897W1)

In the spcond chapter - . we discussed = the
.v1sual/hehavloralfaffectlve nature of the qmilinq q@stufe.
Getald purrell (1956) ﬂescrlhed tho smlle as his dog ROqor s .

"ttump card" when he wanted to- iﬂduce-Ductell to take h1m

For a walk. - Pethaﬁs'his smil@ Mas B1lley s (n§¥ to me%slon

- Santino's) ttump ca;a as well. We may proaume that Ballev s
_innocént smile' evoked a nurtutlnq responses or at leastﬂ'“ 
caused a lowerlnq of: 1nh1b1tlon. fhusﬂﬁailey.waé._able'tbL
i"pehefréte" thlq client's _psychic barciers™ and 1nducp

poSitive énd, qecure fcnllnq ‘that . was proqectlvelv,

transferted t0 Rantlno._ e

e

Lanqston reportq that Baile¥;was v@ry popular ih'the

a_nelqhbourhood 'ah&‘peonié"would reqularly ,sound th@lr car

: horns in tecoqnltlon or stop and qgive the doq head-a rﬁh;
_AAcchdlnq.‘ to Lanqqton, - the -.ﬁoq‘;Jhecame -a  virtual.
'"institutiggb,. ‘the’ nelqhbourhood. This'fconfdrms with -

N

" observat1ons made by Bossard (1953) fhat ‘a doq can serve aqf 

) an Pffectlve‘ "soc1al ald" S Ballev dld halp to- expand fh0f 

[

*:‘ranqe of Santlno s acqualntanceq hoth in the communlty and
: amonq ;ﬁh'”-stfeet peopla. The tactlle: stlmnlat;on -ErOmf

rubbing  the doq's“head=wou1dj serve to release nurturlnq‘

Lo

RN E - L | o E ST
‘feelings. - thereby enhancing the effect of  the overall

experiences . o e R

Ef)
i

AN




~.individual's "friend".
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N
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Attempting to explain Bailey's popularity in the
neiqhbourhoodv'Lanqston comments that

Bajiley's poprunlarity rests.in "his ability to share

an eolusive quality that so many street npeorle

crave. "he gives them unconditional love" says:
Santinio. "That's. its unconditonal love".  He
“makes no demands and he's everybody's friend.

Fveryhody at the Association loves hime. Everybody

‘lovas him.(Langston,1989,11) '% -

: {

Bailey's ability to “"share unconditional love" is of

course an anthropomorophic projection as Lindesmith et al.

(1975) and Wallin (1978) pointed out earlier. Neverthsless

it does provide{i the subjaective means for the clients to

construct a . positive definition-of-the-situation and apply

it  to ‘the unfolding “action (Pollner and. Mchonald-.

Wiklers1985)

The observation that Bailgv- is everybody's friend.

- reflects Bossard's obseryation that

the dogq - serves each of - us flaccording to our
_respective needs.{Bossard,1953,237) B

We may say  that the "elusiveness" or amhiquity of “the
' : A . Q 3 :

“individualised projective Eesponsé-réflectinq--the'cliénts'

?

. . IS L X L B *
‘situations like the stimulus in a proijective tests invites a .

own fearss expectations, 'and ‘emotional needs (Wagner.1983

“iWashburne,1971)s -~ In tﬁ%s.‘way»"'ﬁailey fcou}d-'bél_eééh'

T
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A_Final_Word

In the course of this proﬁect we met a number'df empiri&al-
theorétical ind methodological qdél;.'A |
1 we examined three different aspects | Qf"the_
perspn/pet_reiationship {morphologicals  behavioral and
Eés?choloqical)‘ and dengopediéheoreEical' analyées far
each positibn@ | |
,2 we demonqtratpd the‘ validity =~ of the 'eﬁholdqf&al'
"approach in qtudylnq the nerqon/ppt r@latlonshlp.' ' 'n '5'
=3 ' we demonqtratpd the value ‘of thp comparatlvo method -
in studylnq the werson/net relatlonthp-
ﬂ- i we demantrat@d ‘the value QE' applyinng  1dqiéai 
?cateq0t1es and - termlnoloqy to a comparat1va analVSLQ- .‘

o

3 3 we demonqtratod the fhPOC@tlcal and emplrlval v11up

_of comparlnq the p@rson/pet .re;atlonshlpjwmth‘ﬁge hymap3
 1nfant/parent relatlonshlp. f~_‘ ‘. | " a7
6 We ' demonstrated the vaiuo ‘of ahsinﬁegdisﬁiplinary
'_ﬁapﬁroé¢h in_§tddyinq.and;.explainlnq £he:cémpJEgitﬁéé of":H
;thé'pé:spn/pefupelafionéhibf_ | - . )
7 _wé" demonstréﬁédfythé_:_éxplénatotv  v$lue1H oﬁ‘ § ;
-‘cbnverqent persp@ctlve bYa | | I |
e -u51nq"our theoretlcal model ﬁdJeﬁéluafe:?éq'aépdéI

"caqe" Of a ComPlPx p°rson/pet 1nteract10n-:_*'

. o
e

-




With this case nresenfation we dpmonstrated that the
) . ‘
person/pet ,reiétionship is a comnlex personal and rsogial
phenomenon with m;ny factors that may interact to produce
the total ekperience-: In so doings we haﬁe demonstrated the
Value' of ‘a_combarativey converdent, ﬁulti?disciplinérv- 
analysis in reiiﬁhly navigating through this complexity.. Ih
our - introdnctidn Wwe drew~ a ‘comparison. betweéé the. 
-dévelopheqt Qf this proﬁect and - the congtrpcﬁion‘of a rope;
e noted that the factors contributing to? the sbundnesé’df
each included thé?sélection‘_bf‘maferialsv  the method of
fabﬁicatinnq and-the skill of execution. " k | |
lfIh‘térms of thétépplication of‘theory"éﬁﬁfthe‘Oyéfall
logical qtructure and devclopmento the arqument 15 sound anﬁn
'wéf‘may' rlalm _valldlty oh‘ theée' qrounds.' -However;v; 5 ,
methodoloqlcal cr1t1c1qm may be.‘advanced; 'iﬁis prpﬁec£;§§;: 
‘not based on direct research- ﬁéthefs‘.fhe method: of data
'_coile;tion‘ was archlyalfgand sohé ‘¢E .thev‘ﬁéfgri51 _ya§r
‘énecﬁﬁtal. 'On‘théSe.qtoﬁnﬁs Qng:ﬁay Claiﬁﬂa we§kge$suihf;ﬁé1
@mplrlcal domonstrarlon.'_‘ ". . .. | |
a;ﬂ _ We rpqpond by roféf;;ﬁq once. ﬁore to 6ur'ihtrbﬁhdfioﬁ{« 
'éf. . e:pec1ally to the paqsaqe where we noted that the puroose of

:_our pr01ect waq to lay a foundatlon.- Putflnq ‘up the walls

'.and othprllstructures -Nlll e'  the outcome 'oE*.furthe::';;” 7-WW-

'rosoatch, '“@éP hQﬁéf;by; aﬂdltlonal ‘invest;qat¢r$;3 intﬁg; .
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_empi:icai researchs well thouqht put and well executed. we

may be sure that practice will inform theory and that a more

satisfactory exnlanator? outcome will he the result.
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