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Introduction

* Advances in understanding dog personality and learning ability can help match dogs to an owner or handler, pro\ndmg a suitable and perfectly matched
owner and dog (Coppinger et al, 2004).

* First, animal cognition is a developing area to measure an individual’s welfare. ;

* Second, further research into dog personality and learning ability can improve our understanding of factors t‘!a _affect cognitive performance which is
much more complicated than simply intelligence. N

* Third, new found knowledge on personality and learning ability can be used to assess dogs, especially puppies, f p{nt'a\mllty for certain tasks.

* Overall, improved knowledge about a dog’s individual personality can help promote better training and wel?arjpvart

Aims
* To understand how personality affects a dog’s cognitive performance, using subjective and objective methods.

Methods

* Personality was assessed using the validated Monash Canine Personality Questionnaire (Ley et al, 2009).
* An objective approach was used to measure cognitive performance through two learning ability tasks, V -shaped Fence (figure 1) and Spin the Bottle
(figure 2), using three measurements. b
* These three measurements included; Engagement, Performance and Subject’s ability to learn through sets and attempts at each task.
* These performance factors were then compared to the individual’s results from the'personality questionnaire.

* Variables measured included; questionnaire personality traits;
Extraversion, Motivation, Training Focus, Amicability and I‘éurotlmsm
all attempts in the learning ability tasks comprising of a total of 6
attempts for each subject, level of engagement, average performance and
overall time improvement.

* Level of engagement with the task was measured retrospectively from
video recordings by measuring how long the subject spent engaging with
the task as a percentage of the total time taken to complete the task.

* Time taken to complete each attempt was measured using a stop watch
during testing. Time taken to complete the attempt was subtracted from
the maximum available time to give a score for “average performance”.

Figure 2: Shows the Spin the Bottle learning

Figure 1: Shows the V-shaped fence 3 8, .
~* Latency to complete the task across multiple attempts within the set was  ability task.

learning ability task.

measured to assess how readily the subjects Iearnt/ the tasks and
- improved with repeat performance, named “overall time improvement”.

1 Improvement  in performance across attempts within a set was
" determined by the following formulas:

Improvement 1 = latency in attempt 1 — latency attempt 2. -Improvement 2 = latency attempt 2 - latency attempt 3.
-Overall Improvement = latency attempt 1 —latency attempt 3

Results-Principal Component Analysis

Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient test Paired T-test

* The test revealed that there was a significant correlation between * The test showed that there was a significant difference in overall
Motivation and Average Level of Engagement in Spin the Bottle (P= 0.046, level of engagement between the V-shaped fence and Spin the
R=.362, N=31). Bottle task (N=31, R=.321, P=0.00).

* Regarded as a weak and positive by the PCA test at 0.527, this figure could
be argued that it had a high tendency. * V-shaped fence showing higher levels of engagement at a mean of

* No other significant data were found in Component 2, Component 3, 3.9960 and Spin the Bottle at 2.5076.

Component 4, Component 5 and Component 6.

Conclusion ,

* Although only one significant piece of data was found this key piece of data could be baseline knowledge on which to develop future research.

* Understanding that a dog’s motivational state may impact learning ability can encourage owners to provide them with an appropriate task or training
goal.

* Understanding that individuals learn and perform differently is vital to improve welfare so animals remain in a balanced emotional state.

References Acknowledgement
Coppinger, R. Coppinger, L. (2004). Dogs: a new understanding of canine origin, behaviour and I would like to thank all participants for providing the dogs within this study, the time and
evolution. USA: Scribner. effort you all provided to help with this research is very much appreciated. | would also like

Ley, J. Bennett, P. Coleman, G. (2009). A refinement and validation of the Monash Canine Personality to thank my dissertation supervisor, Carrie ljichi, and Dog Behaviourist mentor, Sandra Raw,
Questionnaire (MCPQ).  Applied  Animal  Behaviour  Science. 116(2-4), 220-227. for their endless help and support to this research study. Also to Ben Pringle who helped

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168159108002682 design and build the learning ability tasks, the building skills and attention to detail meant all
Svartberg, K. (2002). Shyness-boldness predicts performance in working dogs. Applied animal dogs could complete the tasks safely. Finally, | appreciate the support from Hartpury College
behaviour and science. 79(2), 157-174. for technical equipment and advice given during the testing of the hypothesis.

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S016815910200120X



