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Question 1: What do dogs do in a dog park?

AMelissaHowse first CRU MSc student

Avideo-recorded 69 focal dogs
Atotal of 220 dogs in videos
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42 motivationally-neutral behavioursthat focal dogs initiated and
re Ce ive d Behavioural Processes 157 (2018) 691-701

Behavioural Processes

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/behavproc

Social behaviour of domestic dogs (Canis familiaris) in a public off-leash dog M)
park T
Melissa S. Howse®, Rita E. Anderson” , Carolyn J. Walsh"

Cognitive and Behavioural Ecology Graduate Program, mwnal[.’mw'sr f fund! d,. John’s, A1B 3X9, NI, Canada
® Department of Psycholo gy, Memorial University of Newfoundland, St. John's, g, amd



Table 1
Description of coded behaviours. Focal dogs and partners were within approximately 1 m, except when noted. All discrete behaviours initiated (I) or received (R) by
focal dogs were coded with the exception of elimination (focal dog initiated only) and wrestle (focal dogs were both initiators and recipients). Similar behaviours

studied by other researchers are noted in parentheses,

Behaviour Category

Behaviour

Description

Snout-muzzle contact

Non-contact

Joint movemernt

Physical contact

Snout-muzzle to anogenital area (I,
R)

Snout-muzzle to head (I, R)

Drop belly to ground (I, R)

Exaggerated away (I, R)

Hunched posture (I, B}

Lunge approach (I, R)

Play bow (I, R)
Pull-rear away (I, R}
Roll-over (1, R)

Run/leap self-present (1, R)

sit (L, B)

Chase (excludes when walking) (I,
ﬂilid.il‘fcﬁﬂnﬂl Leap-on (I, B)
Mount (I, R)

Open-jaw contact (I, R)

Places snout or muzzle toward or on the area underneath partner’s tail or mid to rear underbelly (i.e., anal or genital
areas). Mouth opens and closes slightly; licking may occur (see Bradshaw and Lea, 1992; Seott, 1950).

Places snout or muzzle toward or on partner's head or face. Mouth opens and closes slightly. Licks may also oceur
(see Bradshaw and Lea, 1992; Scott, 1950,

From standing, fully lowers fore- and hind-limbs to the ground simultaneously so that belly touches ground; tail
base in neutral posidon or higher; oriented toward partner; excludes drops combined with hunched posture,

1] Leaps away from partner; head toward partner (same as “exaggerated retreat” in Horowitz, 2009) or in direction
of movement. Or, 2) moves away from partner with looks back (i.e., orients head toward partner) and reduced
pace/loping stride (same as “chase me" in Horowitz, 2009). In both cases tail base in neutral position or higher and
entire tail may be laterally wagging, or looping in circles.

Rounds shoulders or whole back; partially lowers head and/or body (bends all legs or just hind legs) toward ground.
Tail base lower than a neutral position; entire tail may laterally wag.

Runs or leaps toward front of partner while rapidly thrusting the head forward toward partner to vocalize;
frequently combined with a snap (quickly brings teeth to touch; see Zimen, 1982) almost invariably toward other
dog's head. If behaviour was repeated without pause, counted as same event,

Crouches down touching (or almost touching) forelimbs to ground with rear end high in air; oriented toward
partner (see Bauer and Smuts, 2007; Bradshaw and Lea, 1992; Horowitz, 20097,

As parmer approaches or contacts rear end, focal dog swings rear end away from partner, ending up with head
oriented toward partner’s head/face.

From standing, rolls onto back or side with forelegs pointing in air or pulled in close to the chest; genitals exposed
(see Bradshaw and Lea, 1992; Norman et al., 2015; Scott, 1950]).

Runs or leaps toward front of partner (see “self-present” by Horowitz, 2009). In contrast to lunge approach, no rapid
head thrust with voecalization or snapping. In contrast to pull-rear away, partner was not approaching or contacting
redr upon initiation.

