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The topic animal behavior and French biology in the first half of the twentieth 

century is well suited to the kinds of questions posed by the organizers of this 
conference.  One can examine the extent to which it is legitimate to think in terms of 
a specifically French tradition of animal behavior research in this period.  One can 
likewise consider how the presence or absence of particular institutional structures 
aided or hindered the study of animal behavior in France in this period.  Finally, one 
can ask about the extent to which the concepts and practices of behavior researchers 
in other countries influenced the study of animal behavior in France, and conversely 
whether the French work was important for biologists in other countries.  The present 
paper is intended only as a preliminary exploration of a subject that requires more 
extended research. 

 As a means of suggesting the value of comparative studies for understanding 
the history of research on animal behavior in the twentieth century, we will begin by 
citing the observations of three French biologists, one writing in the 1910s and the 
other two writing in the 1950s.  Their comments will serve not only to provide 
chronological brackets to this study but also to identify some of the characteristics of 
French behavior studies that require closer attention. 

 In 1911, Georges Bohn, Directeur du Laboratoire de Biologie et Psychologie 
Comparé à l'École des Hautes Études, published a book entitled La Nouvelle 
psychologie animale.  He claimed there that "[la psychologie animale] s'est trouvée 
complètement renouvelée," and he cited four examples of the new kinds of research 
that were transforming animal psychology.  These included: (1.) the work being done 
in the United States on both invertebrates and vertebrates, (2.) Bohn's own work in 
France, which he characterized as the application of "la methode éthologique à l'étude 
des activités des animaux inférieurs," (3.) the work of Pavlov and his disciples in St. 
Petersburg, and (4.) the work of Claparède in Geneva.  He indicated, however, that 
not all countries were participating equally in the changes in animal psychology then 
in progress.  In his words:  "L'Allemagne et surtout l'Angleterre sont restés quelque 
peu en dehors du grand mouvement de rénovation de la psychologie animale."1 

 Bohn's assessment, to be sure, represented the perspective of a practitioner of 
researches of one particular type, not a comprehensive picture of the wide variety of 
animal behavior studies that flourished in this period.  It is useful, nonetheless, to 
compare Bohn's assessment with those of two other French biologists writing some 
forty years later, by which time the fortunes of animal behavior studies in these 
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respective countries were quite different from how Bohn had represented them 
earlier.  By the 1950s, a new approach to animal behavior was thriving.  The 
practitioners of this approach also called it "ethology."  But while "ethology" was a 
word that had been used not only by Georges Bohn but by other French biologists 
both before and after him, the major centers for the new ethology were not in France.  
Nor, for that matter, were they in the United States, Russia, or Switzerland.  Instead 
they were in Germany and England -- the countries that Bohn had identified as 
lagging behind in behavior studies early in the century -- and also in the Netherlands, 
which Bohn had not mentioned at all. 

 The new ethologists were led by the Austrian zoologist Konrad Lorenz and 
the Dutch zoologist Nikolaas Tinbergen.  By the early 1950s, these two men were 
directing, respectively, a new Max Planck Institut devoted to animal behavior in 
Buldern, Germany and a new animal behavior research group in the Department of 
Zoology of the University of Oxford in England.  In France, the biologist who 
embraced the work of Lorenz and Tinbergen most enthusiastically was Rémy 
Chauvin, a young entomologist who had recently been named Directeur de 
Recherches à l'Institut national de la Recherche agronomique at Bures-sur-Yvette.2  
Chauvin accepted the ethologist's claim that they were offering a particularly 
objectivistic approach to the study of animal behavior, and, like other French 
biologists, he referred to Lorenz, Tinbergen, and their disciples as "l'école 
objectiviste."  In 1956, he went so far as to state:  "Je crois bien que l'objectivisme 
marquera dans l'histoire de la psychologie animale autant que l'évolution dans les 
sciences biologiques."3 

 Not all French biologists of the time, however, considered the work of the 
Lorenz-Tinbergen school to be quite so revolutionary.  Among these was Chauvin's 
mentor, Pierre-Paul Grassé, the dean of French zoology and Professeur titulaire de la 
chaire de "Zoologie, Evolution des êtres organisés," de la Faculté des Sciences de 
Paris.  Grassé expressed his views at an important conference on instinct that he 
helped organize in Paris in 1954 under the sponsorship of the Fondation Singer-
Polignac.  After hearing Konrad Lorenz deliver his paper entitled "the objectivistic 
theory of instinct," Grassé commented: 

«Qu'il me soit permis de dire ici que les entomologistes français, dont les 
initiateurs furent Réaumur et H. Fabre, ont découvert à peu près tous les principes 
mis en oeuvre par l'École objectiviste.  Mais ils ont eu le tort de ne pas les fondre en 
un corps de doctrine. 

