Reactie op wetsvoorstel stroomstoot apparatuur

In onze eerdere brief (zie bijlage: Stroomgebruik en de wetenschap, reactie van xxx op brief
DGA19016548) hebben wij reeds aangegeven dat de toen aangehaalde wetenschappelijke inzichten
onvoldoende een algeheel verbod onderbouwd en zelfs kan leiden tot welzijnsvermindering bij een
gedeelte van de honden. Er is in deze wetsdiscussie sprake van het vermelden van specifieke
informatie/kennis en het weglaten van andere informatie waardoor er een eenzijdig beeld wordt
geschetst op basis waarvan besluitvorming plaatsvindt. In een eerder stadium werd aangegeven dat
er voldoende wetenschappelijke basis is voor een verbod, terwijl nu de stelling ingenomen wordt dat
gedegen wetenschappelijke onderbouwing ontbreekt en er diverse geschikte alternatieve niet-
aversieve trainingsmethoden beschikbaar zijn.

Omdat bij het hertrainen van probleemgedrag bij honden het welzijn van zowel hond, eigenaar als
omstanders/de maatschappij in het geding kunnen zijn, is het zinvol om nogmaals te kijken naar een
verbod op gebruik van de stroomband waarin er in specifieke situaties uitzonderingen gemaakt
kunnen worden. Deze uitzonderingen gaan niet over het trainen en aanleren van gehoorzaamheid bij
honden. Stroomgebruik bij het aanleren van oefeningen is onnodig en niet ethisch. In het moderne
trainen is met de huidige trainingsinzichten en kennis geen plaats voor het standaard inzetten van
aversieve hulpmiddelen zoals de stroomband. In het meest recente onderzoek van Daniel Mills is ook
gekeken naar het gebruik van stroom bij honden in een trainingssituatie waarbij geen sprake is van
honden die extreme gedragingen vertonen, maar juist het aanleren van gedrag. De conclusie dat het
gebruik van een e-collar niet noodzakelijk is, stress opwekt en vervangen zou moeten worden is
geheel juist voor deze doelgroep.

De discussie moet vooral gaan over honden die extreme probleemgedragingen vertonen dat
veroorzaakt wordt door instinctgedrag en/of al geruime tijd beloond is. Alleen wanneer geen enkele
andere mogelijkheid ingezet kan worden en veiligheid van hond, mens of dier in het geding is, zou
een stroomband een oplossing kunnen bieden, mits deze gebruikt wordt door een deskundige in een
trainingsplan waarbij altijd een combinatie wordt gebruikt met beloningsgerichte training.

Zelfbelonend gedrag

Niet al het gedrag bij honden is hertrainbaar door middel van beloning. Met name bij hoog
gemotiveerde gedragingen wordt vaak gezien dat het uitvoeren hiervan zelfbelonend is voor een
hond. Wetenschappers Breland & Breland hebben in de jaren ‘60 al aangetoond (zie bijlage ‘the
misbehaviour of Organisms’) dat niet alle gedrag met positieve bekrachtiging (beloning) aan te leren
valt. Als er sprake is van zeer sterk instinct gedrag, bij wasberen bijvoorbeeld het ‘wassen’ van eten
en voorwerpen met hun handjes, dan is er geen enkele positieve bekrachtiging die de wasbeer kan
verleiden om dat gedrag te stoppen/veranderen.

Zeer sterke instinctgedragingen bij honden kunnen zijn:

1. Najagen en verwonden/doodbijten van huisdieren en wilde dieren, maar ook kinderen en
volwassenen die door hun gedrag de sleutelprikkel zijn tot najagen. Najagen is zelfbelonend
gedrag. Het najagen zelf maakt al dat het lichaam stoffen (0.a. dopamine) aanmaakt die de
hond drijven tot zijn gedrag en als plezierig ervaart (ook zonder iets te ‘vangen’).

2. (Territoriale) agressie dat bij bepaalde rassen bewust erin is gefokt om bijvoorbeeld wilde
dieren bij een schaapskudde vandaan te houden, een hond kan dit gedrag ook laten zien bij
bijvoorbeeld mensen. Veel hondenrassen worden nog geselecteerd op deze eigenschappen,
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de toename van import van honden uit het buitenland brengt soms honden met extreme
eigenschappen bij mensen thuis.

3. Bezitsagressie wat zich niet beperkt tot de voerbak (daar is agressie vaak hertrainbaar).
Bijvoorbeeld het bewaken van gevonden voorwerpen en/of het bewaken van de eigenaar.

Honden kunnen gedrag vertonen wat hen voordeel oplevert maar voor hemzelf of de omgeving
gevaarlijk is. In veel gevallen kunnen beperkingen ervoor zorgen dat de hond zijn gedrag niet kan
uitvoeren en de omgeving veilig is. Dit is echter niet altijd het geval.

Daarnaast zijn er maatregelen die voor een individuele hond enorm welzijnsverminderend zijn; zoals
kennelhuisvesting, altijd aangelijnd bewegen, onplaatsbare hond levenslang in asiel, euthanasie, etc.

In Zwitserland is er een zeer streng dierenwelzijnsbeleid, maar ook daar ziet men in dat in sommige
gevallen, onder strenge voorwaarden, het inzetten van een stroomband voor veiligheid en welzijn
van hond en omgeving een oplossing kan bieden. Er zijn een aantal deskundigen benoemd die de
stroomband mogen gebruiken (zie bijgevoegde mails/rapporten van een Zwitserse
bioloog/deskundige die de band mag gebruiken).

Toestaan stroomgebruik onder strenge voorwaarden

Hondentraining moet gedaan worden met respect voor het dier, zonder onnodig ongemak of stress
voor de hond. Keuzes tijdens een training die ineffectief en/of inhumaan zijn kunnen leiden tot
schade aan de hond. Goede trainers en gedragsdeskundigen denken kritisch na over hun technieken
en hun materialen. Zij moeten de leertheorie en ethologie gebruiken als basis voor hun werk. Zij
moeten voornamelijk vertrouwen op beloningsgerichte technieken. Het doel is altijd om de
blootstelling van de hond aan negatieve gebeurtenissen te minimaliseren. Als honden
probleemgedrag vertonen zijn er allerlei manieren om deze te voorkomen en hertrainen. Om het
gebruik van aversieve middelen te beperken is een beslisschema gemaakt (bijlage; vertaald uit
“Professional Standards for Dog Training” door xxx). Als je bij honden die

probleemgedrag vertonen uitgaat van dit beslisschema zal er na selectie een groep honden
overblijven waarbij het gedrag alleen om te buigen is door gebruik te maken van een aversief middel
zoals de stroomband. Voor deze groep honden zijn alternatieven juist welzijnsverminderend.

Wetenschappelijk onderzoek en praktijkervaring

Uit de praktijk blijkt en mede uit een aantal onderzoeken dat het goed toepassen van een aversief
middel zoals de stroomband kortdurende stress oplevert maar in combinatie met een goed
trainingsplan geen langdurig effect hoeft te hebben op de hond. Voorspelbaarheid en
controleerbaarheid zijn essentieel om de stress te verlagen. Daar waar het gaat om het hertrainen
gevaarlijk probleemgedrag, kan in het onderzoek van Tortora (1983) gelezen worden dat de
aversieve trainingsmethode het probleemgedrag agressie bij honden minimaliseert, terwijl een
positieve manier van hertrainen dit doel niet heeft bereikt. In de praktijk zijn er reeds vele honden
geholpen door het gebruik van de stroomband, als onderdeel van een goed trainingsplan.

Voorstel voor deskundig gebruik

Juist vanwege welzijnsoverwegingen is het beleid uit Zwitserland interessant voor Nederland om
naar te kijken. Deskundigen die nu reeds met de stroomband werken en dit in de toekomst willen
blijven doen moeten in ieder geval aan de volgende eisen voldoen:

A. De deskundige heeft kennis van wet- en regelgeving rondom dierenwelzijn in relatie tot
achtergrond ontwikkeling bewustwording dierenwelzijn.
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B. De deskundige beschikt over de kennis van leerprincipes zoals klassiek en operant conditioneren
in relatie tot de laatste wetenschappelijke inzichten.

C. De deskundige beschikt over kennis van alternatieve trainingshulpmiddelen en overige
gedragsmodificatie technieken.

D. De deskundige heeft aantoonbare kennis opgedaan in het beoordelen van gedrag van honden en
de hierbij behorende lichaamstaal en weet deze te vertalen naar de praktijk.

E. De deskundige heeft kennis van de verschillende trainingsmethoden in relatie tot mentale en
fysieke schade op korte en lange termijn en de daaraan ten grondslag liggende neurologische en
fysiologische processen, rekening houdende met rasspecifieke verschillen en kan deze vertalen
naar het gedrag dat honden in de praktijk laten zien.

F. De deskundige heeft kennis van de technische aspecten van het elektronische hulpmiddel en de
van belang zijnde omgevingsfactoren in relatie tot het beoogde effect en de hieraan verbonden
risico’s.

G. De deskundige moet in staat zijn een op de individuele hondgerichte onderbouwde keuze te
kunnen maken ter afweging van gebruik van een stroomband in de training van honden en deze
keuze met toepassing van het model uit “Professional Standards for Dog Training” inzichtelijk te
kunnen maken.

H. De deskundige beschikt over trainingsvaardigheden waarmee hij het geleerde onder At/m G in
de praktijk kan toepassen waaronder het:

i Kunnen vaststellen welke methode het minst belastend en meest geschikt is om het
beoogde gedragsverandering teweeg te brengen;

ii. Kunnen inschatten van de gevolgen op korte en langere termijn van de toegepaste
methode en weten welke verschillen er bestaan op de korte en lange termijn tussen de
verschillende methoden;

iii. Kunnen evalueren van het gedragseffect inclusief het herkennen van een niet op
voorhand voorziene en ingeschatte welzijnsaantasting op basis van fysiologische en
gedragsmatige indicatoren en op grond hiervan in staat zijn het gebruik van het
elektronische hulpmiddel opnieuw te evalueren.

De deskundigen kunnen ergens geregistreerd staan, kunnen zich ten alle tijden met een pasje
legitimeren en zijn verantwoordelijk voor het uitgeven van een certificaat voor bijvoorbeeld
maximaal 2 maanden aan een klant waarvan de hond tijdens de wandeling de band moet dragen.
Ook beheren zij een database waarin precies vermeld staat welke klant met welke hond zo’n
certificaat heeft incluis geldigheidsduur van certificaat.

Samengevat

Wij pleiten ervoor om niet ‘het kind met het badwater weg te gooien’ en onder strenge voorwaarden
(zie bijlages) het gebruik van stroom toe te staan, alleen in uitzonderingssituaties door deskundigen.
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Bijlagen:

e Stroomgebruik en de wetenschap reactie op de brief DGA 19016548 (pag 4)

e The misbehavior of organisms-Brelands (pag 9)

e Beslisschema voor training: vertaald uit “Professional Standards for Dog Training”,
Delta Society 2001 (pag 13)

e Notitie uit Zwitserland: Info umgang-annotated, hoofdstuk IV geel gearcheerd
(pag 14 start notitie)

e Onderzoek van Tortora (1983) Safety training: the elimination of Avoidance-

motivated aggression in dogs. (pag 28)
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T.a.v. Paul Bours, Ministerie van EZ/Minister Carola Schouten

9 april 2019
Beste heer Bours, Mevrouw Schouten,

Hierbij sturen wij onze reactie naar aanleiding van de kamerbrief van 4 april jl. over het algehele
verbod op het gebruik van de stroomband (kenmerk DGA / 19016548).

In de afgelopen jaren zijn wij als externe experts gesprekspartner geweest inzake het verbod op het
gebruik van de stroomband bij honden. Na vele informatiebijeenkomsten met verschillende experts
en medewerkers binnen het ministerie was een overeenstemming bereikt waarin er in het verbod op
stroombandgebruik een uitzondering gemaakt kon worden door deskundigen (en dan ook alleen in
die gevallen waarin er sprake was van een gerechtvaardigde verandering in gedrag ter voorkoming
van gevaar voor mens of dier of ter voorkoming van de aantasting van het welzijn van het dier).

Even voor de duidelijkheid; wij zijn véér een verbod op het gebruik van de stroomband als standaard
trainingsmiddel en door ondeskundigen. In de meeste gevallen is het gebruik van dit aversieve
trainingsmiddel helemaal niet nodig om honden te trainen. In sommige gevallen echter kan het
gebruik van een stroomband noodzakelijk zijn om gedragsverandering bij de hond mogelijk te maken
waardoor de hond in leven kan blijven, in goed welzijn en zonder gevaar voor zichzelf of de omgeving
kan functioneren.

Het huidige besluit van de minister tot algeheel verbod is betreurenswaardig voor die honden die het
middel als uiterste nood nodig hebben om veilig en in goed welzijn te kunnen functioneren.
Daarnaast is het aannemelijk dat het algehele verbod niet leidt tot welzijnsverbetering van honden in
Nederland. Immers de band mag nog gewoon verkocht worden en in buurlanden met soortgelijk
verbod is de verkoop van stroomhalsbanden groeiende? en dus nog steeds veel ondeskundig gebruik
wat kan leiden tot welzijnsvermindering bij honden.

In deze brief geven wij onze reactie op de brief van de minister aan de tweede kamer. In de besloten
informatiebijeenkomst over dit onderwerp op 13 maart jl. werd dit besluit aangekondigd en werd
mondeling meegedeeld dat schriftelijk bezwaar kon worden aangetekend.

De redenen waarom gekozen is voor een algeheel verbod op het gebruik van de stroomband zijn
discutabel. Er wordt verwezen naar wetenschappelijk onderzoek wat het algehele verbod
rechtvaardigt, maar wetenschappelijk onderzoek op dit gebied is juist ontoereikend en onvolledig om
dit standpunt te onderbouwen. In de huidige bijlage geven wij toelichting op dit standpunt.
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1 Mondeling meegedeeld door participant aan de informatiebijeenkomst op 13-3-19 jl. (bron bij u bekend)
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Toelichting (on)bruikbaarheid wetenschappelijk onderzoek
in standpunt gebruik stroomband

Het wel of niet gebruiken van een stroomband bij honden is al jaren een terechte discussie. Helaas
zijn de nuances in de discussie vaak ver te zoeken. Deelnemers aan de discussie hebben niet altijd
voldoende kennis van gedrag en leerprincipes om tot een afgewogen oordeel te komen. De
voorstanders van een verbod op gebruik van de stroomband wijzen naar wetenschappelijk
onderzoek dat volgens hen heeft aangetoond dat trainen met positieve bekrachtiging net zo goed of
zelfs beter werkt als het trainen met een stroomband. Ook wordt beweerd dat het gebruik van een
stroomband het welzijn van het dier aantast. Kunnen deze conclusies echter wel getrokken worden
met de huidige onderzoeken?

Kwaliteit van de onderzoeken

Wat bij het lezen van de meeste wetenschappelijke onderzoeken gelijk opvalt is dat de onderzoekers
geen verschil maken in het gebruik van een stroomband middels positieve correctie of negatieve
bekrachtiging (beide operante conditioneringstechnieken). Goed opgeleide gedragsdeskundigen
weten dat dit de wereld van verschil maakt. De keuze voor welke conditioneringstechniek kan directe
gevolgen hebben op het stressniveau van de hond. Bij negatieve bekrachtiging heeft de hond geleerd
met welke gedragingen hij/zij de schok kan vermijden: het dier kan de gevolgen van zijn of haar
gedrag voorspellen en controleren en weet welk gedrag wél gewenst is. Bij positieve correctie weet
het dier alleen welk gedrag een onaangename prikkel oplevert en is er niet actief getraind om het
dier duidelijk te maken welk gedrag wel gewenst is.

Het tweede dat opvalt is dat de trainers die meewerken aan de onderzoeken vaak een heel
verschillend kennisniveau hebben als het om leerprincipes gaat. Ook is niet duidelijk of de
stroombandtrainers goed timen in hun training. Verder volgen ze géén of verschillende
‘trainingsprotocollen’. Als er wel sprake is van een trainingsplan zijn de stappen in het onderzoek niet
duidelijk omschreven en kan de lezer van het onderzoek niet beoordelen of er aan alle criteria van
een goed trainingsplan is voldaan. Ook de kwaliteit van de gebruikte banden is niet onderzocht en
men werkt niet altijd met hetzelfde type stroomband?. Omdat de bovengenoemde factoren in een
onderzoek vaak niet gecheckt zijn en er zoveel verschillende variabelen aanwezig zijn in het
onderzochte effect, is het de vraag wat er nu precies onderzocht/gemeten is. Conclusies uit dit soort
onderzoeken zijn wat betreft effectiviteit dan ook niet te trekken.

Bij de onderzoeken die gedaan zijn naar stroomgebruik bij hondengedragsproblemen wordt in de
diverse onderzoeken een gedragsanalyse gemist; alle honden met soortgelijke problemen zijn op één
hoop gegooid, ondanks verschillende oorzaken/motivaties. De analyse voor wat betreft ‘welke
prikkel, welke motivatie en leerprincipes spelen een rol’ ontbreken volledig, alsmede informatie over
hoelang het probleemgedrag al bestaat en hoe ‘ingesleten’ is het gedrag. Zonder analyse vooraf is er
niet vast te stellen of een stroomband (iberhaupt nodig is, zodat appels met peren vergeleken
worden in de resultaten.

2 De kwaliteit van stroombanden is verschillend en dat heeft een effect op stress en training: in veel
onderzoeken zijn de banden niet gecheckt qua timing (vertragingsfactor), intensiteit, evenredige
intensiteitsopbouw bij verhoging van stand, etc.

© [NAMEN VERWIJDERD] april 2019



Kort samengevat hebben wij nog geen onderzoek gelezen dat een overtuigend antwoord geeft op de
vragen: is het gebruik van een stroomband bij honden met probleemgedrag (dat een gevaar is voor
mens /dier en of de maatschappij) een aantasting van het welzijn van de hond en/of is het een
effectief trainingsinstrument bij ‘gevaarlijk’ probleemgedrag.

Om deze vraag te beantwoorden moet natuurlijk voor de probleemhonden in kwestie als eerste een
antwoord gegeven worden op de vraag: wat is aantasting van welzijn? Voor iedere individuele hond
moet een probleemanalyse gemaakt worden waarin de huidige situatie wordt meegenomen.
Sommige honden kunnen prima aangelijnd door het leven, terwijl andere honden in hun welzijn zijn
geschaad en na zorgvuldige training in bepaalde omstandigheden weer kunnen loslopen (‘de vrijheid
om soorteigen gedrag te kunnen vertonen’, één van de vijf vrijheden om welzijn te kunnen
beoordelen). Een politiehond met bepaalde problemen die niet anders opgelost kunnen worden dan
training met de stroomband zal uitvallen indien dit verboden is. De hond kan niet meer veilig zijn
werk doen, moet vervangen worden en de vraag is waar deze hond met specifieke problemen
terecht komt.

Een goed gedocumenteerd trainingstraject hoeft het welzijn niet in negatieve zin te beinvloeden. Een
trainingstraject waarbij kortdurend gebruik gemaakt wordt van een onaangename prikkel, ingezet -
bij voorkeur- als negatieve bekrachtiger, kan uiteindelijk resulteren in een hond die geen of veel
minder gevaar oplevert voor mens/dier en maatschappij.

Trainingsplan/protocol

Om te kijken naar welzijnsaantasting en/of een vergelijking tussen trainen met positieve
bekrachtiging (beloningsgericht) en negatieve bekrachtiging d.m.v. een stroomband zou volgens een
protocol gewerkt moeten worden voor een goed opgezet onderzoek. Zo’n protocol/trainingsplan
bevat onder andere de volgende onderdelen:

e Als eerste vaststellen welke directe prikkel en motivatie ten grondslag ligt aan het
probleemgedrag, welk leerprincipe het gedrag in stand houdt/doet toenemen, hoe lang het
probleemgedrag al bestaat en hoe ‘gevaarlijk’ het gedrag is voor mens, dier en maatschappij.
Dat laatste is immers een belangrijke afweging voor het wel of niet inzetten van de band.

e Daarna een trainingsplan maken afgestemd op de individuele hond.

e Ondertussen in zoveel mogelijk verschillende situaties de hond habitueren aan het dragen
van een stroomband, waardoor de kans minder is dat het dier het dragen van de band
koppelt aan het krijgen van stroom. Ook is het belangrijk dat de geleider het
bedieningspaneel geregeld in de hand neemt omdat honden ook hierop kunnen
discrimineren (bedieningspaneel in de hand is stroom - geen paneel in hand van geleider is
geen stroom).

e De tweede stap is in een prikkelarme omgeving controleren of gebruikte commando’s die
nodig zijn om het probleemgedrag te sturen (bijvoorbeeld: hier, af, nee, etc.) voor de hond
duidelijk zijn en alle fasen van aanleren hebben doorlopen: aanleerfase, beheersfase,
generalisatie fase en handhavingsfase. Het aanleren van deze commando’s worden in een
prikkelarme omgeving opgebouwd gebruik makend van positieve bekrachtiging en de 4 fases
in het leerproces.

e Dande hond, in een prikkelarme omgeving met de band op lage intensiteit, leren dat hij
controle heeft over de stroomband. Dus dat hij de stroom kan vermijden door bepaald
gedrag wel te vertonen (negatief bekrachtigen is immers toename van gewenst gedrag door
het weghemen van een onaangename prikkel).
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e Daarna gebruik van stroomband in een situatie waarbij het probleemgedrag in afgezwakte
vorm opgeroepen kan worden.

o Als laatste de stroomband (eventueel) inzetten in een situatie waarbij het probleemgedrag in
volle sterkte aanwezig is waarbij ook weer alle fasen in het leerproces doorlopen worden.

Als we een trainingstraject goed opbouwen zal er een groep probleemhonden zijn die het gebruik
van stroom absoluut niet nodig hebben om een langdurig, gewenste gedragsverandering teweeg te
brengen. Die honden laten in een onderzoek dus ook zien dat voor hen stroomgebruik niet nodig is.
Pas je het dan toch toe dan kun je de vraag stellen of dat ethisch nog verantwoord is. Daarnaast
moeten we ons ook afvragen of deze meetresultaten nog wel mee genomen kunnen worden in de
einduitslag van het onderzoek.

Korte en lange termijn effecten

Naast de al eerder genoemde verschillen hebben de meeste onderzoeken alleen gekeken naar de
effecten van ‘stroom versus geen stroom’ op de korte termijn. Het gebruik van stroom als aversief
trainingsmiddel kan zeker stress en angst opwekken. Overigens is er ook aangetoond dat deskundig
gebruik van de stroomband met goede timing niet altijd leidt tot verhoging van het stresshormoon
cortisol. Toch is het in het kader van welzijn essentieel om naar het effect van deskundig
stroomgebruik op de lange termijn te kijken, deze informatie is nog niet beschikbaar (maar door
ervaringsdeskundigen wordt wel ervaren dat bij deskundig gebruik op lange termijn geen
welzijnsvermindering hoeft op te treden).

Een andere reden waarom het effect van training op lange termijn moet worden bekeken heeft te
maken met de mogelijkheid op terugval na langere periode. Wanneer ongewenst gedrag van een
hond een probleem kan opleveren in de maatschappij, voor omstanders of de hond zelf, is het zinvol
om maatregelen af te stemmen op de reductie van recidive (het verlagen van de kans dat
probleemhonden terugvallen in hun gedrag).

In de effectiviteit van training van ongewenst gedrag waarin een vergelijking wordt gemaakt tussen
positieve bekrachtiging (beloningsgericht) en negatieve bekrachtiging is het essentieel om op lange
termijn te kijken naar de kans op terugval bij zelfbelonende gedragingen. Een hond die schapen jaagt
kan voor een bepaalde tijd en onder bepaalde omstandigheden de keus maken om terug te komen
als de geleider dat vraagt, maar herhaaldelijke blootstelling aan de prikkel kan uiteindelijk weer
resulteren in terugvallen naar oud, instinctief probleemgedrag. Hierbij is het voor de hand liggend
dat er een verschil is in trainingsmethode. Een hond die beloningsgericht getraind is heeft de keus
tussen twee voor hem/haar fijne dingen: ‘schapen jagen is leuk’, maar ‘terugkomen bij geleider is
leuker’. De hond kan altijd na verloop van tijd een nieuwe keus maken om alsnog achter de schapen
aan te gaan. Bij aversieve training heeft de hond een keus tussen ‘schapen jagen is niet meer leuk’ en
‘ander gedrag inzetten is altijd leuk’ en zal de keus bij een bepaald type hond toch eerder uitgaan
naar het vertonen van gewenst gedrag. Daarnaast is er een risico dat de hond uit zicht van de
geleider (weggelopen van huis of weggerend van geleider) bij gebrek aan keus tussen ‘schapen jagen’
en ‘bekrachtiging bij geleider’ kiest voor schapen jagen. Deze afhankelijkheid van de geleider is
grotendeels te voorkomen met het juiste gebruik van negatieve bekrachtiging d.m.v. stroomband.
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Pleidooi:

Stroomgebruik voor het behandelen van probleemgedrag bij honden blijven toestaan bij een selecte
groep trainers die middels een test hebben laten zien dat ze op de hoogte zijn van alle theoretische
en praktische vaardigheden die nodig zijn om de band verantwoord te gebruiken. Deze trainers
werken met banden die getest zijn en goed bevonden voor wat betreft afstelmogelijkheden,
vertragingsfactor, stapsgewijs oplopende intensiteit, enz.

