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Bioaesthetics Criticism: A Biosemiotic Approach

Yuan Deyu

Abstract:

Under the comprehensive influence of pragmatic semiotics, biology
and animal behavioural studies, the science of biosemiotics has
extended the sign system paradigm from the sphere of human culture
to the natural world. The core aim of biosemiotics is to explore living
organisms’ ability to generate and interpret signs. As a field that
straddles the social and natural sciences, biosemiotics faces criticisms
of anthropocentrism and neo-Darwinism. According to the

framework of Peircean sign typology and Uexkull’s umwelt theory,
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semiotic phenomena in the biological world have multi-modalities and
hierarchical characteristics that are revealed in biological behaviours.
Taking semiotic freedom and evolutionary scaffolding as an
opportunity, the poetic attributes of allo-animals can be modelled and
analysed. Taking deception, display and ritualisation as the key
elements of biologically co-evolutionary aesthetics, this paper
discusses the aesthetic judgment of organisms in cheating, mating and
games.
Keywords: biosemiotics, semiotic freedom, aesthetic perception, co-evolution

DOI: 10. 13760/b. cnki. sam. 202301005

—. £V SEFNARBR

HRGEA M IE BTRF ER AL  SRIEIR, FRATII A O B S AT S
S EARRIGET RS R CPETL/R ST T i SR )"~ R
LR VR 7EL

(=) &F R

CHARRIEE HAERW VAT S R AMIE LY, A B TR
Wi M L ESGRI, BARTS, AP, B, HAIERY”
IR SR A IR A 5 S AE BT, IR 2 IR AL HLMGOE A B4R
WA Fie i “ B SE B (entelechy) MR B HARR . JEHA R R 323
IEAEERBUCEE S IE A SOT R ML i s S i AN % FHXFRTE, B
P OB R CHZ - DR (Karl von Baer) JRfiG % & 9 A 1 S5 il 32 ¢
HEZR, JFIBIIAE TR LEUARY e —id], HSEFR “AUEET A
BTG H A S0 SA7 S h AR SRR P87 . X — W B
SCHIE I T RITHBRAVE N “RERESAA ™ B0 A AT HILAR A D4 P P 5 R
BEWER AT U, EVATSONICE R AT 5 T
P BEERLELEY . M TIR#E, AIiE - &K (Claude Shannon) 2F
NS B E AR R BE LR, “HLEE R A ik e s 2484 %
AT ETERA, AR &1 ZRAES LG XA, WiFE RS
AR K AR AEYY” B A AR R A

Ak, AT - A (Howard Pattee) 2% ia07E 4y BIXT G2 A1 AL W R AR A 19
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Were], AR PR R B A S MG (semiotic closure) 5 A K1 Y] #”
(epistemic cut) F-Bf, DIMIITHOE S Aarib e (AR FEEmA S n
TEFR B R, 2[RI 0 N R A 4 - 2K (Kalevi Kull, 2009, p.84) #y
PRSI M TR R A S R OTIER 0 - BT, SRR
3 -BET B AEIAT S R T S VIR AR A AR i SO TR S AT S T
(semiotic fitting) G ; BLEEY) AWMLY “F75 Al” IERRER
GEi eI — HUBRS T (B PR 5 -5 1 A A UL PR R 22 1) 1) BE Bl 1k
YRR . BT, MIXTAEEY - i (Terrence Deacon) 73 UNfa[ 28 i AF
57 RRBUHRR], VAT R ATIEM /N SERMREE Lk  R AT S
BIE” IR SALt, ARSCRAYIRTS 6 # T ST Ja R 4 h e A 41814
Yyt AR K SME R SRE s 2

(=) ABRFEHE

“PURRRIE U ESETHHN - PORAAR (Thomas Nagel) $2iHY R st
AR AR X A R B, TR, W R X
(meaning rationalism) e, MVBHHIITRBFICAEA CRARD) * EhktE, &
SRR HE™ B4 B EE 3 0 AR B0 B AR (Millikan, 2002,
p.S1), HLIBIEE WU AF 5 A B AS /R - BRI ( Chales Peirce) | T4
A 1 - TSR /K (Jakob von Uexkill) , H &l - DU4F4E ( Grogory
Bateson) LURBTIE: - PekF (Adolf Portmann) N33 kE, fiufiTH57E A
FRIE b R RO D BRI, JF A B2 LA B2 s X
i (5 B SR BB A A . S BHIHUE B ( proselytization)
LA AT P M SR HE R TR JELREAMBE | A0 1L o
AR AL

HRAE o NI R 0 5 0 L BT B R 2, e, SR
SR MR X SRE L, FHER (agapsim)” SRR, FFARHE
5RO TR AR, DRI S5 R TR By 1 Fed
I BTIRRE PR Rk SR RRE (0 % 5 e A
MR s T RO AR A SR O E R R, (0
PESSTERT, HEFRLLBANSE R A LI | SR SUMLRI R T A
W, LU R A R MR 0 SRR (Urpartinur) 3UAY%5 4
W, IEA ARG 2t Ay e b
(87 (Kontrapunkt) 2 [AYSGHBEHE, {7k A EE 2 A COF R 7552
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Ko KT, HEYIAT 2 DIOR RE 7870 B W B2 ZR M (4 il R 22 4T 2 S OHOB T
bt H5RUEY (alloanimal) MFF5 23 A K 2 (A & BCREE, LK
TR PR IR Oy B A B S LR (R S WA DR B 1] I B AR B SRR ) .
=, YRS (58) SRR R R M s T T B2 R 35 T v A K R 3 R TR
— I, BOURMEAR IR “GE—E LA ARBT (synechism) BET HILAE 7R
NEE RBAEY BRI G R 5 AT5 SLAae 59 2 R REn],
JEHIETORR AR R S R R BRI (AU IR ) Z IR A RSO, TRk
U LRI LE Y RIEAE W I B R kT AT sl AR R
I A S T RE s o SR8 DS ) 25 0 iz A S 15 SRV A W PR T A e (e
fERL (IBE) MFFS PPk, [RFER &2 T A RO A5 8 1 5 R g
J1 (fallibilism) o 55 —7J7 10, T 5 3 28 2% AR 1 BT b BEAE IR B8, 0 H2 R4
(&« 1%182% (Konrad Lorenz) # i AYFRIFEMEFIE (solipsism) | FARA)—ICHE
AL MR SR B AR H e, B R e A E ¥ ( Brentari, 2015,
p-239), AEE 5 RRT S A BB £ L 2 AR B 22 S . A
g, ERERT HESR (Unweltforschung) Xt F/E M i) ¥ B4 iy (/1
) FREREE (RS DURGE SCAE BUPLHI A A TR AL, EAR B R AR )
g (3R) FIRZIDE R ER S 2% . MBS SR . AW R ES 4
SRAMEZ A IGE . AET I, ASCAAEYRT S L M50 RIE
2 S IR ) N TE R AR AT SCAS ] S DA S SN AR 10 o P T B