Grassé went on to note: 
«Mon essai de 1942 sur l'essaimage des Termites et la parade nuptiale est resté 

totalement ignoré des Objectivistes qui s'intéressent surtout aux Oiseaux, aux 
mammifères, et, à titre épisodique, aux Insectes.4 

 Grassé's comments deserve to be taken seriously.  There were a variety of 
traditions of animal behavior research existing in different countries in the first half of 
the twentieth century.  These in turn displayed a wide range of similarities and 
differences with respect to the kinds of questions they asked, the kinds of 
methodologies they employed, and the kinds of animals and behavior patterns they 
studied.  There were also differences from country to country with respect to the 
kinds of intellectual, social, cultural, or ideological resources an investigator could 
draw upon in attempting to make sense of animal and human behavior, and with 
respect to how the study of animal behavior studies might be expected to fit into a 
professional scientific career.  
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 Grassé was right in suggesting that it was in entomology that the French 
tradition of behavioral studies was especially strong.  He was likewise right in 
suggesting that the "objectivists" had paid particular attention to birds.  He happened 
to be wrong, however, in stating that the objectivists had also been especially 
concerned with mammals.  Mammals were not the subject of any of Tinbergen or 
Lorenz's major researches up into the 1950s.  Tinbergen consciously steered his 
students away from mammalian studies, encouraging them to work instead on birds, 
on fish, and -- Grassé's comments notwithstanding -- on insects.   Indeed, though 
Lorenz never worked on insects, Tinbergen wrote his doctoral dissertation on a 
problem in insect behavior, and insect studies predominated in the summer field work 
he conducted with his students in the 1930s and 1940s. 

 To begin to gain a clearer sense of what was and what was not distinctive 
about animal behavior studies in France, one needs a more systematic, 
comprehensive, and comparative overview of the different kinds of animal behavior 
studies conducted in different countries from the end of the First World War to 
roughly 1950.  As a step toward developing such an overview, I have surveyed a 
range of French, German, and American abstracting journals for the fields of biology 
and psychology over the period in question.   The single most useful source in this 
regard, and certainly the most comprehensive source with respect to French animal 
behavior studies, proves to be L'Année psychologique, edited by the French 
psychologist Henri Piéron.  One can use this as a preliminary means of identifying 
who were the major French writers on behavior in this period and what kinds of 
research practices and programs they promoted. 

 Between 1914 and 1950, L'Année psychologique reported on approximately 
500 notes, articles, or books on animal or comparative psychology by some 175 
different French authors.5  Comparing those publications devoted explicitly to 
invertebrate behavior with those devoted explicitly to vertebrate behavior, one finds 
that the preponderance of invertebrate studies was overwhelming: French 
publications on the behavior of invertebrates outnumbered French publications on the 
behavior of vertebrates more than three to one.  For the 1930s, the ratio was more 
than four to one.6 

 This pattern of publication was unique to France.  In both Germany and 
Belgium in the 1930s, invertebrate and vertebrate behavior studies appeared with 
equal frequency.  In Holland and the United States over the same period, vertebrate 
studies were strongly in the majority.  The contrast between behavior studies in 
France and in United States indeed proves particularly striking.  From 1920 to 1939, 
there was only one year (1930) when L'Année psychologique did not report more 
French than American studies of invertebrate behavior.7  In contrast, the number of 
American studies published in a single year, 1932, surpassed the total number of 
French papers for the entire twenty-year period.8  Though the bulk of the American 
work was undertaken by so-called comparative psychologists who specialized in the 
behavior of the white rat and little else, a number of American investigators 
undertook research programs involving other vertebrates, particularly primates.  In 
France, the only sustained vertebrate research program seems to have been the work 
on primates conducted at the ménagerie of the Muséum National d'Histoire Naturelle 
by the psychologists Paul Guillaume and Ignaz Meyerson, beginning about 1930. 