Het eerder beschreven verbod met uitzondering voor deskundig gebruik (alleen in die gevallen
waarin er sprake was van een gerechtvaardigde verandering in gedrag ter voorkoming van gevaar
voor mens of dier of ter voorkoming van de aantasting van het welzijn van het dier) kan meer
gedragsverandering bewerkstelligen in het kader van hondenwelzijn.

Bijkomende omstandigheden

De minister geeft aan met een algeheel verbod 9 andere Europese landen te volgen. Zoals eerder
gemeld is er in die landen nog veel misbruik en verkoop van stroombanden. Daarnaast kent
Nederland in tegenstelling tot bijvoorbeeld Duitsland, Spanje, Zwitserland geen verbod op rassen
noch de landelijke verplichting om met bepaalde rassen/honden met bewezen probleemgedrag in
openbare ruimtes gemuilkorfd rond te lopen. Nederlanders zijn ook nog eens eigenwijzer in opvolgen
van wetgeving. Dit alles kan resulteren in honden waarbij een hogere trainingsgraad nodig is om
gevaar voor mens, dier en maatschappij te voorkomen.

© [NAMEN VERWIJDERD] drs. [NAMEN VERWIJDERD]
Sociotherapeut Gedragskeurmeester Psycholoog
Gedragstherapeut, diertrainer Gedragstherapeut voor honden, aangesloten bij SPPD

Kynologisch Instructeur

(bijlage bij reactie naar aanleiding van de kamerbrief van 4 april jl. over het algehele verbod op het
gebruik van de stroomband (kenmerk DGA / 19016548).

© [NAMEN VERWIJDERD] april 2019



THE MISBEHAVIOR OF ORGANISMS

KELLER BRELAND axp MARIAN BRELAND

Animal Behavior Enterprises, Hot Springs, Arkansas

HERE seems to be a continuing realization

by psychologists that perhaps the white rat

cannot reveal everything there is to know
about behavior. Among the voices raised on this
topic, Beach (1950) has emphasized the necessity
of widening the range of species subjected to ex-
perimental techniques and conditions. However,
psychologists as a whole do not seem to be heeding
these admonitions, as Whalen (1961) has pointed
out.

Perhaps this reluctance is due in part to some
dark precognition of what they might find in such
investigations, for the ethologists Lorenz (1950, p.
233) and Tinbergen (1951, p. 6) have warned that
if psychologists are to understand and predict
the behavior of organisms, it is essential that they
become thoroughly familiar with the instinctive
behavior patterns of each new species they essay

. tostudy. Of course, the Watsonian or neobehavior-
. istically oriented experimenter is apt to consider
~ “instinct” an ugly word. He tends to class it with
¢ Hebb’s (1960) other “seditious notions” which
. Wwere discarded in the behavioristic revolution, and
. he may have some premonition that he will en-
: counter this bete noir in extending the range of
. species and situations studied.

! We can assure him that his apprehensions are
. well grounded. In our attempt to extend a be-
¢ havioristically oriented approach to the engineer-
ing control of animal behavior by operant condi-
tioning techniques, we have fought a running battle
with the seditious notion of instinct.! It might be
. of some interest to the psychologist to know how
. the battle is going and to learn something about
. the nature of the adversary he is likely to meet
. fand when he tackles new species in new learning
- Situations:

Our first report (Breland & Breland, 1951) in
the dmerican Psychologist, concerning our experi-
fnces in controlling animal behavior, was wholly
afirmative and optimistic, saying in essence that
the principles derived from the laboratory could
be applied to the extensive control of behavior

'In view of the fact that instinctive behaviors may be
“umon to many zoological species, we consider species
Stecific to be a sanitized misnomer, and prefer the possibly
%ptic adjective instinctive.

under nonlaboratory conditions throughout a con-
siderable segment of the phylogenetic scale.

When we began this work, it was our aim to see
if the science would work beyond the laboratory,
to determine if animal psychology could stand on
its own feet as an engineering discipline. These
aims have been realized. We have controlled a
wide range of animal behavior and have made use
of the great popular appeal of animals to make it
an economically feasible project. Conditioned be-
havior has been exhibited at various municipal
zoos and museums of natural history and has been
used for department store displays, for fair and
trade convention exhibits, for entertainment at
tourist attractions, on television shows, and in the
production of television commercials. Thirty-eight
species, totaling over 6,000 individual animals, have
been conditioned, and we have dared to tackle such
unlikely subjects as reindeer, cockatoos, raccoons,
porpoises, and whales.

Emboldened by this consistent reinforcement, we
bave ventured further and further from the security
of the Skinner box. However, in this cavalier
extrapolation, we have run afoul of a persistent
pattern of discomforting failures. These failures,
although disconcertingly frequent and seemingly
diverse, fall into a very interesting pattern. They
all represent breakdowns of conditioned operant
behavior. From a great number of such experi-
ences, we have selected, more or less at random,
the following examples.

The first instance of our discomfiture might be
entitled, What Makes Sammy Dance? In the
exhibit in which this occurred, the casual observer
sees a grown bantam chicken emerge from a re-
taining compartment when the door automatically
opens. The chicken walks over about 3 feet, pulls
a rubber loop on a small box which starts a re-
peated auditory stimulus pattern (a four-note
tune). The chicken then steps up onto an 18-inch,
slightly raised disc, thereby closing a timer switch,
and scratches vigorously, round and round, over
the disc for 15 seconds, at the rate of about two
scratches per second until the automatic feeder
fires in the retaining compartment. The chicken
goes into the compartment to eat, thereby auto-
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matically shutting the door. The popular inter-
pretation of this behavior pattern is that the
chicken has turned on the “juke box” and ‘“dances.”

The development of this behavioral exhibit was
wholly unplanned. In the attempt to create quite
another type of demonstration which required a
chicken simply to stand on a platform for 12-15
seconds, we found that over 50% developed a
very strong and pronounced scratch pattern, which
tended to increase in persistence as the time
interval was lengthened. (Another 25% or so
developed other behaviors—pecking at spots, etc.)
However, we were able to change our plans so
as to make use of the scratch pattern, and the
result was the “dancing chicken” exhibit described
above.

In this exhibit the only real contingency for
reinforcement is that the chicken must depress the
platform for 15 seconds. In the course of a per-
forming day (about 3 hours for each chicken) a
chicken may turn out over 10,000 unnecessary,
virtually identical responses. Operant behaviorists
would probably have little hesitancy in labeling
this an example of Skinnerian “superstition”
(Skinner, 1948) or “mediating” behavior, and we
list it first to whet their explanatory appetite.

However, a second instance involving a raccoon
does not fit so neatly into this paradigm. The
response concerned the manipulation of money by
the raccoon (who has “hands” rather similar to
those of the primates). The contingency for re-
inforcement was picking up the coins and depositing
them in a 5-inch metal box.

Raccoons condition readily, have good appetites,
and this one was quite tame and an eager subject.
We anticipated no trouble. Conditioning him to
pick up the first coin was simple. We started out
by reinforcing him for picking up a single coin.
Then the metal container was introduced, with the
requirement that he drop the coin into the con-
tainer. Here we ran into the first bit of difficulty:
he seemed to have a great deal of trouble letting
go of the coin. He would rub it up against the
inside of the container, pull it back out, and clutch
it firmly for several seconds. However, he would
finally turn it loose and receive his food. reinforce-
ment. Then the final contingency: we put him
on a ratio of 2, requiring that he pick up both
coins and put them in the container.

Now the raccoon really had problems (and so
did we). Not only could he not let go of the coins,
but he spent -seconds, even minutes, rubbing them

together (in a most miserly fashion), and dipping
them into the container. He carried on thjg b;
havijor to such an extent that the practical applica-
tion we had in mind-—a display featuring a raccoop
putting money in a piggy bank—simply was not
feasible. The rubbing behavior became worse and
worse as time went on, in spite of nonreinforce.
ment.

IFor the third instance, we return to the gal-
linaceous birds. The observer sees a hopper fy])
of oval plastic capsules which contain small toys
charms, and the like. When the S, (a light) ig
presented to the chicken, she pulls a rubber loop.
which releases one of these capsules onto a slide
about 16 inches long, inclined at about 30 degreesj
The capsule rolls down the slide and comes to regt
near the end. Here one or two sharp, straight pecks
by the chicken will knock it forward off the slide
and out to the observer, and the chicken is thep
reinforced by an automatic feeder. This is al]
very well—most chickens are able to master these
contingencies in short order. The loop pulling
presents no problems; she then has only to peck
the capsule off the slide to get her reinforcement,

However, a good 20% of all chickens tried on
this set of contingencies fail to make the grade.
Aftey they have pecked a few capsules off the
slide, they begin to grab at the capsules and drag
them backwards into the cage. Here they pound
them up and down on the floor of the cage. Of
course, this results in no reinforcement for the
chicken, and yet some chickens will pull in over
half of all the capsules presented to them.

Almost always this problem behavior does not
appear until after the capsules begin to move
down the slide. Conditioning is begun with sta-
tionary capsules placed by the experimenter. When
the pecking behavior becomes strong enough, so
that the chicken is knocking them off the slide and
getting reinforced consistently, the loop pulling is
conditioned to the light. The capsules then come
rolling down the slide to the chicken. Here most
chickens, who before did not have this tendency,
will start grabbing and shaking.

The fourth incident also concerns a chicken.
Here the observer sees a chicken in a cage about
4 feet long which is placed alongside a miniature
baseball field. The reason for the cage is the
interesting part. At one end of the cage is an
automatic electric feed hopper. At the other is an
opening through which the chicken can reach and
pull a loop on a bat. If she pulls the loop hard
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enough the bat (solenoid operated) will swing,
knocking a small baseball up the playing field.
If it gets past the miniature toy players on the
field and hits the back fence, the chicken is
automatically reinforced with food at the other
end of the cage. If it does not go far enough, or
hits one of the plavers, she tries again. This
results in behavior on an irregular ratio. When
the feeder sounds, she then runs down the length
of the cage and eats.

Our problems began when we tried to remove
the cage for photography. Chickens that had been
well conditioned in this behavior became wildly
excited when the ball started to move. They
would jump up on the playing field, chase the ball
all over the field, even knock it off on the floor
and chase it around, pecking it in every direction,
although they had never had access to the ball
before. This behavior was so persistent and so
disruptive, in spite of the fact that it was never
reinforced, that we had to reinstate the cage.

The last instance we shall relate in detail is one
of the most annoying and baffling for a good be-
haviorist. Here a pig was conditioned to pick
up large wooden coins and deposit them in a large
“piggy bank.” The coins were placed several feet
from the bank and the pig required to carry them
to the bank and deposit them, usually four or five
coins for one reinforcement. (Of course, we started
out with one coin, near the bank.)

Pigs condition very rapidly, they have no trouble
taking ratios, they have ravenous appetites
(naturally), and in many ways are among the
most tractable animals we have worked with.
However, this particular problem behavior de-
veloped in pig after pig, usually after a period of
weeks or months, getting worse every day. At first
the pig would eagerly pick up one dollar, carry
it to the bank, run back, get another, carry it
fapidly and neatly, and so on, until the ratio
Was complete. Thereafter, over a period of weeks
the behavior would become slower and slower. He
might run over eagerly for each dollar, hut on the
Way back, instead of carrying the dollar and de-
Positing it simply and cleanly, he would repeatedly
drop it, root it, drop it again, root it along the
Way, pick it up, toss it up in the air, drop it, root
1t some more, and so on.

'We thought this behavior might simply be the
dllly-dallying of an animal on a low drive. How-
tver, the behavior persisted and gained in strength
I spite of a severely increased drive—he finally

went through the ratios so slowly that he did not
get enough to eat in the course of a day. Finally
it would take the pig about 10 minutes to transport
four coins a distance of about 6 feet. This problem
behavior developed repeatedly in successive pigs.

There have also been other instances: hamsters
that stopped working in a glass case after four
or five reinforcements, porpoises and whales that
swallow their manipulanda (balls and inner tubes),
cats that will not leave the area of the feeder,
rabbits that will not go to the feeder, the great
difficulty in many species of conditioning vocaliza-
tion with food reinforcement, problems in condi-
tioning a kick in a cow, the failure to get ap-
preciably increased effort out of the ungulates with
increased drive, and so on. These we shall not
dwell on in detail, nor shall we discuss how they
might be overcome.

These egregious failures came as a rather con-
siderable shock to us, for there was nothing in our
background in behaviorism to prepare us for such
gross inabilities to predict and control the behavior
of animals with which we had been working for
years.

The examples listed we feel represent a clear
and utter failure of conditioning theory. They
are far from what one would normally expect on
the basis of the theory alone. Furthermore, they
are definite, observable; the diagnosis of theory
failure does not depend on subtle statistical inter-
pretations or on semantic legerdemain—the animal
simply does not do what he has been conditioned
to do.

It seems perfectly clear that, with the possible
exception of the dancing chicken, which could con-
ceivably, as we have said, be explained in terms
of Skinner’s superstition paradigm, the other in-
stances do not fit the behavioristic way of think-
ing. Here we have animals, after having been
conditioned to a specific learned response, gradually
drifting into behaviors that are entirely different
from those which were conditioned. Moreover, it
can easily be seen that these particular behaviors
to which the animals drift are clear-cut examples
of instinctive behaviors having to do with the
natural food getting behaviors of the particular
species.

The dancing chicken is exhibiting the gallina-
ceous birds’ scratch pattern that in nature often
precedes ingestion. The chicken that hammers
capsules is obviously exhibiting instinctive behavior
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having to do with breaking open of seed pods or
the killing of insects, grubs, etc. The raccoon is
demonstrating so-called “washing behavior.” The
rubbing and washing response may result, for
example, in the removal of the exoskeleton of a
crayfish. The pig is rooting or shaking—behaviors
which’ are strongly built into this species and are
connected with the food getting repertoire.

These patterns to which the animals drift re-
quire greater physical output and therefore are
a violation of the so-called “law of least effort.”
And most damaging of all, they stretch out the
time required for reinforcement when nothing in
the experimental setup requires them to do so.
They have only to do the little tidbit of behavior
to which they were conditioned—for example, pick
up the coin and put it in the container—to get
reinforced immediately. Instead, they drag the
process out for a matter of minutes when there
is nothing in the contingency which forces them
to do this. Moreover, increasing the drive merely
intensifies this effect.

It seems obvious that these animals are trapped
by strong instinctive behaviors, and clearly we have
here a demonstration of the prepotency of such
behavior patterns over those which have been con-
ditioned.

We have termed this phenomenon “instinctive
drift.” The general principle seems to be that
wherever an animal has strong instinctive behaviors
in the area of the conditioned response, after
continued running the organism will drift toward the
instinctive behavior to the detriment of the condi-
tioned behavior and even to the delay or preclusion
of the reinforcement. In a very boiled-down,
simplified form, it might be stated as ‘“learned
behavior drifts toward instinctive behavior.”

All this, of course, is not to disparage the use
of conditioning techniques, but is intended as a
demonstration that there are definite weaknesses in
the philosophy underlying these techniques. The
pointing out of such weaknesses should make
possible a worthwhile revision in behavior theory.

The notion of instinct has now become one of
our basic concepts in an effort to make sense of
the welter of observations which confront us.
When behaviorism tossed out instinct, it is our
feeling that some of its power of prediction and
control were lost with it. From the foregoing
examples, it appears that although it was easy
to banish the Instinctivists from the science during
the Behavioristic Revolution, it was not possible
to banish instinct so easily.

And if, as Hebb suggests, it is advisable ¢,
reconsider those things that behaviorism explicit}y
threw out, perhaps it might likewise be ad\’isabl'e
to examine what they tacitly brought in-—th,
hidden assumptions which led most disastroygly
to these breakdowns in the theory.

Three of the most important of these tacy
assumptions seem to us to be: that the anipmg
comes to the laboratory as a virtual tabula rgs,
that species differences are insignificant, and tha{
all responses are about equally conditionable to 4]
stimuli,

It is obvious, we feel, from the foregoing account,
that these assumptions are no longer tenable. After
14 vears of continuous conditioning and observa-
tion of thousands of animals, it is our reluctant
conclusion that the behavior of any species cannot

. be adequately understood, predicted, or controlled

without knowledge of its instinctive patterns,
evolutionary history, and ecological niche.

In spite of our early successes with the applica-
tion of behavioristically oriented conditioning
theory, we readily admit now that ethological facts
and attitudes in recent years have done more to
advance our practical control of animal behavior
than recent reports from American “learning labs.”

Moreover, as we have recently discovered, if one
begius with evolution and instinct as the basic
format for the science, a very illuminating view-
point can be developed which leads naturally to
a drastically revised and simplified conceptual
framework of startling explanatory power (to be
reported elsewhere).

It is hoped that this playback on the theory
will be behavioral technology’s partial repayment
to the academic science whose impeccable empiri-
cism we have used so extensively.
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Figuur 2.4
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Ausgangslage und Zielsetzung

Mit der Revision vom 14. Mai 1997 der Tierschutzverordnung vom 27. Mai 1981 (TSchV, SR 455.1) wurde
neu geregelt, was beim Umgang mit Hunden den Grundsétzen des Tierschutzes widerspricht und deshalb
unzulassig ist (Art. 34 TSchV). Es sind verschiedene Ausnahmen vorgesehen, insbesondere wenn eine
fachliche Eignung zur Anwendung bestimmter Gerate belegt werden kann. Die Vereinigung der Schweizer
Kantonstieréarztinnen und Kantonstierarzte hat in Zusammenarbeit mit dem Bundesamt fur Veterindrwesen
eine Arbeitsgruppe eingesetzt, welche fachtechnische Vollzugsgrundséatze erarbeitet hat. Das Bundesamt
gibt diese Information im Hinblick auf einen einheitlichen Vollzug heraus.

Ziel der Information ist es, den Vollzugsbehorden die fachlichen Grundlagen fur den Bereich ‘Umgang mit
Hunden’' zur Verfugung zu stellen, um den einheitlichen Vollzug, insbesondere bei der Erteilung von
Ausnahmebewilligungen, zu gewdhrleisten und die Einhaltung der Grundsatze des Tierschutzes beim
Umgang und bei der Erziehung von Hunden zu férdern.

I Unzul&ssiger Umgang mit Hunden - Erlauterungen zu den Begriffen

Beim Umgang mit Hunden sind Gberméassige Harte und Strafschisse sowie die Verwendung von
Stachelhalsb&ndern verboten (Art. 34 Abs. 1 TSchV).

Hilfsmittel durfen nicht derart verwendet werden, dass dem Tier Verletzungen oder erhebliche
Schmerzen zugeflgt werden oder dass es stark gereizt oder in schwere Angst versetzt wird (Art. 34
Abs. 2 TSchV).

1 Umgang mit Hunden

Unter den Begriff Umgang fallen samtliche Interaktionen zwischen Menschen und Hunden,
unabhangig davon, ob es sich um den eigenen oder einen fremden Hund handelt. Beispiele sind:
Erziehungsanweisungen, Lenkung des Verhaltens und Korrektur von unerwiinschten
Verhaltensweisen, Ausbildung fir den Einsatz im Sport und flr Arbeiten (Polizeihunde,
Blindenfuhrhunde, Jagdhunde), Abwehr von Hunden auf Distanz.

2 Ubermassige Harte

Unter Harte ist ein physisches Einwirken irgendeiner Art auf den Hund zu verstehen, wie Ziehen
oder ruckartiges Zucken an der Leine, Packen des Hundes am Fell, Schiitteln des Fells, Schlagen,
Treten etc. Als Korrekturmassnahmen in direkter Verbindung zu einem Fehlverhalten des Hundes
und zur Hemmung desselben sind solche physischen Einwirkungen manchmal erforderlich. Sie
mussen jedoch, der Situation und der individuellen Empfindlichkeit des Hundes entsprechend,
angemessen eingesetzt werden. Schlage mit einem harten Gegenstand (z.B. Karabinerhaken,
Stock, Peitsche oder Kette), zielloses Schlagen oder Treten sind grundsatzlich nicht angemessen.



Als Gbermassig sind physische Einwirkungen in der Regel dann zu bezeichnen, wenn

a. ihr Ausmass nicht im Bezug zur Situation und/oder zur individuellen Empfindlichkeit des
Hundes steht,

b. sie nicht in direktem Zusammenhang mit dem zu korrigierenden Fehlverhalten stehen,

c. siein Situationen erfolgen, die keiner Korrektur bedurfen.

Tiere sind grundsétzlich unmittelbar nach dem Ausfihren eines unerwinschten Verhaltens zu
korrigieren. ‘Bestrafungen’, welche lange nach dem Auftreten des unerwiinschten Verhaltens
vollzogen werden, sind ebenfalls als ‘Uberméssig’ zu qualifizieren, da der Hund den Bezug zu
diesem Verhalten nicht herstellen kann.

Nicht resp. falsches oder unvollstandiges Ausfihren eines dem Hund vorgdngig angelernten
Verhaltens darf nicht als ‘unerwiinschtes Verhalten’ bezeichnet werden, da es z.B. auf fehlerhafte
Zeichengabe des Menschen zuriickzufihren ist. Eine Korrektur muss durch erneute fachkundige
Ausbildung erfolgen und darf nicht durch ‘Bestrafung’ vorgenommen werden.

Strafschiisse

Die heute verbotenen, erzieherisch wertlosen Strafschiisse mit Kleinkaliberwaffen oder
Schrotschiisse auf grosse Entfernungen wurden friiher angewendet, um den Hund fiir Fehlverhalten
zu bestrafen. Mit dem Aufkommen von Geraten, die elektrische und/oder akustische Signale
aussenden (Tele-Takt-Geréte), wurde diese Art von Erziehungsmittel immer weniger eingesetzt. Fir
die Ausbildung der Jagdhunde mussen neue Wege gefunden werden, da Tele-Takt-Gerate ebenfalls
verboten sind.

Stachelhalsbander

Der Einsatz von Stachelhalsbandern ist verboten, unabhéngig davon, ob sie mit spitzen oder
stumpfen Gliedern versehen als Bander mit Stacheln gestaltet sind, da sie beim Hund zu
Quetschungen oder Verletzungen fihren. Die Begriffe Stachelhalsband, Krallenhalsband und
Korallenhalsband werden dabei synonym verwendet. Wahrend das Krallenhalsband die Haut eher
klemmt und quetscht und ohne Hautperforationen zu nachhaltigen Schmerzen fihren kann,
verursachen  von  Hundebesitzerinnen und  -besitzern  zugespitze  Krallenhalsbander
(Stachelhalsbénder) haufig Hautverletzungen mit akuten  Schmerzen, gefolgt von
Entziindungssymptomen.

Verwendung von Hilfsmitteln

Als Hilfsmittel gilt jeder Gegenstand, der beim Umgang mit Hunden zur Anwendung kommen kann.
Darunter fallen jegliche Arten von Leinen, Halsbander, Halti, Bander und Schniire zum Ausbinden
und Lenken der Hunde, Beuten, Apportiergegenstande, Beisswirste, Schutzédrmel, Franzosenjacke,
Hindernisse und Hurden, Stdcke, Peitschen, Ruten, Wurfketten etc.



Bei den durch ungeeignete oder unsachgemaéss angewandte Hilfsmittel verursachten Schaden muss
es sich nicht um offensichtliche und leicht feststellbare Verletzungen handeln. So kann eine
ungeeignete Unterlage bei einem zu begehenden Hindernis erst nach mehrmaligem Begehen zu
einer Ubermassigen Abnutzung der Haut fuhren.

Wann Schmerzen als erheblich zu bewerten sind, ist auf der Basis des Normalverhaltens zu
beurteilen. Hunde fligen einander bei sozialen Auseinandersetzungen bisweilen auch Schmerzen zu.
Auf Schmerz wird aus der Reaktion des Tieres geschlossen (Schmerzdusserungen,
Demutverhalten, Beschwichtigungsverhalten, Meide- und Fluchtverhalten). Vom Menschen
eingesetzte Hilfsmittel wirken auf die Hunde ggf. unangenehm, stérend oder sind schmerzhaft,
weshalb Einwirkungen mit Hilfsmitteln grundséatzlich mdoglichst kurz sein sollen. Erhebliche
Schmerzen werden dem Hund dann zugefligt, wenn der Schmerzreiz zu lang und nachhaltig oder
Ubermassig erfolgt. Dies fuhrt in der Folge zu Abwehr-, Meide- und Fluchtreaktionen des Tieres in
vergleichbaren Situationen bzw. gegeniiber Objekten oder Menschen (vgl. Angst).

Unter starken Reizungen sind alle Massnahmen zu verstehen, die einen Aggressionsaufbau beim
Tier bewirken sollen. Dies wird insbesondere dadurch erreicht, dass der Hund bedrangt oder bedroht
wird und die Situation so gestaltet ist, dass er nicht ausweichen kann. Beispiele sind: Verbringen des
Hundes in eine Kiste und draufschlagen; Reizen des kurz angebundenen Hundes mit dem
Schutzarmel, so dass der Hund weder fassen noch ausweichen kann; Reizen eines Hundes durch
Berlihren mit Gegensténden in engem Raum oder an kurzer Leine.