N

(Z) #BRARFM

IEHIPIHTRL - PEEL/R (Franciscus de Waal)  DUHARXE R K349 nh
P EFETE L A LA AT M MBS M I 47, 8 FL AR )
PSS MIIRLERT S 0] G212, 02 B0 5 > IS U sl i e B )
(b)) K, e AT BRI T R RZ S, Jh 2
ST YRR B AR . S, EYIRF S A AR IR MR
H7 L AAISZALT (cognitive scaffolding) . “AF5 HIK™ M, UIMIRAD B
BRRRMEAEVAT G2 BRINAT THRERA R T, A0S
AYIRSERAT VIR Ao REs” FEW . (1) ATl #
A BB AU (mirror self-recognition) fE ) CLARFEZE NS, MK, KG
g RGP AR AHIESE (Andrews, 2015, pp.70 =72); (2) HIZE M
FRON” (ratchet effect) FIFFSitofl, JCHORREMR G NS A B
SRR A S SR S AR ) 22 R SR =2 T B rh 5, Ui ) sl g A S A Hi
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Tyl pir s i 26 [F] 5 T 5 B G AUBRAFAE - (Jaro3, 2017, pp. 289 —290), £F
FTOR - AL 2% (Michael Tomasello) FFR A AR LJmAY “ I
PE” WRIBTARE; (3) FFS MBS T PRURACHE, by fr A 5155 YA
LA™ H & B A6 AN U ARE 77 (Knoll & Rey, 2018, pp. 14 - 15);
(4) HETFSEHMEE LA, I “BENFE (B - WE” 178,
AR LR MBRAR R WS LA IR0 SR A T S R s
&, RUIEAY IR DRSS LR KR 2 E /R - KL (Endel Tulving)
BTy “Ifa)JEaZ1E”  (chronesthesia) (Gomez, 2021, p.2); (5) KFH
m) AR SR [ ( manipulative abduction) , WMtgm H (PAREF) M4
CORSKEET BFEW KRN SEER, UESEHTEFY ( Corvus moneduloides)
REBETE 5200 25 (F T 15 BE A iy R HE PR RE ) (Vitti-Rodrigues & Emmeche,
2017, p.306) ; LASASCHE fGBIRE (6) ZRIENMSEM; (7) Ak
AT I EE; (8) FF9 IR .

AR R A5 62 B S X X AR (S — AR E R4
5y) DAROTAREL (3= AFRMEEEE) 1 “ZHrRRARgT: (1) ARWE
HIERATRE R AW EF G (2) AWk A 338w 1) M2 HOE S RAE
e, —H, VRS REN Y EGRE CMELIRT B B/
7, RUEZR AR S, T 55 IR W) W R S M Ar e, DL AH Y /Y
“HNEEARIR BRI, LABK ZRER RS Rl Ml A Rl — B 7
SREE . 3 —Jr L, ARWIRT T3 E T R A LR AR S EE S AR
HEARA S IR AE Y U N A A . BT, ASCERTIAZ BN AEY) =
SCEERE, I AR - 1T S G AR IRE AT M (affordance) &, B
HEYIFIRRE  (species-specificity) F G M ZHR

(W) Fedai ik b A

“TRUHT LRI FHOCRIERAEY N e A R (qualitative alterity )
FEbME, JCHAMAT S B 40k ih = i X R R RAEYESh PR
Ut” (symbolic animal hypothesis) fEN"#IRIYFBAELL . T I, EVFHFS
OS2SR G | A AR YO B IO B R AR R S A AR TR R,
FEFRIEZAEAAL “ BB AL R R (Deacon, 1997, p.53), THZ “fE
H B S AR R sk S R 5”7 (Sebeok & Umiker-Sebeok, 1980,
p.407) o JUEIH, X35 F s B AME BT AT TR FE T Dk
“EGERFIELRT, AR ] A SRS 3k i AL B AR AL
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FHGN, RV S AR RS 5L 20 1122 70 4RAR LR P [ B 5e
ANEGZMB YT R BIE 0 7E E, f5 315X 24 A b e 58 i i 5
(ICE) WYHITF L7, VIR APrdmfEn) (MK F ) (Speaking of Apes,
1980) SUEETEAMIAF 5 2 SR 28 305 IE A BB AR 5C . Al 55 3 15 HH 4k 5 &5
i, BRAVE RS e TS B AL R iR Y b, NG S RAUEAE T
—FESE . RGO A AT AR T AEPUR AR R F sk
MEAIRE ST o X —=AIR AL X T AE AT 5 5622 SO R N b 32 OB 250
HE YR SRR R R AT 5 5 A SRR T Z I B AR, A ZEAE
HHEBE “ RAEPEYIRNT B JEE AL N R R 55, RO T SR R AETERT
ST BRT IS A AR e, T ] DUKIE R 25 /R BEAR 5 BT 48 2Z [ (4 158
il () &S, M /)/If “ A BT (imputed character) AR “ i
WFFS" (legisign) BE&TEM AT E, WMik—K, FEADFEERFET
I XGRS 1 SE I E