 To say that the French concentration on invertebrate behavior studies was 
unique is not so say, however, that French studies dominated this field.  J.-H. Fabre's 
Souvenirs entomologiques inevitably inspired critical follow-up studies by his 
countrymen, among them Paul Marchal, Charles Ferton, E. Roubaud, Étienne 
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Rabaud, and Lucien Berland.  But France did not have a monopoly on insect behavior 
studies.  The number of German articles on invertebrate behavior reported in L'Année 
psychologique  in the 1930s equalled the number of French articles.  Important work 
on insect behavior was done in Germany by Karl von Frisch, Mathilde Hertz, and A. 
Molitor: in the Netherlands by Niko Tinbergen and G. P. Baerends; and in Belgium 
by Louis Verlaine, to name only a few.  Of the major insect behavior studies 
published in the 1940s, Grassé's paper on swarming in termites, important as it was, 
was not as widely influential as von Frisch's series of papers on the orientation and 
dance language of the bees or Baerends' dissertation on reproductive behavior and 
orientation in the solitary wasp, Ammophila campestris.9 

 Let us look more closely now at the most productive of the French students of 
behavior.  Of the 175 or so French writers whose works were reported in L'Année 
psychologique between 1914 and 1950, some forty-three contributed three or more 
publications; eight contributed nine or more publications.10  Of these eight, by far the 
most prolific was Étienne Rabaud, Professor of Experimental Biology at the 
Sorbonne.  Rabaud's seventy-four publications on behavioral topics more than tripled 
the number of the next most prolific writer, G. Viaud, the psychophysiologist at 
Strasbourg who studied tropisms. Following Viaud (who had 24 publications) were 
the psychologist Henri Piéron (22 publications); the biologist Grassé (14 
publications), A. Rochon-Duvigneaud, an opthalmalogist at l'Hopital Laennec, who 
studied vertebrate vision (also with 14 publications); the entomologist Lucien 
Berland, who during the period in question went from assistant in entomology to 
sous-directeur du Laboratoire de l'entomologie at the Muséum (12 publications) 
Marguérite Combes, author of eleven publications on ants; and the entomologist 
Rémy Chauvin (9 publications). 

 Of these eight, only the opthalmologist Rochon-Duvigneaud worked primarily 
with vertebrates.  Rabaud and Piéron covered the sweep of zoological psychology.  
The bulk of Rabaud's research, however, was on insects, and the other five authors 
also worked primarily on insects or, in Viaud's case, with simpler organisms. 

 It is not possible in a limited space to comment on the contributions or careers 
of all of these scientists.  It will simply be noted here that all of the seven men in 
question seem to have had successful careers with respect to the positions they 
achieved within the scientific establishment, but the same may not be true for 
Marguérite Combes, for whom this author has been unable thus far to find any 
biographical information.  Our comments here will focus on the most productive of 
the eight, Étienne Rabaud. 

 Étienne Rabaud was a major figure in French biology.  One of Alfred Giard's 
disciples, he was named "Préparateur au laboratoire d'évolution des êtres organisés" 
at the Faculté des Sciences in 1903.  He subsequently became maître de conferences 
in 1907, professeur-adjoint in 1919, and ultimately professeur titulaire in 1923, when 
he was awarded a new chair at the Faculté des Sciences, the chair of "Biologie 
expérimentale."  He held this position until his retirement in 1938.  He was in 
addition one of the eight members of the comité de redaction that took responsibility 
for the continuation of the Bulletin biologique de la France et de la Belgique 
following Giard's death in 1908.  He was also active in the Société française de 
psychologie, serving as president of that society after the First World War.  He was 
one of the original members of the Institute de Psychologie de l'Université de Paris in 
1920 and inaugurated instruction in animal psychology there.  In addition to serving 
as president of la Société française de Psychologie, he served also in the course of his 
career as president of la Société entomologique de France, la Société zoologique de 
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France, l'Association des naturalistes Parisiens, l'Association française pour 
l'Avancement des sciences, and l'Institut français d'Anthopologie.11   

 Rabaud did not establish his reputation solely or even primarily through his 
studies of animal behavior.  When he arrived in Paris in the 1890s as a student, he 
worked initially on histology and embryology under Mathias Duval and then on 
experimental teratogenesis with Dareste.  By the time he was named professor of 
experimental biology at the Sorbonne three decades later, he had written one general 
text on the elements of biology; four other books on transformism, teratogeneis, 
heredity, and adaptation and evolution, respectively; and a host of additional 
monographs and shorter studies.  In the course of his career, his total production of 
scientific publications reached approximately 400 items. 

