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Abstract: In this paper, new techniques that allow conditional entrap estimate the
combinatorics of symbols are applied to animal commurocastudies to estimate the
communication’s repertoire size. By using the conditiomalropy estimates at multiple
orders, the paper estimates the total repertoire sizesrfmnah communication across
bottlenose dolphins, humpback whales, and several spetibsds for N-grams length
one to three. In addition to discussing the impact of thishoéton studies of animal
communication complexity, the reliability of these estiesis compared to other methods
through simulation. While entropy does undercount thel tetpertoire size due to rare
N-grams, it gives a more accurate picture of the most fretiyeised repertoire than just
repertoire size alone.

Keywords: animal communication; information theory; dolphin; hurapk whale; bird
song; phonology

1. Introduction The complexity of animal communication is a topic frequenliscussed, but difficult

to resolve. While it is beyond dispute that many species comeoate, even the basic purposes
of these communications—whether to communicate infolnatir to just influence the behavior of
others to increase their own fitness—is hotly debdtés][ Even if we conclude information is being
communicated, does the faculty for language, the humairtyatnlcommunicate complex information
through spoken language, have wide and directly compaeataogs across the animal kingdo@h ¢r
Is the faculty for language and expressing abstract ideigsiely human 7]?

The complexity of animal language has been studied usingynmaethods including various
techniques to estimate repertoire size such as curvesfii®] and capture-recapturé&f12]. Other
methods use information theory either by measurementsrafitonal entropy 13,14] or using other
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methods such as entropy rate and Lempel-Ziv complexig}. [ In this paper, we will focus on the
methods using conditional entropy. Measuring animal compaiion in terms of the entropy in bits,
these studies have attempted to look at the animal comntionicaructure at various lengths (N-grams)
in order to determine the structure of the communicatiorbvalnether the tools of information theory
can lend themselves to a better understanding of animal/lmetaand possibly what types of information
can be communicated.

2. Information Theory and Animal Communication

After formulating information theory in 1948, Shannon was long in turning its powers to shedding
light on human languagelf]. Shannon investigated the entropy of the English languesjeg both
frequency counts of letters from texts as well as human ek who played a guessing game of
missing letters to establish bounds of the estimated epntrdpis analysis of language mainly focused
on the measure of what is now widely known as the condition&opy. The conditional entropy of
order N is defined with the probability of a given lettef) coming after anV-gram sequence).

Hy ==Y p(bi, j)1ogs ps,(5) 1)
irj
Wherep(b;, 5) is the joint probability of the sequenck (j) andpy, () is the conditional probability
of j givend;. The conditional entropy folV = 2 is often written ad4 (X|Y’) and can have a maximum
value of H(X). For N=1 this reduces to the well-known Shannon entropy.

M
H=-> pilog,p: (2)
=1

Amongst the simplest methods for computing conditionalagés is from joint entropies. The joint
entropy,H (N), for a sequence of symbols,j of length NV is defined as

H(N):—Z-~-Zp(:cl,...,xn)long(:Ul,...,xn) (3)

The conditional entropy of ordéY can be alternatively defined &6y = H(N) — H(N — 1) where
H(N)andH (N — 1) are the joint entropies of ordé¥ and N — 1 respectively.

For the English alphabet of 27 letters (26 letters plus tleesharacter), Shannon calculated the
first order entropy at 4.14 bits, the second order conditien&opy at 3.56 bits, and the third order
conditional entropy at 3.30 bits. The zero-th order entropy.75 bits was based dog, M where
M=27. Many other languages have been analyzed in this wagsaorany language families. Data and
analysis for a large group of these are givenlin 19].

Soon after human languages, animal communication of vatyjpes were studied using entropy. One
of the first citations explicitly analyzing animal commuaiion by means of information theory was that
of J.B.S. Haldane and H. Spurwald who did a short calculation to estimate the informatiorrey
of bee Apis Melliferg dances at 2.54 bits. Many modern treatments of animal camuation by
information theory can be traced to the work of Chatfield & leenon cardinals@ardinalis cardinalig
[20,21] and Lemon & Dobson on thrushe%d. In particular, their work on analyzing different orders
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of entropy to investigate the fundamental order of commation established a baseline on using
information theory to estimate the complexity of animal coumication.