(&) Bi&FA

BTG Dy sy 5 e AR R, PR R R e S IR A AR L L il
1. S ARF LA AR B AT S AR AR DR B R R AR 5 AT
SHMEM. A, EVRFTELIARGER - WREH CSIE S S
ERFIR . (1) s eE X SIhe 3 L, RRE R SO 2R DR
SMEICAS TR N AR AE B R RIS, A B T A 77 31 4 AU 3R AE
(Portmann, 1964b, p.226), 7 W {E JC M fi#t B “ Ak o 4”7 ( neutral
mutation) LK “Ht/F”  (spandrel) SFIETNREMG; (2) fENMAHUEARY
CERRAIRT ANMURE A SSHMENTE XAE, FFEESMSIA N E
LKA HECE R TCER ATRE (1964a, p.84); (3) HIRFAFAEA I n) AE Ao 5 E
BWCE R EY ML, XA RIS BA KL “RIGURIET 1 B
MARTREPE”, M ERYDIREIE 2 YA “ B R RIERE XL (Conte, 2021,
p.161); (4) FEIELER “TBELE” RGN, A RENR
(Selbstdarstellung ) 7] DL J& JC H B9 ( zweckfrei ) fJ, {H 3 AN E L & X
(sinnlos) [ (Portmann, 1967, p.25); (5) A/RICH P& FIFERRFAY)
SMASBE TR AE A H AR PR 018 B PSS A, T3S ) T3 ik IR SCF U Sr 3
(Stibra, 2021, p.236),

AT, YRS IAF Sh 0 56 18 i 22 5 2R Rk R e PEHL i 3K
Sy A AL . (H B AR LARE, AW TCIhRIME” MRS EVE A
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PEVERE S FARIERERTOmE A ) 2z by X — et ok BRI T4 47 H B9 9%
WEEY, TEREFRATIBAE WAT N B ROH RAE I G Sy 3 M 2
AE” o P, SRR P LL M B M AE A AR, AR T RIS - FLm
He (Amotr Zahavi) JEIEZ AL (R EEHLEIN “WSTHE B AR — B
itBl4” (handicap phenomenon), R - I (Richard Prum) k3
AT M AP LR R “ 36 & 4B 1L (Beauty Happens Hypothesis)
ZES I R 25 (sexual dimorphism) (1M R AR 8 ME 4 TR SC 1R /0
“REREF” (sensory preference) HEZM HWAY “REIFL”  (sensory
exploitation) ; JX—J& K (morphogenesis) HEHIGSIH “ LoEpykik, T
#r. WAL, IR 2T B A ] A R S EL S, PR i R AR
E R GHER R, JRRD AR EREA AL (Prum, 2013, p.812), fif
B, CREYRET X TR BRI T BRI, EXT AR
PR AT RETCINFIPE (Welsch, 2004, p.5) ., ASCAH GHMM ST R
AR 22y - BAEE) (John Endler) %5 A\ dRZr i B0 kv &%
BIKB” (sensory drive) MIHY, AR [A] B OC T W AR PEAE 1S B 1 B AR R Y
R BPELL S AR I ZFE A (Cummings & Endler, 2018, p.472), A
AN, AW 3R W B0RE Jry R T P 328 456 1 s ] A T AE 28 4 J 22 1T Sy
W] 4 A ) SR SRR AT, 3k — R IR 2 5 PP AT SRR 2R Gt 22 () 1 R A A0 B TR
PRI T PR O 22 ) ) M 2 38, W BRES A= W45 1) AR S22 5 X &
PRI AL EAY

= BN SHRERE

MRS E N, FAT AR T 18 (ethogram) DK U 3
RS, MEREEZYF IR RSCRATRES, ARMEE I A BE
Pl A A R AT RS AT, TR TR D B M R AR AR 4R
" wEZIE, AV LUK R I3 Uy B I 59 A4 W) 58 i A5
Bo BT, NRGRBEEYZ B EEMEER, ks Tl /RARHE
(R S PR AE WA D 2 — AR s AT SR 2 L B, 2y - il ]
(g okl WS BRI AR RABERT S M T YA B AE A A E kAT
B, AREFRZ WAL I E R ERIRT, SO R =
PR i Re Ju 7, ek g R B aURy NS RE 05 Gl 0 BE = 1k T A e
(Favareau & Kalevi, 2015, p. 16) . [Nitt, ARITFARIZHAT X THRALL
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FAEVERT T HOCYT, SR RO AT O Bl i T LASB GG P Ok 2 F) 2% B
B AR R PERT SO o BE T, R IRA PR 500y 2 56 I k0 )
B, IRASIRAEYIH AT S R A AR N 2 —, R U
FE5 AR 7RV A B A2 8 2 b i b o, TR R SR 0L LA B AR AT 5
(A AR

(—) FENFERRZI: EWFTHERERL

VRS AT A S TR R L FRR FIRAELE FE AT 55 i (hybrid sign) |
IERRNTH MY RGN Z — BRI  S4518 . R&oeEm “FF
5O R FR R AR AR AR AR S T e S IR A TE R AT S
(CP4.448) , Hr, AW G INE UL R R HEAF 5 & L O SR FE 9h B 1 1
5e - W2 R4 (Frederik Stjernfelt) $275| i /RI “AvAF =" (dicisign)
MpARISIESE (Hoffmeyer & Stjernfelt, 2016, pp. 26 —27) ., B#E 2 K &#
B BME ;T A7 R A R A SR A A A (proto-proposition) [ XU H 3 1H
2545 (Subject-Predicate structure) , FA ) FiEH D E— M EREMSS (9),
MR ER I MRARMERT 5 (P), BT BIRFAET X4 8 X R 8 8 5 4k
Uiig. T U, s M T Aid sk J8 BB R B i i 2 RS (S), i
MR MR BEOC TR R S FAF R R (P), X—iBHEAR S-P A4
ATAGE LT RN - Fe R R EE AL 51T F A R R W R RE Bl S R