 Rabaud's understanding of animal behavior was guided by a number of 
intellectual stances that shaped the whole of his biological thought.  He was both a 
transformist and a positivist, displaying the the sort of theoretical agnosticism with 
respect to evolutionary theory that has common in French biology at the time.12  He 
also insisted on conceiving of the organism and its environment as a complex whole, 
an attitude that he may have imbibed working with Dantec under Giard.  In addition 
he was fiercely determined to reject all finalistic interpretations in biology.   

 Rabaud did not simply embrace these positions.  He heaped scorn on those of 
his predecessors and contemporaries whose thinking betrayed any elements of 
anthropomorphism or finalism or manifested an insufficient appreciation of the 
complexity of biological phenomena.  Appalled, for example, by the esteem in which 
the work of Fabre was coming to be held, Rabaud devoted an entire volume to 
contesting Fabre's originality, emphasizing the inaccuracies of Fabre's observations, 
and attributing Fabre's contemporary vogue to Fabre's finalist and anti-evolutionary 
views.13  He described Fabre's accounts of insect behavior as "superficielles, 
tendancieuses, et si souvent fantaisistes."14  However, the founders of evolution fared 
scarcely better with the professor of experimental biology at the Sorbonne.  Despite 
his belief that the organism and its environment constituted a whole, Rabaud had few 
kinds word for Lamarck.  Lamarck, in his view, attributed much too large a role to 
adaptation in the evolutionary process.  He condemned the Darwinians for the same 
reason. In his book of 1922, Adaptation et Evolution, Rabaud argued that not only did 
organic forms and instincts not display the perfect adaptedness typically ascribed to 
them, the phenomenon of adaptation did not exist at all.15 

 Rabaud was also caustic in his opposition to the chromosome theory of 
inheritance and the theory of the gene.  In 1936, the pages of the Bulletin biologique 
de la France et de la Belgique witnessed a bitter exchange between Rabaud on the 
one hand and Maurice Caullery and Émile Guyénot on the other.  After Rabaud 
attacked modern hereditary theory as represented in the works of Caullery and 
Guyénot, Caullery and Guyénot responded.16  Caullery viewed Rabaud's attack as an 
unprovoked and "visiblement malveillante" critique of his work, and he retaliated by 
identifying Rabaud as a significant factor in retarding the progress of genetics in 
France.  Caullery maintained that the only members of the scientific community 
likely to be impressed by Rabaud's commentary on genetics were those who were not 
beyond "la distance où ne se fait pas sentir l'action personnelle."17  Caullery 
concluded his remarks by quoting the geneticist Richard Goldschmidt, who in a 
recent review had expressed pleasure "que la jeune génération de biologistes français 
tend à se libérer du flot phraséologique sans valeur d'un Rabaud et à se placer sur le 
terrain du progrès."18 
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 Unchastened by Caullery's replay, Rabaud instead seems to have relished 
writing a rebuttal.19  Indeed as Grassé observed in writing an obituary of Rabaud in 
1958:  

«C'est en partisan qu'il a traversé son temps.  Il aimait pourfendre ses 
adversaires et se complaisait dans la bataille . . . .  Il prenait son temps et décochait à 
l'ennemi une flèche, que dis-je un dard acéré et cruel, le clouant au poteau du 
ridicule ou de l'ignorance . . . .  Ses mots d'esprit lui ont attiré des haines tenaces, car 
les universitaires, comme la mule du pape, n'oublient pas volontiers les piqures faites 
à leur amour-propre.20   

It may have been no coincidence that when it was time for Rabaud to retire in 
1938, the chair of experimental biology that he had come to occupy fifteen years 
earlier was eliminated.21 