Schwere Angst wird bei Hunden nach unangebrachtem und anhaltendem Einsatz von
verschiedenen Hilfsmitteln beobachtet und bewirkt einen Leidenszustand. Beim Auftreten einer
gleichen oder ahnlichen Situation kann dann bei solchen Tieren ein Flucht-, Meide- oder gar
Aggressionsverhalten beobachtet werden. Es kann aber auch zur Hilflosigkeit fihren, wenn das Tier
den Konflikt nicht bewéltigen kann. Beispiele sind: Der Hund fuihrt wiederholt den Befehl Platz-Bleib
nicht richtig aus und wird dafiir jedesmal Uberméssig hart bestraft. Dies fihrt zu schwerer Angst,
sobald der Hund sich in dieser Situation befindet. Oder ein Wirgehalsband kann bei starkem und
andauerndem Leinenzug die Luft abdriicken und den Hund in nachhaltige Panik versetzen.

Grundsaétzliches Verbot des Einsatzes von Geraten, die mittels elektrischer
oder akustischer Signale oder chemischer Stoffe wirken

Der Einsatz von Geréaten, die elektrisieren, akustische Signale aussenden oder mittels chemischer
Stoffe wirken, ist verboten; ausgenommen sind Dressurpfeifen und der fachgerechte Einsatz von
Umzéaunungssystemen (Art. 34 Abs. 3 TSchV).

6

Umschreibung der Gerate

Der Einsatz von Geréten, die elektrisieren, ist verboten, unabhangig davon, ob ein solches Geréat
einen starken oder schwachen Stromreiz aussendet. Dazu gehéren nicht nur Gerate, die am




Halsband befestigt sind, wie ‘Tele-Takt’, ‘The Companion 500 T oder 100 T’, sondern auch
sogenannte elektrisierende ‘Jump-Bars’ oder der elektrisierende Schutzarmel.

Verboten sind auch alle Gerate, die in irgendeiner Form akustische Signale aussenden. Dabei
spielt es weder eine Rolle, ob das akustische Signal hérbar ist oder dem Ultraschallbereich angehort
oder ob der Hund ein entsprechendes Gerat um den Hals tréagt oder eine Person dieses in den
Handen halt (z.B. ‘Dazer’).

Auch verboten sind alle Geréte, die mittels chemischer Reize wirken, da nach Abklingen des
Stimulus die chemische Substanz im Fell des Tieres haften bleibt und dieser stérende Geruch in
keinem Zusammenhang mit dem urspriinglichen Reizausloser mehr steht und deshalb fir den Hund
unverstandlich ist. Die Tiere geraten in einen Verhaltenskonflikt und zeigen teilweise panische
Reaktionen. Unter diese Kategorie fallen z.B. ‘Bellstop-Gerate mit Melissenessenz’.

Ausnahmen vom Verbot

Dressurpfeifen werden heute nur noch selten angewendet. Sie senden Ultraschallténe aus und
stellen fur das Tier ein harmloses akustisches Signal dar, auf welches es reagieren gelernt hat. Als
ebenso unproblematisch zu bewerten ist das Geréat ‘Zugstopp’, ein Leinenzusatz, bei welchem auf
Zug ein akustisches Signal ertont. Es kann unter die Aushahme fir Dressurpfeifen subsumiert
werden.

‘Bellstopgeréte’ dienen hauptsachlich dazu, Hunden stérendes Bellen abzugewdhnen, so z.B. wenn
sich diese alleine zuhause befinden. Weil damit ein Trennungsverhalten therapiert wird, ist diese
Korrektur eigentlich abzulehnen. Die Geradte bestehen aus einem Halsband, an welchem ein
Kastchen mit akustischem Empfanger und einem Flussigkeitsbehélter angebracht ist. Wenn der
Hund bellt, wird aus dem Behélter Flussigkeit i.d.R. mit einer Essenz versetzt ausgestossen, was der
Hund geruchlich als unangenehm empfindet. Solange ‘Bellstopgerate’ oder vergleichbare Gerate mit
Wasser oder Druckluft betrieben werden, kdnnen sie als Kompromiss toleriert werden, da Wasser
und Luft - im Gegensatz zu den Ubrigen verwendeten chemischen Stoffen - keine nachhaltige
Wirkung zeigen und das Tier somit nicht in einen Verhaltenskonflikt geraten kann.

Die Verwendung von sichtbaren und unsichtbaren Umzaunungssystemen, die elektrisierende
Reize aussenden, ist vom Verbot explizit ausgenommen, da sie bei fachgerechtem Einsatz
vertretbar sind. Das Tier muss aber eingehend an das Zaunsystem gewohnt werden. Bevor ein
elektrischer Reiz erfolgt, muss rechtzeitig ein akustisches Signal gesetzt werden, damit das Tier ein
adaquates Vermeidungsverhalten erlernen kann. Es werden auch Umzaunungssysteme angeboten,
welche mittels chemischer Reize (z.B. Melissenessenz) anstelle von elektrischen auf das Tier
einwirken. Diese Umzaunungssysteme sind nicht zulédssig, da sie infolge der Nachhaltigkeit der
Reizwirkung nicht fachgerecht eingesetzt werden kénnen.

Damit der Einsatz elektrisierender, unsichtbarer Zaunsysteme als tierschutzkonform bezeichnet
werden kann, missen sie eine Vielzahl von sicherheitstechnischen Anforderungen (Bau- und
Funktionsweise, Stromstarke, akustisches Vorwarnsignal) erfiillen. Damit der fachgerechte Einsatz
technisch korrekt ausgeriisteter Gerate gewahrleistet werden kann, sind Hersteller oder Vetreiber
solcher Umzaunungssysteme gehalten, beim Verkauf detaillierte, schriftliche Instruktionen
abzugeben. Diese enthalten Hinweise fur die Installation (Minimalflache, Ausnutzung naturlicher



Begrenzungen des Areals) und die Verwendung (Funktionstests, Gefahren durch andere Tiere) der
Gerate. Auf das Auflisten technisch konformer Geréate wird verzichtet, da eine solche Liste nur eine
Momentaufnahme darstellen und bald veraltet sein wirde. Detaillierte Angaben zu den technischen
Anforderungen an diese Systeme und zum Aufbau der einzelnen Gewdhnungsphasen finden sich in
den Anhangen | und II.

IV Voraussetzungen fur Ausnahmebewilligungen betreffend den Einsatz von
Geraten, die mittels elektrischer oder akustischer Signale oder chemischer
Stoffe wirken

Auf Gesuch hin kann die kantonale Behérde Personen, die sich Uber die notwendigen Fahigkeiten
ausweisen, die Verwendung von Gerédten nach Absatz 3 ausnahmsweise zu therapeutischen
Zwecken bewilligen (Art. 34 Abs. 4 TSchV).

Der Einsatz bestimmter elektronisch gesteuerter und elektrisierender Trainingsgeréte zur unvorbereiteten
Verabreichung von im allgemeinen massiven Strafreizen ist Uberaus problematisch. Dennoch wird diese
Art von Geraten in der Praxis Uberwiegend angewendet. Eine gestufte Ausbildung der Tiere ist in diesen
Fallen nicht mdglich. Eine Ausbildung erwiinschten Verhaltens in den betreffenden Situationen wird nicht
garantiert. Strafreize hemmen bloss das Auftreten unerwiinschten Verhaltens. Weil das Tier hier
unvorbereitet eine massive negative Reizeinwirkung erfahrt und ihm nicht gleichzeitig eine positive
Verhaltensalternative angeboten wird, wird seine Anpassungsféhigkeit Uberfordert, und es wird in
unzumutbare Angst versetzt (am Verhalten des Tieres festzustellen).

Jedoch kann elektrische oder akustische Stimulation im Therapieprozess tierschutzkonform angewendet
werden, ndmlich dann, wenn der Stimulus sehr schwach ist und vom Tier nur als leicht unangenehm
wahrgenommen wird, oder dann, wenn das Tier durch sukzessive Gewthnung auch starkere Stimulation
nicht als unangenehm erfahrt (abzulesen an der Reaktion des Tieres auf die Stimulation). Wesentlich ist,
dass die Stimulation (z.B. durch ein elektronisch gesteuertes oder dem Hund zugerufenes akustisches
Signal) dem Tier angekundigt und ihm so die Mdglichkeit gegeben wird, durch Ausiiben des gewiinschten
Verhaltens die Reizeinwirkung zu beenden oder zu vermeiden (Reizbewdltigung). Das Tier wird so nicht in
unannehmbare oder unzumutbare Angst versetzt (am Verhalten des Tieres in der Situation festzustellen).

Es kann der Schluss gezogen werden, dass elektrisierende oder akustisch wirkende Geréate
tierschutzkonform eingesetzt werden kénnen. Dies aber ausschliesslich unter der Voraussetzung, dass sie
von sachkundigen Fachpersonen, die sich Uber die entsprechenden theoretischen und methodischen
Kenntnisse ausgewiesen haben, und insbesondere fur das sogenannte ‘Sicherheitstraining’ (und nicht fur
das ‘Straftraining’) angewendet werden.

8 Gesuchstellung

Grundsatzlich darf keine noch so gut ausgewiesene Fachperson Gerate anwenden, die gemass
Artikel 34 Absatz 3 TSchV verboten sind. Personen, die eine Ausnahmebewilligung zur Anwendung
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solcher Geréte anstreben, muissen bei der zustdndigen kantonalen Behdrde zuerst ein Gesuch
stellen, welches folgende Angaben umfasst:

a. Name und Adresse;

b. Ausbildung wund Erfahrung beziglich der Hundeerziehung resp. Hundeausbildung
(Bestatigungen, Ausweise etc. beilegen);

c. ausfuhrliche Darstellung der Beweggriinde fur die Gesuchstellung;
d. Angaben Uber die Geréte, welche eingesetzt werden sollen;
e. Angaben Uber die eigenen Hunde;

f.  Angaben der Amtssprache, in welcher der Test erfolgen soll.

Prifen, ob der Einsatz nur ausnahmsweise zu therapeutischen Zwecken erfolgt

Der Begriff therapeutischer Zweck ist eng zu fassen. Er schliesst aus, dass solche Gerate zu
Ausbildungszwecken, zur Steigerung der sportlichen Leistung oder &hnlichem eingesetzt werden.
Unter den Begriff fallen die Korrektur unerwiinschten Verhaltens, durch welches der Hund andere
Tiere, Menschen oder sich selber gefahrdet oder schadigt. Dazu z&hlen auch Verhaltensprobleme,
die sich auf die Dauer negativ auf die Beziehung zwischen dem Tierhalter und dem Hund auswirken.
Beispiele sind: Fehlverhalten in Bezug auf Autos, Velofahrer, Jogger, Kinder, Wild, Katzen oder
andere Hunde.

Es ist zu unterstreichen, dass zur Therapie von unerwinschtem Verhalten nicht grundsatzlich
elektrisierende oder ahnlich wirkende Gerate eingesetzt werden mussen, sondern vorgéangig alle
anderen erlaubten Mdglichkeiten ausgeschdpft werden mussen, um das Fehlverhalten des Tieres
auf andere Weise zu korrigieren.

Der Einsatz solcher Gerate darf nur ausnahmsweise bewilligt werden. Deshalb ist die
Bewilligungspraxis sehr restriktiv zu handhaben. Mit der Bewilligung wird anerkannt, dass eine
Person befahigt ist zu beurteilen, wann eine Therapie mit solch grundsatzlich verbotenen Geraten
zuléssig ist und wie diese korrekt und mit der nétigen Zurtickhaltung angewendet werden. Zusatzlich
muss aber gefordert werden, dass ein Behandlungsjournal gefiihrt wird, in welchem alle Einséatze
dokumentiert werden, damit die Behdrden kontrollieren kénnen, ob der Einsatz nur ‘ausnahmsweise’
erfolgt, um gegebenenfalls einem allfalligen Missbrauch entgegenzuwirken.

Prifen der notwendigen Fahigkeiten

Die Verordnung legt als eine Bewilligungsvoraussetzung fest, dass sich Personen Uber die
notwendigen Fahigkeiten ausweisen missen. Zu den notwendigen Fahigkeiten gehédren eine
mehrjahrige erzieherische Erfahrung im Umgang mit Hunden, Kenntnis der Lernpsychologie, eine
ethische Grundhaltung, die sich in Respekt vor dem Tier als Mitgeschopf mit arteigenen
Bedurfnissen dussert, sowie vertiefte Kenntnisse der Wirkungsweise von entsprechenden Geréten.
Gesuchstellerinnen und Gesuchsteller missen begriinden kénnen, weshalb ein solches Gerat
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eingesetzt werden soll bzw. weshalb keine anderen Mdglichkeiten zur Beeinflussung des Verhaltens
vorgesehen sind. Die notwendigen Féhigkeiten sind durch das Bestehen eines speziellen Tests
auszuweisen. Dieser umfasst folgende Inhalte:

a. gute theoretische Kenntnisse der Grundlagen der Lerntheorie und der Verhaltenskunde,
insbesondere in Bezug auf das Verhalten der Haushunde und Hundeartigen;

b. die Anwendung von ethischen Prinzipien im Umgang mit Hunden und die Beurteilung, ob die
Ausbildungsmethoden tierschutzkonform sind;

c. Kenntnisse der relevanten tierschutzrechtlichen Bestimmungen;

d. technische Kenntnisse Uber die zur Anwendung vorgesehenen Gerate und Uber deren
Auswirkungen, insbesondere von Strom, auf den Organismus;

e. Fahigkeit, den Charakter eines Hundes und die Befahigungen eines Tierbesitzers resp. einer
-besitzerin in kurzer Zeit beurteilen zu kdnnen;

f.  gute praktische Fahigkeiten im Umgang und bei der Ausbildung von Hunden;

g. Fahigkeit, angemessene, mdoglichst erfolgversprechende Ausbildungs- oder Therapiemass-
nahmen vorschlagen und begriinden zu kénnen.

Die Vereinigung der Schweizer Kantonstierarztinnen und Kantonstierarzte (VSKT) fihrt nach
Bedarf solche Tests durch und ernennt die hierfir notwendigen Expertinnen und Experten. Der
Test setzt sich aus einem theoretischen schriftlichen und einem praktischen und somit mundlichen
Teil zusammen. Die Details des Tests und die Gebihren sind in einem Reglement der VSKT
zusammengefasst. Die Termine werden den kantonalen Behdrden bekanntgegeben. Anmeldungen
von Gesuchstellerinnen und Gesuchstellern erfolgen ausschliesslich Uber die kantonalen
Behorden, wenn die formelle Priufung des Gesuchs (Vollstandigkeit, ausbildnerische Erfahrung,
vorgesehener Einsatzbereich) ein positives Ergebnis ergeben hat.

Der bestandene Test gilt als Empfehlung zuhanden der kantonalen Behérde, dass sich die
Person Uber die notwendigen Fahigkeiten zum Einsatz einer oder mehrerer Gerategruppen gemass
Artikel 34 Absatz 3 TSchV ausgewiesen hat.

Bewilligungserteilung und Auflagen

Ausnahmebewilligungen zum Einsatz von Gerdten gemass Artikel 34 Absatz 4 TSchV sind sehr
zurlickhaltend und nur zu erteilen, wenn sich die Gesuchstellerin resp. der Gesuchsteller tGber ‘die
notwendigen Fahigkeiten’ durch den bestandenen Test gemass Ziffer 10 ausweisen kann.

Die Bewilligungen sind mit folgenden Bedingungen, Auflagen und Hinweisen zu versehen:

a. Gerategruppen, welche von der Bewilligungsinhaberin resp. vom Bewilligungsinhaber
eingesetzt werden dirfen.

b. Hinweis, dass vor dem Einsatz weiterer Gerategruppen die zusténdige Behorde informiert und
deren Einverstandnis abgewartet werden muss. Das Einverstandnis kann vom Ausweis Uber die
notwendigen Fahigkeiten fir deren Einsatz abhangig gemacht werden.

c. Zulassiger Einsatzbereich der Geréate unter Angabe, was als therapeutischer Zweck (vgl. Ziff. 9)
und ausnahmsweise zu gelten hat.



d. Buchfihrung und Aufbewahren der Aufzeichnungen Uber 3 Jahre. Diese muissen folgende
Angaben umfassen: Name und Adresse des Hundebesitzers; Name und ldentifikation des
Hundes; Vorbildung des Hundes und eingesetzte Korrekturmethoden; unerwiinschtes Verhalten,
das angegangen werden soll, Datum des Einsatzes sowie allfalliger Wiederholungen, Erfolg.

e. Pflicht zum Einsenden der Aufzeichnung an die Bewilligungsbehorde, jeweils am Ende eines
Kalenderjahres.

f. Hinweis, dass die Gerate nur unter Berlcksichtigung von Artikel 34 Absatz 2 TSchV
angewendet werden durfen.

g. Hinweis, dass bevor von der Bewilligung auf dem Gebiet eines anderen Kantons Gebrauch
gemacht wird, die zustandige kantonale Behodrde (meist das Veterindramt) angefragt werden
muss, ob die Bewilligung akzeptiert wird.

Alle Bewilligungen sind aus administrativen Grinden zu befristen. Es wird empfohlen, die
Bewilligungsdauer auf jeweils 5 Jahre festzulegen. Die Erneuerung wird erteilt, wenn

a. die Voraussetzungen nach wie vor gegeben sind,

b. in der Zwischenzeit der Einsatz der Gerate ausschliesslich geméss den Bedingungen und
Auflagen der Bewilligung erfolgte,

c. keine berechtigten Klagen aufgetreten sind.

Die Bewilligung kann jederzeit zuriickgezogen werden, wenn eine oder mehrere Voraussetzungen
weggefallen sind.
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Anhang I: Technische Anforderungen fur den fachgerechten Einsatz von

Umzaunungssystemen, die elektrische Reize aussenden

Es handelt sich um ein Umz&unungssystem, dessen Begrenzungen in der Regel unsichtbar sind (invisible
fences). Rund um das zu umzaunende Areal werden Drahte in den Boden verlegt, welche als Antenne
eines Senders funktionieren. Der Hund trAgt ein Halsband mit einem Empfanger, welcher bei
Unterschreiten einer Minimaldistanz zum Draht zuerst einen Warnton und bei weiterer Annaherung einen
elektrischen Reiz aussendet. Dieser wird durch Elektroden auf den Hund Ubertragen.

Elektrisierende Zaunsysteme missen technisch wie folgt ausgeristet sein, damit ihr Einsatz den
Grundséatzen der Tierschutzgesetzgebung entspricht:

a.

b.

Das Halsband und der Empfanger missen der Korpergrosse des Hundes angepasst sein.
Die Elektroden am Halsband missen aus korrosionsbestandigem Material hergestellt sein.

Am Gerét muss die Intensitat des Stroms in kleinen Stufen verstellt werden kdnnen. Die Einstellung
ist so vorzunehmen und zu belassen, dass beim betreffenden Hund keine Schmerzreaktionen
hervorgerufen werden.

Das System muss so konstruiert sein, dass in jedem Fall ein akustisches Vorwarnsignal ertdnt,
bevor das elektrische Signal ausgesendet wird.

Das System muss Uberdies so gebaut sein, dass (fur das Training) nur das Vorwarnsignal ertont und
nachfolgend kein elektrisches Signal ausgesendet wird.

Das Gerat muss Uber einen automatischen Abschaltmechanismus verfugen, der bei fehlerhaftem
Funktionieren oder beim Auftreten von fremden Signalen aktiv wird (z.B. bei zu kleinem Abstand zu
Geréten, die elektromagnetische Wellen aussenden).

Das System muss mit einer Lampe ausgeristet sein, mit welcher das Funktionieren des Rezeptors
getestet werden kann.

Der Sender und der Schutzkasten missen geerdet sein.
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Anhang Il: Anleitung zur tierschutzkonformen Gew6hnung von Hunden an
Umzaunungssysteme, die elektrische Reize aussenden

Der Einsatz elektrisierender, unsichtbarer Zaunsysteme kann nur dann als tierschutzkonform bezeichnet
werden, wenn die Hunde vorher eingehend an die Elektroimpulse aussendenden Zaunsysteme gewdhnt
worden sind. Bevor mit dem eigentlichen Gewdhnungstraining begonnen werden kann - welches auf der
Theorie des Vermeidens- bzw. Bestrafungstrainings aufbaut und in mehreren Lernphasen zu erfolgen hat -,
muss der Hund Uber einen zuverlassigen Appell verfiigen. Die vier Phasen des Trainings bezwecken, dem
Hund das Fernbleiben von der Arealsgrenze beizubringen, wobei dies Uber folgende Ausbildungsmethoden
geschieht: Spieltraining und durch Fahnchen markierte Grenze, mechanische Stimulation (Zupfen an der
Leine), akustisches Vorwarnsignal, elektrischer Impuls. Um den gewunschten Erfolg zu erzielen, muss
genugend Zeit fir wiederholtes Training eingerechnet werden. Einzelne Trainingsphasen mussen eventuell
wiederholt werden.

Folgende Anforderungen und Anwendungskriterien missen zusatzlich zur korrekten technischen
Ausristung erfillt sein, damit ein fachgerechter Einsatz angenommen werden kann:

a. Die Hersteller oder Vertreiber von Umz&unungssystemen muissen Personen, die solche Gerate
erwerben, verstandliche schriftliche Instruktionen abgeben, die zumindest auf folgende Aspekte
hinweisen:

1. Verlegeanweisungen fur das Umzaunungskabel (natirliche Grenzen ausnutzen, wie funktioniert
das System).

2. Die minimale Flache, welche fir den Hund ohne Ausldsen des akustischen Signals zuganglich
sein muss, betragt 200 m?.

3. Der Hund darf nur in das Umzaunungssystem verbracht werden, wenn der vorherige
Funktionstest mittels der Testlampe positiv ausgefallen ist.

4. Die Grenze, bei deren Uberschreiten der Hund ein elektrisches Signal zu erwarten hat, muss
wahrend der Eingewdhnungsphase mittels Fahnchen markiert sein.

5. Der Hund muss in verschiedenen Phasen angelernt werden.

6. Das System darf nicht ohne Aufsicht in Betrieb sein, bis der Hund sehr gut an das System
gewohnt ist (vgl. auch Absatz c.).

7. Das System muss regelmassig Uberpruft werden.

8. Trotz fachgerechtem Einsatz kann nicht ausgeschlossen werden, dass ein Hund das
Umzaunungssystem "Uberspringt" und sich dann ausserhalb des eingezaunten Areals befindet
und nicht mehr zuriick kann, weil er sonst ein elektrisches Signal zu erwarten hat.

9. Andere Hunde und Katzen kénnen in das Areal eindringen und dieses verlassen, ohne einen
Strafreiz zu erhalten. Es kann zu erheblichen Stresssituationen oder Unféllen kommen, da der
empfangertragende Hund das Areal nicht verlassen ‘kann’.

b. Bevor ein Hund an mit Elektroimpulsen aussendende Umz&unungssysteme angewdhnt wird, muss
er zuverlassig und korrekt auf die Gblichen Kommandos reagieren.

C. Die Gewdhnung der Hunde muss uber folgende Phasen erfolgen:



-14 -

In einer ersten Phase, dem Spieltraining, wird der Hund durch Kommandos und geeignete
Bewegungshilfen der verantwortlichen Person veranlasst, sich vom unsichtbaren, aber durch
Fahnchen markierten Zaun zu entfernen. Das Ausflihren des korrekten Verhaltens — Entfernen
vom mit Fahnchen markierten Zaun - wird belohnt (Spiel, Flattieren, Lob, Futtergabe). Dabei
kann der Hund das Empfangerhalsband bereits tragen, wobei der Empfanger aber nicht
eingeschaltet ist, so dass kein akustisches oder elektrisches Signal ausgesendet werden kann.

Die zweite Phase heisst Training mit mechanischer Stimulation: Das Ausfihren des
kommandierten Verhaltens — Entfernen vom Bereich, in welchem spéter ein elektrischer Impuls
abgegeben wird — wird durch leichtes Zupfen an der Leine (mechanische Stimulation), die an
einem gewohnlichen Halsband festgemacht ist, unterstitzt und geférdert. Der Empfanger ist
dabei noch nicht eingeschaltet. Die Ausfiihrung des korrekten Verhaltens wird belohnt.

In der dritten Phase, dem Training mit mechanischer und akustischer Stimulation, wird
der Hund auf den Bereich zugefihrt, in welchem spéter ein elektrischer Impuls abgegeben wird,
bis das Vorwarnsignal ertdont. Unmittelbar nach Erténen des akustischen Signals wird das
Kommando erteilt, sich von diesem Bereich zu entfernen, wobei das Kommando durch leichtes
Zupfen an der Leine bekréaftigt wird. Das System ist dabei so eingestellt, dass nur das
Vorwarnsignal erfolgt, aber kein elektrischer Impuls ausgesendet werden kann. Die Ausfiihrung
des korrekten Verhaltens wird belohnt.

In der vierten Phase, dem Training mit mechanischer, akustischer und elektrischer
Stimulation, wird der Hund tber den Bereich hinaus, in dem das Vorwarnsignal ertont, weiter
zum Bereich hingefuhrt, in welchem ein elektrischer Impuls abgegeben wird. Die
verantwortliche Person muss genau wissen, an welcher Stelle der elektrische Impuls ausgeldst
wird, da sie unmittelbar nach dessen Ausldsung - durch Erteilen eines Kommandos, sich vom
Zaun zu entfernen und der Unterstlitzung durch Zupfen der Leine - den Hund aus dem
,Gefahrenbereich’ in den sicheren Bereich fihren muss. Die Ausfiihrung des korrekten
Verhaltens wird belohnt. Die Stromstarke ist tief zu wahlen. Der elektrische Reiz wird
idealerweise so gewahlt, dass er vom Hund als unangenehm empfunden wird, aber keine
Schmerzreaktion auslést. Die dazu benétigte Intensitat variiert von Hund zu Hund, da eine
Vielzahl von Faktoren (Rasse, Geschlecht, individuelle Empfindlichkeit, frihere Erfahrungen mit
elektrischen Stimuli) die Reaktionen des Hundes mitbestimmen.