Further studies along this line include the analysis of thekadee Parus atricapillug and @.
carolinensi$ by [22,23], European starlingsSturnus vulgaris[24], Rufous bellied thrushesl(rdus
rufiventrig [25], European skylarksAlauda arvensis 1).[26], wood thrushesHylocichla mustelina
and robins Turdus migratoriu$[13], bottlenose dolphinsTursiops truncatus[14,29-31], humpback
whales Megaptera novaeangliag¢32-35], and male rock hyraxe®¢ocavia capensijq 36].

These studies are primarily focused on measuring infoonatirough entropy in bits in the first
order, and sometimes higher orders as well. For multiplems;dnformation graphs, plots of the bits
of conditional entropy by order, are sometimes usksj {o analyze the structure of the communication
and estimate the Markov order of the signal. While this piesi a quantitative overall measure of
complexity, they have a limitation in that they do not praviesolution into how many, or what type, of
calls or songs that we should expect in two, three or more aoedkunits. Using the values of entropy,
few conclusions can be deduced besides the order at whigmal iecomes most repetitive: where its
value drops most sharply from one order to the next. To rertt@dywe can use information theory with
combinatorics so that the size of the repertoire, at lenigihger than one, can be estimated with only
information about the conditional entropy for each order.

2.1. Information Graphs and Order Complexity

An information graph is the plot of the higher order condiab entropies by order. Some of the
first uses and analyses of information graphs in the confedtaokov sequences are given i87,39].
Information graphs were first used to analyze the order digese of Markov sequences, the theory
being that when there is a large, negative slope betweenrtherto a relatively low value of conditional
entropy, the prior order is most likely the order of deperu#geof the Markov sequence to describe the
communication. However3p] showed through simulation that a large decrease betweerotders
of entropy in an information graph cannot be determined tthbedundamental order if the number of
symbols is high or the sample size is low. Since likelihoatie®ecome unreliable at smaller sample sizes
with large symbol alphabets, the decrease in the informafiaph could be indicative of the inadequacy
of sample sizes at larger orders rather than the fundamemtat of the underlying Markov process.

With these caveats, the information graphs will still bevshas an illustration of the results of the
studies on each animal communication and should be useccadtiion to establish the complexity of
sequences.

In general, the larger the order of dependence, the moreplEexththe communication is deemed.
For example, many bird call sequences seem to show first degemndence, though this is unsure since
a sample size of multiples of the number of symbols squaredaded to confirm this (Figudg. This is
much different than human written language. In a point firatmin R2], English written letters show
a drop of less than 1 bit from the first to third order conditibentropies 16,29], much slower than the
drop in the chickadee information graphs and those of otinds b
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Figure 1. Information graphs of communications by European skyl§2ksand European
starlings R4] adjusted for minimum bias (see Taldg
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While information graphs are relatively easy to construegg the right data, there is a large issue of
estimating entropy. Namely, entropy estimators can hage laiases, that depend on the sample size,
which typically underestimate the true value of entrop9,40].

2.2. Bias Measures in Entropy Estimates

Because of the often large numbers of possible variablémnestimators can be very sensitive to
sample size and introduce bias into measurements. Thisnsgisiviestigated in39] where the following
expression is the first order additive term to entropy es@s# correct for bias
M—1

4
55 4)
where,H is the entropy estimator based on the datais the number of non-zero categories across

which the probabilities are measured to calculate entrojplySais the sample size. This estimator was
improved in B0 as

H=H+

M —1

251n2 ©)
When dealing with actual data, it can be relatively strdmwtard to estimaté/, though with smaller

sample sizes it is questionable if you have captured allzeyn-categories. However, when only sample

sizes and values for entropies are available, calculatingccurately can be much more difficult. With

little information available, we can estimate upper anddowounds for the entropy bias. This will be

described following the section on combinatorics.