T, AR ERL. FEARFRAEWAT 55 MM =, EiE (Apis mellifica)
“HERESE” (wagging dance) (HEEHAAYIAIZG], fFH KRR - BEA (Karl
Frisch) Z5&, X—DAHENEMN BT NIRRT, &2—MEYZIES
(paratext) NHIZUERF S HE), “HEYIREEEREGIN, EEs (10FE
) RRBSE, BOEW A RS (Frisch, 1974, p.78) . X FIRHMF,
SRR CIETESF T WX R BUKE AR 2, HAR S5 [ A H
M, AR R S T B R AR Rk, W% shih s S e T gT B A
2 2 A1 e f1 88 45 ] TR BE S B 5 W 7 [ (R) 49 # B (pp. 82 —83) . Hy
I, EEESEERAERNSIRY, DUITIN R 5522 8 RAE, R AL
BYIhL. AT, R NIRRT S A A, AT F K
F18) 2 VB i 5 T B 0 2 R ) T o) WSt (S LRI B AU e 5 T 0
FLYEEE W SR R AR R R I B ) BT DU BAR B SRR 28 1 oK FH )
SIS IRES, £ i WE NI SR W W R S A S i frp 2
B HIB TSR I RIE R E (Sebeok, 1990b, p.43) . 5 2Z, @ik TH
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NS SERAT N, AT B8 A sh IR I BV Ofe, X8
NS SRR TSR nTRE, JRRIVHERS A BRIl B 2 MG TR RESE 1A 2
frtgz it , BTG HA RIEIIAE”  (Jakobson, 1960, p.357, p.370) )
?ﬂii’%o

(=) HEaELEI: AWFT s Ak

NSCFF S B R A SR BB 4 0T, 2 ARSI LL S TEBR B
WA B AT BT E o 0 S A ) R AR A B R R R B A MR AT 5 R 3 2 R 4
JERE (distant semiosis) HYFIRESIHL, HATFRMEREXN T (#h5) MEMAERYS
SYRREST o EFXTI, AWt S EAE B A PG L B e A S R Y A 44 45 M
HAT AR AR WAR AR, HIRAER KB . g2, IO DA SR 2K
A2E . R IORERFS YR “IhEEFR " (functional reference) 170,
AT BEAT & A2 W) Fb oy LA K il 8] i 44 19SS A AR e, I - B R & R o
(Struhsaker, 1967, pp.281 —282) 7£ 20 {40 60 (0K 1 = 3| B K B
( Chlorocebus pygerythrus) BERSENXIH B & i BE L LR B 7, Jf5]
eI R RIS PR S A s EEXS B I B S b B B R b, S
REANMPER 2 SPSEREAR N, Ty le 28 25 1kl 515 Rl S JF SRR L
J&, AR EERIOESR T O I RS, Bl S R 7R A R DL 5| kIR
HERBIHEESMB/REZL N (Seyfarth & Seyfarth, 1980, pp. 1071 —1072)
AL, [ RSB Sy (Lamprotornis superbus) AE Ry 7 2 fRZH 1Y
OB - AR BYT SEER R E, FERE A PR & AN TR, (B dE R X 5 R EL
IRY A Z I, R R LA SR B P 2 SR AE T DA e 5 B A [W] S S 1) B2 0 #R4E RE
(Cheney et al. , 1985, pp. 190 —191), JREPFPEIST T (eavesdropping) I,

G, Ak “IIREIR W ML N H WA AR 508 R
R - R SRET MR B EE, R T R IR AR IE R DL R AE T
Wi 5 - & Bt (affect-induction) $5i3, (Owren & Rendall, 2001,
p-59) HffEY R EE N REREES T B R e s Y
AR EEEWRA “UIfefsEE” —iF (Wheeler & Fischer, 2012, p.204);
VRS R I RN Z R < DhReTe " 5 IH 2 — e 1k 4
FAT N o ARSCAE “TREIR T HEZRAWE A s R - MRS 1
MAAEEAE (Scarantino & Clay, 2015, p.e3), FAEBIEMARME “UIR - HfEid
FEHI”  (ostensive-inferential model ) IGiE “INHEFE " WAL (Scott-
Phillips, 2015, p.58) . ‘E¥) KRB 24FT S8R, WM B ki
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SEWBEITE (B&) Ao SCHaeSs, AT e AR AHEZ 226 53R
BIBETT . tntb—k, “IIRERRW” AR SFBAEYIAT S @B AAT R AL, SEBR
PR A S el fidl - DU3E3E (Nicolas Humphrey, 1973, p.432) 27,
MR —Fh AR, SRR IR T SRR B — Rk, B SoREER,
WXL g, AR A IR A S AT 2T, DU SRS
MG B N MRAE—Fh-FAT T (parallelism) BYAEPISE 2N

(Z) H&EEZI. AW T a5 R

AT A LA KA A Jm T =, AR AT S 098 288 Ja P AR S NS mpk ag
JIRYRT LA BORWT . ZhWAT R o MR A AR 2 808 . B 73T
M —FhBEm X TE F G, MRV S AP A 20 et “HHEHm”
DIK 9 HE & W FH - (Sebeok, 2011, p.80), M, A= ¥)ifi & 4 X )7 X
(FLB) VIR (FLN) EFBeI090155RY], S R R &4 7 53
RNANA S ERGRIERGE -3l (SM) &R4E, LURRIERES AT W HE /Y
W& - K (CI) R MPESGEFRNOAZRALLRWIEHRS, 750
BAERAEMS 2IE S RS (SP) FiE X RS (CD) ., BT, A=l
CWHESTT M, RS R EA YRS B A BME Ak R SCL RN, A
LRI E RS & 5 R 4EREE ) (Desmond & Moore, 2004, p.56)