Sobald der Hund gelernt hat, sich nicht mehr in die N&he der Féhnchen zu begeben, kénnen
diese entfernt werden. Eine neue Lernstufe wird erst trainiert, wenn die vorangehende
einwandfrei sitzt. Das Training wird ohne Fahnchen durch Wiederholung der zweiten bis
vierten Phase weitergefihrt.
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SUMMARY

This study sought to identify the behavioral characteristics and appropriate treatment
of a form of instrumental aggression in companion dogs, herein recognized as avoidance-
motivated aggression. In Experiment 1, retrospective data on 92 cases of dangerously
aggressive dogs demonstrated the avoidance nature of the aggressive response and its
intractability to established counterconditioning treatments. In Experiment 2, safety
training, a modified avoidance-learning procedure, resulted in complete and permanent
elimination of aggression in all of the 36 dogs tested. In addition, it produced extremely
extinction-resistant prosocial avoidance responses, significant increases in the. dogs’
emotional stability, an avoidance-learning and safety acquisition response set, and im-
‘provements in measures of the dog’s “carriage.” Experiment 3 showed how effective
safety training is when compared with other behavior modification techniques that, in
theory, should have an impact on avoidance-motivated aggression. Experiment 4 dem-
onstrated the critical importance of using the conditioned safety cue as a positive re-
inforcement. The relationship of avoidance-motivated aggression to other forms of
aggression is discussed. The success of safety training compared with the failure of
electrical aversion therapy is analyzed. The theoretical concepts of behavioral balance
and an avoidance-learning set are presented. Suggestions to improve the effectiveness
of counterconditioning for human avoidance-motivated pathologies are offered.

All in all, the data seem to suggest that safety training may create in dogs a sense
of control over environmental stressors. By teaching the dogs a behaviorally balanced
battery of prosocial “coping” responses, they may be developing the canine counterpart
of “self-efficacy” or *courage.” It is suggested that this cognitive modification may
provide the antithesis of “learned helplessness™ and may be of prime importance to the

" Copyright 1983 by the
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success and stability of the results.

This article is concerned with the descrip-
tion and treatment of avoidance-motivated
aggression, a form of instrumental aggression
( Feshback, 1964, 1971; Moyer, 1968) as ex-
hibited in companion dogs. Avoidance-mo-
tivated aggression in dogs involves biting at-
tacks or threats of attack directed toward one
or more of the dog’s human caretakers. As
the name implies, these threats and bites are
assumed to be avoidance responses that are
acquired and maintained by the prevention
of anticipated aversive events.

Avoidance-motivated aggression can be
discriminated from two other forms of aver-
sively motivated aggression in dogs—pain-
elicited aggression (Ulrich, 1967a; Ulrich &
Azrin, 1962) and fear-motivated aggression
(Tortora, 1980)—by a number of criteria.

First, the eliciting stimuli differ. In pain-elic-
ited aggression, the bite occurs while the an-
imal is exposed to pain or discomfort. Fear-
motivated aggression occurs when the animal
is exposed to conditioned aversive stimuli
that have been directly associated with pain
or discomfort. Avoidance-motivated aggres-
sion, on the other hand, can: occur during
stimulation that has never been directly as-
sociated with pain or discomfort. Through
higher order conditioning and generalization,
a variety of apparently neutral and unrelated
stimuli come to elicit the avoidance response
of aggression. This gives avoidance-moti-:
vated aggression the appearance of unpre-
dictability when compared with the other two
forms.

Second, the behavior of a dog before, dur- .
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ing, and after an aggressive episode differs for
the forms of aggression. For pain- and fear-
motivated aggression, the dog’s general de-
meanor is fearful and submissive, and the dog
appears panicked during the aversive stimu-
lation. Thus, in these two cases, it is relatively
easy to predict an aggressive episode. On the
other hand, avoidance-motivated aggressive

dogs do not produce signals that indicate ag-_

gressive potential. The behaviors preceding
an aggressive episode vary over time and have
been described as everything from friendly,
playful, care soliciting, and calm to fearful
and submissive. The pet owners’ typical
claim is that their dog ‘‘just turned on them
without warning and for no reason’ that they
could ascertain.

Third, the morphology of the aggressive
response appears to differ for the three forms
of aggression. In fear- and pain-elicited
aggression, the bite is usually singular and
self-terminating. It has been described as an
abbreviated snap followed, if possible, by re-
treat. Avoidance-motivated aggression usu-
ally involves multiple bites, a sustained at-
tack, and is not self-terminating. After the
aggressive episode, the animal is likely to at-
tack again under minimal provocation.
Whereas in pain- and fear-motivated aggres-
sion, the attack appears defensive, in avoid-
ance-motivated aggression, the attack “ap-
pears offensive as if “calculated” to incapac-
itate the victim. Winkler (1977) summarized
11 case histories of human deaths induced
by dog bites. All of these cases histories are
compatible with a diagnosis of aveidance-
motivated aggression.

Fourth, case histories of avoidance-moti-
vated aggression (Tortora, Note 1) indicate
that biting begins as an elicited response, de-
velops into classically conditioned response,
and finally matures into instrumental avoid-
ance response. This naturally occurring
learning curve seems to mirror the acquisi-
tion of hurdle-jumping avoidance in normal
dogs with traumatic shock (Solomon &
Wynne, 1953). Case histories also indicate

- T wish to acknowledge M. R. Denny for his continuous -

encouragement and help in the preparation of this ar-
ticle.
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Saddle River Road, Upper Saddle River, New Jersey
07458,
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that avoidance-motivated aggression is very
resistant to naturally occurring extinction.
Once acquired, avoidance biting appears
more or less permanent despite years without
exposure to aversive stimulation. This level
of resistance to extinction also mirrors the
data on resistance to extinction of avoidance
of traumatic shock in normal dogs (Solomon,
Kamin, & Wynne, 1953; Solomon & Wynne,
1954),

Finally, techniques useful in extinguishing
fear-motivated behavior, such as flooding
(Marks, 1972; Stampfl & Levis, 1967), re-
sponse prevention (Baum, 1970), systematic
desensitization (Wolpe, 1958), and tech-
niques useful in reducing pain-elicited
aggression such as adaptation and habitua-
tion (Miller, 1960; Tortora, 1977, 1980),
seem to have little effect on av01dance-mo-
tivated aggression even when used in com-
bination. At best, these techniques yield a
temporary reduction in probability of avoid-
ance-motivated aggression, with the proba-
bility of complete spontaneous recovery in-
creasing as time from treatment grows.

Avoidance-motivated behavior problems
in companion dogs may provide an instruc-
tive analogy to some forms of human neu-
rosis. Freud (1936) suggested that neurotic
symptoms help individuals -avoid or reduce
their painful emotions, and some behavior
therapists view certain symptoms and defen-
sive maneuvers of psychopathology as avoid-
ance-motivated behavior (Levis & Hare, 1977,
Stampfl & Levis, 1967; Wolpe, 1958). Thuys,
infrahuman studies of learned avoidance be-
havior and its extinction have been viewed
as models of the acquisition and treatment
of human psychopathology (Levis, 1979).
Avoidance-motivated aggression, due to its
resistance to naturally occurring extinction
and treatment by behavior therapy tech-
niques for extinguishing fear-motivated be-
havior, may provide an animal model of the
forms of human psychopathology that re-
main resistant to behavior therapy (Mac-
Culloch, Feldman, Orford, & MacCulloch,
1966; Miller, Hersen, Eisler, ‘& Hemphill,
1973; Yates, 1975).

In addition, the diagnosis and treatment
of avoidance-motivated behavior problems
in the companion dog may provide an animal
model of “neurotic” symptomatology that
has higher fidelity than laboratory studies of
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avoidance learning or induced ‘“‘neurotic”
behavior in animals (Masserman, 1942, 1943;
Mowrer, 1940; Seligman, 1975; Seligman,
Maier, & Greer, 1968; Shagass, 1975; Tho-
mas & deWald, 1977). Since the dog resides
with a human family and, for the most part,
is treated like a family member, the pathology
of the pet produces disruptions in the family
structure, conflicts between family meémbers,
and accommodations in the members’ be-
haviors that may be analogous to the prob-
lems created when a human family member
exhibits extremely neurotic behavior.

Experiment 1

From 1974 to the present, I attempted to
eliminate behavior problems in companion
animals, mostly dogs, applying behavior ther-
apy techniques and principles of operant and
classical conditioning. In the first 3 years var-
ious modes of administering this service to
the public were explored. By 1978 a modus
operandi was established, and detailed infor-
mation was collected on each case.

The behavior problems were diverse, the
most common -of which was aggression in
dogs. The modal assumption was that be-
havior problems are learned responses. Thus,
given an understanding of the learning his-
tory, the controlling stimuli, and reinforce-
ment contingencies, one could devise a coun-
terconditioning - procedure that would have
a high probability of eliminating or mitigat-
ing ‘the behavior problem (Tortora, 1977,
1980).

Method

Subjects. There were 476 case histories of problem
dogs taken between the years 1978 and 1981. All case
histories concerned companion dogs that exhibited one
or more behavior problems. All dogs were referred by
a veterinarian after medical diagnosis revealed no dis-
cernible medical pathology.

Procedure. All canine behavior problems were first
subjected to behavioral analysis and diagnosis. A detailed
description of the diagnostic process is presented else-
where (Tortora, 1977, 1980). In short, a behaviofal di-
agnosis involved interviewing all family members and
observing the dog in and -out of the family situation. A
behavioral description of each presenting problem re-
sponse included the notation of antecedent stimulus con-
ditions and relevant reinforcement contingencies.

A behavioral history of the problem response included

the development of the problem in question, changes in -

stimulus, reinforcement, and punishment contingencies
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over time, and a description of the v?riety_ of other cor-

- related changes in behaviors including changes in pat-

terns of feeding, drinking, sexual behavior, fighting, fears,
eliminating, exploring, playing, care of the body surface,
care of the young, resting, nesting, instrumental respon-
ses acquired, and training techniques employed.

An attempt was made to ascertain how the dog func-
tioned with each member of the family and within the
family as a whole. The family members’ feelings and
cognitions concerning the dog, the dog’s problems, and
changes in these feelings were also explored.

A typical behavioral diagnosis required between 1 to
3 hr. and was performed in one continuous session. ‘At
the end of the behavioral diagnosis, the family members
were informed of the hypothesized cause or causes of
the problem, given an estimate of the severity of the
problem, provided with an outline of behavior therapy
procedures that could possibly eliminate the problem,
instructed on the conditioning logic’behind the proce-
dures, and provided an estimate of prognosis.

Depending upon the severity of the problem, pet own-
ers would be encouraged or discouraged to be directly
involved in a behavior therapy procedure. Minor prob-
lems, those that an average pet owner has a reasonable
chance of handling, were treated by the family members
while maintaining contact with me. Dogs with major
behavior problems were taken into my care and treated.
In this report the designation treated refers only to the
latter cases. ‘

For the purposes of this report, behavior problems
were classified as aggressive or “other” Aggression was
defined as a case history in which the dog exhibited facial
threat display (lip curl), vocal threat djsplay (barking and
growling), biting, and snapping and/or a lunging response
during which parts of the dog’s body made direct contact
with humans. Aggression was further’dichotomized into
instrumental and noninstrumental aggression. Instru-
mental aggression was defined as aggressive responses
that had a specifiable learning history, showed a growth
functionn over time, and was modulated by its conse-
quences, Noninstrumental aggressive responses followed
Mover’s (1968) classification and included case histories
that gave evidence of species-typical aggression-in the
following classes: intermale (dominance motivated),
predatory, territorial defense, irritable (discomfort, pain,
frustration, or fear elicited), and maternal.

Instrumental z‘ggression was further classified into ap- -
proach- and avoidance-motivated aggression. Approach-
motivated aggression was defined as aggressive responses
that were maintained by positive reinforcement such as
play. Pet owners typically refer to this response as “play
biting” or “play fighting.” They seek help for it because
it has become uncontrollable, not because it is particu-
larly dangerous. Avoidance-motivated aggression has al-
ready been defined. Mixed-motivated instrumental
aggression has elements of both approach and avoidance.

For this report, two other nonaggressive behavior

. problems were chosen for comparison with aggression.

These were unidimensional phobias and playful destruc-
tiveness in dogs. These behaviors were chosen because
they represent the most common nonaggressive prob-
lems in dogs. A phobic reaction in dogs includes auto-
nomic reactions (i.e., salivation, trembling, heart rate
increases, pupillary dilation) and “escape/avoidance
movements (i.e., snapping, hiding under furniture, run-
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ning.away, cowering) to a definable class of stimulation.

Brontopligbic reactions (fear of loud noises) and an-
throphobic reactions (fear. of people) represent the ma-
jority of phobias encountered.

Playful destruction involves the dogs engaging in play
behaviors with the pet owners’ furnishings or clothing
(running with, jumping over, digging into, chewing, tear-
ing up such articles). Most commonly this occurred in

. the owners’ absence, especially when some of the “high
spirited” sporting breeds (pointers, setters, and retriev-
ers) were “‘cooped up” and unattended for long durations
in a house or apartment.

Techniques of behavior modification compared in this
study are differential reinforcement for other behavior
(DRO), systematic desensitization, flooding and response
prevention, time out (TO), and punishment, DRO in-
volved positively reinforcing nonproblem prosocial be-
haviors with food or play. This last procedure was similar
to Stage 1 and 2 of safety training (see Experiment 2 for
details). Systematic desensitization included graded ex-
posure to phobic-eliciting stimuli while reinforcing non-
phobic behaviors. Flooding-and response prevention in-
volved exposure to full intensity phobic-eliciting stimuli
while physically preventing phobic escape and avoidance
responses. TO involved removing the dog from a rein-
forcing social environment and isolating it in a time-out
chamber (i.e., empty closet) for 2 to 30 min. contingent
upon problem behavior. A detailed description-of flood-
ing, systematic desensitization and TO for dogs is de-
scribed elsewhere (Tortora, 1977, 1980) and is similar
to the control-procedures in Experiment 3. Punishment
involved administration of 1,173 volts, 1.2 mA pulsating
shock administered to the ventral neck surface contin-
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gent upoti‘problem responding. The shock was delivered
by a radio-controlled shock source worn by the dog. The
shock apparatus is described in detail in Experiment 2.

Results -

'Figure 1 presents a breakdown of all case
histories taken during the years between 1978

. and June 1981. As one can see, 71% of these

cases were diagnosed as including some form
of canine aggression 'of which 60% were di-
agnosed as avoidance-motivated aggression.
Personal communication with other animal
behavior therapists (Houpt, Note 2; Borchelt,
Note 3) indicates a similar pattern of prob-
lems with aggression comprising about 70%
of their canine case load. However, these re-

" sults should not be taken as representing the

incidence of such problems in the popula-
tion. It is likely that these case loads are
biased heavily in the direction of very severe

"behavior problems.

Table 1 presents the frequency and con-
ditional probability of some potential initi-
ating ‘events drawn from all case histories of
avoidance-motivated aggression. These events
include reports of early signs of aggressions,
trauma. and/or severe or repeated punish-

TREATED
n=22 29%

UNTREATED
n=53 71%

TREATED \
n=20 56%

UNTREATED
nul6 44%

TREATED
ns7l 77%

)

MIXED-

MOTIVATED
AGGRESSION
ns36 18%

AGGRESSION
292 40%,

UNTREATED
ne2l 23%

Figure 1. Schematic breakdown of the number and percentage of types of aggressive. canine behavior
problems referred to me between the years 1978 to June 1981. (The designation treated vs. untreated

refers to whether the clients chose to allow their dog to be taken in my care and treated by me.)
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ments, and the existence of behavioral con-
trol at the time of the consultation.

An early sign of. aggression involved a
puppy “intentionally biting” one or more
humans during the first 15 weeks of its life,
As can be seen in Table 1, the conditional
probability of an avoidance-motivated biting
dog showing early signs of aggression is .696.
Of these dogs, 25% (n = 16) showed only
signs of irritable snapping in which biting
occurred to stimuli assumed to cause discom-
fort, pain, or frustration; 20.3% (n = 13)
would bite only. when exposed to social stim-
uli that signaled dominance, like turning the
dog over on its back; 9.4% (n = 6) would bite
only when “guarding” an object (chew toy,
bone, or food); and 45.3% (n = 29) would
bite for most or all of these potential eliciting
stimuli.

The. dogs classified as “no early signs”
would not bite as puppies when any of these
" eliciting stimuli were present. “No early ev-
idence” indicates that the pet owners had
-never observed their puppies’ reactions to

Table 1
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these potential stimuli. Eighty-one percent
(n = 22) of the dogs in these two categories
had experienced trauma, punishment, or
both before the onset of aggression. Of these
dogs, 27% (n = 6) developed irritable snap-
ping after a traumatic incident in adulthood,
and 73% (n = 16) showed signs of domi-
nance-motivated aggression when they
reached sexual maturity. The 5 dogs that had
not been traumatized or punished exhibited
dominance-motivated aggression at or after
sexual maturity. ;

The presence of behavioral control in a dog
was defined as the pet owner’s ability to con-
trol with hand or voice at least four of the
dog’s responses. Typically, these commands
were “Come,” “Sit,” “Down,” and “Stay.”
However, if the pet owner could demonstrate
control over any four of the dog’s movements
with three repetitions of each.command, the
dog was scored as ‘“‘controlled.”” Even given
this liberal definition of behavioral control,
85.9% (n = 79) of avoidance-motivated ag-
gressive dogs were classified as “out of con-

Summary of the Frequency and Conditional Probability (P) of Events That May Have Initiated

Avoidance-Motivated Aggression in Dogs

Predisposition

Early aggression

No early signs

No early evidence

Aversive "

experience BC NBC BC NBC BC NBC Totals
None ' .

P 0 .043 011 .022 .022 .098

n 0 4 1 2 0 2 9
Punishment (P) '

P 033 .033 .033 011 109

n 3 3 0 3 0 1 10
Trauma (T)

P .033 .065 011 043 011 163

n 3 6 | 4 0 1 15
P&T

P 022 478 .022 .065 .011 .033 .630

n 2 44 2 6 1 3 58
Subtotals :

P .089 620 043 .163 011 076 1.00

n 8 57 4 15 1 7 92
Totals ‘

P .696 207 .087 1.00

n : 65 19 8 92

Note. BC = behavioral control; NBC = no behavioral control.
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trol.” The modal number of responses over
which pet owners were able to demonstrate
control was two (M = 1.66, SD = .73).

Trauma was defined as any situation in the
dog’s life history in which the dog was ex-
posed to prolonged or repeated discomfort
or pain, with the dog exhibiting classic signs
of stress like a reduction in or failure to eat
or drink. Trauma alone occurred in 16.3%
(n = 15) of the cases. Punishment was defined
as repeated beating or striking the dog in re-
sponse to its aggressive movements or other
perceived misbehaviors. Punishment alone
- occurred in only 10.9% (n = 10) of these
cases, Dogs placed in the category P & T had
experienced both trauma and punishment
for aggression. They occurred jointly in 63%
(n = 58) of the cases.

For all three variables taken together, the
highest conditional probability within the
matrix occurred when dogs showed early
signs of aggressions, were out of behavioral
control, had had one or more traumatic ex-
periences, and were punished for aggression.
The probability of a case history of an avoid-
ance-motivated aggressive dog showing all of
these characteristics was .478 (n = 44). In
95% (n = 42) of these case histories, the ini-
tiating events occurred in the order just men-
tioned.

Table 2 presents a summary of the devel-
opmental changes for six measures of aggres-
sion as a function of time from the first re-
ported aggressive episode. An aggressive ep-
isode was defined as any interaction with the
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dog that included threats of aggression such
as growling, snarling, or lip-curl, or an attack
such as lunging or biting in which parts of
the dog’s body made intentional physical
contact with the owner. The measures of
aggression were the pet owner’s estimates of
the time between aggressive episodes (mter-
episode interval), duration of an aggressive
episode, the number of stimulus situations
that could elicit an aggressive episode, per-
centage of episodes that included an attack,
the number of bites per attack, and the modal
seriousness of a wound given a bite.

The time course for the development of
avoidance-motivated aggression ranged from
2 months to 2 years; however, all cases had
a similar pattern of development, all mea-
sures showing a progressive increase in the
severity of aggression. Thus, in the beginning,
episodes of aggression were widely spaced, of
short duration, and mostly self-terminating;
they involved few eliciting stimuli; they were
unlikely to include an attack or bite; and,
if a bite occurred, it typically caused no phys-
ical damage. At the end of the growth period,
the aggressive episodes were closely spaced,
of long duration, and not self-terminating;
the episodes involved numerous unspecifia-
ble eliciting stimuli, equally likely to include
or not include an attack or bite; and, if a bite
occurred, it typically caused extensive phys-
ical damage. These changes are consistent
with growth functions for avoidance habits
described in the animal-learning literature.

Table 3 compares the relative effectiveness

Table 2
Summary of Developmental Changes for Six Measures of Aggression
Beginning Middle End

Estimated measures Mode, Range Mode Range Mode Range
Interepisode interval

(in days) 60 30-90 14 7-21 2 1-3
Duration of episode

(in sec) <1 2 1-3 10 2-30
No. of eliciting stimuli 1 3 1-5 a 2
Percentage of attack per )

episode 0 0-10 10% - 0-30 50% 30-100
No. of bites per attack 1 2 1-3 4 1~10

Modal seriousness of

wound 'no physical damage

deep punctures and
lacerations

cuts and scratches

2 unpredictable (too many to enumerate).
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Table 3
Percentage of Remediations or Exacerbations of Four Behavwr Problems in Dogs
Systematic ‘ )

Behavior pro\)lems DRO  desensitization  Flooding TO  Punishment Combination
Unidimensional phobias 20 30 60 a 8 95
Playful destructiveness 22 a & 5 52 - 88
Approach-motivated aggression 48 2 a 36 42 96
Avoidance- and mixed-

motivated aggression S 10 -10 0 -40 12

Note. Positive values indicate remediation; negative values, exacerbations. DRO = differential reinforcement for

other behavior; TO = time out.
? inappropriate. !

of five treatment techniques in eliminating ‘

four typical canine behavior problems en-
countered in practice. Each technique in iso-
lation and appropriately combined are eval-
uated, and only those problems directly
treated by me are included. A case was scored
a success if the dog showed at least a 75%
reduction in the probability of problem man-
ifestation during the course of 8 weeks or less
of treatment as well as showing indications
of a continued decrease. A negative value in-
dicates the percentage of cases that showed
a 50% or greater increase in problem mani-
festation during the treatment procedure.

It is of no particular surprise that estab-
lished learning contingencies have predict-
able effects on behavior problems for which
they are appropriate. When combined, their
effectiveness- is substantially increased. Of
particular interest is the lack of effectiveness
of established learning contingencies for
avoidance-motivated aggression. This result
would- seem to place avoidance-motivated
aggression in a class by itself.

What is not indicated by these results are
the changes in the probability of avoidance-
motivated aggression during treatment as
compared with other problems. The expres-
sion of all other problems declined progres-
sively over a course of combined treatment.
Avoidance-motivated aggression tended to
wax and wane over the course of a combined
DRO and systematic desensitization treat-
ment regime. A typical case showed a pro-
gressive decrease in the probability of aggres-
sion and then a sudden increase followed by
a progressive decrease. The interval between
peaks of aggression varied across dogs but
was constant for a particular dog. The mean

“interpeak” interval for 20 typical cases was
3.60 days, the mode was 3 days, the standard
deviation was 1.17 days, and the range was
from 2 to 6 days. In any of the cases theé daily
probability of aggression given inducement
did not decrease below .3. This pattern of
changes suggests that- avoidance-motivated
aggression is self-sustaining and may provide
interesting parallels to certain self-sustaining
forms of human psychopathology.

Experiment 2
The Theory of Safety Training

The results of Experiment 1 suggest that
avoidance-motivated aggression in compan-
ion dogs is a habit that is unresponsive to a
variety of behavioral treatment techniques.
If dogs are to be treated for aggression di-
rected toward their human caretakers, a
counterconditioning procedure is needed that
can- reliably, permanently, and completely
eliminate the response. Safety training evolved
in this context.

The theories that most influenced the de-
velopment of safety training are elicitation
theory (Denny, 1967; Denny & Adelman,
1955), relaxation theory (Denny, 1971), op-
ponent-process theory (Solomon & Corbit,
1974), and safety signal theory (Bolles, 1970).
Taken together these theories suggest that an
avoidance response is reinforced through
both the reduction of fear (Mowrer & La-
moreaux, 1942, 1946; Rescorla & Solomon,
1967) and the attainment of safety or relief
and relaxation. The addition of the safety
process, although not parsimonious, is in ac-
cord with data found when this.process is
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manipulated in studies of escape-avoidance
learning in laboratory animals (Dinsmoor
& Clayton, 1966; Franchina, Kash, Reeder,
& Sheets, 1978; Grossen & Bolles, 1968;
Hammond, 1966; Hendry, 1967; Leclerc &
Reberg, 1980; Modaresi, 1978; Murray &
Strandberg, 1965; Rescorla, 1969; Rescorla
& Lolordo, 1965; Weisman & Litner, 1969).