H=H+
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3. Combinatorics of Information Theory and Repertoire Size

One of the lesser known, but extremely useful, facets ormédion theory is the way entropy can be
used for combinatorics. In particular, the number of corabons of a symbol set can be more accurately
estimated using the first-order entropy than can be doneamitassumption of random likelihood. For
example, if an alphabet hdd symbols, the exact number of possible combinations of kengts the
common result

WN - MN (6)

Here, Wy is the total number of possible combinations of lendthThis basic calculation assumes
every combination appears with non-zero probability. Tédas be improved on, however, using the
calculation from Shannon and Weavi] if we know the first order entropy. Here we can estimate the
number of combinations that appear with probability 1 asagrthe measurement of first order entropy
is accurate:

Wy = M N Hog 1) (7)

Here H is the Shannon (first-order) entropy using logarithm of b&se This assumes that each
symbol in the N-Gram appears with a rate based on the entrfiae aymbol alphabet. Clearly, if each
symbol is equally likely,H is at most 1 and we get Equatio®)( The more familiar version (the one
derived by Shannon and Weaver) calculdiés using entropy in units of bits (log base 2)

Wy = 2N aes2) (8)

Equations 7) and @) improve on the assumptions of Equati@y Iy incorporating the fact that every
symbol is not equally likely but appears at a rate consumnvétethe Shannon entropy of the overall
signal. These derivations show that knowledge of the eptwbfhe signal allows us to reduce the number
of combinations and more accurately estimate the numbesrabmations of lengthiv. However, there
is an additional element of error in this analysis.

SinceH is the first-order entropy, this Shannon-Weaver model assuhat each symbol has an i.i.d.
probability of appearing in each space in the N-Gram. Iféhisrany correlation between symbols, the
larger N becomes, the more likely/,; is inaccurate. However, in this model there is no co-depecele
between symbols on which symbol is more likely to follow dr@tand the base assumption is that in
any N length string, the symbols for each position are chosenpiedeent of all other symbols before
them.

In order to improve on the estimateldfy for V > 1, we must use the conditional entropy. In a result
first demonstrated by KolmogoroR§], W, can be more accurately estimated by using conditional
entropy to account for all possible pairs, without the cserinstances that are found in the Cartesian
product (represented by joint entropy) of the alphabetepadote that in his paper, Kolmogorov stated
that1/, = 27(X1Y) However, a factor of two is necessary for the equation toceda the base case of
Shannon and Weaver H (X |Y) = H(X).
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In the aboveH (X |Y'), also expressed d$,, is the conditional entropy in bits for the digram sequence
XY. Given the inequalityd(X) > H(X|Y), Equation 9) reduces to Equatior8] at maximum
conditional entropy where co-dependence disappears.tiéguy8) was originally used to calculate the
number of digrams but can extended /or> 2 using higher order conditional entropies. If we designate
conditional entropies of ordeN as Hy the upper bound estimate of the number of combinations of
lengthL, W;, whereN < L is

Wy, = 2lHN (10)

Since conditional entropy must monotonically decreasé waich higher ordef}/;, is at a minimum
whereN = L sinceH, is smaller than all preceding conditional entropies. Tlais apply to language
in some obvious ways. For example, an estimate of the nunfilogstonct two-letter words in a language
can be given byV, = 2212, For distinct three-letter words we can usg = 23/ etc. This approach,
along with a new statistical distributional approach, wamdnstrated inl[8]. Using these parameters
then, it is an intriguing question if we can estimate the siz¢he repertoire of multiple symbols or
sounds in non-human systems of communication.

3.1. Combinatorics and Entropy Bias Estimates

In addition to estimating the size of the repertoire, coratbnics can be used to estimate upper bounds
for the entropy bias when details about the data set are lalalea This is primarily through estimating
M, the number of non-zero categories in Equatiegl®(d 6). The upper bound fab/, given a specific
order of entropyH, can be estimated using the assumptions of EquaBpiThe largest possible value
for M for an order,N, of entropyH can be given by\/ = 2V Therefore, if the bias off using the
number of symbols is acceptably low] = 27 can be used in calculations to find the largest possible
bias expected for a given sample size.

In addition, one can estimate a lower bound #érusing the combinatorics of conditional entropies.
The lower bound forM should beM = 2V~ With these two values of/, we can determine an
appropriate band for the repertoire for any order. The ktrgeoblem can occur if{ is relatively large
with a low order of dependence. This can make the upper bastirdation of bias huge, with the lower
bound relatively small. As will be seen later, this can bessué with birds with a large repertoire of
individual calls but with a relatively low (second order)pgmdence in their communication. As a final
note, the bias corrections apply only to the first, second,thind orderjoint entropies. These are then
subtracted from one another to find the bias corrected donditentropies.