B, AU A ITAE R R R E - Wl i B S R
BIENI SOGEFRES), WAAIATE THA KA E Yz b, Ry
FEFRIC LA RE, %08 (Luscinia luscinia) (7 A] LA g3 754> Al BE Y
Big. P, e, EE. R, AEDKZLZIE (Soavalta, 1956, pp.7 -
8)o AL, &M (Fringilla coelebs) S5A= YR 1) 2RI LI A
BTN, NS & ™ 1Y 7 5 e B SO 5 R i Al ~) 75 A0 BRAR R 487
( Marler & Gordon, 1968, p.128 ); % 5 ( Menuridae ) L\ N i 7 5
(Mimidae) SEA= 1L BIA T AR TP AR E 5 ZIFIA A B 4 b a4~
IRAEFRES) (Dalziell, et al. 2015, pp.2 =3), {4 &M MAF ST
N, IR RSB EAR I A RS EE ). BT L, B2
WL RIEMART ST T EGE, TREE T LIRS —E R, T A
B, VLt etk (7 &) £ (Pollio, 1974, p.13): F1 i ik 42
(Zonotrichia leucophrys) F| FIHCR 21 rp i) & 5 52 8 SR B B & 23 )33k A B i
MESTF By (Nelson & Poesel, 2007); PAZE T EIRZARMAE - D5 AN
(Maler & Hamilton, 1966, p.446) MA#) “WigkE X" (gradualism) A7
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ok, B CRATAGCAE, (S2ERY) FB 5 H0s 281k 2 3 56 27 I i 25k ]
KRB, JRE I, SRBGEE T E LAk RA G, PR T
Y A (phonological syntax) , HMEAHENT - AFRARE (James
Hurford) ) “#4H-&7A)%:" (combinatorial syntax)

TR SGEFREM S, “WE 7 ek AR = A4 ik =
HR” FEAREYM S =5 B RTTE, X —Be ) 5P R 5
M E I H - WS (Juri Lotman) f “ TRy @M R 4 (secondary
modelling system) FHIER;, [HA5 = Fp 5 05 A 9 226 n] BEAT & TR 4R 10 ) 1 A h
PrtfEs Ho—, DURMBRAEHIRIRIZE 2248 (affixation system) , 3% — Y Fh7E T XF
FIFEIE Z 203 &y “ sediive” (krak) DLK “#E5E” (hok) WA,
IR FiAgE (-oo) FEAEMFETIIE . “AEERIL”  (krak-oo) FI
TENIUEERIL” (hok-00) (Collier et al. , 2014, p.3) . T, FHZAYFF
FE LA —F AR G2 R i 2 0 2 1 77 Rl AR 1 AR I 7 (stem call) [ AT
X, BB —-FERAGMAEAEGE LM EIER, HZ, RELHKE (C
nictitans ) - [FFESSERX B 7 FE & R PIFIAY A (pyow and hack) , {HJ& M (1)
FEFFSUE (pyow pyow hack hack) HIJFARFI S B RO LiMEE W&, T2
TG Ry O nY BEAR R 78 S — 22 2 Hu A7 (Arnold & Zuberbiihler, 2006, p.303) .,
H=, ARRKEARIGR (Mungos mungo) I 2§ M 75 4 v o B A1 R
SCHVAEFES o WA SR ) B Y RS A R T A AT TR IR 42
P AE ] — BB XA 2R B W B X B2 Bl B8 B (Jansen, 2013,
p.42, p.62), Hrr, =R DL — B gm s &k E B A5 B P IR R B
TrG; MAEE MG, M Be S — M A B, HBEEE TryH
BR THRES, t—k, MR RN IR 3 W] & 3635 19 S 0 LA S BRI
3, FIRMGCYIRTCE S N SR Re ARG, WA B TIRATE R A
M AR ) Z RIFAF 5 20 4 S0

= EYFSITANEREX

NESLFETAPS B S R AEWAT 5 565, RSO B R CESFRAEY
A OR3tE) AT (mimiery) PAKRAUAEIR  (ritualization) o # g,
et ZAEREAC TR LA BGR IR SCEMZE i RAE 2R T, REFEIE I 3)
DA e ) A 24 v 1) S R R A S LA T 8 A= AR O B 4 B FE K PR i
JRAS B Sy i B B S AR DA L R ) b e SR AL e T B, T S A5 R 1 AL
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AULBAGA AL 55 n] et A Yy R A . Ok, RAEAEYIT S 21 “4F
M =FEPE”  (code duality) J5I, Ji5 2R A9 410 A A< 8 MO Sl SE K 9
R AR, R RGO LR BAE S R B E m A5 A d AR 2514
R, AR Rk S HECE LRI p M R S0, D125 LR ARG AT S 230
MERYN ORI 5o mIts Ol fH5170, M R A &)
W, HAR L BB A SUE XTE BB IR A5 S 0 L g0 AR LR H 5l
B

(—) AHMEILR B I RN

RS ZR RS AR 5B S B, IR0 &
(mimic) —4ZAY (model) —JZULHE (receiver) MY —=JCXKFR, K EWIUS
RTEZAE U S S AS W E I R AERE T, AR FE A R) 0 SCAE il 5 34 1) e ) 4%
FAT N BEXTIG, AW SRR E L AT B CRET (F) 4RI
HE, S B0 E WS I AE S A 5 HAR T BRI 22 B 2015 B
JATEFREE 0 SR FR R, I EL P 4SS Z R A B (Maran, 2017,
p-48) o Ath—3k, SR H AR TR E IR CEE SR E (RE) ,
I E R SRS (BRAEE) XA RN (Vane-Wright,
1976, p.50) . TREAEVITTHF R, SRR G AW 2L A V4T
T, EPRIE T RIS ZOR A YR R I IR E R R (LR, e
AR FEMCE TR TR E B, BT R R RIE AR AUE” (Maran,
2017, p.17), BT, ASCKXEES B AFE - K#URK (Mitchell & Nicolas,
1986, pp.1-3) 1y “PUEHKIR" VILIvPE - 22hikiR (Zlatev, et al. 2008,
pp. 219 -221) 1y “BAGFHEL”, XYL SRR #1750 ZIH