It was hypothesized that because the ag-
gressive habit’ was acquired through avoid-
ance learning, the most effective wayto coun-
tercondition it would be through avoidance
learning. The “counter” responses would
have to be nonaggressive, prosocial habits
useful in controlling the dog’s movements
and position such as those required by
American Kennel Club (AKC, 1977) rules
for Companion Dog Excellence (CDX) obe-
dience trials. Furthermore, it was hypothe-
sized that the probability of aggression would
be an inverse function of the number and
proficiency of prosocial avoidance habits ac-
quired.

Consequently, safety training involves the
conditioning of many prosocial avoidance
habits so that they are all more likely to occur
than aggression. In addition, it involves the
use of a conditioned ‘safety” signal to rein-
force these prosocial habits and to help ex-
tinguish any fear reaction that may have ini-
tiated the aggression or that may have been
conditioned during the treatment. The final
outcome should be a compliant, unaggressive
animal with a range of highly motivated and
proficient prosocial habits and a 51gn1ﬁcant1y
reduced fear reaction.

This training is hkely to prcvent the re-
occurrence of aggression even if the animal
is subjected tO new stresses or traumas be-
cause the dog has acquired a battery of pro-
social ‘“‘coping” behaviors to escape or to
avoid these events. In short, the animal will
nolonger manifest aggression because threats
or stresses have been programmed to moti-
vate compliant behavior.

Method

Subjects. Subjects were 26 male and 10 female dogs
ranging in age from 12 to 60 months. Breeds, in order
of decreasing bulk ratio (weight [lbs.]/height [in.] at
shoulders) were | female St. Bernard; 2 male Great
Danes; 1 male Rottweiler; 1 male English Bulidog; 1
male Giant Schnauzer; | male German Shepherd; 1 male
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Alaskan Malamute; 1 male Chow Chow; 1 female, 2
male Doberman Pinschers; 1 male Dalmation; 2 male
Labrador Retrievers; 2 male Rhodesian Ridgebacks; 1
male Standard Poodle; | female Bull Terrier; 1 male
German Shorthaired Pointer; 1 female German Wire-
haired Pointer; 1 female Springer Spaniel; 1 female, 1
male Cocker Spaniel; 1 male Kerry Blue Terrier; 1 male
Wheaton Terrier; 1 male Fox Terrier; 1 male Miniature
Schnauzer; 1 female West Highland White Terrier; 1 fe-
male Lhasa Apso; | male Yorkshire Terrier; 2 male Toy
Poodles; and | male, 2 female medium-sized random-
breed dogs.

All subjects were household pets referred by a veter-

"inarian for showing signs of aggression. Neurological and

medical examinations including blood, urine, and fecal
analysis revealed no physical pathology in all dogs. Five
males and 3 females had been surgically neutered, and
10 males had been administered psychoactive drugs and/

‘or progesterones in an attempt to treat the aggression.

All subjects were drug free during and after safety
training.

A behavioral history of the aggression in which the
stimulus and response characteristics of each aggressive
episode was described by the pet owners revealed that
all dogs had been exhibiting extreme forms of avoidance-
motivated aggression for at least 2 months before treat-
ment, during which time the probability of biting given
minimal inducement was at or near 1.0. In addition, all
dogs showed a progressive increase in biting frequency
for at least 6 months before treatment.

During treatment, all dogs were housed individually
ina9 X 12 ft. (2.7 X 3.7 m) room furnished to simulate
normal living conditions of a household pet. All dogs
had ad libitum access to dry food (Science Diet Growth
or Stress Formula, IAMS or ANF) and water, and they
were exercised for at least three 15-min. sessions per day.

Apparatus and materials. -Materials were various dog-
training paraphernalia used as stimuli or as a means of
physically controlling the dog’s movements. These in-
cluded whistles, leashes, ropes, training choke collars,
wood and rubber retrieving dumbbells and boat bump-
ers, and portable barrier jumps of adjustable height.

The conditioning apparatus was a radio-controlled
electronic and auditory stimulator manufactured by Tri-
Tronics, Inc., of Tucson, Arizona. The stlmulator in-
cluded:

1. An Al-90 remote-controlled electronic collar, The
collar consisted of a radio receiver and electronic cir-
cuitry housed in a 9 X 4 X § cm-rectangular, anodized
aluminum box mounted on a canvas-reinforced rubber
collar so that the two 2-cm-long, blunt, chrome-plated
electrodes separated by 3.3 cm protruded up through the
collar with the receiver box below the collar.

The Al-90 could produce two auditory stimuli. Mea-
sured by a Gen Rad Precision Sound Level Meter (Model
No. Gr 1982) set at weighting C, it produced a 78 dB,
150 Hz vibrating and buzzing sound of a 400-ms du-
ration (warning buzz) and a 53 dB, 5 kHz tone (safety
tone). It also produced electrical stimulation of 8 pulse
trains per sec £ 5%, 50% duty cycle. Each pulse within
the pulse train was .4 msec +°25% in width. A pulse
train had a 255 Hz + 25% repetition rate. The output
impedance of an unmodified Al-90 was 100 k ohms.
Peak voltage measured across a resistive load of 100 k
ohms was a maximum of 1,134 volts 3 10%.
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The intensity of the electrical stimulation was adjusted
by attaching exposed fixed = 5% resistors in parallel with
the neck electrodes -to act as a voltage divider, The re-
sistances used varied in equal steps from 1 k ohms to
730 k ohms and then infinity-(no resistor).

The collar was positioned snugly on the dog so that
the electrodes rested on the ventral side of the dog’s upper
neck.

The A1-90 included a portable radio transmltter with
a Y% mile range housed in a 19,7 X 4.6 cm diameter
aluminum cannister with an antenna extendable to
121.9 cm. When one of three buttons on the transmitter
was depressed, it produced coded radio signals that
caused the remote-controlled collar to emit auditory or
electrical stimulation indépendently or in combination,
The transmitter and remote-controlled collar circuitry
were programmed so that pressing the conditioning but-
ton would expose an animal to a .5-sec warning buzz
followed in 10 ms by electrical stimulation. Release of
the conditioning button terminated the electrical stim-
ulation and automatically initiated a 3-sec safety tone.
Thus, pressing the conditioning button automatically
presented the dog with a delayed conditioning paradigm
in which termination of each stimulus was contiguous
with the onset of the next stimulus in the sequence. The
duration of electrical stimulation could be sustained by
maintaining pressure on the conditioning button. A cir-
cuit breaker in the collar automatically terminated elec-
trical stimulation at 10 sec and activated the safety tone.

‘2. A “dummy collar,” identical in appearance, size,
shape, and weight to the remote-controlled collars. It was
used to habituate the dog’s responses to wearmg a collar
during Phase 1 of safety training.

3. Portable cassette tape recorders (Lanier, Model
#MS-60) for recording the events occurring during train-
ing and generating random intervals.

General procedure. The study was run over a 2%-year
period during which squads of three or four dogs were
trained at one time with a comparable number of sub-
jects in a waiting list control. After an initial consultation
with the pet owners, all subjects were placed on a waiting
list for 6 to 8 weeks before being run through the pro-
cedure.

During this consultation, pet -owners were informed
of the diagnosis, given information concerning the na-
ture of avoidance-motivated aggression, and taught tech-
niques to manage the aggression while the dogs remained
on the waiting list. In addition, pet owners were taught
how to keep a behavioral diary in which they were re-
quired to make daily entriés concerning the dog’s be-
havior including specific descriptions of the time, cir-
cumstance, and nature of aggressxon or threats of aggres-
sion.

During treatment all dogs were tramed to produce
15 operands (i.e., responses to verbal and/or hand signal
commands) over nine stages of safety training. Each stage
of safety training had the following common character-
istics. There were from 5 to 20-twice-daily sessions per
stage. Each session lasted 90 min. and consisted of an
average of 15 command-response trials. The intertrial
interval (ITI) was a variable 5-min., ranging from 2 to
8 min.

Fifteen operands were shaped to progressively higher
performance criterion at each stage. The operands were
chosen from the AKC (1977) standard for CDX obe-
dience. The criterion for choice of operands was that
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they would be useful in controlling the dog’s movements
in a home situation and that taken together they would
balance each other on the dimension;of direction, type,
and amount of movement required to perform the op-
erand, For example, “Stand” was balanced by “Down,”
“Come” was balanced by “Go,” and “Hold” was bal-
anced by “Drop.” The operands were “Come” (run to
and sit in front of trainer); “Sit” (place hindquarters on
the ground while maintaining an erect head posture);
“Down” (place all fours on the ground such that the
breastbone is resting on the ground while maintaining
an erect head posture); “Stand” (stand up squarely on
all fours with head and tail erect); “Go” (run in the
pointed direction until commanded otherwise); “In”
(enter a designated enclosure); “Off” (step off an elevated
platform, chair, sofa, or lap); “Stay” (maintain whatever
position the animal happens to be in when the command
is given); “Heel” (come to, stay by, walk, or run by the
trainer’s left side so that the animal’s neck remains paral-
lel with the trainer’s left knee despite changes in trainer’s
movement and turns); “Hold™ (grasp, hold, and carry
an object placed in front of the animal); “Drop” (release
a held object); “‘Hup” (jump up onto.a platform or over
a hurdle); “Place” (locate and lie down in a place des-

. ignated by a bath mat); “Fetch” (chase, .grasp, or catch
‘and return to the trainer a thrown object or locate and

return to the trainer a hidden object); “NO” (suppress
all ongoing activity); “Play” (run, romp, wrestle, and
play tug-of-war with trainer).

In order to-assess the development of “learmng set”
(Harlow, 1949) or learning to learn, dogs were presented
with tests of their speed of acquisition of a new response
and their speed of suppressing an established problem
response throughout safety training. If a learning set was
being established, then as training progressed, dogs
should need progressively less trials to learn a new re-
sponse or to suppress ‘a problem résponse. Thus, the
“Place” operand was the only response taught at differ-
ent stages of safety training for different dogs. In addi-
tion, a problem, nonaggressive, high!base-rate response
was selected for punishment with full-intensity electrical
stimulation for different dogs at diffefent stages of train-
ing. The problem response varied for different dogs and
included responses such as barking and howling, chewing
and digging destruction, jumping up on and slammmg
into people or doors.

All dogs exhibited more than one problem response.
The criterion for selection of the response was that a
particular dog would engage in the particular response
more frequently and with greater vigor than any other
problem response. After the selected problem response
was suppressed, all other problem responses were also
eliminated with contingent punishment.

All dogs were tested and trained in the following en-
vironments: (a) 125-acre grass and treed field (former
golf course) varying in topography from flat land to roll-
ing hills, with sand traps and one pond and one small
lake; (b) sidewalks of varying congestion near streets with
varying traffic patterns; (c) busy shopping malls; (d) in
and around a local pound with approximately 50 ken-
neled dogs invariably barking continuously; (e) in situ-
ations simulating normal household environment; (f) in
college classrooms with from 20 to 60 students in atten-
dance. This included moving to and from classrooms
across busy college commons, riding:¢levators, climbing
stairs, and occasionally attending faculty meetings. Over
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the course of this study, weather conditions varied from
rain and snow to dry climate, from —5° to 98° (-20°C
to 37°C), and from overcast to bright sunshine,

Each stage of training was interlocked with the pre-
vious stage so that subjects had to meet or exceed a
number of performance criteria to advance to the next
stage. Table 4 presents the main characteristics and cri-
teria for advancement for each stage. The nine stages
were grouped into three phases labeled pretesting and
pretraining, conditioning, and normalization.

Although the nine stages of safety training were in-
terlocked, the cumulative effect on aggression of each
succeeding stage could be evaluated independently. Con-
ceptualized this way, the safety training procedure could
be considered an example of a large sample size, chang-
ing-criterion design (Craighead, Kazdin, & Mahoney,
1976). This single subject design is frequently used to
evaluate sequentially presented behavior modification
treatments.

Phase 1. Pretesting and pretraining. This phase in-
cluded three stages. The purpose of these stages was to
(a) measure the dog’s operant level of aggression and the
performance of operands, (b) condition a play response
to a verbal command, and (c) train the dog so that the
performance of operands was essentially equated for all
dogs before conditioning with electrical stimulation.

During the first half of Stage 1, all subjects were pre-
tested on the baseline probability and latency of perfor-
mance on each of the 15 operands, their reactions to the
conditioned stimuli, and the probability of avoidance-
motivated aggression given inducement.

During this and subsequent stages, the dog wore a

dummy collar. This collar was placed on and taken off
the dog at least three times per day on a random schedule
with regard to feeding, exercise, testing, and training
schedules. Thus, those stimuli associated with wearing
a collar were adapted to, and those stimuli associated
with the introduction and removal of the collar were
made irrelevant.

Each subject was led to the testing area on a leash and
given every command in an authoritative voice twice in
each of two 90-min daily sessions. The two pretesting
days were run consecutively. During a session, the order
of commands was randomized. The latency of compli-
ance was recorded if the subject performed the operand
within 30 sec after the command. Noncompliance was
assigned a.30-sec latency.

Aggression was measured by noting the frequency of
biting and/or biting attempts during commands and dur-
ing 10 stimulus presentations per session designed to
elicit the aggression. These aggression-inducing stimuli
were randomly presented and differed for each subject
since they were drawn from the pet owner’s description
of those stimuli most likely to cause aggression. In gen-
eral, they involved rapid hand or foot movements toward
the dog or raising a hand, foot, or object simulating a
potential biow.

Reésponse to 10 warning and 10 safety conditioned
stimuli (CSs) presented randomly over the 2-day testing
session were also noted. Notation involved the presence
or absence of a reaction and a verbal description of the
reaction in terms of changes of head, ear, tail position,
body posture, and muscle tonus.

Play conditioning was started after the pretesting was
completed. A play trial involved verbally giving the play
command and immediately inducing the dog into a play
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bout by throwing play objects; running with, jumping
with, and chasing the dog; and inducing it to play tug-
of-war., Aggression and threats of aggression were met by
a 30-sec to 2-min time out in which the trainer ceased
all movement and interaction with the dog. Sessions of
play conditioning were continued until subjects would
play immediately on command and maintain play
throughout the trial.

Stage 2 involved the initial acquisition of the 15 op-
erands with a play bout as a positive reinforcer. During
this and subsequent stages, latency of operands were sam-
pled on a variable 9-min schedule signaled by a pocket-
sized cassette tape recorder. Every instance of compli-
ance within 30 sec and 2 sec was recorded per trial. Every
instance of aggression or threat of aggression and other
observations of the dog’s behavior were recorded.

Commands-were randomly distributed throughout a
session, After a command, the dog would be gently
guided with the aid of a leash or rope into performing
the operands and then immediately reinforced by a play
trial. As operands were acquired, guidance was faded,
and subjects were placed on a progressively increasing
variable ratio (VR) schedule of play reinforcement for
each operand. When all operands were on a VR 5 sched-
ule, the dogs were advanced to Stage 3.

Stage 3 involved maintaining the operands on a VR
5 schedule of play reinforcement and introducing mild
negative reinforcement on a continuous reéinforcement
(CRF) schedule. Negative reinforcement involved the
termination of choke collar pressure. In this stage, a com-
mand was given and then followed immediately by a
sudden constriction and then by a progressive increase
of pressure of the choke collar. The pressure was relieved
immediately when the dog began to perform the oper-
and. All adjunctive behavior, such as flailing about at the
end of the leash, biting, or other aggressive attempts,
yelping, and so on, resulted in maintenance of choke
collar pressure. As the dogs acquired the operands, the
initial force of choke collar pressure was increased. Since
latency of operands decreased with acquisition, the net
result was a maintenance of an approximately constant
density of pressure over trials. ‘ '

Phase 2: Conditioning. In this phase all subjects were
trained to perform the operands first to escape progres-
sively increasing electrical stimulation (Stage 4), then to
avoid electrical stimulation (Stage 5), and finally to attain
the conditioned safety tone (Stage 6). The phase pro-
gressed in three stages.

Stage 4 involved an escape conditioning paradigm
with electrical stimulation as the main aversive stimulus.
In this and subsequent stages, all previously described
measures were maintained, and the trial on which the
first avoidance and last escape occurred was noted. At
the beginning of this stage, the performance of an op-
erand was ensured by the use of leash and choke collar
as in Stage 3. The *leash control” was discontinued in
10 to 15 trials per command (M = 13) for all subjects.
The criterion for discontinuing “leash control” for a
particular operand was the occurrence of 3 correct trials
in a row in which the unassisted operand (latency < 10
sec) was performed to escape electrical stimulation.

On an escape trial the trainer gave a command. si-
multancously with pressing the conditioning button on
the remote-controlled transmitter and then released the
conditioning button as the dog began to perform the
operand. Since there was a 200-msec delay between
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Table 4 )
Main Characteristics and Criterion for Each Stage of Safety Training

) No. of shock
No. of sessions: escapes

Phase and stage ‘ ijective Criterion M SDé M SD

Pretesting and
pretraining
Stage | Operand & aggressive P(play/command) ~ 1.0 10 1.8- — —
baseline and play
conditioning

Stage 2 Shaping of operands P(operand < 30 sec) =~ 1.0. 14 34 — —
with play P(operand < 2 sec) ~ .25 ‘ ‘
reinforcement on an
interlocking schedule
culminating with a
VRS

Stage 3 Development of P(operand < 2 sec) ~ .5 10 2.4 — —_
* operands with play .
reinforcement on ‘ ’ .
VR 5 and negative '
reinforcement on
CRF

Conditioning :
Stage 4 Escape training with P(operand < .9 sec) ~ .5 16 2.0 203 25
' play reinforcement :
on VR 5 and escape
from progressing
increasing shock on
CRF

Stage 5 Avoidance training P(operand < .6 sec) ~ .5 14 38" 21 5
same as Stage 4
without shock

Stage 6 Safety training same as ' carriage ~ 2 14 - 4.6 12 3.1
Stage 5 without :
warning stimulus,
play reinforcement
on VR 5, safety tone
on CRF

Normalization )
Stage 7 Stress testing & same as Stage 6 10 3.7 23 8.2
generalization; play : .
& safety
reinforcement
progressively
increased to a VR 15
shock punishment
for noncompliance,
aggression, and )
remaining problem )
responses

Stage 8 Phase out; same as same as Stage 6 for three 8 1.6 7 2.3
Stage 7 without consecutive collarless '
remote collar sessions

Stage 9 Transfer of training - clients voluntarily return 2 weeks  1-4 week 5 2
_ punishment for remote trainer range
noncompliance or
problem response

Note. CRF. = continuous reinforcement. VR = variable ratio.
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depression of the conditioning button and the presen-
tation of the warning stimulus from the remote-con-
trolled collar, the conditioning sequence was as follows:
Command—CS warning buzz—unconditioned stimulus
(US) electrical stimulation—QOperand—CS safety tone.
Adjunctive behavior or aggression during electrical stim-
ulation resulted in continuing electrical stimulation until
the operand was performed, A circuit breaker in the re-
mote-controlled collar terminated electrical stimulation
exceeding a 10-sec limit; however, this limit was not
reached in any of the subjects.

Figure 2 diagrams the temporal relations of stimuli,
responses, and reinforcers in an escape trial.

In the beginning of the escape learning phase, the in-
tensity of electrical stimulation was adjusted to the lowest
level possible to just produce neck muscle contractions
in synchrony with the burst rate of electrical stimulation
without eliciting velping or flinching or other adjunctive
behavior. Over sessions the intensity of electrical stim-
ulation was gradually increased to full intensity. The rate
of increase was adjusted to minimize adjunctive behav-
ior. For all dogs full intensity was reached on or before
the ninth escape-conditioning session. All subjects were
maintained on a VR 5 schedule of positive play rein-
forcement throughout this and subsequent stages of the
conditioning phase. All dogs were maintained on escape
learning until the latency for beginning the performance
of each operand-was 900 msec or less. This latency ter-
minated the conditioned avoidance stimulus (CAS) and
prevented electrical stimulation. When a subject main-
tained a 900-msec or less latency over half of the trials
for one full session, it was advanced to Stage 5, or avoid-
ance learning.

Stage 5 was identical to the previous stage with the
exception that avoidance trials were run without elec-
trical stimulation. An avoidance trial involved stimuli
and responses in the following sequence: Command—
CS warning buzz—Operand—CS safety tone. Stage 5 is
conceptually similar to the extinction phase of an avoid-
ance-learning study; however, the performance of all sub-
jects continued to improve throughout this stage.

During this stage, pet owners were required to work
with their animals for at least one session per week. In
essence, the pet owners modeled the trainer’s voice and
hand signals while the trainer remotely activated the
warning and safety signals at appropriate times.

All subjects were maintained on avoidance learning
"
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until the latency for beginning to perform all operands
was less than the delay of the warning buzz. This delay
included the trainer’s reaction time, which was approx-
imately 400 msec, and the 200-msec delay time between
button depression and onset of warning buzz. Thus, a
latency of approximately 600 msec or less prevented the
CAS. The CS safety tone was maintained throughout
Stage 5 on a CRF schedule. When subjects maintained
an approximate 600-msec latency over half of the trials
for one full session, it was advanced to Stage 6, or safety
training. ‘

Stage 6 was identical to the previous stage with the
exception that the safety trial was run without the CAS.
A safety trial involved stimuli and responses in the fol-
lowing sequency: Command—Operand—CS safety tone.
Since the latency of performance for subjects was ap-
proaching their physiological limit, performance was also
assessed and rewarded qualitatively; that is, subjects were
rewarded for progressively more precise execution of
operands in which correct posture was also a require-
ment for positive reinforcement.

Posture and precision of performance was assessed
throughout various stages of training by rating subjects
for carriage on a 7-point scale from —3 (slow, cautious,
defiant, or submissive'performance) to +3 (eager, pranc-
ing, alert, and jaunty performance). Safety training was
continued until the subjects performed all operands pre-
cisely and with correct posture; that is, they obtained a
performance rating from both the trainer and the pet
owner that equaled or exceeded +2.

Phase 3: Normalization. The purpose of this phase
was threefold: (a) to facilitate and test for the general-
ization of behavioral control so as to eliminate aggression
in stimulus situations originally designed to induce
aggression and breakdown in control, (b) to phase out
the use of the remote-controlled.collar, and (c) to ensure
complete transfer of training to the pet owner’s home
environment. :

Stage 7, or stress testing and generalization, was iden-
tical to the previous stage except that:

1. The safety tone reinforcer was placed on a pro-
gressively increasing VR schedule terminating in VR 15.

2. Play bout reinforcement was placed on a progres-
sively increasing VR schedule terminating in VR 15, The
presentation of the safety tone and play bout were in-
dependent and at the end of Stage 7 equaled one each
per session,

1

CS warning buzz
US shock

L

OPERAND

CSsafety tone

s’ play bout VRS

"

'l vl i 1 (] ] -l | S )

TIME [T Lll PR
(500ms/graduation)

Figure 2. Schematic representation of thé timing of the presentation and termination of auditory and
electrical stimulation and the contingent relationships occurring during a shock escape trial of Stage 4
of Experiment 2. (CS = conditioned stimulus; US = unconditioned stimulus; §* = reinforcement;

VR = variable ratio.)
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3. Subjects were tested for generalization of behav-
ioral control under maximally distracting stimuli, for
example, when other untrained dogs were allowed to
roam free in the training area while the subject was being
tested and when trained distractor dogs harassed the sub-
ject during tests by attempting to play with, bump into,
jump over, and run past the subject undergoing testing,
The generalization test always included four distractor
dogs (two trained and two untrained). )

4. Subjects were tested for the absence of aggression
under maximally stressful and aggression-inducing cir-
cumstances, for example, while the animal was roughly
handled and beaten about the body with a rolled-up
newspaper or switch.

5. Subjects were tested for the maintenance of be-
havioral control and the absence of aggression in envi-
ronments selected to be maximally different from the
training environments, .

6. Punishment with.full-intensity electrical stimula-
tion was scheduled for every incorrect response or aggres-
sion. The punishment terminated upon compliance or
the cessation of aggression. A subject was advanced to
the next stage when Stage 6 level of performance was
regained, and a zero frequency of aggression was main-
tained for three consecutive stress and generalization
sessions.

Stage 8, or phase out, was essentially the same as the
previous stage except that a dog was ultimately required
to maintain the previous performance level without
wearing a remote-controlled collar. The phase out was
gradual with progressively more sessions accumulated
without the collar. This stage was completed when the
subject could maintain all previously mentioned criteria
in three consecutive collarless sessions.

Stage 9, or transfer of training, occurred in the pet
owner’s home. Prior to this stage, all adult members of
the pet owner’s family were instructed in the operation
of the remote-controlled collars. The dogs were returned
1o their original environment with the remote-controlied
collar. Pet owners were only required to punish improper
operands or aggression with electrical stimulation and
to note the dog’s performance. This stage was considered
complete when pet owners voluntarily returned the ra-
dio-controlled collar. Follow-up testing was scheduled for
. all dogs 3 months, 6 months, 1, 2, and 3 years after Stage
9 to assess the longevity of the behavioral control and
the absence of aggression. The number of dogs tested at
each follow-up period was 36, 36, 36, 18, and 8 respec-
tively.