In the next section, we will investigate the complexity ovesaal species including bottlenose
dolphins, humpback whales, and several species of birdsiraadtigate the size of their N-gram
repertoires.

4. Animal Communication: Complexity and Repertoire Size

In this paper we will use entropy combinatorial techniquesstimate the N-gram repertoires of six
species: bottlenose dolphimarsiops truncatu§l4,29-31], humpback whaleMegaptera novaeangliae
[32-35], European starlingSturnus vulgarid24], European skylark&\lauda arvensis L[26], wood
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thrushesHylocichla mustelinaand robinsTurdus migratoriug25. A brief summary of the research
for each is given below, followed by data from the papersonmiation graphs, and estimated N-gram
repertoire sizing.

4.1. Bottlenose Dolphins

In [41-43] McCowan and Reiss introduced a new method to categorizevtfigtles of bottlenose
dolphins, Tursiops truncatusand organize these into sequences. This research wawéddllop in a
collaboration with Doyle 29] which analyzed these sequences in terms of informatiocoryhend Zipf’s
Law calculating the conditional entropy up to order thresmparing this with human written language,
and calculating a Zipf exponent of nearly -1 for the ranlgtrency distribution of dolphin whistle types.
This paper will use the data fro29] to investigate the dolphin whistles for N-grams fgrin range one
to three.

4.2. Humpback Whales

One of the defining features of humpback whal®ééegaptera novaeangliaeis their social
organization into groups called pods where they emit variotes, both alone and in sequence, to
communicate with other whales. These cries were investijirough the lens of information theory
in several papers3P-35]. Suzuki [32] and Miksis-Olds and collaborator83,34] analyzed the structure
of humpback whale mating songs and found both that the seqaesf whale cries were not stationary
and could not be represented well by a first order Markov chaidel. Doyle and collaborators iB%]
investigate the entropy and conditional entropy of humglvéltale cries under conditions of man-made
noise and relative quiescence in order to establish how@mbmorphic noise may affect whale cry
patterns. They found a significant effect where whale ceesrsed to have a steeper entropic slope, and
are thus more repetitive, under high noise conditions,iplys® compensate for the more noisy channel.
For our analysis, we will use the results from the low noisadet.

4.3. Wood Thrushes and Robins

Dobson and Lemonl1f3] investigated the information structure of long call semees amongst
a variety of American thrushes including wood thrush&docichla mustelinaand robinsTurdus
migratorius For each bird they measured multiple sequences and cduémtropies of the call
sequences to create information graphs. Being one of thestgrapers to use this technique on animal
communication, it established many methods such as thefuséoomation graphs. In this paper, we
will look at the entropies based on the subjects of the paymrd thrush 3 and robin 2.

4.4. European Skylarks

In [26], Briefer and collaborators measured the informationagtrof European skylarks in both
France and Poland to test the hypothesis that habitat charagked in France but not Poland, is having
a significant effect on the call patterns dfauda arvensis L.While songs were more shared amongst
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different birds in the restricted habitat near Paris, sagexity was almost identical in both locations.
For this paper, we use the continuous habitat data from trenBabitat.

4.5. European Starlings

In [24], Getner and Hulse investigated the ability of Europeariistgs, Sturnus vulgaristo recognize
individuals based on songs. As part of their analysis, tiseyla success-failure reward to access a food
hopper based on correctly distinguishing one starling @adbngst a group of five. When they used
synthetic call sequences to test recognition, they foundgeition was improved when sequences with
second or third order Markov dependence (more complex) weeel versus first order dependencies
which randomly emitted sounds with a frequency to match-érder entropy. For this paper, we will
use the data from the entropy of song types in starling sontslvepresented in an information graph in
the paper’s Figure 3. Since the sample size was not exglitiéntioned in the paper, it was estimated
by using data from the paper. Namely, assuming a song typlal{e) average length of one second,
an average of about 39s per song bout, and 120 song bouts.giVesS=4,680. In addition, since
each bout had a standard error of 6s, we use@ thé& £ 95% confidence interval to add an additional
2 % SE % 1/120 seconds for a total sample time (and sample size) of 4,811.