AL, BPAR A W A AU B G A 0 K B — B B = B 13 O A T
AR, TG B AT O ) S SRR S b . S R T AR AR T .
Horpr, —BOR ST I 22 AR WS VAL Ry S 2 A HE, R
PENGH H B 4t (Hymenoptera) )47 (Pouyannian mimicry) , %47 MHE
SAE TR & A AU DL S AR, JREEME SR (fk7%) 55ME (W
) BIRCRIERL Il JE HEsE (Ayasse et al., 2003, p.520) . —Frbasan. &
Wi (Aspidontus taeniatus) FEJTIETEM (Labroides dimidiatus) B d5 1A
Bo HERNNGHEHAFEZRIMILAEZ R ARG, RI5 A5 L85 IS
R RE o W 2 b B AR AR WL DL B 22 Ak B AR BE X AF ((Wickler, 1968,
p. 157) o 1 =B S A LAY S 4 W R4S F 44 ( Thaumoctopus mimicus) F&T
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RIFIVE P, R RBOR B M B AT . & I DIZS 2 % 30591 L)
B SO R | R, S TR SR
PRI, T BCH S 1 B 3EHEE R (facultative adaptation)
B, fEMGER, A AR (1) A HIBARN R (2)
RN, BRI R, R B 3 H B SRR DA%
(3) HeTFXh RN B 0 2 USRS B RS 5 2 A B AR L
UHHA AR, DU RUR (Urenia Gomez-Moreno, 2019, p. 441,
p-461) . RILWI, SRR [ RIKSAE ST, R (Cherax dispar)
S e g AN RS R E R 2 0 ] LS R, S S RS R
MR A B 5 AT et TF 9 (Angilletta J. , 2019, p. 1470) . 1 1Y By ¢ 50
A2t A AT R W W o ) T 1 B R o L A B
IS,

(=) AR XALIE B L2 AL M

20 H22H, ST A S SRR R R 2 e B IR AR W A A
MG, KAE - BHEE (Julian Huxley) KA S A Yy 78 W Fh it i 2 b A=
B — RANVR AT A, 2R BLRSR TR AR, 0 #rE A oy — 4
FAPER PGS (Huxley, 1914, p.506), #52Z, SGEAT ARG
YIRS RS SRR R AL, KR B A 5 T8 SZ B, Jf e ik
JFiE R sk, mEMA, WA, FBA LR AR AL B R R R
(Stephenson, 2015, p. 11) . BREMEILNZA0, PipAs B (9 ff & AL -5 SME
@S] AE R BUAGAL I AR 2 T o AERIEBER A BLAEH b S Pl 48K,
FIRERAFE TIEAT M i, A L - DURRARE A AR, X —BREWE &
YA AR SR R D R 2 vp, AR — I RIS 5 b, B X 55
—A7 0 BB SRS S 0N A SR TR R 5, PR — A5 R
B —FEY (k) FE, “BEmEIRB ATy ERS A B R R A5
HEFFSAL, Nl DX HASAE . AMEE. B, Bk, ok, 4 ESE”
(Bateson, 2000, p.178), 52, SCHAT S 45 /8 & PR WL B 52 I B L 7]
SRS RN EOE i1 4 d

AR B AAL T S, HEPER T 5% (Prilonorhynchus nuchalis) )1
EHEBEAC S N I AE YA BT R A IR A ML RN ] He—, AR AR 3R
A, IR RE TS A SR TR 28 Dy DB 1A 81 0 i i 82 7 ST
¥o WL, @it 25 THEE LBl st sh, SRAYA T LIESME |
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Y

RV SWE A BEYE B A B S BRI, [ RE L IR G B0 A e 24T —18
W EEIRE ST, 1N YRR A" (extended phenotype ) , TS
SEWFRESY “ BARIgReiaen THOARRE -1 (R S5
#E” (Sebeok, 1976, p.30),

HZ, APikm 22808, [T 20517 b X a4 K =k
R 2. X PR LA Sk i E R RENR B SE ST (costly
signalling) A, fEIX —AVESIZ T, — 55028 BRI [0 PN T AR Y
HHIXEL, JFESA AT T, N SR e XS A H Z ] A R
2 A E AR ORST i 3G 19 J7 E T HES " (Endler, 2012, pp. 281 -
282), M, AEIGES MK AEMEAS, 2 —F “5RE B
(forced perspective) ISR, WEASHE RV AE AEAR 8 BH AT SE J7 10) 04 3 FH 4
JEZ A, AR AT A R K M AR O R R A Bzt
1) 59 56 5 W R o

H=, FARR G 5% 5%, PR AT PRR R A SE A
o RGBT R RIE . O MEYE R T 5 093 5217 R 2 DAME: A A0
AR TR, AkEK s A Ss ] TR Ak, FZ, X
AT R AR R S5 55 ) MR T TC (AR 0 171 2 ) A PR SR RS SR RAE (Welsch,
2004, pp. 16 -17) .,

Hpg, AR E R LR R . BT Sk as i B A2 05 D
K BRI, B MEYE S 5 SIS O TR I B LU K 57 E (Endler &
John, 2012, p.281), iX—2Z& sl fdfi £ A BT i 2 SR\ P F A7 22 09 55 FH H Y
W, FEETYA YR AR IERE b, RO — A
AR FIRIE, TRED “FF5 AR B H BRETR R,

FET e, R E 2 5 AOAS A A 7 ol S R A 1) A= 0 3 A R ) e )
ZUPRRINGE, YT 550X — AT A —Fh BT ooff B A RABWE
W REIT AR R e Yk Z W RXEE E, FRATT R —Fp e
M e “TEMESE R, AEZEHATIETA X T IR & A U R i 4b
M3l , o, ARG R s VE B AT DL T S5 M RRIE 3B el . &k, &
5, UWRPHIE R AL EEERLAL.”  (Martin & Caro, 1985, p.65) &, 7k
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SEELT . RO R R R AE VG B Bl S2 itk i, HEABL S A A R A 2 T RE Y
ARG, JF2IM 2 RN R RIE L R Z 0 S RIE: B3t R
(locomotor-rotational ) . ¥J&h (BrH) . M () . BFE#H, HIRE
FREL Koo ze i (ACXfk) 45, MO K AW - MIfEE (James
Baldwin) [k i 445 (Baldwin, 1902, pp.303 —304), WnS3%(1RH
ARE HBGM A (autotelic theory) 5EZLMMMA (semblance theory) At XU HEHE 42
(Burghardt, 2005, pp.39 —40), WERAT AR ]I ZRAGRAE B TRV 51T
B, WFEZ, WERAELL CTeAar” IR JC R R s AR A B R AR A
[t T, HESH A AT T B2 e