Results

A tape recording made by the trainer of
each training session contained a record of
the commands given, mechanical sounds in-
dicating the warning buzz, electrical stimu-
lation and safety tone, vocalizations made by
the dog and an ongoing verbal narrative using
single-word descriptions of the dog’s body
posture, muscle tonus, and responses. Thus,
the tape recording contained objective data
on latency of operands by measuring the time
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between onset of a command and the onset
of the safety tone reinforcement, as well as
frequence and proportion of operands and
proportion of yelping during electrical stim-
ulation. Data subject to the trainer’s judg-
ment were narrative descriptions providing
frequency and proportion of induced aggres-
sion and play, observations of muscle tremor
presession and postshock, play postshock,
and verbal descriptions of the:dog’s carriage.

In order to assess reliability of recording,
10 out of each batch of 100 recorded sessions
were randomly sampled for reliability checks.
A reliability check involved a trained listener
transcribing the tape-recorded data onto a
behavioral recording sheet. The trained lis-
tener was unaware of the stage and session
being transcribed or the specific nature of the
dog being trained. The data obtained by the
trained listener were averaged for the session,
and these mean scores were correlated with
the means generated in the same way by the
trainer, This resulted in 346 pairs of means
(listener and trainer) for each of eight mea-
sures of behavior taken over the entire length
of the study.

Reliability of measurement was assessed
by having an observer, trained to classify be-
havior in the same way as the trainer, make
independent tape recordings of every 100th
session. The trainer and observer indepen-
dently transcribed the results of the obser-
vation on behavioral recording sheets. These
data were averaged for the session, and the
mean scores obtained by the trainer and ob-
server were correlated. The correlation re-
sulted from 35 pairs of means (observer and
trainer) for each of eight measures of behav-
ior taken over the entire length of the-study.

Table 5 summarizes the Pearson product-
moment reliability coeflicients for recording
and measurement for eight measures of be-
havior taken over the entire duration of the
study. All correlations but one were signifi-
cant at p < .001. Although significant (p <
.02), the reliability of measurement coefhi-
cient for mean latency of operands was the
lowest, most likely because of the difficulty
of accurately assessing in an open field situ-
ation the exact time of onset and offset of the
behavioral events involved in timing latency.
However, when the data were transformed
into proportions, the reliability coefficients
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Table 5 : ) :
Pearson Product-Moment Reliability Coefficients
Jfor Recording and Measurement for the Means
of Measures of Behavior Taken Throughout
Experiment 2

Reliability Reliability
of ’ of
Measurements recording measurement
Latency of operands 68%* 43*
Proportion of
' operands ©92%* 86
Proportion of
aggression B1x* LT2H*
Proportion of induced
play JT6%* 65%*
Proportion of muscle
tremor
Presession B2xx 78%*
Postshock JI5%* K
Proportion of velping 98** 93wk

*p<.02.* p< 001

were increased to an acceptable level. Thus,
only proportions were used in analysis of the
data.

Six categories of results were analyzed: (a)
the effect of safety training on avoidance-
motivated aggression, (b) the acquisition of
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operands over stages, (c) Stage 4 escape and
avoidance. acquisition for each operand, (d)
evidence for the development of a learning
set over stages, (e) changes in the dog’s emo-
tionality over stages, and (f) changes in the
dog’s carriage over stages.

Avoidance-motivated aggression. Figure
3 presents the mean proportion of aggression
when the dogs were given inducement.
Aggression by the dogs during their stay on
the waiting list and by the same dogs during
the nine stages of safety training is compared.
The measures during safety training were cal-
culated by obtaining the mean proportion of
aggression (frequency of aggression/fre-
quency of inducements) for each dog for each
stage and then the mean of all of these in-
dividual proportions for each stage.

The measures for the waiting list controls
were derived from the pet owners’ diaries by
calculating the mean proportion of aggres-
sion for each dog over a period equal in length
to each stage of subsequent training. The
mean of these individual measures was com-
puted.

This way of treating the data resulted in
a repeated measures within-subjects design
in which data on the same subject was taken

O———0O CONTROL CONDITION
@——0 SAFETY TRAINING

c L i T ¥ L4 ¥ ¥
oweews L2 3, 4 8 6 7 8 9 3MOEMONREMS
BEFORE  PRETESTING &  CONDITIONING  NORMALIZATION
TREATMENT , PRETRAINING Y |
STAGES OF SAFETY TRAINING FOLLOW-UPS

Figure 3. Mean proportion of aggression as a function of phases of training (pretraining, conditioning,
and normalization), stages within phases (1-9), and follow-up data for the waiting list control condition
and the safety-training condition in Experiment 2, (The point 2 weeks before treatment was assessed from
clients’ estimates of the proportion of aggression on or about 2 weeks before their initial contact

with me.)
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across conditions (safety training vs. waiting
list) and over stagés within conditions. A 2 X
9 analysis of variance (ANOVA) for repeated
measures yielded significant conditions, F(1,
34) =
272) = 21. 4 p < .001; and a significant
Stages X Conditions, interaction, F(8,
272) = 10.4, p < .001. The main effect of
stages was nonsignificant for the control con-
dition, F(8, 272) = 2.07, p > .05, and sig-
nificant for safety training, F(8, 272) = 42.6,
p =< .001. The aggression score for all safety-
trained animals was zero by.Stage 8 and
stayed there. Thus, it can be concluded that
safety training eliminates avoidance-moti-
vated aggression for substantial periods of
time.

Dunn’s test (Keppel, 1973) for differences
between the means of the stages of safety
training indicated no significant differences
between Stages 1, 2, and 3 and no significant
differences between Stages 5 through 9. Stage
4 was significantly different from all other
stages, ps < 01, This pattern of results suggest
that the major impact on aggression of the
entire training procedure occurred over Stages
4, 5, and 6; that is, the change was due to
learning operands in the escape, avoidance,
the safety paradigms. .

1.0

46.01, p < .001, significant stages, F(8,
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Since escape, avoidance, and safety pro-
cedures were nested in Stage 4, it is not pos-
sible to separate their respective contribu-
tions to the total change. The effect of safety
training could not be assessed in this study
because the level of aggression was already
near zero when Stage 6 began. Experiment
4 assesses the effects of safety training on
aggression.

Acquisition of operands. Figure 4 presents
the mean proportion of correctly performed
operands with a latency of 2 sec or less across

‘stages of training. Mean proportion was

based on the mean proportion {(frequency of
operands with latency < 2 sec/frequency of
commands) for each dog for a particular stage
and the mean of these means for all dogs
tested.

The ANOVA for repeated measures over the
nine stages of training showed a significant
stages effect, F(8, 272) = 143.2, p < .001, in
keeping with the observation that the dogs
obviously learned what they were taught and
performed these operands at:a rather -high
level of proficiency.

An analysis of difference betwcen pairs of
means indicates a significant difference be-
tween Stages 1 and 2, F(1, 44) = 26, p< .001;
between Stages 2 and 3, F(1,34) = 15, p <
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Figure 4. Mean proportion of a correct operand given a command as a function of phases of training
(pretraining, conditioning, normalization), stages with phases, and follow-up in Experiment 2. (The lines
above and below the data points for this and subsequent figures represent a +1 standard error of the

mean.)
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.001; between Stages 3 and 4, F(1, 34)—= 21.6,-

p =< .001; no difference between Stages 4 and
5, K(1, 34) = 3.65, p > .05; a highly signif-
icant difference between Stages 5 and 6, F(1,
34) = 72.8, p < .001; and no difference be-
tween the means of the remaining stages.
To put these performance data in perspec-
tive, it should be pointed out that all oper-
ands except “Place” were presented during
every session of every stage. In a sense, on
any one trial a dog was required to perform
a conditional discrimination between 15 vo-
cal and 15 hand-body signals and coirectly
select 1 response from 15 in order to perform
correctly on that trial. Ultimately they had
_ to perform this discrimination and selection
in 2 sec or less. In addition, they had to learn
to ignore a wide variety of distracting stimuli.
Modal instrumental learning studies usu-
ally require two-choice discriminations with
one specified operant. Thus, this is a far more

complex learning situation-than is typlcal of

the. animal-learning literature.

Learmng set. “Learning set” was assessed
in two ways: by the speed of acquiring the
“Place” operand and by the speed of sup-
pressing a high base-rate, nonaggressive prob-
lem response at various stages of training.

- Figure 5 depicts the mean trials to acquire
a “Place” operand for different dogs (n = 6)
as a function of the seven intermediate stages
of training, An ANOVA for independent groups
- produced a significant stages effect, F(6, 5) =

32.8, p <.001. Dunn’s test indicated that-all
differences between the means of all stages
were significant at or beyond p < .01 except

for the difference between Stages 3 and 4. .

These results imply that the dogs were learn-
ing how to acquire new operands as they pro-
gressed through the training procedure; naive
dogs (Stage 2) acquired the “Place” operand
in 27 trials; and sophisticated dogs (Stage 8)
acquired the “Place” operand in an average
of 1.5 trials.
Figure 6 presents the mean number of
“shocks to suppress a high base-rate problem
response for different dogs at the various
stages of safety training. A one-way ANOVA
yielded a significant stages effect, F(6, 5) =
75.9, p = .01. Dunn’s test for differences be-
tween means indicated the following signifi-
cant differences, 3 versus 1 and 2 (ps < .05),
3 versus 4 (p < .05); 4 versus 6, 7, 8; and 9
(ps = .05). This may well be the first dem-
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Figure 5. Mean trials to acquire a new operand (“Place”)
for seven independent groups of dogs as a function of*
stages of safety training (2-8) in Experiment 2.

onstration of learning set in which all animals
eventually learn to suppress a high base-rate .
response in one trial.

To put these learning set eﬁ‘ects into per-

.spective, one should realize that each dog was

required to pérform 15 different operands at
each stage of training. Each operand had at
least two discriminative stimuli, a vocal and
manual signal, The criterion for ¢orrect per-
formance of each operand and the amount
of environmental distraction increased over
stages. The nature of the reinforcement and
punishment contingencies changed over
stages. The position of the trainer in relation
to the dog, and the nature of the external
environment was variablé over trials w1thm
a stage.

For a dog, the performance of any oper-
and, for example, “Sit,” constituted a differ-
ent prdblem (or conditional’dls'crimination)
depending on the trainer’s position, type of
discriminative stimulus, difference in level of
distraction, type of irrelevant external stim-
ulation, and quality of required performance.
To get an estimate of the number of “prob-
lems” a dog was presented in this study, one
has to multiply all these factors by the num-
ber of operands. Conservatively, assuming
two discriminative stimuli, two levels of dis-
traction, five types of environments, four
trainer positions, and two levels of perfor-
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Figure 6. Mean number of shocks to suppress a high base-rate response for seven indepéndent groups
of dogs as a function of stages of safety training (1-9) in Experiment 2.

mance, one gets 2,400 related problems over
the course of the training, This figure is far
in excess of 256, the number of problems
rhesus monkeys (Harlow, 1949) needed to
form a learning set.

The estimated number of problems pre-
sented to the dogs is only a rough approxi-
mation; some of the variables just mentioned
are continuous rather than discrete and prob-
ably interact to form distinctively different
constellations of stimuli for each problem.
Further research is needed to determine the
number of problems necessary to obtain
learning sets in dogs through avoidance
learning or punishment. ,

The acquisition of individual operands.
Figure 7 presents the data for escape training
(Stage 4) in terms of mean trials to the first
avoidance and mean trials to the last escape
for each operand acquired. Because of the
short interstimulus interval, an operand had
to be initiated in less than 1 sec to be con-
sidered an avoidance response. An additional
requirement for an avoidance response was
that the operand be successfully completed
after it was initiated. Since the “Place” op-
erand was acquired at different stages for dif-

ferent dogs, the mean of this response only
includes dogs that acquired the “Place” op-

erand on or before Stage 3 (n = 15). All other

means have a sample size of 36.

It can be seen from Figure 7 that the speed
of acquisition differed across. avoidance op-
erands. ANOVASs for repeated ‘measures with
different operands as the independent vari-
able and either trials to first avoidance or to
last escape as dependent variables produced
significant F ratios of 10.2 (df- = 14,616;p <
.001) and 12.6 (df = 14, 616; p < .001), re-
spectively. These differences occurred despite
the fact that all operands were pretrained in
the first three stages of the procedure to a
mean response probability of at least .3. As
the result of pretraining, the difference in
operand base rates at the beginning of escape
training was not significant, F(14, 476) =
1.31, p > .25.

Turner and Solomon (1962) attempted to
explain differences in the speed of acquisition
of different types of avoidance response in
dogs and humans by postulating a dimension
of reflexiveness of the avoidance response.
Reflexiveness had five components: (a) the
latency of the unconditioned response (UR)



SAFETY TRAINING

L 2 E
OPERANDS

193

"# TRIALS TOTHE FIRST AVOIDANCE
[J TRIALS TO THELAST ESCAPE -

g.‘::
£,
20+
o
d. a1n 8 . :

Figure 7. Mean trials to the first avoidance and last escape for 15 operands conditioned during Stage 4

of Experiment 2.

to shock, (b) the amount of body involve-
ment required to make the avoidance re-
sponse, (c) the amount of change in intero-
ceptive stimulation produced by the re-
sponse, (d) the amount of change in external
stimulation patterns produced by the re-

sponse, and (e) the relative frequency (prob-

ability) of the response with successive pre-
sentations of the US (operant level).
Reflexive responses, or what Skinner (1935,
1938) would call respondents, have a short
latency, require minimal body movement,
create small interoceptive and external stim-
ulus changes, and have a high ‘“operant”
. level. Nonreflexive responses, the traditional
Skinnerian (1935, 1938) operant, are just the
opposite. The prediction is that reflexive re-
sponses show (a) rapid acquisition of escape
responses, (b) slow acquisition to the first
avoidance responses, (c) slow development to
the last escape response, and (d) rapid ex-
tinction of the avoidance response. The con-
verse is predicted for nonreflexive responses.
The logic for this prediction is cognitive.
Turner and Solomon (1962) reasoned that
because of the involuntary nature of reflexive
responses, subjects are not aware of what they
did to escape shock; thus, they cannot benefit
from knowledge of results and cannot learn
a reliable avoidance response. .
This hypothesis has never been submitted
to a powerful test because most comparisons

have been across studies rather than within.
The data from this study provide an oppor-

tunity for an appropriate test. To accomplish

this test, all 15 operands

were rated on the

five dimensions of reflexiveness just de-
scribed. Table 6 presents these ratings, to-
gether with a rating of morphology of the UR

to shock (to be described
Latency and operant

soon),
level of operands

were rated by answering {the question What
is the estimated likelihogd that a naive dog
would spontaneously emit the operand dur-
ing an unlimited duration of neck shock?

Because of their compl

xity, the “Place,”

“Fetch,” and “Heel” operands were assigned
a rating of 4 for an infinjte latency and a 0-
for operant level. Because of their simplicity
and numerous observations of dogs under-
going neck shock, the “No,” “Drop,” “Off,”
and “Stand” operands were assigned a | for
a short latency and a 2 for high operant level.
Dogs typically stop what they are doing, drop
what they are holding, stand if they are sitting
or lying down, and jump off a platform when
they experience neck shock. The latency and
operant level of other responses were rated
as intermediate.

The amount of body movement required
was rated on a 5-point scale from 0 (little or
no body movement as in “No” and “Stay,”
both requiring cessation of movement) to 4
(maximal movement as in “Come,” “Go,”
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Table 6
Rating of Operands on Five Dimensions of Reflexzveness
Body movement & External
' interoceptive environmental

Operand Latency Operant level stimulation change Morphology
No 1 2 0 0 ’ similar
Drop 1 2 1 1 - similar
Stay 1 2 0 0 similar
Hold 2 1 | 1 dissimilar
Stand 1 2 2 2 dissimilar
Down 4 0 2 2 dissimilar
Sit 3 0 2 2 similar
Off 1 2 2 3 similar
Go 1 2 | 4 3 dissimilar
In 2 1 i 3 3 - similar
Hup 2 1 ‘ 3 3 similar
Come 3 0 4 ~ 3 similar
Place 4 0 3 3 dissimilar
Heel 4 0 3 .3 dissimilar
Fetch ~ 4 0 4 3 dissimilar

and “Fetch,” which require vigorous long-
distance running and many component
movements. The amount of interoceptive
stimulation was rated by assuming that ‘the
more the dog was required to move, the more
interoceptive stimulation it would experi-
ence. Thus, this dimension was somewhat
redundant.

The amount of external stimulus change
was rated on a 4-point scale. A 3 was given
to operands that altered the dog’s location,
like “Come,” “Off,” or “In.” A 2 was assigned
to operands that altered the dog’s pOSlt[lon
but held location constant, like “Sit,” “Down,”
and “Stand.” A1 was assigned to operands
that required movement without changing
position and location, and a 0 was used!for
those behaviors that required a cessatloﬂ of
movement.

Table 7

Gamma Coefficients Describing the Association
Between Four Rankings of the Responses and
Trials to Criterion ‘

+
|

First Last,
Rankings avoidance escape
Latency 7% .56
Operant level -.82* —.46
Body movement 21 15
External change 32 20
*p < .05,

Table 7 summarizes the gamma (Hayes,
1963) coeflicient, a measure of association in
ordered classes, between both measures of
trials to criterion and the four of the quali-
tative ratings of the operands (change in in-
teroceptive stimulation was not used because
it was not possible to rate it independently
of body movement). Like a coirelation coef-
ficient, gamma varies from +1 to —1. La-
tency was positively and operant level was
negatively associated with both measures of
trials to avoidance criterion. The other two
measures showed a slight positive correlation.

To the degree that latency and operant
level are measures of reflexiveness, this pat-
tern of results refutes Turner and Solomon’s
(1962) predictions. High operant level, short-
latency avoidance operands are learned more
rapidly than low operant level, long-latency
avoidance operands. This is exactly opposite
to the reflexiveness prediction. However, it is
possible that the responses required in this
study were not “reflexive” enough and thus
do not provide an adequate test of the hy-
pothesis.

An alternative explanation of the differ-
ence in speed of acquisition of different op-
erands is Denny and Adelman’s (1955) pos-
tulate of “consistent elicitation.” The pos-
tulate suggests that the speed of acquisition
will be directly proportional to:the similarity
in response morphology between the UR elic-
ited by neck shock and the required avoid-
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ance operand. The morphology of the shock-
elicited UR is a function of a number of vari-
ables, including the intensity of the US and

point of body contact of the US. Full-inten-

sity upper neck shock applied to the ventral
skin surface produces a UR in most dogs that
includes vocalization, upward movement of
the head, upward stretching of the neck, pick-

ing the chin up, opening of the mouth, step-

ping backward, and so on. It looks as if the
dog is attempting to pick its head up and
away from a source of electrical stimulation,
which is directly under its chin. Table 6 also
rates the morphology of avoidance operands
in terms of their similarity to the UR mor-
phology. Operands with some or all compo-

nents similar to-the UR were rated “similar.” -

Operands with some or all of their compo-
nents dissimilar to the UR were rated .“dis-
similar.”” Lambda B (Hayes, 1963), a measure
of predictive "association that varies from
+1 to -1, calculated between morphology
ratings and trials to first avoidance and last
escape resulted in A B = 97 (p < .01) and
A B = .92 (p = .01), respectively. Thus, the
. consistent-elicitation hypothesis provides an
adequate explanation of the differences in
speed of acquisition of different avoidance
operands. However, this ad hoc explanation
should be tested further.

MEAN PROPORTION OF PRESESSION MUSCLE TREMOR
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Figure 8. Mean proportion of presession muscle tremor
as a function of stages of safety training (1-8) in Exper-
iment 2,

MEAN PROPORTION OF YELPING DURING SHOCK
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Figure 10. Mean proportion of muscle tremor postshock
as a function of stages of safety training (1-8) in Exper-
iment 2,

when the dogs received only the safety tone
as a reinforcement. In addition, there was
only a minor return of this anticipatory fear
reaction at Stage 7 when the dogs received
shock as punishment and were presented
with high-level distraction, stress, and aggres-
sion-inducing stimuli. This fear extinguished
by Stage 8.

Figure 9 shows the mean proportion of
yelping (a- high-pitched canine vocalization
presumably indicating pain) during full-in-
tensity electrical stimulation. It must be un-
derstood that the number of shocks the dogs
received was different at different stages. The
majority of shocks (M = 203) were admin-
istered during Stage 4. The second most fre-
quent number of shocks occurred at Stage 7
(M = 23) and Stage 5 (M = 21). The re-
maining stages have a shock density of 12 or
less.

An ANOVA of the data on yelping yielded
a significant stages effect, F(5, 170) = 7.6,p <
.001, with most of the change attributable to
the difference in means of baseline and sub-
sequent stages (ps < .01). Stage 4 differed
significantly from Stage 5 (p < .01), and Stage
5 differed significantly from Stage 7 (p < .01).
All other differences were nonsignificant.

These results seem to indicate that the
dogs’ pain reactions to full-intensity electrical

DANIEL F. TORTORA

stimulation were habituating over trials, The
slight but nonsignificant rise-in yelping at
Stage 7 (as compared with Stages 6 and 8)
may be a sensitization effect due to increased
stress occurring at this stage. -

The relative permanence of the habitua-
tion is suggested by pet owners’ comments
during follow-up interviews about their dogs’
behaviors. All pet owners spontaneously have
said that their dogs seemed less responsive to
painful stimuli and more “hardy” after the
treatment. '

Two measures that may indicate recovery
from shock are the mean proportion of mus-
cle tremor postshock and the mean propor-
tion of induced play postshock as presented
in Figures 10 and 11, respectively. An ANOVA
of the muscle tremor data produced a sig-
nificant stages effect, F(5, 170) = 13.1, p <
.001. The means of baseline and Stages 4, 5,
and 6 were all significantly different from
each other (p < .01). Stages 6, 7, and 8 did
not differ significantly on this - measure.

An ANOVA of the postshock data on the
proportion of induced play yielded a signif-
icant stages effect, F(5, 170) = 15.2, p < .001.
The pattern of results was different from the
muscle tremor measure of recovery. Baseline
was significantly different (p < .05) from
Stages 4 and 5, which did not differ signifi-

5

g 8-

2 .

0] .8 1

-

5

S 4

.

z

: -

0 T T =T 1

-
-]

2,3 4 5 6

STAGES OF SAFETY TRAINING

Figure 11. Mean proportion of play given inducement
to play as a function of stages of safety training (1-8) in
Experiment 2.
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-1 -2 -3 Defiant

-1 -2 -3 Angry

-1 -2 -3 Suspicious |,
-1 -2 -3 Sluggish

-1 -2 -3 Confused
-1 -2 -3 Hesitant

-1 -2 -3 Disobedient
-1 -2 -3 Irritable

Tabie 8 ‘

Rating Scale and Polar Descriptive Adjectives Used for Estimating Carriage
Compliant +3 +2 +1

Spirited +3 +2 +1

Trusting +3 +2 +1

Animated - +3 +2 +1

Self-assured +3 +2 +1

Eager +3 +2 +1

Obedient +3 +2 +1

Tolerant +3 +2 +1

cantly from each other. The difference be-
tween Stages 5 and 6 was highly significant
(p < .001). Stages 6, 7, and 8 did not differ
significantly from each other.

Both measures were in essential agreement
that the dogs seemed to recover more readily
from a shock as training proceeded. The
postshock play behavior appeared more sen-
sitive to the effect of reinforcing the operands
with a safety signal (Stage 6).

It secems that the impact of safety rein-
forcement is to make the dog less fearful gen-
erally and better able to withstand trauma.
This result seems to occur despite the fact
that habituation to shock is declining beyond
Stage 5. This ex post facto hypothesis is eval-
uated in Experiment 4.

Qualitative changes. There is one final
measure to be discussed. It is an overall judg-
ment about the dog’s demeanor, herein la-
beled carriage. Carriage is defined as the

manner of holding and moving the head or

body. As a dimension, it may provide the
basis for inferring response classes such as an
assertiveness, dominance, or status.

Pet owners, organized dog fanciers, and
professional dog show judges use a concept
such as carriage to evaluate the overall quality
of a dog’s performance. They look for- and
positively evaluate “perky,” “high spirited,”
“assertive,” and a “prancing” type of perfor-
mance. They negatively evaluate the per-
ceived absence or opposite of such qualities.

In an attempt to measure carriage, a 7-
point rating scalé was developed for eight
pairs of descriptive adjectives (see Table 8).
Using these descriptive adjectives, the trainer,
pet owner; and a group with no vested interest
in the outcome rated the dog at the end of
various stages of training. The estimate of
carriage was the median rating from all eight
pairs of adjectives.

Group estimates of carriage were per-
formed by different classes of 10 to 30 un-
dergraduate psychology majors taking a
course in introductory or experimental psy-
chology. The rating task was presented to
them as an exercise in measuring reliability
of judgments. After familiarization with the
rating scale, the students observed a partic-
ular dog for 15 min. through a one-way view-
ing window in an observation classroom.
They then marked the scale for each pair of
descriptive adjectives so as to “best charac-
terize the dog’s overall demeanor.” The stu-
dents were not informed of'the dog’s behavior

- problems or stage of training before the rating

was performed.

Figure 12 presents the median estimates
of carriage for the group, pet owners, and
trainer as a function of stages of training, It
is clear that the rating increases as training
progresses. The rank-order correlation for
random pairs of students rating the same dog
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Figure 12. Median estimates of carriage as a function
of stages of safety training (1-9) in Experiment 2. (The
data point designated as “before treatment” represents
the pet owners’ estimates of their dogs’ carriage during
the waiting list condition.)
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varied from .56 .< p < .85 with the lowest
reliability coefficient for dogs ranked at Stage
4. The rank-order correlations between trainer

and- median group estimates varied from
41 =< p = .75.