5. Animal Communication Entropy Data and Repertoire Estimaes

Here we use the data from these papers to reproduce grdphivalinformation graphs for the
communications of each species (Fig@jas well as to show the conditional entropy for the first three
orders, correct the conditional entropy for bias, and estinthe minimum and maximum size of the
animal N-gram repertoires given the bias corrected entvajpyes.

First, we will represent the minimum bias corrected coodil entropies as information graphs from
order 0,log M for the number of individual symbols, to the third order. Ptiie humpback whale data
stops at the second order due to a lack of data on the third endiepy.
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Figure 2. Information graphs of animal communication condition&repies for the species

analyzed in this paper.
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Figure 3. Information graph of written English letters based #629]. The smaller negative
slope as compared with bird song information graphs is exide first shown ing2].

Conditonal Entropy (bias min.)

[ T T 1
0 1 2 3

Conditional Entropy Order

As can be seen in Figurg several species show a dramatic drop after the first or seoater
of entropy. For a basic comparison, the information graphafotten English letters ([6,29]) shows
a much more gradual decline and thus less repetition. Onaim,aj is difficult to make a definite
interpretation of the order of the process with sample dizasare not as large as or are barely larger
than /2, especially with the large song type repertoire of birds.

In analyzing the data from the species and estimating rejpestit is essential to define sample sizes
and correct for bias. In Tablg the basic data from the papers is shown. One key issue ttveeso
which sample size to use at each order. Sample sizes forrrogier N-grams can be reduced if there are
multiple discrete sequences. For example, if there arerfidiQidual symbols in a dataset, yet these are
broken into 25 discrete sequences, the first order sam@ess00 while the second order must be 475
since there is no overlap with the end of one sequence ancetfiarbng of another. This information
was not always available but for dolphins, humpback whaled,starlings, this methodology was used
to calculateS; andSs.

In Table2, the minimum bias and maximum bias for each species are gi@rnthe maximum bias,
there were exceptions where the symbol size dictate lwas so large that the bias correction would
cause the conditional entropy to exceed the value of thaqarswrder. In this case the bias was limited
to the maximum possible value—that which would make the itimmal entropy at this order (usually the
third order) equal to that of the second order.

In Tables3 and 4, the final estimates for the bias corrected conditionalognds and the derived
repertoire sizes are given.
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Table 1. The basic data on the information theory of animal commurmndrom the species
analyzed. M is the number of base symbols (songs, whistles, cries, étds) the sample
size of symbols analyzed; is the estimate (where available) of the number of 2-grams
measuredyss is the estimate (where available) of the number of 3-gramassomed H, H,

and H; are the first, second, and third order conditional entrofgspectively.

Species Name Reference M S So S3 H | Hy | Hs
Tursiops truncatus [29 27 | 493 346 346 | 1.92| 1.15]| 0.56
Megaptera novaeangliag [35] 6 202 195 N/A | 215 2 | N/A
Alauda arvensis L. [26] 170 | 10000| 10000| 10000| 7.05| 1 | 0.29
Sturnus vulgaris [24] 105| 4811 | 4691 | 4691 | 6.03| 1.47 | 0.81
Hylocichla mustelina [13] 35 | 777 777 777 | 4.64| 3.33| 1.09
Turdus migratorius [13] 44 | 2700 | 2700 | 2700 | 4.03| 2.74| 1.95

Table 2. The biases, minimum and maximum, calculated for the joittogies of orders
1-3 according to the paper data. Values with asterisks atéievhere the maximum bias
assumption correction would have exceeded the previous @mtropy and therefore the
maximum bias is limited to the difference between the biasected previous order entropy
and the original entropy estimate.

Bias Min Bias Max
Species Name H |HX)Y) | HX,)Y,Z)| H | HX,Y) | HX,Y,Z)
Tursiops truncatus | 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.2
Megaptera novaeanglia¢ 0.02 0.06 N/A 0.02 0.07 N/A
Alauda arvensis L. | 0.01 0 0 0.01 1.26 1.96*
Sturnus vulgaris 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.02 0.66 1.3
Hylocichla mustelina | 0.03 0.09 0.01 0.03 0.57 2.78*
Turdus migratorius | 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.07 0.85*

Table 3. The corrected conditional entropies, minimum and maximcah;ulated for the
conditional entropies of orders 1-3 according to the pap¢a dnd values in Tablegsand
2. Values with asterisks indicate where the maximum biasmapsion correction would
have exceeded the previous order entropy and thereforedkamuam bias is limited at the
bias-corrected previous order entropy.