M., £MHFSEFNARIEREESEER

AR - PR E (Charles Hartshorne) 7EIR K “ 352" Zmfbih, &
MIAEFRE A RACE DA 3 X EGd T JRW IR £SO, (H51fER, F&A]
WEN X —Sr 375 (OF) RPN Z BRI R, & 0B K A §E
TEALR S Z 247" (Hartshore, 1973, p.53), #5522, FATRMEGLAT
LR AW RAT IR R TCIN AR . FET I, FRAT 6 A Yy ds R Y
BN 502008, YRR R, EERENE X3RN
ey =R Ry e, B A AR RGBS SEER, X —4
KRR T EARAERE BME, 1Miis 1B SEEEmEZ 043590 % A~ 4
S FCAR RO LSRR BB = A2 M, EATS =PRI E R
AR : (1) AR (auto-poiesis) , MAEFAREAILR AR5 T HH
M5 (2) RGiTF5 (phylo-poiesis) , FefBitst MILfGCRIEEERL; (3) Ak
T (onto-poiesis), HIKE/REG HIZREHHLH.” (Mandoki, 2014, p.75)
PIA SN, AW ) P e AL i) e HE 56 TR AR S PR SR IR AR AT 5 56 A 0 25
TR, M =R RN SR Y AR R T T A SE IR RE

® ik - BRI - i (Jean-Frangois Bouvet) KGRI A: (1) R, HUOSRZHL )
RHEME (2) B, FCA AR ERMERIGS (3) BB, HANEERAT A B OIRG (4) i,
I — R ZZEH XN (5) RO, WAL B EwES; (6) thE, Lt
dPEIIZS (aggressive mimicry) 5 (7) SEMERYIR S, AR RIEL (Koko) FrJEmayIhif & KA
5 (La stratégie du caméléon 2000) , WAL, B4 « KL (Roger Callois) NPKiiExE />y PUFpZERL Jf:
FRUOFDERUERAAAE T A A2 b 84 (ilinx) , HCASRAR S H 44785 3598 (agon) , LIRSS
TERAHIE s 5 (mimicry) ; HLi8 (chance) Yk, HLAnLAGE 9 Ir 200 B S M A7 80HE % (Los

Juegos y los hombres: la mascara y el vértigo 1994 ) ,
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5 AL, FRATAT LK b i) 56 A W i 7 A7 =M M4EEZ B, AR
TR0y (b)) Y . B DL A& (Watanabe, 2012, p.132), H
—, SR F B DL A E R RIS I X I b, A F A 58k
Rg; g R . S UG SR ILE EE XU X AR B X i dF - (Watanabe,
2012, p.144), HZ, Y REEFXESAES, T2 800N SR
MIREST . ANAY T RERSE L ) FON S 2% DL R BRI R iy A, 2 U X ENR IR
LB RIR Sz ARE . H =, ShRe B A EaET s, RIGET
FI ATl 0 S s T L [ A A 17 105 S RS AR R o AT
UFHYSREAT N (Westphal - Fitch & Fitch, 2018, p.9). T, EMFATN A4
YIRS ZERE I, WRRE ) A BGEE 56 ALy sh ) e AP TE R T H K
Jh R R B S e T .

JUIAMEZE LI, AR R S 0 KB T FEFRATT H A 5 5 104
MRS ST ZERZ b XEWAE, VAT R LKA 5 G i R
FEATRG 1), FRAS LR R R B A SRR 2 b B AR SO0, (Rt
BEXS AR BAT O SO SBT RRIX — B U, FRATTIK B I AE WA 5 2e
B, BT AR ST KO 2 o0 S BRI e A5 SR A TR S B
T RE A SR IBT

5| ALk

Angilletta Jr, M. , Kubitz, G., & Robbie W. (2019). Self-deception in Nonhuman Animals;
Weak Crayfish Escalated Aggression as if They Were Strong. Behavioral Ecology, 30 (5),
1469 - 1476.

Arnold, K., & Zuberbiihler, K. (2006). Semantic Combinations in Primate Calls. Nature, 441
(7091) , 303.

Ayasse, M. et al. (2003). Pollinator Attraction in a Sexually Deceptive Orchid by Means of
Unconventional Chemicals. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological
Sciences, 270 (1514), 517 —522.

Bateson, G. (2000). Steps to an Ecology of Mind. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Brentari, C. (2015). Jakob von Uexkiill. The Discovery of the Umuwelt between Biosemiotics and
Theoretical Biology. NY and London: Springer.

Burghardt, G. (2005). The Genesis of Animal Play: Testing the Limits. Cambridge and London:
MIT Press.

Collier, K. et al. (2014). Language Evolution: Syntax before Phonology?. Proceedings of the
Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 28 (1788), 1 -17.

59



O

FISSER (26)

Cummings, M. , & Endler, J. (2018). 25 Years of Sensory Drive: The Evidence and Its Watery
Bias. Current Zoology, 64 (4), 471 —484.

Conte, P. (2021). Playing Appearances: On Some Aspects of Portmann’s Contribution to
Philosophical Aesthetics. In Filip Jaro§ & Ji¥i Klouda ( Eds. ), Adolf Portmann: A Thinker of
Self-expressive Life. Cham: Springer.

Deacon, T. (1997). The Symbolic Species: The Co-Evoluiion of Language and the Brain. NY:
W. W. Norton.

Desmond, A., & Moore, J. (2004). The Descent of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sex by
Charles Darwin. London: Penguin Classis.

Endler, J. (2012). Bowerbirds, Art and Aesthetics; Are Bowerbirds Artists and Do They Have
an Aesthetic Sense?. Communicative & Integrative Biology, 5 (3), 281 —283.

Frisch, K. (1974). Animal Architecture. NY ; Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Goémez, O. (2021). Four Epistemological Gaps in Alloanimal Episodic Memory Studies.
Biosemiotics, 14 (3), 1 -19.

Hartshorne, C. (1973) . Born to Sing: An Interpretation and World Survey of Bird Song.
Bloomington; Indiana University Press.

Hoffmeyer, J. , & Stjernfelt, F. (2016). The Great Chain of Semiosis: Investigating the Steps in
the Evolution of Semiotic Competence. Biosemiotics, 9 (1), 7 —29.