 Intellectually, Rabaud was more of a destroyer than a builder.  The same 
seems to have been frequently true with respect to his personal relations with other 
scientists as well, though this is a topic that deserves further analysis, for his attacks 
on established science made him popular with students, and he does seem to have had 
a cadre of loyal disciples.22  Grassé as a young man seems to have gotten along well 
with Rabaud, and he continued to do so even as his ideas grew apart from those of the 
older biologist.  Rabaud, nonetheless, was disinclined in his own writings to cultivate 
allies by situating his work within the context of ongoing research programs.  By the 
end of his career, his caustic attacks on others and his stubbornness in his own 
opinions left him increasingly isolated.23 

 By the late 1930s, Rabaud was for the most part restating positions he had 
announced years earlier.  In 1938, in one of those remarkable juxtapositions that at 
least in retrospect seems pregnant with significance, L'Année psychologique placed an 
account of a paper by Rabaud entitled "Psychologie animale et finalité" side by side 
with an account of a paper by Konrad Lorenz entitled "Biologische Fragestellung in 
der Tierpsychologie" ("Point de vue biologique en psychologie animale").24 

 The contrast between these two papers is striking.  And this is the case even 
though Rabaud and Lorenz had some of the same things to say.  Both insisted on the 
importance of careful observation.  Both insisted on the importance of comparative 
studies.  Both wanted to avoid the mistakes of the vitalists on the one hand and the 
mechanists on the other.  They differed on the topic of the adaptedness of behavior, 
however.  While Rabaud denied the phenomenon of adaptation, Lorenz assumed that 
behavior patterns had been shaped by natural selection for the good of the species.  
Rabaud, furthermore, did not display the interest Lorenz did in using behavior 
patterns for phylogenetic purposes.  Most importantly, perhaps, the two differed 
dramatically from each other in the tone and apparent urgency of their messages. 

 Rabaud's paper was in effect a sermon.  It warned about the dangers of 
finalism.  It concluded with a pious recital of the virtues of the experimental method, 
patiently pursued in the face of the complexities of life, without holding up any 
promise that new revelations would be readily revealed in the immediate future. 
Lorenz's paper, in contrast, was a call to arms for a new approach to research.  It was 
a paper Lorenz had delivered to the first general meeting of the newly formed 
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Tierpsychologie.  He exhorted the German animal 
psychologists to be more biological in their thinking, promising that the field of 
animal psychology would be dramatically energized when one asked simultaneously 
about a behavior pattern's physiological causation, its survival value, its evolutionary 
history, and how it fit within the total pattern of the animal's activities within its 
environment.  
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 Lorenz's program attracted numerous followers in Germany.  Lorenz also 
found great support in the researches of Niko Tinbergen, who had been conducting 
experiments on the special sign stimuli that release reproductive behavior in a fish, 
the three-spined stickleback.  Lorenz and Tinbergen had complementary talents.  The 
war, however, interrupted their interaction. 

 At the war's end, when Tinbergen sought to rebuild the institutional 
foundations for ethology, he looked first to British, Swiss, Finnish, and American 
colleagues for assistance, because he felt it would take some time before he could 
work with German biologists again.  Significantly, he did not identify any biologists 
in France to whom he could turn.   

 Interestingly enough, however, it was at precisely this time that Grassé felt 
that the French had succeeded in developing a particularly valuable and distinctive 
line of behavioral researches.  Rabaud had become interested in insect sociality in the 
1920s, and then published more and more frequently on the subject up to an including 
his 1937 book, Phenomène social et sociétés animales.25 The study of insect sociality 
had also attracted Grassé.  As he wrote in 1948 in the autobiographical notes and 
survey of his writings that he prepared for his election to the Académie des Sciences: 

«L'observation de l'animal en action, l'expérimentation à laquelle il s'offre 
m'ont toujours plus intéressé que la dissection ou même le débitage en coupes.  Aussi, 
depuis une dizaine d'années, la psychophysiologie est-elle devenue mon principal 
champ de recherches.Les animaux sociaux constituent mon matériel d'étude préféré.  
Ils posent de multiples problèmes, tous d'un grand intérêt, et se prêtent 
admirablement à l'experimentation; c'est en particular le cas des Termites..../ 

Les idées classiques sur les sociétés animales, sur l'évolution de celles-ci ont 
subi depuis quelques années, à la suite des résultats acquis par l'expérimentation, un 
changement profond qui aura, sans doute, une répercussion sur la sociologie 
humaine.26 

