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Writers who refer to dominance and alpha behaviimdog training are basing their message on outidatel now disproved
theory (Steinker, 2007a). Schenkel’'s studies (1.94F9n which the alpha theory is based, were sglydlawed. In developing
the dominance theory Schenkel was observing arslqzpgidgment on unnatural behaviour. The studieewf unrelated
wolves who were forced to livennaturally with each other in artificial, captive surroundin@ 1940’s zoo environment) for
many years. In this environment the unacquainteldegadid form dominance hierarchies with alphaalsetd omega animals
and, in this situation, the dominance labels wem@priate (Mech, 2000). Basing observations osdhiging arrangements
would be like “..trying to draw inferences about human family dyramntiy studying humans in refugee cah{psech

1999). Unfortunately, based on Schenkel's work, latel championed in the dog training books writbgrthe Monks of New
Skete, the alpha theory has persisted and “.pteeailing view of a wolf pack is that of a groupirdividuals ever vying for
dominance but held in check by the alpha p@itech, 2000).

Professor David Mech from the Wildlife DepartmefhtMinnesota University and founder of the Interoatil Wolf Centre has
spent more than 40 years studyirggural wolf packs. He has shown that this prevailing viewdominance is false. In the wild,
the typical wolf pack is “.a family with the adult parents guiding the aciist of the group and sharing group leadership in a
division-of-labor system”Nlech, 2000). The alpha male and female are sintygybteeding pair within the pack (family) (Mech,
1999), not the aggressive pair holding the othechieck. Alpha wolves rarely use physical violetcceommunicate their
position. Hierarchies within a pack are intendedetduce conflict, not cause it. Conflict does natrpote harmony and harmony
is needed for survival. In fact, it is the betastatus-seeking wolves that are the most aggressibe pack, as they constantly
battle for higher position. So, if we apply ill-foded, captive wolf-related social dominance théorgur dog training and use
physical methods we in fact communicate our pasitione of a status seeker with little control. Mfiégard to the concept of
people acting like pack leaders, Coppinger & Cogein(2001) saySince dogs came from wolves, dogs should behave lik
wolves, think like wolves and respond to wolf Slgnals. But dogs can't think like wolves becalss tdo not have wolf

brains. We descended from apes but we don’t bdii@/them and we don't think like they do. We arawch different animal
than the apes in spite of our common genetic anceBihie same is true of the dog and its ancéstor

Following his research into Dingo packs, Laurie &t (1985) presented a paper to the Ecology Soofedustralia stating
“Wild dingoes, therefore, can be tamed but not déossd. Should humans determine and selectivegdcertain standards
and characteristics for dingoes, they will ceasbéadingoes. A domesticated ‘dingo’ is not a dibgbjust another breed of
dogd'. By analogy, the same reasoning can be applietbgs. Man has domesticated and changed many raitff in order to
create hundreds of breeds to suit his purposesaf@o longer continue to treat our domesticatethegpets as if they are
wolves — they simply are not. Scientific researehtainly demonstrates this (Wilkes 2006). Wilkegss&he odds that your dog
is perfectly wolf-like are slim. This can lead tahatic problems when you try to speak wolf languagth your dogWhile youl
Chow Chow may be missing the particular gene tHatwa him to understand why you are shaking hingtiy by the scruff, he
may still possess the gene that tells him to shgpuar face”.You flirt with danger when you try to apply wolfki dominance
struggles. You may well be able to control yougéadog with your pure physical strength but whatualmther members of the
family or guests in your home? If your dog is usedonfrontational relationships with humans, can e sure that that
confrontation won’t occur with a small child or alderly relative?



Why dog trainers took up the dominance myth witbhsalacrity is a mystery. Steinker (2007b) belietggobably says more
about the darker side of human nature than it dbesit any reliable scientific evidence.

So how then should we train our dogs? We couladfolhe ideas suggested by proponents of the domént@reory and continue
subordinating both puppies and dogs by alpha gtliem, scruff shaking them, staring at them, mgdhem down whilst they
struggle, suspending them above the floor, growdinthem whilst they squirm helplessly out of faad distress or by dangling
them at arms length until they stop trying to doaténus, until we are happy that they have been fidated” or “subordinated”
(as recommended in an article entitled “The Alphatbr”). All these things we are at liberty to despite it showing a
“...human lack of sensitivity to social signals thatlemies much of our misunderstanding of what casiogal behavior is
about” (Spector, 2001). If we do, we are suffering froph@nomenon known abélief persistence This phenomenon
describes the maintaining of a strongly held bediefn though evidence has totally discreditedtieéef (Davies, 1997). Sadly
many dog trainers are still held by this phenomenas, training can be achieved using dominancesabdrdination; but at
what cost to the human animal borfd@®ere is evidence that aversive stimulation (irthg positive punishment and negative
reinforcement) damages any reinforcement histotls ywour dog and may cause stress or aggressionouater-control”
(Steinker, 2007a citing Sidman 2001).

O’Heare (2003) suggests dominanceshould not just be a theory void of empirical datasubstantiated), while it is bandied
around by dog owners and so called professionajsstify the harsh treatment of pet dbgshose who have continued to seek
knowledge and follow the scientific research aglétes to pet dog training now know that theranisther way (operant
conditioning/positive reinforcement) and it hashig to do with dominanc&Vhat proponents of positive reinforcement trai
are saying, based on scientific research and & deahof common sense, is that building a bonulust and respect with our
dogs does not depend on domination or subordinafi@ining should be a symbiotic relationship betswéumans and dogs
(Spector 2001).

Modern training now focuses on the control of valeaesources and positive reinforcement trainireghmds, rather than
physical violence. But does it work? From Sydneywdrsity comes this statemeitnalysis of the efficacy and psychological
impact on training techniques has brought aboutfavelimprovements primarily by enabling trainerssedect regimes that
work, inflict no harm, mentally engage the animatélazonsequently put an end to the aggression-pme@shaggression cycle
that may stem from punishment-based training. Imgddraining also strengthens the human/canine karditherefore has a
secondary effect by reducing relinquishment to plsun(Curl 2004).

A really important aspect here is the mental engesge of the dog. A dog that is afraid of conseqeenill offer no behaviour
of his own. A dog that is positively reinforced fgood things will volunteer behaviour to be rewardehe mental engagement
of the dog is paramount to learning. We all knoat tfiwe are disinterested, scared or threatenedalility to learn is reduced.

Hiby’s work for the Universities Federation for Amal Welfare (2004) surveyed 600 dog owners in tHewho trained using
either aversive methods, reward based methods@maination of both and included such behaviolsase training, chewing,
stealing objects, sitting, coming, heeling and éeivShe concluded “although the most effective technique varied adogrtb
the specific training task, for NONE of the tasksw punishment based method most effecti#Aliy states'Furthermore,

dogs trained using only reward based methods wepented significantly more obedient than thosertedi by other means,
identifying reward based methods to be the mosttafte overall training method.

O’Heare best sums up the situation when he st&gsétting up a paradigm or model in the owner'adrthat someone should
be the leader, we imply that someone else shoulde@nd it can simply sow the seeds of an adriatsalationship that can
cause damage to the relationship between ownedagd. .My preference is to simply focus on behaviaoiding any talk of
dominance...They are not necessary and they cartdemisunderstandings. (Owners) should be advisedk® every
opportunity they can to train the dog, using thigiples of positive reinforcement for desirabldnaeior and preventing
reinforcement of unwanted behavior. People who sempower-struggle view on their relationship wile exactly what they
impose; this is a no-win scenarigimply train the dog’(O’Heare, 2007)
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