Bias Min Bias Max

Species Name H | Hy, | H; H | Hy H;
Tursiops truncatus 196| 1.12| 0.56| 1.96| 1.14| 0.73
Megaptera novaeangliae 2.17 | 2.04 | N/A | 2.17 | 2.05| N/A
Alauda arvensis L. | 7.06| 0.99| 0.29 | 7.06 | 2.25| 2.25*
Sturnus vulgaris 6.05| 1.46| 0.81| 6.05| 2.11| 2.09
Hylocichla mustelina | 4.67 | 3.39| 1.00| 4.67| 3.87 | 3.87*
Turdus migratorius | 4.04| 2.74| 1.96| 4.04| 2.8 | 2.8*
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Table 4. Estimates of total repertoire sizes for 1-gram, 2-gram, Zagdam, minimum and
maximum, for each species based on the bias corrected mmalientropies.

Bias Min Bias Max
Species Name 1l-gram| 2-gram| 3-gram| Total | 1-gram| 2-gram| 3-gram | Total
Tursiops truncatus 27 5 4 36 27 5 5 37
Megaptera novaeangliae 6 17 N/A 23 6 18 N/A 24
Alauda arvensis L. 170 4 2 176 170 23 108* | 301
Sturnus vulgaris 105 8 6 119 105 19 78 202
Hylocichla mustelina 35 110 8 153 35 214 3126* | 3375
Turdus migratorius 44 45 59 148 44 49 338* | 431

From these tables, especially Tadleseveral things seem clear. First, for almost all of the igsec
given, the bulk of their N-gram repertoire lies within thegam individual symbols. The largest
exceptions, for both the maximized and minimized bias, stebe the wood thrush and robins. There
could be exceptions, however. For example,4€][the authors used only those dolphin whistles that
occurred at least twice for entropy calculations givingldn= 27. There were a total of 102 distinct
whistles detected, 75 only once, so adding these would giotabrepertoire for the dolphins of 112 for
the maximum bias and 111 for the minimum bias.

Clearly, we have a more accurate idea of total repertoire thibse animals where the repertoire size
differs very little from the maximum or minimum bias assuiops. These are dolphins, humpback
whales, and European starlings. The other bird speciesdarge number of song types. This huge
symbol size causes a large swing between the estimatesronmi and maximum bias. In these cases,
the minimum bias estimate is more representative sincetthmbar of possible N-grams that first-order
entropy would imply is enormous with such a large symbol sethe end, the best way to accurately
measure the repertoire sizes, particularly for dolphirglmimpback whales, is to make a much larger
measurement of sequences witln the thousands.

6. Other Repertoire Counting Methods and Simulation

As stated in the introduction, apart from the informatioedty perspective, repertoire size has often
been investigated using sampling methods such as cunverfaghd capture-recapture. These methods
can be used if song bout data is available to predict repertize, their accuracy increasing with the
number of samples. In order to compare the method developtsi paper with actual data and these
two methods, a program was created that synthesized areaytstgnal with a predefined entropy of the
first, second, and third order.

Using this program, the number of N-grams was compared wigheistimates using the entropy
method for dolphins and humpback whales. For dolphins araleghrespectively, 20,000 symbol and
2,000 symbol sequences with matching conditional enteopiere created and the number of N-grams
from 1 to 3 were counted. Since the samples were so largdenaitirve-fitting nor capture-recapture
had an issue finding the total repertoire size since the exa@l distribution of the total number of
symbols (see Figurd) reaches as asymptote. Part of the reason for the rapid $yaoguoisition may
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Figure 4. Exponential distribution of repertoire growth over time faottlenose dolphin
3-grams and humpback whale 2-grams. Based on simulateérsaegiof 20,000 symbols
with repertoire measured in bouts of 100 symbols for dolptdnd a sequence of 2,000
symbols with bouts of 10 symbols for humpback whales.
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be that the sequences, despite having the requisite ergropgrties, were relatively stationary which is
not always the case for real languages. For dolphins andeshidle charts in the tables were created by
sampling new symbols in song ‘bouts’ of 100 and 10 symbolgeetively.