France was the site of two important international conferences on animal 
behavior in the early 1950s.  The first was a CNRS-sponsored colloquium organized 
by Grassé and held in Paris in March, 1950.  Its topic, "Structure et physiologie des 
sociétés animales", reflected the particular area, insect sociality, where Grassé felt 
French behavioral studies had become particularly distinctive.27  The second 
conference was the 1954 conference sponsored by the Fondation Singer-Polignac on 
the subject "L'instinct dans le comportement des animaux et de l'homme."28 

 Not surprisingly for conferences held in Paris, French participants played 
substantial roles on both of thse occasions.  However, if the French were well 
represented there, the role they played in the international development of ethology in 
the 1950s and 1960s remained relatively slight.  One index of this is their scanty 
participation in the international ethological conferences that began to be convened 
on an approximately every-other-year basis, beginning with an informal symposium 
arranged by Erich Von Holst at Wilhelmshaven in 1950 and followed in the course of 
the decade by conferences at Buldern, Oxford, Groningen, Freiburg, and Cambridge.  
The first French biologist to be on the official program of one of these meetings was 
Chauvin, from Bures-sur-Yvette, at the Buldern meeting in 1952.  At Oxford in 1953 
and Groningen in 1955, Bures was again the only French center represented, with 
contributions from Chauvin and two of his co-workers.  At Freiburg in 1957, there 
were four French biologists on the program (Chauvin and R. Darchen from Bures-
sur-Yvette, E. Boesiger from Gif-sur-Yvettte, and P. B. Richard from 
Pougnardoresse).  This represented a high point until 1969, when the eleventh 
international ethological congress was held in Rennes, the first time one of these 
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interantional ethological congresses was held in France.  At the Rennes conference, 
thirteen French researchers presented papers, out of a total of 146 speakers.29 

 The following remarks are offered as a conclusion to this survey of behavior 
studies in France in the first half of the twentieth century. 

 If one is to ask about the various factors that may have aided or impeded the 
progress of French animal behavior studies in the period from 1920 to 1950, at least 
three points must be kept in mind.   

 The first is that biological studies of behavior were fragile enterprises 
wherever they existed in the first half of the twentieth century.  There was no well-
established discipline of biological studies of behavior in any country.  These studies 
depended very much on local circumstances and the initiatives of individuals 
exploiting local resources.    

 The second is that the discipline that Lorenz and Tinbergen eventually 
established (insofar as it can be claimed to have achieved disciplinary status) was 
shaped by highly contingent circumstances.  It could certainly have developed 
differently.  The success of a discipline of animal behavior studies of precisely the 
form that Lorenzian ethology assumed in the 1950s was by no means predetermined. 

 The third is that it is not evident that the French were trying to establish an 
independent science of animal behavior.  An individual could very well pursue 
animal behavior studies in the broader service of a more traditional or better 
established enterprise, such as biology, or entomology, or psychology.  This seems to 
have been the case for Lucien Berland at the Muséum, whose work on the behavior of 
wasps was simply one aspect of a larger project on the systematics of a whole group 
of organisms.  Even Grassé, despite his early enthusiasm for behavior studies, came 
to regard them as secondary or subsidiary to the Traité de Zoologie project, which he 
conceived of in 1942 and which he saw as a great collective work which "montrerait 
au monde la vitalité de la Science française dans un domaine que les Buffon, 
Lamarck, Cuvier, Geoffroy-St.-Hilaire, H. Milne-Edwards, H. de Lacaze-Duthiers, 
Maupas, Laveran, Giard, Delage ... ont tant contribué à defricher."30  Alternatively, 
behavior studies, particularly studies on tropisms, seem to have served some 
biologists as an introduction to laboratory research, from which they went on to more 
dramatic accomplishments.  Jacqus Monod, for example, wrote three of his first seven 
scientific papers on tropisms.31 

 When Alfred Giard in 1888 presented his Leçon d'ouverture for his "Cours 
d'évolution des êtres organisés," he underscored the signficance of establishing a 
chair for evolutionary biology at the Sorbonne and the further importance of creating 
a laboratory for the experimental study of evolution.  He commented:  "si l'on peut 
dire avec Lamarck que toute science a ou doit avoir sa philosophie, il est peut-être 
exagéré de prétendre qu'une science ne fait de progrès réels que par sa philosophie."32 