Humphrey, N. (1973). The Illusion of Beauty. Perception, 2 (4), 429 —439.

Huxley, J. (1914). The Courtship Habits of the Great Crested Grrebe. Proceedings of the
Zoological Society of London, 84 (3), 491 —562.

Jakobson, R. (1960). Closing Statement: Linguistics and Poetics. In Thomas Sebeok (Ed. ),
Style in Language. Cambridge: MIT.

Jansen, D. (2013). Vocal Communication in the Banded Mongoose ( Mungos mungo). Diss.
University of Zurich.

Jarog, F. (2017). The Three Semiotic Lives of Domestic Cats; A Case Study on Animal Social
Cognition. Biosemiotics, 10 (2), 279 —293.

Knoll, A., & Rey, G. (2018). Arthropod Intentionality?. In Kristin Andrews & Jacob Beck
(Eds. ), The Routledge Handbook of Philosophy of Animal Minds. London, NY: Routledge.
Kull, K. (2009). Biosemiotics: To Know What Life Knows. Cybernetics and Human Knowing,

16 (1-2), 81 —288.

Mandoki, K. (2014). Zoo-aesthetics: A Natural Step after Darwin. Semiotica, 198, 61 —91.

Maran, T. (2017 ). Mimicry and Meaning: Structure and Semiotics of Biological Mimicry.
Berlin: Springer.

Marler, P. , & Hamilton, W. (1966). Mechanisms of Animal Behaviour. NY : Wiley & Sons.

Marler, P. , & Gordon, A. (1968). The Social Environment of Infant Macaques. In David Glass

60



FISX?

(Ed. ), Environmental Influences: Biology and Behavior. NY: Rockefeller University Press.

Martinelli, D. (2007). Language and Interspecific Communication Experiments: A Case to Re-
open?. In Marcello Barbieri (Ed. ), Introduction to Biosemiotics: The New Biological Synthesis.
Dordrecht: Springer.

Millikan, R. (2002). Biosemantics. In David Chalmers (Ed. ), Philosophy of Mind: Classical
and Contemporary Readings, 500 —509. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mitchell, R., & Nicolas, T. (Eds.) (1986). Deception, Perspectives on Human and
Nonhuman Deceit. NY : State University of New York Press.

Nelson, D. A., & Poesel, A. (2007). Segregation of Information in a Complex Acoustic Signal ;
Individual and Dialect Identity in White-crowned Sparrow Song. Animal Behaviour, 74 (4),
1073 —1084.

Owren, M. , & Rendall, D. (2001). Sound on the Rebound ;: Bringing form and Function back to
the Forefront in Understanding Nonhuman Primate Vocal Signaling. Evolutionary Anthropology:
Issues, News, and Reviews, 10 (2), 58 =71.

Pollio, H. (1974). The Psychology of Symbolic Activity. Boston; Addison-Wesley.

Portmann, A. (1964). New Paths in Biology (A. J. Pomerans, trans. ). NY: Harper & Row.

Portmann, A. (1967). Animal Forms and Patterns: A Study of the Appearance of Animals (H.
Czech, trans. ). London: Faber & Faber.

Prum, R. (2013 ). Coevolutionary Aesthetics in Human and Biotic Artworlds. Biology &
Philosophy, 28 (5), 811 —832.

Scott-Phillips, T. (2015). Nonhuman Primate Communication, Pragmatics, and the Origins of
Language. Current Anthropology, 56 (1), 56 —80.

Sebeok, T. A. (1976). Contributions to the Doctrine of Signs. Lisse; Peter de Ridder Press.

Sebeok, T. A., & Umiker-Sebeok, J. (Eds. ) (1980). Speaking of Apes: A Critical Anthology
of Two-way Communication with Man. Boston: Springer.

Seyfarth, R., Cheney, D., & Peter, M. (1980). Vervet Monkey Alarm Calls; Semantic
Communication in a Free-ranging Primate. Animal Behaviour, 28 (4), 1070 —1094.

Stephenson, B. (2015). Ritual: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Struhsaker, T. (1967 ). Auditory Communication among Vervet Monkeys ( Cercopithecus
Aethiops). In Stuart Altmann (Ed. ), Social Communication among Primates. Chicago:
Chicago University Press.

Urena Gomez-Moreno, J. M. (2019). The “Mimic” or “Mimetic” Octopus? A Cognitive-
semiotic Study of Mimicry and Deception in Thaumoctopus Mimicus. Biosemiotics, 12 (3),
441 - 467.

Vitti-Rodrigues, M., & Emmeche, C. (2017). Abduction; Can Non-human Animals Make
Discoveries?. Biosemiotics, 10 (2), 295 —313.

61



O

FISSER (26)

Watanabe, S. (2012). Animal Aesthetics from the Perspective of Comparative Cognition. In
Shigeru Watanabe & Stan Kuczaj ( Eds. ), Emotions of Animals and Humans: Comparative
Perspectives, 129 —162. Berlin: Springer.

Welsch, W. (2004). Animal aesthetics. Contemporary Aesthetics, 2 (1), 1 —31.

Westphal-Fitch, G., & Fitch, W. T. (2018). Bioaesthetics; The Evolution of Aesthetic
Cognition in Humans and Other Animals. Progress in Brain Research, 237, 3 —24.

Wheeler, B. C., & Fischer, J. (2012). Functionally Referential Signals: A Promising
Paradigm Whose Time Has Passed. FEvolutionary Anthropology: Issues, News, and Reviews, 21
(5), 195 -205.

Wickler, W. (1968). Mimicry in Plants and Animals (R. D. Martin, trans. ). London: George
Weidenfeld and Nicolson.

Zlatev, J. et al. (2008). The Shared Mind: Perspectives on Intersubjectivity. Amsterdam/
Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

7
o
5

BT

SR, WRR OB LTS AL, BFFE0T 10 AT 52 5 R0A

Yuan Deyu, Ph. D. candidate of School of Literature, Shandong University. Her research
direction is Semiotics and Narratives.

Email: yuandeyul991@ 163. com

62



	未标题