Follow-Up

Follow-up data were collected in two ways,
by survey and by video-tape analysis. All dog
owners were required to complete a written
or phone survey at approximately 3 months,
6 months, 1 year, 2 years, and 3 years after
the completion of Stage 9. The survey con-
tained 31 questions, one on aggression (Has
your .dog shown any aggression during the
last [3, 6, etc.] months? Yes/No. If yes, specify
the details of each aggressive episode) and 30
on the performance of prosocial operands
(Does your dog [come, sit, down, etc.] within

2 sec after you give the hand signal [or vocal] -

command? [two questions per operand] Yes/
No). It was planned that the dogs would be
tested in the home and retrained if the answer
to the aggression questlon was yes. However,
this was unnecessary- in all cases.

An ANOVA that compared the mean pro-
portion of correct operands for Stages 8 and
9 of safety training with the follow-up survey
data showed that the slight decrement after
treatment ended was not significant, F(5,
170) = 1.60, p > .10,

As a check on rehablhty of survey report-
ing, 10 dogs were randomly sampled to un-
dergo video-tape analysis of their perfor-
mance of operands. A few days after a survey
was completed, the selected pet owners were
" visited, presented with a list of 15 hand signal
and vocal commands and required to per-
form 30 command-response trials with their
dog, 1 hand signal and 1 vocal signal per op-
erand, in a predetermined random order. The
sessions were video taped. The video-tape
sessions were viewed by a trained observer,
and the data were collated similarly to train-
ing sessions. The dogs were scored as either
performing or not performing each operand
within 2 sec after the command was given.
Percentage of agreement between the pet
owner’s survey and video tape was calculated.
The mean percentage of agreement for the
10 dogs sampled was .94. Thus, it can be
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concluded that pet owners were reliably re-
porting their dog’s performance.
It should be pointed out that although pet

‘owners reliably reported the likelihood of

performance of operands, they severely over-
estimated the “style” of performance. All pet
owners expressed satisfaction with their dog’s
“style””; however, the video-tape analysis -
showed that the dogs had degraded to some
degree in style, to the extent their posture and
speed of execution of operands were below
the standard set for Stage 6 of training.

Style notwithstanding, these are the first
data to my knowledge that show avoidance
habits lasting 3 years. Such results represent
a powerful demonstration of the stability of
avoidance habits, given the fact -that (a) the
dogs were returned to the uncontrolled en-
vironment of a pet owner’s household, (b) the
pet owners were ‘“unsophisticated” in dog
training procedures, and (c) the pet owners
had in the past habitually engaged in behav-
iors that reinforced both aggression and a
lack of behavioral control. .

Experiment 3 -

Experiment 2 demonstrated the effective-
ness of safety training as a whole for elimi-
nating avoidance-motivated aggression and
establishing a battery of long-lasting prosocial
operands. However, safety training, of neces-
sity, is a complex procedure that takes a sub-
stantial length of time to complete. It is con-
ceivable. that factors unrelated to the logic of
safety training such as prolonged interaction
with the trainer were responsible for the ob-
served behavioral changes.

This study compared the effectiveness of
safety training with two control groups. Both
control groups were trained for the same
amount of time as the safety-trained subjects;
such training involved the early components
of safety training. The play-training control
subjects received differential positive play re-
inforcement, DRO, for prosocial operants
and time out from play for aggression. The
play-training/aversion-relief control subjects
were treated like the play-training control
subjects except that full-intensity signaled
shock was used to punish aggression. It was
predicted that the safety-trained group would
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be superior to the control groups both in the
elimination of aggression and the acqulsltlon
of prosocial operands.

Safety training involved the acqulsltlon of
15 movements balanced so that neither the
dimensions of the direction, amount, nor

“type of movement were relevant to the es-
cape, avoidance, and safety contingencies.
What was relevant to these contingencies was
an escape, avoidance, and safety-learning
strategy. This strategy, herein called an avoid-
ance-learning set, is that the stress of electri-
cal stimulation can be overcome, prevented,
and safety attained by compliant perfor-
mance. Although the dogs in the control
groups were taught to perform the same
movements as the safety-trained dogs, they
were not taught these-movements using es-
cape, avoidance, and safety contingencies.
Thus, it was predicted that an avoidance-
learning set would develop in the safety-train-
ing group but not in the control groups.

Method

Subjects. Subjects were 12 male and 6 female dogs

ranging in age from 20 to 35 months, Breeds, in order

of decreasing bulk ratio were 5 male, 2 female German

Shepherds; 1 male, | female Doberman Pinscher; 3 male

Chesapeake Bay Retrievers; and 3 male, 3 female Sprmger
" Spaniels.

All subjects were household pets referred by a veter-
inarian for aggression problems and diagnosed as show-
ing extreme forms of avoidance-motivated aggression,
thus, matching the characteristics of the dogs in Exper-
iment 2. All dogs were intact, showed no signs of medical
pathology, and were not under veterinary medical treat-
ment upon referral. All dogs were housed, fed, and ex-
ercised as in Experiment 2,

Subjects were assigned to three treatment groups-first
by stratifying the animals in terms of bulk ratio and sex
and then by randomly assigning the dogs within a stra-
tum to a group. Thus, the groups were composed-of dogs
with approximately eQual bulk ratios and equal sex ra-
tios.

Apparatus and matertals The apparatus and mate-
rials for this experiment were identical to those of the
previous experiment.

Procedure. There were three groups, a safety-trammg
group and two control groups. The safety-training group

(n = 6) replicated all details of the procedure described.

in Experiment 2.

Thé play-training control group (n = 6) replicated all
details of the procedure described in Experiment 2 up
to and including Stage 2. When these subjects attained
Stage 2 criterion, they were maintained on the Stage 2
contingencies of a VR 5 schedule of positive play rein-
forcement for the performance of prosocial operands and
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a variable 1-3 min, time out for manifestation of aggres-
sion during a play-training session. This combination of
reinforcement contingencies might be expected to have
an impact on avoidance-motivated aggression, In addi-
tion, play conditioning controlled for the variable of du-
ration of pesitive interaction with the trainer.

The play-training/aversion-relief control group (n =
6) replicated all details of the play-training control group.
In addition, full-intensity signaled electrical stimulation
was administered as a punishment for aggression. The
duration of electrical stimulation was variable since its
termination was contingent upon cessation of aggression.
Following electrical stimulation offset, the subjects re-
ceived a 3-sec safety tone. In this group prosocial op-

.erands were not subject to escape avoidance and safety

reinforcement contingencies. This group provided con-
trol for the administration of multiple signaled electrical
stimulation, the effects of punishment, and exposure to
the warning buzz and safety tone. i

Subjects were run in squads of three, one subject per.
control group and one safety-trained subject. Control
group-subjects were yoked to safety-trained subjects so
that they stayed on their respective contingencies for a
time equal to the time it took the safety-trained subjects
to meet.or exceed Stage 8 -criterion. Control group sub-
jects were stress tested at the samie time the safety-trained

- subjects entered the stress-testing stage of safety training

(Stage 7).

When the safety-trained subject met Stage 8 criterion,
each squad of control group subjects-was then safety
trained by advancing them through the remainder of the
training procedure (Stages 3 to 9).

In order to assess the development of learning set, half
of the subjects in each group (n = 3) were randomly
assigned to the acquisition of the “Place” operand when
they -attained Stage 2 criterion. The remaining half of
each group was assigned the acquisition of the “Place”
operand when the safety-trained subject attained Stage
6 criterion. This assignment produced six independent
groups.

3

Results

Reliability of measurément was assessed
identically to Experiment 2. Only two mea-
sures were used, mean proportion of aggres-
sion and ‘mean proportion of correct oper-
ands. The Pearson product-moment corre-

" lation for reliability of recording for each

measure was .88 and .96, respectively (ps <
.001) and for reliability of measurement for
each measure was .83 and— 92, respectively
(ps < .001).

Avoidance-motivated aggression. The left
half of Figure 13 presents the mean propor-
tion -of aggression for the three groups as a
function of stages of training of the safety-
trained group. The data from the control
groups were collated over a period equal to
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Figure 13. Mean proportion of aggression given inducement as a function of stages (1-9) of safety training
for safety training and control groups (left half) and as a function of stages of safety trammg (3-9) for

former control groups (right half) in Experiment 3.

safety-trained subjects for each stage up to
and including Stage 8.

Collated in this way, the data over the first
eight stages present a mixed 3 X 8 factorial
design with repeated measures over the stages
factor. An ANOVA yielded significant groups,
F(2, 15)=5.13, p < .05; signifitant stages,
F(7, 105) = 2.81, p < .025; and a significant
Groups X Stages interaction, F(14, 105) =
246, p < .01.

The simple main effect of stages was sig-
nificant for the safety-training group, F(7,
42) = 26.71, p < .001, but was not significant
for the playing-training control group, F(7,
42) = 1.62, p > .10, or the play-training/aver-
sion-relief control group, F(7, 42) = 2.20,
p > .05.

This pattern of results suggests that safety
training is far superior to play training with
or without aversion relief for eliminating
avoidance-motivated aggression. Further-
more, the significant increase in aggression
in the play-training control group as com-
pared with the play-training/aversion-relief
control group during stress testing (Stages 7
and 8) suggests that the slight decrement in
aggression that accrues from countercondi-
tioning with play reinforcement is not a ro-
bust phenomenon,

The right half of Figure 13 presents the
aggression for. the control group subjects as

they progressed through Stages 3 to 9 of
safety training after they had served in the
control groups. A 2 X 7 ANOVA with repeated
measure vielded a nonsignificant groups ef-
fect, F(1, 10) = 3.62, p >".05; a significant
stages effect, F(6, 60) = 9.51, p < .001; and
a nonsignificant Groups X Stages interaction,
F(6, 60) = 2.18, p > .05. Dunn’s test indi-
cated that the control groups differed signif-
icantly only at Stages 4 and 5 (p =< .05). All
other group differences were: nonsignificant.
These differences suggest that the play-train-
ing/aversion-relief control group 'benefited
during safety training from its previous ex-
posure to the aversion-relief contingency.

A 3-month follow-up demonstrated that
all subjects, once safety trained, remained
free of aggression, ,

Acquisition of operands. The left half of
Figure 14 presents the mean proportion of
correctly performed operands with a latency
of 2 sec or less as a function of groups across
the eight stages of the safety-trained group.
A 3 X 8 ANOVA vyielded a significant groups,
F(2, 15) = 7.02, p < .01, a significant stages,
F(7, 105) = 2.30, p < .05, and a significant
Groups X Stages interaction, F(14, 105) =
2.21, p < .025.

The simple main effect of stages was sxg-
nificant for the safety-training group, F(7,
42) = 38.61, p < .01, and was significant for
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Figure 14. Mean of correct operands given a command as a function of stages (1-9) of safety training
for safety training and control groups (left-half) and as a function of stages of safety training (3-9) for

former control groups (right half) in Experiment 3.

the play-training/aversion-relief control group,
F(7,42) = 2.41, p < .05; main effect of stages
was not significant for play-training control
group, F(7, 42) = 1.69, p > .10, due to this
group’s precipitous drop in proportion of
correct operands during stress testing (Stages
7 and 8).

The simple main effect of groups was not
significant for the first three stages of safety
training, F(2, 15) = 1.02, p > .25, again pro-
viding support for the comparability of the
groups in terms of their initial level of per-
formance of prosocial operands. However,
the groups did differ significantly from each
other by Stages 7 and 8, (2, 15) =7.53,p <
.01. Dunn’s test for differences between the
means at Stage 8 indicated that the safety-
trained group was significantly different from
both control groups (ps < .01). The means
of the control groups at Stage 8 did differ
significantly (p < .05).

This pattern of results suggests that the
acquisition and maintenance of prosocial
operands was substantially enhanced by the
escape, avoidance, and safety-training con-
tingencies provided during Stages 4, 5, and
6, respectively. It also suggests a rather strong
correlation between acquisition of a host of

prosocial operands through escape, avoid-
ance, and safety-training contingencies and
the elimination of avoidance-motivated
aggression,

The right half of Figure 14 presents the
acquisition data for the control group sub-
jects as they progressed through Stages 3 to
9 of safety training after they had served in
control groups. A 2 X 7 ANOVA with repeated
measures yielded a nonsignificant groups ef-
fect, F(1, 10) = 2.47, p > .25; a significant
stages effect, F(6, 60) = 10.62, p < .001; and
a nonsignificant Groups X Stages interaction,
F(6, 60) = 1.88, p > .25. It appears that the
acquisition of prosocial operands through
escape and avoidance contingencies (Stages
4 and 5) was facilitated by previous exposure
to an aversion-relief contingency. However,
Dunn’s test indicated no significant differ-
ences between any group means at any stage.

Learning set. Figure 15 presents the mean
trials to acquisition of the “Place” operand
trained cither at the termination of Stage 2
or Stage 6 for the three groups in this study.
As expected, a 2 X 3 ANOVA yielded a non-
significant groups effect, F(2, 4) = .96, and
a nonsignificant stages effect, F(1, 4) = 1.87,
p > .25. However, the Groups X Stages in-
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Figure 15. Mean trials to acquire a new operand for six independent groups as a function of groups
(experimental vs. controls) and stages (2 vs. 6) within groups in Experiment 3.

teraction was significant, F(2,4) = 7.01,p <
.05. The simple main effect of stages was sig-
nificant for the safety-trained group, F(1,
4) = 16.8, p < .025. Stages was nonsignificant
for the play-training control group, F(1, 4) =
1.67, p > .25, and was nonsignificant for the
play-training/aversion-relief control group,
F(1,4) = 2.14, p > .25. These results indicate
that an avoidance-learning set was acquired
by the safety-trained group but not by the
control subjects. Perhaps the learning set cre-
ated by the acquisition of a large variety of
balanced prosocial operands is related to the
effectiveness and permanence of the results
of safety training.

Experiment 4; The Safety Cue

In Experiments 2 and 3, there were no
clear-cut indications that the conditioned
safety tone directly affected avoidance-mo-
tivated aggression independent of escape and
avoidance training. The purpose of Experi-
ment 4 was to examine the independent effect
of the safety tone on avoidance-motivated
aggression, conditioned fear, and the perfor-
mance of operands. To accomplish this, the
tone was conditioned to be safe in indepen-

dent groups at different points in the entire
safety-training procedure. .

Method

Subjects. Subjects were 10 male and 6 female dogs
ranging in age from 15 to 48 months, Breeds, in order
of decreasing bulk ratio were 2 male Great Danes; 2
female Great Pyrenees; 2 male, | female Doberman
Pinschers; 2 male Labrador Retrievers; 2 male, 1 female
Standard Schnauzers; 1 male, | female Cocker Spaniel;
and 1 male, I female Toy Poodle.

All subjects were household pets referred by a veter-
inarian for aggression problems and diagnosed by the
trainer as showing extreme forms of* avoidance-moti-
vated aggression and thus matching ‘the characteristics
of the dogs in Experiment 2. No dog had signs of medical
pathology or was under veterinary medical treatment
upon referral. All dogs were housed,:fed, and exercised
as in Experiment 2.

- Subjects were assigned to four treatment groups (n =
4) by first stratifying the animals in terms of bulk ratio
and then randomly assigning the dogs within a stratum
to a group. Thus, the groups were composed of dogs with
approximately equal sex and bulk ratios.

Apparatus and materials. The apparatus and mate-
rials for this experiment were identical to those of Ex-
periment 2 with one exception. Depending upon treat-
ment conditions, one of two remote-controlled collars
were used. One was identical to the collar used in the
previous experiment; the other collar, a Tri-Tronics Al-
80, was similar in all details except that it delivered only
a warning buzz and electrical stimulation.
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Procedure. There were six groups with two derived
from Experiment 2. Group M consisted of eight subjects
from Experiment 2 that imatched the composition of the

. remaining groups in terms of bulk ratio, and Group R
consisted of eight subjects randomly selected from the
remaining subjects of Experiment 2,

The four remaining groups replicated all details of the
procedure for Experiment 2. All subjects were run in
squads of four, one subject per treatment group. The
three delayed safety-conditioning groups differed from

i those of Experiment 2 only in terms of when the safety

cue was introduced into training. In Groups M and R,
the safety tone had been conditioned during Stage 4,
when electrical stimulation had been first introduced,

and was then used as a reinforcer throughout the re- .

maining stages. ‘

For Group D1 the safety tone was introduced during

a safety-conditioning session between Training Session

" 5 and 6 of Stage 6 and was used as a reinforcer thereafter.
For Group D2 the safety tone was introduced during a
safety-conditioning session between Training Sessions 9
and 10 of Stage 6 and was used as a reinforcer thereafter.
For Group D3 the safety tone was introduced and used
as if it were a reinforcer throughout Stage 6 from Session
9 onward. However, the tone was safety conditioned im-
mediately after the “stress testing” session of Stage 7 and
used as a reinforcer thereafter. After safety tone condi-
tioning, Group D3 was again run through a second stress
test,

Safety tone conditioning for the three delayed groups
(D1, D2, and D3) involved 60 conditioning trials run in
three consecutive 90-min. sessions on the same day. Con-
ditioning occurred while an animal was in the room in
which it was quartered and fed.

A safety-conditioning trial involved the administra-
tion of signaled full-intensity shock of variable duration
(M= 3 sec, SD = 2 sec) followed immediately by a 3-
sec safety tone. The distribution of shock durations was
constructed to match the average duration of shock a

-dog received during Stage 4 of Experiment 2, The ITI
was identical to the training ITI with a mean of 5 min.,
rangmg from 2 to 8 min. During safety-tone condition-
ing, the dogs had no control over the onset or duration
of shock. It is interesting to note that the safety-condi-

tioning groups (D1, D2, and D3) were similar to back-

ward-conditioning controls used in earlier conditioning
studnes(Klmblé, 196 1; Mowrer, 1960; and Osgood, 1953)
and to /more recent learned helplessness treatments
(Overmier, 1968; Overmier & Seligman, 1967; Seligman
& Maier, 1967).

Group C (n = 4) was used to control the exposure to
inescapable shocks-and a tone independent of a temporal
assaciation between shock termination and,the tone.
Dogs in this group were treated identically to those of
Experiment 2 except that the tone was introduced in a
“random conditioning™ session between Sessions 5 and
6 of Stage 6. A random-conditioning session was pat-
terned-after Rescorla’s (1967) and involved 60 trials with
the same ITI, shock, and tone duration parameters as
the delayed-conditioning groups. Random conditioning
included 15 forward, 15 backward, 15 shock only, and
15 tone only trials presented randomly throughout the
conditioning session. The tone was then used as if it was
-a “reinforcer™ for Sessions 6 through 9. Then, Group C
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Table 9 -

Pearson Product-Moment Reliability Coefficients
Jor Recording and Measurement for the Means
Proportion of Six Measures of Behaviors Taken
Throughout Experiment 4 .

Reliability Reliability

Measurements of recording of measurement
Operands .88 83
Aggression .92 91
Induced play 82 .82
Muscle tremor

Presession .78 .76

Postshock .87 .82
Yelping .99 95

dogs weré given 60 safety-conditioning trials between
Session 9 and 10 in a procedure identical to the delayed-
safety-conditioning groups (D1, D2, and D3). The safety
tone was used as a reinforcer thereafter.

Results and Discussion

Reliability, Table 9 presents the Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficients of
reliability of recording and measurement for
the six measures used in this study. All coef-
ficients were significant at or above the .05
level. , V

Aggression The mean proportion of
aggression for all groups did not differ sig-
nificantly up to and including Stage 6 of
safety training (p > .15). The probability of
aggression was essentially zero for all groups
by Stage 6. However, group differences in
aggression did occur during the stress testing
of Stage 7. Figure 16 depicts the mean pro-
portion of aggression before, during, and af-
ter Stage 7. '

For the purpose of ANOVA, Groups M and
R were combined, and the results for Group
D3 included data on aggression during the
stress testing that occurred before safety con-
ditioning. The analysis yielded a significant
groups effect, F(4, 27) = 2.8, p> .05. Dunn’s
test indicated that the groups receiving the
conditioned safety tone (Groups M and R,
D1, and D2) did not differ significantly-from
each other (p > ,05) but did differ signifi-
cantly from Group D3, which received the
“nonconditioned tone” (p < .01). The mean
proportion of aggression during stress testing
for Group D3 before safety conditioning was
.45, and after conditioning it was .18. A 7 test
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Figure 16. Mean proportion of aggression given inducement as a function of three stages (6, 7, 8) of safety
training for four independent groups (M and R, D1, D2, D3, and C) in Experiment 4. (The data point
designated by an open triangle without quotes represents the data for Group 3 dogs from their first Stage
7 stress testing before safety-tone conditioning, The open triangle with quotes represents the data for
Group D3 dogs from their second Stage 7 stress testing afier safety-tone conditioning.) .

indicated that the reduction in aggression was
significant, #(3) = 3.36, p = .025, one-tailed.

It definitely appears that the use of a con-
ditioned safety tone as a reinforcer for non-
aggressive responses reduces aggression in
situations designed to induce aggression
maximally. In addition, the fact that the re-
duction in aggression for Group C was mid-
way between the groups that had been pre-
viously safety conditioned (Groups M and R,
D1, and D2) and the group that had not been
safety conditioned (Group D3) suggests that
previous “random conditioning” may retard
or block the formation of an association be-
tween shock termination and the tone during
safety conditioning.

Acquisition of operands. In Experiments
2 and 3 the proportion of correct operands
occurring in 2 sec or less after a command
was a dependent measure, yielding a mean
proportion of .98 and .93, respectively, by
Stage 6. In order to assess the effects of the
various treatments administered during Stage
6 of Experiment 4, the stringency of the de-
pendent measure was increased so that a cor-
rect operand had to occur within 1 sec.

With this measure, all groups overlapped
for the first three stages of safety training,
yielding a combined mean proportion of 0,

.12, and .22 for Stages 1, 2, and 3, respec-
tively. Groups M and R began to diverge from
the remaining groups (D1, D2, D3, and C)
at Stage 4, yielding combined means of .41
and .35, respectively. A ¢ test of this difference
was not significant, #(30) = 1.12, p > .05.
Figure 17 presents the mean proportion of
a correct operand for all groups as a function
of stages of training and of sessions within
Stage 6. At Stage 5, the combined mean for
Groups M and R was .62, and for Groups
D1, D2, D3, and C, .48, This difference was
significant, #(30) = 2.56, p < .01, one-tailed.
An ANOVA of the data for the first five ses-
sions of Stage 6, treating Groups M and R
and Groups D1, D2, D3, and C as two in-
dependent groups, produced a significant
groups effect, F(1, 28) = 6.21, p < .025; a
significant sessions effect, F(4, 112) = 5.34,
p =< .001; and a significant Groups X Sessions
interaction, F(4, 112) = 2.89, p < .025.
This pattern of results indicates that the
performance of all groups increased over
trials and that the effect of the safety tone was
to accelerate the rate of increase for Group
M and R, causing thé two pooled groups to
diverge as training progressed. Similar to the
findings of Weisman and Litner (1969), the
safety tone acted like an additional reinforcer.
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Figure 17. Mean proportion of a correct operand given a command as a function of Stage 5, Session 14
during Stage 6, and Stage 8 in Experiment 4. (The A on the ordinate indicates the period when safety-
tone conditioning occurred for Group D1 and random conditioning occurred for Group C. The B indicates
the period when groups D2 and C were given safety-tone conditioning.)

Its reinforcing effects became more potent
after Stage 4 when the dogs were no longer
receiving shock termination as a negative re-
inforcer.

This result is expected because at the be-
ginning of Stage 4 shock termination would
be a sufficient signal for a nonshock, or safety,
period. During -the portion of Stage 4 the
safety tone was a redundant cue. However,
by the end of Stage 4 and for all subsequent
stages, the safety tone is a unique predictor
of safety. The fact that the groups without the
safety tone (Groups D1, D2, D3, and C) show
slower but progressive increases in perfor-
mance suggests that other stimuli, such as the
response-produced cues of performing the
operands, may also signal a safety period.
However, given that there are 15 distinctive
operands, these response-produced cues must
be diverse and thus less distinctive as predic-
tors of safety.