 It cannot be said that French animal behavior studies lacked protagonists with 
institutional power.   However, Rabaud's chair of experimental biology at the 
Sorbonne was not specifically a chair to do behavior work, and much of Rabaud's 
behavioral research was done in his months away from Paris in the countryside.  
Furthermore, as previously indicated, Grassé, who came to occupy Giard's chair of 
evolutionary biology, devoted much of his energies to the project of the Traité de 
Zoologie and also to developing a distinctive view of evolution.  In other major cities, 
particularly Berlin and Amsterdam, significant animal behavior research programs 
were established at zoos, but this does not seem to have occurred in Paris, though a 
century earlier the menagerie at the Muséum d'histoire naturelle had been the site of 
the pioneering studies on animal behavior done by Frédéric Cuvier.  The Muséum did 
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establish in 1935 a new chair, the chair of "ethologie des animaux sauvages," the 
occupant of which was to be responsible for the direction of the Parc Zoologique de 
Vincennes.  The first professor in this position, however, was Achille Urbain, whose 
claim to the position was primarily a function of his previous veterinary researches, 
and who was more interested in studying health and disease in zoo animals than the 
animals' behavior.33 

 In addition, French biologists and psychologists did not have a society or a 
journal devoted to behavior studies.  The Germans in contrast founded the Zeitschrift 
für Tierpsychologie as the organ of the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Tierpsychologie in 
1937, both of which served as loci for discussions of what the aims and methods of 
naimal behavior studies ought to be.  After the war, Tinbergen moved quickly to 
found the international journal Behaviour. 

 Beyond this, French biologists do not seem to have made special efforts to 
situate their work in a context of broader, international discussions of problems of 
animal behavior.  This was true not only of Rabaud but also, at least in some measure, 
of Grassé.  Grassé's study of swarming in termites cited only other termite literature, 
not the growing literature on behavioral problems in general.  Though many of the 
ideas he was promoting in the late 1940s sound very much like ideas of the Lorenzian 
school, he did not in his published writings make any efforts (at least not to the 
knowledge of this writer) to compare and contrast his ideas with the objectivists and 
indicate the sources of their similarities and differences. 

 One may also note the significance of personal factors in the development of a 
small field.  It is difficult to conceive of a field watched over by Étienne Rabaud as a 
particularly attractive field for a young scientist to enter, but Grassé found the field to 
his liking.  It will be worth investigating further whether Grassé opened the field up to 
a variety of approaches or whetherhe insisted that his own students follow the 
particular lines of research that he had cultivated.34   

 The French work on animal behavior in the 1930s and 1940s, particularly on 
insect sociality, deserves a full study, not simply in terms of its immediate subject 
matter but also in terms of the broader cultural and intellectual resoures on which the 
French biologists drew.  Nevertheless, enough has been mentioned here to indicate 
some of the ways in which French behavioral studies were distinctive in this period, 
and perhaps also some of the reasons why it is not surprising that when Niko 
Tinbergen sought allies in building up ethology immediately after the war, he did not 
immediately turn to France. 
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"tropismes," "comportement des invertébrés," and "comportment des vertébrés," but excluded items listed 
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 For the figures comparing French behavior studies with studies undertaken in other countries, I have narrowed 
the period under consideration to the twenty years from 1920 to 1939.  Beginning about 1940, owing 
persumably to wartime difficulties, the coverage in L'Année psychologique became considerably less 
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Rabaud" written by "M.-L. V." (Rabaud's disciple, M.-L. Verrier).   See also Émile Guyénot, "La génétique et 
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23Rémy Chauvin mentions having been criticized unjustly by Rabaud for anthropomorphic thinking.  See 
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26Pierre-P. Grassé, Notice sommaire sur les travaux scientifiques de Pierre-P. Grassé, [sans lieu, 1948], pp. 7-8. 
27"Structure et physiologie des sociétés animales," Colloques internationaux du Centre National de la Recherche 
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The foreign participants were K. Lorenz (Buldern), M. Autuori Sâo Paulo), Desmond Morris (Oxford), Karl 
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Chauvin explained, "Ils étaient, jusqu'à présent, dispersés dans toute une série de périodiques et on pouvait 
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