For the humpback whales, the total number of simulated trgraxactly matched the prediction of
a repertoire size of 18. This would seem to confirm the validftthe method. The dolphin story was
more complex. With dolphins, the total number of simulatedridms, exceeded the values estimated by
the entropy estimations in all cases, however, the detdlila tnore complex story. While the repertoire
is large in terms of N-grams, the frequency is very concéatramongst the top N-grams. The top 5
2-grams and 3-grams are 78% and 63% of all 2-grams (totalad®)3-grams (total: 89) respectively.
Many of the 2-grams and 3-grams occurred only once in thedB0s@mbol sequence. While the bias in
the dolphins is greater due to the relatively small sample sompared to the number of symbols, the
repertoire exceeded even the maximum bias estimates fo2sgtams and 3-grams.

Therefore, we can conclude one major strength, but linsitatof the use of conditional entropy to
measure the N-gram repertoire. For small repertoires, thikewhales, it seems they can accurately
estimate repertoires for small combinations such as 2-gr&ar more complex repertoires, they seem
to accurately measure the size of the most frequently usgcas in the repertoire to give a reasonable
estimate of the most functionally used N-grams. As a linotylaver, conditional entropies can seriously
undercount rare N-grams since their relatively small phbaliges contribute to the calculations of
entropy only weakly.

If collecting the entire size of the repertoire, ignoring threighted heterogeneity of the symbols, is
desired and samples are available, both curve-fitting apidicaxrecapture create a more detailed picture
since they can pick up the rare occurrences, however, theyptgive the same information about the
relative skewed nature of the distribution of symbols thieay method can provide.
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7. Conclusions

Animal communication analyses through information thdmaye been useful, and while they cannot
answer all questions regarding the intent or possible mgawfisuch communications, they have shown
beyond a doubt that animal communication can have a compiegtsre that goes beyond random
sounds or even the structure of a first-order Markov process.

However, entropy based analyses alone hold only desaigmoxwer. A logical next step from
observing and measuring communications complexity shioelldietermining how to use that complexity
to search for communications structures that can help statet animal behavior. The methods outlined
in this paper assist in this effort by giving researchersseliae to investigate further regarding 2-gram
or 3-gram call sequences. In particular, the size of the megtient, and possibly functional, repertoire
is clearly enumerated using information theory methodsail&r to work by Getner on starling24],
these analyses can reveal that single songs or cries aresphostitutes for communication outside the
complete pattern. Assumptions of uniform probabilitiestfee repertoire are almost always wrong and
plain measures of repertoire size cannot reflect this asagedhtropy values.

While the information theory methods are weaker in finding éxact repertoire size compared to
count based methods such as curve-fitting and capturettgeapghese methods offer an improved
understanding of the relationships that develop the syotdke communication. The basic order of
communication, the clustering of “vocabulary”, and othetailed features cannot been understood just
by comparing repertoire sizes over time and across spebiessimportance of understanding syntax in
this matter has been frequently raised such ag&h\where it is recommended that more experiments
be carried out to ascertain if other species have phonabggcognition similar to phonemes in human
speech.

It has long been known that auditory recognition abilitieisein a wide group of species from 2-gram
alarm calls in putty monkey<ercopithecus nictitar)§46,47] to pitch differentiation by moths49,50].
How and why these abilities could possibly exist in dispasgiecies such as birds and cetaceans while
possibly absent in some more closely related primates iy gkestion. Is this a frequent evolutionary
adaptation that can appear in almost any species or do thiesfabsrate and complex communications,
such as with dolphins, require high intelligen&d][?

Just like word length analyses in human language use sgfiads the base un&?], we may possibly
look at the average, or most frequent, length of N-grams ofraanication in animals to gauge the depth
and complexity of their communications. In this way, it i®tauthor's hope that information theory
analyses can help peel back the layers of complexity to slmwdhosely such animal communication
matches—or is distinct from—human language.
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