Lowers rear to ground with hind legs folded, forelegs straight so that the front end of dog is held erect (see Anderson
et al., 2001; Bradshaw and Lea, 1992; Scott, 1950).

Initiator follows partner (recipient) at a pace faster than walking for a minimum of two strides (see Bradshaw and
Lea, 19292).

Rears up and places front paws around partner’s head; back not rounded and no pelvic thrusting (see Horowitz,
2009),

Rears up and places forelegs on the back of partner in a front, lateral or rear mount position; back is rounded and
may be accompanied by pelvic thrusting (see Bauer and Smuts, 2007; Bradshaw and Lea, 1992; Scott, 1950).
Places open jaw on partner's body so that teeth may make contact, excluding activity toward neck or abdomen of
parmer laying belly up on ground (when component of pin). Does not cause obvious injury,



Motivationally NeutraBehaviours

ACoding/describing what is SEEN, without (prematurely) assigning a
motivationto the behaviour

AWhat wethink we know about dodpehaviouris often not supported
by evidence...

AOne source of misunderstanding{isO K S Y1947} ek orcaptive
wolves
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118 R. SCHENKEL

Fig. 20. "Alpha wolf”. Confident look, self- Fig. 21. Mid-ranking wolf. Gaze not sel"ffassured
assured head posture and ear positioning as well. "straight ahead", slight "backwards-pull” in the
brow region, ears with a backwards tendency.

Fig. 22. Threat. compare Figs. 13 and 14,

Staring look, pupils large, raised towards the
brows.

Fig. 23. Anxious submissiveness.

Fig. 24. Readiness to escape. The rough
forehead (compare Fig. 23) indicates that this is
not concermned with social insecurity.

Fig. 25. Suspicion and defensive-tendency
(resembling Fig.19).

|

AUSDRUCKS-STUDIEN AN WOLFEN

e

Fig. 42. Types of threats to attack: a) this posture also occurs in play: b) threatening

posture, which is assumed at a short distance (approximately 1 metre) during the course
of a confrontation (compare to Fig. 3).
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Fig. 43. Threat to attack between rival females.
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Fig. 44. High-ranking male frightens a lower ranking male by assuming a "lying in wait
position".



An example: Mounting/Rediver

AMeaning ofbehaviourcan
change; context Is
Important!

AMounting & Rolovers

AClip fromSecret Science of the
Dog ParK2015)Stornaway
Productions

ARoltovers: Norman et al.
(2016)
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Tactical maneuvering

ABSTRACT

We used two sets of videotaped data of playing domestic dog dyads to determine whether rolling over
during play served as a signal of submission or whether it was a combat maneuver adopted as part of
an ongoing play sequence. Our results provide strong support for the latter. In the absence of any overt
indication of agonism, the frequency with which rollovers occurred was determined primarily by play
bout length. The discrepancy in partner size had no effect on the probability that rollovers would occur
and there was no evidence that smaller dogs were more likely to rollover or to sustain a supine posture
for longer, if they did. The supine phase of rollovers was significantly skewed to short durations. Most
rollovers were either defensive {evading a nape bite) or offensive (launching an attack). None could be
categorized as submissive. We conclude that asymmetries in the performance of rollovers cannot be
assumed to point to asymmetries in the relationships between play partners.
This article is part of a Special [ssue entitled: Canine Behavior.
© 2014 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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Back to the DoBark

AHowseet al. (2018) found:

Adogs spend time engaging with other dogs and being alone in the
park

Asomebehaviourswvere shown by virtually ALL dogs (e.g., shout
muzzle contact; 99% dogs)

Asomebehaviourswere rare (e.g., mounting; 4% dogs)

Alittle to no aggression displayed by any dpgorroborated by
other work (Northern California, Indiana dog parks)




Question 2: What are the relationships among
dog...
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OttenheimerCarrier et al. (2013)

A60 dogs (36 M, 24 F) (mean age = 3.2 years 816; 81% altered)




Methods