At Point A of Figure 17, Group DI re-
ceived 60 safety-conditioning trials, and
Group C received 60 random-conditioning
trials. Then all groups were trained as before,
with Groups D1 and C receiving the tone as -
a reinforcer and Groups D2 and D3 receiving
no tone. An ANOVA of the four delayed con-
ditioning groups (D1, D2, D3, and C) over
Sessions 6 through 9 yielded a significant

groups effect, F(3,9) = 3.97, p < .05, and a
significant Groups X Sessions interaction,
F9, 27) = 4.68, p < .001. The main effect
of sessions was not significant, F(3, 27) =
1.67, p > .10. The simple main effects of
session was significant for Group D1, F(3,
9) = 7.14, p < .01, but was not significant
for Groups D2, D3, and C that produced F(3,
9), p > .10, of 1.42, 1.14, and 2.43, respec-
tively. A Dunn’s planned comparison test of
the difference between the group means for
Session 9 yielded significant differences for
Groups D1 versus D2, D3, and C (ps < .01)
and for Groups C versus D2 and D3 (ps <
.05), but Groups D2 and D3 did not differ
significantly from each other (p > .25).
This pattern of results seems to indicate
that the tone can either facilitate or retard
improvement in performance, depending on
whether the tone is conditioned to shock ter-
mination and a safe period (Group D1) or
is randomly “conditioned” (Group C). Ran-
dom conditioning (Group C) does not neu-
tralize the tone but appears to make it slightly
inhibitory. ‘
At Point B of Figure 17, Groups D2 and
C were given 60 safety-conditioning trials.
For these groups the tone was used as a re-
inforcer thereafter. Group D3 did not receive
safety conditioning at this time; however, the
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Figure 18. Mean proportion of four measures of emo-
tional stability (yelping during shock, tremor presession,
tremor postshock, and play postshock) as a function of
Stage 5 and three periods during Stage 6 in Experiment
4. (The period “Before A” designates the mean emo-
tionality score over the first five sessions of Stage 6 before
any dogs in the delayed-conditioning groups received
safety-tone conditioning. The period “After A” desig-
nates Sessions 6 through 9 after Group DI received
safety-tone conditioning and Group C received random
conditioning, The period “After B” designates Sessions
10 to 14 after Groups D2 and C received safety-tone
conditioning. The data points-for Groups M and R were
extrapolated from comparable periods of Stage 6 in Ex-
periment 2.)

tone was used during subsequent sessions as
if it were a reinforcer. Group D1 continued
the training started at Point A. An ANOVA for
the four groups over Sessions 10 through 14
yielded a significant groups effect, F(3, 9) =
5.98, p < .025; a significant sessions effect,
F(4, 156) = 3.82, p < .01; and a significant
Groups X Sessions interaction, F(12,
156) = 3.65, p < .001. Due probably to a
ceiling effect, the simple main effect of ses-
sions was not significant for Group D1, F(4,
12) = 2,16, p > .10. Sessions were significant
for the remaining groups producing F(4, 12)
of 5.67 (p = -01), 3.35 (p < ..05), and 5.81
(p =< .01) for Groups D2, D3, and C, re-
spectively.
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An ANOvA comparing Groups D2 and D3
over Sessions 10 through 14 yielded a signif-
icant groups effect, F(1, 4) = 8.12, p < .05,
and a significant sessions effect, F(4, 52) =
4.92, p < .01. These findings replicate the

- effect seen with Group D1 at Point A. How-

ever, in this case the safety-tone group (D2)
was compared with a control group that re-
ceived a tone after correct responding as if
it were a reinforcer (Group D3).

Overall, the pattern of results suggests that
the safety tone once conditioned to shock
termination and a safe period can function
as a positive reinforcer, increasing the per-
formance of the responses it follows.- This
reinforcing effect seems to improve perfor-
mance above that normally expected from
the negative reinforcement of shock or fear
termination.

Emotional differences. Figure 18 depicts
the changes in the four measures of emo-
tionality used in Experiment 2 across all
groups as a function of four periods during
safety training. The four periods included
Stage 5 and three periods dufting Stage 6. A
separate ANOVA was performed for each mea-
sure over different periods before and during
Stage 6. :

The results of the ANOVAs for the pooled
Groups M and R (safety tone) and Groups
D1, D2, D3, and C (no safety tone) over the
periods of Stage 5 and the combined first five
sessions of Stage 6 before safety-tone condi-
tioning (Point A) for the measures of emo-
tionality are summarized in Table 10.

* Yelping during shock was not significantly
affected by the presence or absence of a safety
tone (groups) or repetitions (periods). How-

Table 10 ,

F Ratios for Four Separatg ANOVAs Comparing
the Combined Groups M and R with the
Combined Groups D1, D2, D3, and C Over
Periods Stage 5 and Stage 6 Before Point A

- Groups X
Behaviors Groups  Periods Periods
Yelping 2.31 3.02 1.96
‘Tremor presession  6.42** 4,67 3.72
Tremor postshock ~ 6.25%* 3.60 3.69
Play postshock 8.9 %Hx 5:36* 5.42%

Note: For all F ratios, dfs = 1, 30.
*p = .05 % p= 025 **p= 01,
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ever, the presence of the safety tone signifi-
cantly affected the three remaining measures
of emotionality. The safety tone (Groups M
and R) yielded significantly less muscle tremor
presession and postshock and significantly
greater play postshock

In addition, two of the three measures,

tremor presession and play postshock, show
a progressive decrease in emotionality over
periods regardless of the presence of the
safety tone. Periods, however, interact signif-
icantly with whether or not the dogs were
receiving the safety tone (groups) for play
postshock. The safety tone appears to mag-
nify the occurrence of play postshock over
periods.

- This difference probably indicates that the

use of the conditioned safety tone increases-

the speed of extinction of a generalized fear
response or at least inhibits the fear response
conditioned to the entire working session by
defining for the dog shock-free periods.

Although aggression was zero for both
combined groups (M and R vs. D1, D2, D3,
and C) during this period, the two groups of
dogs may not have been aggressive for dif-
ferent reasons. The dogs from the combihed
groups D1, D2, D3, and C may not have been
aggressive - because they feared the conse-
quences of being aggressive; the dogs from
the Groups M and R may not have been ag-
gressive because they felt safe performing
prosocial acts.

ANOVAS were p¢rformed for each measure
of emotionality over the Stage 6 periods be-
fore and after safety-tone conditioning (Point
A) for Group D1 and random conditioning
for. Group C comparing emotional scores in

Table 11
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these groups to the groups that had not as
yet been safety-tone conditigned (Groups D2
and D3). Table 11 presents these F ratios.
The changes in the yelping data were non-

_significant; however, the three other measures

of emotionality showed significant group ‘ef-
fects and significant Groups X Periods inter-
actions. Analyses for simple main effects of
groups indicated no significant group differ-
ences before safety-tone conditioning but sig-
nificant differences after it. Dunn’s test in-
dicates that the use. of the randomly condi-
tioned tone (Group C) increases the likelihood
of tremor and decreases the likelihood of play
significantly (» < .05) when compared with
groups that did not receive the tone (Groups
D2 and D3) and that the use of the. safety
tone (Group D1) significantly (p < .05) de-
creases tremor and increases -play as com-
pared with the no-tone groups (D2 and D3).
ANOvVAs of the emotionality scores for
Groups D2, D3, and C over the Stage 6 pe-:
riods after Point A and after Point B were
performed. This analysis provided a com-

parison of emotional changes after safety-

tone conditioning (Point B) for a group that
had been previously random conditioned
(Group C), for a group that had no previous
experience with the tone (Group D2), and for
a control group that was receiving an uncon-
ditioned tone as if it were a reinforcer (Group
D3). The significant F ratios included the
periods variable for tremor presessions, F(1,
9) = 521, p < .05; play postshock, F(1,

9) =5.36, p < .05; and the Groups X Periods
interaction for tremor presession, F(2, 9) =
4.82, p < .05; tremor postshock, F(2, 9) =
5.24, p- = .05; and play postshock, F(2,

" F Ratios for Four Separate ANOVAS Comparmg Groups DI D2, D3, and C over the Before and

After Point A Periods of Stage 6

Simple main effects

- , Groups X Groups Groups
Behaviors Groups Periods Periods before Point A after Point A
Yelping 1.27 222 98 — —_
Tremor per session 3.98* 2.45 6.99%%* 1.86 4.01*
Tremor postshock 3.69* 3.61 6.2k 1.61 4.21%
Play Postshock 3.52% . - 2.85 5.87% 2.32 5.03%*

Note. For all F ratios dfs = (3, 12), except for Periods, df = 1, 12.

*p=.05 % p=.025 %*p= 01,
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9) = 5.82, p <..025. All other differences were
nonsignificant,

Dunn’s test yielded significant differences
between Group C and Groups D2 and D3
at the period after Point A for the tremor
postshock and play postshock but not for
tremor presession (ps < .05). Groups D2 and
D3 did not differ significantly from each
other for all measures of emotionality. The
difference between Group C and Groups D2
and D3 at this point suggests that random
conditioning increased emotionality at this
stage, at least as it pertained to recovery from
a shock experience.

Dunn’s test comparing means after Point
A and after Point B, that is before and after
Groups D2 and C received safety-tone con-
ditioning, indicated a significant decrease in
tremor preshock and postshock (ps < .05)
and a significant increase in play postshock
for Groups D2 and C (ps < .05) but no sig-
nificant change in these measures over these
periods for the control Group D3. Thus, the
change in emotionality scores in D2 and C
as compared with D3 must be a function of
the safety conditioning Groups D2 and C re-
ceived at Point B of Stage 6.

Finally, a Dunn’s test was performed com-
paring the means of all groups at the end of
the Stage 6 after Point B. Again there were
no significant differences with the yelping
measure. With tremor preséssion, the control
Group D3 differed significantly from all other
groups (ps <.05), but the delayed-condi-
tioned groups (D1, D2, and C) did not differ
from each other or from Groups M and R.
With tremor postshock Group D3 differed
significantly from all other groups (ps < .05),
and Group C differed significantly from all
other groups (p < .05), Groups D1, D2, and
M and R did not differ significantly from
each other. With play postshock Group D3
differed significantly from all other groups.
Group C differed significantly from Group
D1 and from Groups M and R. All other
differences were nonsignificant. This pattern
of results gives further evidence that the con-
ditioned safety tone enhances emotional re-
covery from shock, facilitating the extinction
- of fear, and that previous random condition-
ing decreases these effects.

In summary, the safety tone used as a con-
ditioned reinforcer appears to decrease fear
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both before a training session and after a
traumatic shock. Similarly, the use of a con-
ditioned safety tone increases the likelihood
that the dog interacts playfully with the
trainer after a traumatic shock (relaxes).

The use of the conditioned safety tone has
little apparent effect on URs to shock, for
example, yelping. To the extent that yelping
measures the aversiveness of a stimulus, the
use ‘of the conditioned safety tone as a rein-
forcer does not seem to alter the aversiveness
of shock. Rather, the safety tone seems to
make the dogs more willing to enter a train-
ing session in which traumatic shock occurs
and less fearful during a session despite the
aversiveness of the shock. In other words, the
dogs take a traumatic shock “fearlessly” as
long as there are clearly defined response-
contingent periods when they are not going
to be shocked.

General Discussion
Avoidance-Motivated Aggression

The animal literature on aggression fo-
cuses primarily on its innate or species-typ-
ical characteristics (Holloway, 1974; Scott,
1958). The theorizing is mainly concerned
with the evolutionary survival value of ag-
gressive behavior (Lorenz, 1966; Wilson,
1975). The research involves the relation of
certain emotional states (i.e., frustration ef-
fects or fear) to aggression (Azrin, Hutchin-
son, & Hake, 1966), the nature of external
stimuli that evoke aggression (Moyer, 1968),
the hormonal modulation of aggression (Rose,
Bernstein, Gordon, & Catlin, 1974), and the
localization of certain brain foci that may
control predatory aggressive reactions (Plot-
nik, 1974). Taken together the questions
these studies seem to be asking concern the
psychobiological correlates of spontaneous
outbursts of aggression.

Instrumental aggression does not fit neatly
into this literature for at least two reasons.
First, instrumental aggression has been de-
fined by exclusion (Feshback, 1964, 1971;
Moyer, 1968). It is a catchall for aggressive
acts that are obviously not “innate,” that is,
aggressive acts that do not have a clear evo-
lutionary significance, that are not directly
related to emotional arousal, that do not have
specifiable releasing stimuli, that are not di-
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rectly modulated by hormones, and that do
not have an identifiable focus in the brain.
Second, the important question for instru-
mental aggression is not How is it elicited?
but rather What are the learning contingen-
cies that contribute to its development?

In this article, instrumental aggression in
companion dogs was defined as aggressive
responses that have a specifiable learning his-
tory, show a growth function over time, and
are modulated by their consequences. The
retrospective data strongly suggest that avoid-
ance-motivated aggression in dogs meets
these criteria. The data suggest that the initial

source of the aggressive avoidance response -
was one or more forms of elicited aggression -

such as species-typical aggressive reactions to
pain, frustration, discomfort, territorial in-
trusion, or threats to dominance. Further-
more, it appears that these aggressive re-
" sponses were exacerbated by trauma or pun-
ishment. Finally, the universal lack of
behavioral control over these-dogs implies
that they had few operant alternatives to gain
- reinforcement by compliance. From the case
histories, it scems that these dogs were chan-
neled down a path that allowed their initial
innate aggressiveness to come under the con-
trol of the negatively reinforcing contingen-
cies in the environment.

The dogs in this study initially behaved as
if they “expected” aversive events and that
the only way to prevent these events was
through aggression. The consequent reac-
tions of the victim and the family, that is,
withdrawal, turmoil, and belated punish-
ment, confirmed the dog’s “expectation” and
reinforced the aggression. This positive feed-
back loop produced progressive escalation-of
the aggressive response, and the avoidance
nature of the aggression presumably retarded
or prevented its extinction.

A -possible laboratory analogue for this
phenomenon is an extension of pain-elicited
aggression research (Hutchinson, Renfew,
& Young, 1971; Ulrich, 1967a) in which the
presence of the target animal or object pre-
dicts shock and attacking the target termi-
nates or prevents shock. Lyons and Ozolins
(1970) and Ulrich (1967b) have demon-
trated, for example, that pain-elicited attacks
can be classically conditioned in rats; Miller
(1948) demonstrated that escape training of
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aggressive postures leads to fighting in rats;
and Scott (1958) showed that training mice
to escape shock through fighting facilitates
conspecific attacks. The data here suggest
that if aggression is an avoidance response,
it produces attack behavior that at the very
least is unresponsive to normal extinction,
flooding, or punishment, The research on the
effects of response-independent shock and
the punishment of avoidance responding
(Hutchinson et al., 1971; McKearney, 1972)
suggest that these manipulations would in-
crease aggression. Avoidance-motivated
aggression, its control and elimination, seems
to-be a fruitful avenue of experimental in-
vestigation.

To the extent that the data on avoidance-
motivated aggression in dogs relates to hu-
man aggression, they tend to support findings
(Geen & Quanty, 1977) that contradict the
Freudian hypothesis of catharsis (Konecni,
1975). The case histories suggest that dogs
are more likely to be aggressive after an ag-

.gressive episode, have more frequent epi-

sodes, and actually get “better” at being ag-
gressive (i.e., inflict more serious wounds)
with each aggressive encounter. Such results
parallel the research on learned conspecific
aggression in mice in which the latency to
fight decreases ( Fredericson, Story, Gurney,
& Butterworth, 1955) and the vigor of fight-
ing increases (Kahn, 1951; Scott, 1958) with
successful fighting episodes.

Safety Training

Safety training is a procedure specifically
designed to increase prosocial avoidance re-
sponses and decrease fear motivation in com-
panion dogs that manifested avoidance-mo-
tivated aggression. The findings of the present
study seem to indicate -that safety training
(a) permanently eliminates avoidance-moti-
vated aggression, (b) prodices a high prob-
ability of extinction-resistant prosocial re-
sponding, (c) establishes a prosocial avoid-
ance response set, (d) reduces fear and other
reactions to stress, and (e) is correlated with
positive changes in the dog’s carriage.

The effects of ‘using a safety signal were to
(a) increase the asymptote of prosocial avoid-
ance responding, (b) reduce fear, and (c) re-
duce the probability of aggression under
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* stress. The safety signal seems to act as a con-
ditioned positive reinforcer, allowing the

trainer to-maintain -the gains of .prosocial

avoidance responding while fading out the

negative reinforcement contingencies of shock -

termination, shock prevention, or CAS ter-
mination. Thus, a distinctive, response-pro-
duced safety signal may provide a method for
making avoidance learning positive, chang-

ing the learning situation from the termina--

tion or prevention of aversive events to one
of safety and security.

The effects of safety training have parallels
in the behavior therapy literature. Risley
(Note 4) observed an increase in acceptable
social behavior (eye contact) in an autistic
child to whom he had administered electric
shock as a punishment for dangerous behav-
ior. Lovaas, Schaffer, and Simmons (1965)
used shock to punish autistic behaviors and
to establish adults as safety cues for severe
schizophrenic children. As a result, he noted

. a dramatic increase in social contact with

adult caretakers. In addition, the children.

“often smiled and laughed, and gave other
signs of happiness or comfort” as well as
“molding” and “cupping” themselves to the
experimenter’s body (Lovaas et al.,, 1963,
p. 104), All these prosocial behavior changes
were quite likely a result of safety condmoned
to the presence of adults.

However, due to ethical concerns Lovaas
et al. (1965) were only willing to “safety
train” one response (i.e. approaching adults)
and only administered electrical stimulation
as a punishment for autistic behavior. This
aversion-relief training regime is similar to
the play-training/aversion-relief control group
used in Experiment 3. The results of the play-
training/aversion-relief control group and
Lovaas et al.s training regime are very sim-
ilar. Lovaas et al.. found that the prosocial
behavior conditioned by shock termination

and by avoidance was situationally specific .

and often short lived, dissipating in months.

Safety training with companion dogs, how-
ever, produces changes-of long duration, per-
haps even permanent changes. These changes
in behavior transfer readily from the trainer
to the dog’s owners and -others. Presumably
the difference between Lovaas et al.’s (1965)
results and those of the present study involves
the number of prosocial avoidance behaviors
that were trained at the same time (1 vs. 15).
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The large number seemed to ereate an avoid-
ance-response set. In addition, the diversity
of environments under which training of the
dogs occurred fostered generalization, and
the use of warning signal and safety cues fa-
cilitated transfer of trimmg to other individ-
uals.

Another concept that may describe the
difference between Lovaas et al.’s treatment
and safety training I will label behavioral bal-
ance. In this context behavioral balance
means selecting and training a range of op-
erands such that they are equated on the di-
mensions of direction, amount, and location
of movement., Behavioral balance becomes
most salient when it is absent in a free-mov-
ing organism. For instance, in the pilot work
on safety training with a number of dogs (not
reported here) an attempt was made to train
operands in succession, starting with the
“Come” operand. The result was that dogs
were so excessively attached to the trainer
that they had great difficulty learning any-
operand that involved separating themselves
from the trainer. Like Lovaas et al.’s (1965)
autistic child, they would constantly attempt
to be in physical contact with the trainer, so-
liciting almost continuous attention. It could
be said that the “Come” op¢rand had been
acquired so thoroughly that approaching and
staying with the trainer had become the dog’s
dominant mode of responding. These dogs
were not in a state of behavioral balance. The

. intensity of this attachment was deemed un-

acceptable ‘and balanced training sessions,
including the practice of many operands pre-
sented in random order, was:adopted. ,

To create bahavioral balance, operands
were chosen to.equate movement on a num-
ber of dimensions. Direction of movement
toward and away from the trainer were bal-
anced by equating the practice trials on the
“Come” (toward), “‘Fetch,” and “Go’ (away)
operands. Amount. of movement was bal-
anced by equating practice of operands that
involved movement (e.g., “Come,” “Go,”

“Fetch,” “Heel”) with those that involved

cessation of movement (“Sit,” “Down,”
“Stand,” “Stay”). Other points of balance
were created by selecting and equating prac-
tice of operands that were essentially opposite
in type of movement (e.g., “Down” balances
“Stand,” . “Hold” balances “Drop,” “Hup”
balances “Off”). It is hypothesized that this
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balance was important to the overall success
of safety training since it provided the animal
with a diversity of movement sufficient to
create an avoidance and safety-learning set.

Shock aversion therapy has been explored-

as a means of managing a variety of com-
“pulsive behaviors in adults. Shock aversion
therapy involves the use of shock to classi-
cally condition an aversion to stimuli related
to the compulsive behavior or the punish-
ment of components of the compulsive re-
sponse (Rachman & Teasdale, 1969).
Overall, the clinically obtained results have
been unimpressive and varied. Abramson
(1973), reviewing aversion therapy for obe-
sity, concluded that “there is little evidence
to indicate that aversive procedures are ef-
fective” (p. 548). In determining the varying
outcomes of aversion therapy for substance
- abuse, Hallam, Rachman, and Falkowski
(1972) and Miller (1973a, 1973b) demon-
strated the importance of extraneous thera-
peutic factors, such as positive therapeutic set
and demand characteristics. A report on aver-
sion ‘therapy (Feldman, MacCulloch, Mel-
lon, & Pinschot, 1966) for homosexuals cited
an impressive 60% “cure” rate; however, an-
other report (Birk, Huddleston, Miller,: &
Cohler, 1971) cited only a 25% (two out of
eight) maintenance of heterosexuality at a 2-
year follow-up. Best and Steffy (1971), com-
bining. electrical aversion therapy and a mo-
tivational-building technique for modifying
smoking behavior, found that most of the
“successes” were smoking again after 4
months.

The ummpresswe outcome of aversion
therapy in humans is exceeded by the dismal
failure of aversion therapy to eliminate avoid-
ance-motivated aggression in dogs, as pre-
sented in Experiments 1 and 3. It appears
that dogs that are involuntary subjects- and
perfectly content to continue aggressing with-
out remorse or guilt are not capable of having
a positive therapeutic set or of being influ-
enced by therapeutic demand charactenstlcs
In a sense, they were a relatlvely ‘pure” test
of the logic of using aversion therapy for elim-
inating internally motivated compulsive hab-
its. A tentative conclusion is that when aver-
sion therapy “works” for people, it does so
via processes other than the classical and op-
erant conditioning,

The question, then, is why does safety
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training with electrical stimulation succeed
when electrical aversion therapy fails. A pos-
sible answer lies not with the inadequacy of
the basic logic of counterconditioning but in
the unidimensional conceptualization of most
counterconditioning therapy procedures.

Safety training was conceptualized as a
multidimensional training program. It em-
bodies response competition by safety train-
ing a wide range behaviorally balanced pro-
social avoidance operands, emotional com-
petition via the extinction of fear, and
motivational or incentive competition v1a
safety acquisition.

In addition, safety training may provide
cognitive competition by establishing a com-
pliant avoidance-response set to counteract
the aggressive avoidance response. Safety
training is designed to transfer this. avoid-
ance-response set ultimately- into a safety-re-
sponse set, instructing the dog that it can ac-
quire safety and security by performing a
range of prosocial responses. As the dogs pro-
ceeded through this transformation from
avoidance to safety training, they appeared
more self-confident and self-assured. Perhaps
safety training constitutes a model for devel-
opment in animals of what Bandura (1977)
has conceptualized as “self-efficacy” or what
Rachman (1978) has defined as “courage.”

An interesting implication of safety train-
ing concerns the ethics of using shock for
changing behavior, The ethical considera-
tions that Lovaas et al. (1965) faced in.ex-
perimenting with children forced them to use
“only the minimal amount of shock consid-
ered necessary for observing reliable behavior
changes” (p. 112). Even so, their study has
been criticized on éthical grounds, Safety
training for avoidance-motivated aggression
or other avoidance-motivated behavior prob-
lems in dogs is not presented with the same
ethical considerations. However, it does in--
volve the similar challenge of changing the
behavior of a free-moving social organism.

Behavior therapy for such dogs has always
been. the last step before euthanasia. It ap-
pears that safety training with electrical stim-
ulation is the only treatment that has poten-
tial for success. If the therapy fails to produce
permanent and complete elimination of
aggression, the dogs are euthanized. Given
the dangerous nature of the response, the eth-
ical question is whether the dog should be
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returned to the family before its aggression
is completely and positively eliminated.

In conclusion, it should be emphasized
that safety training for dogs is not being rec-
ommended literally as a behavior therapy
program for . avoidance-motivated human
psychopathologies. A substitute for electrical
stimulation may have to be found. If one were
to conceptualize the electrical stimulation as
a challenge the dog has to overcome by pro-
social responding, then in safety training the
dogs learn that they can “beat the challenge.”

With aversion therapy or punishment, the .

‘“chalienge beats them.”

It seems to me that the basic principle that
runs through safety training is a sense of con-
trol over environmental stressors. Safety
training may provide a way of developing in
dogs the anthithesis of “learned helplessness”
(Seligman, 1975). Due to the training, an in-
ner strength or “learned invunerability’” may
develop.

The dogs are taught the general lesson that
they can always control the stressors in their
environment by a range of prosocial behav-
iors. The commands can be viewed as “in-
fallible” instructions that when followed in-
variably lead to successful avoidance and ul-
timately lead to safety and security. The
safety tone can be conceived of as a helping
cue that unambiguously marks and facilitates
the association between the successful exe-
cution of operands and safety. As the safety
tone is faded, internal response-produced
stimuli become. the cues to safety. It could be
said that at the end of safety training, the
dogs have become “self-assured” by their own
actions.

A safety-training program for humans
could provide a multitude of progressively

escalating but beatable challenges. The chal-

lenges should provide controlled but pro-
gressively increasing stress on the participant.
They would be presented in behaviorally bal-
anced programs of socially desirable experi-
ences that could be provided by a combi-
_nation of athletic practice, sports competi-
tion, nature survival programs, physical
fitness programs, and cognitive skill training.
The program would involve mastery level
education to teach the participant the skills
necessary to overcome the challenges and a
social milieu that reinforces direct confron-
tation of challenges. There should be enough
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diversity and balance in the challenges, in-
cluding both physical and cognitive compo-
nents, to allow a person to develop a suc-
cessful response set and to generalize this set
to new life circumstances. Once this response
set was formed, the person would be en-
couraged and guided to overcome his or her
ultimate challenge, that is, beating whatever
is left of the avoidance-motivated pathology.
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