
News from the JGHV Director of Testing (January 2022) 

"Handler influence for misbehavior / Einwirken bei Fehlverhalten 1" 
According to the ruling of the VZPO at the HV (AGM) from March 19, 2017. 

 
Ladies and gentlemen, unfortunately, not all have understood it yet, because the 
following was done at an HZP this year, and scored incorrectly, leading a failure to 
pass the test. 

 
Reason for not passing: During the blind retrieve from dense cover the dog did 
not find the duck even after repeated (3x) handler influence for misbehavior. 
Thus, also on the HZP score sheets (Form 5), under 10, manner of retrieve and 
handler influence for misbehavior in retrieving the duck, “yes” was marked. 

 
Let's look at the texts to see why this ambiguity occurred. 

 
Blind retrieve from dense cover 

 
Text /content of the subject Blind retrieve from dense cover: 

 
The handler is given the approximate direction in which the duck is located from a 
place approximately 30 meters from the duck. The dog is to search for the duck on 
his own from there. He must find it. The handler is allowed to support and direct his 
dog, but constant influencing or shooting or throwing a stone reduces the 
predicate. 

Text /content of the subject Retrieving duck / game: 
 
d) A dog that does not retrieve the duck the first time it is found cannot pass the test. 
A duck perceived by the dog is considered found. Handler influence (maximum two 
times in one retrieve) for misbehavior of the dog only after picking up the game 
will reduce the predicate in the retrieve. 

(single intervention/act of influencing: predicate “good”; two instances of 
intervention/act of influencing: predicate “sufficient”). If a handler intervenes in a 
retrieve more than twice for misbehavior, the dog receives "not sufficient" in the 
retrieve and in the corresponding subject. 

Certainly, the choice of the word "continuous influencing" in the text for the blind 
retrieve from dense cover, or the choice of the word "every intervention/act of 
influencing" in the drags or in the drag work is not ideal and can easily be confused 
with handler influence for misbehavior of the dog in a retrieving subject, but it 
has a completely different meaning. 

The texts of the VZPO in the description / execution of the test subjects hardly 
changed in content when the new VZPO was passed in 2017, except for the 
retrieving work. Thus, “constant influencing2 or every intervention3 (act of 
influencing)" in the texts of the test subjects (gun stability at the water, blind retrieve, 
drag work) means nothing other than the handler supporting the dog in its work for 
the respective subject. 
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Example: blind retrieve from dense cover: the dog needs support by further prompts / 
commands / hand signals / throwing a stone etc. to get to the duck at all or the dog 
needs further support / commands / hand signals to work the drags. This is support 
when performing the work, which is stated in the Test Regulations as influencing and 
can reduce the predicate / points of the respective subject. This intervention / support 
has nothing to do with the handler intervention for misbehavior of the dog in a 
retrieve subject and must not have any effect in the evaluation of retrieving game. 

Handler intervention (maximum two times in one retrieving subject) for 
misbehavior of the dog, only after the dog has picked up the game, will reduce 
the predicate in the retrieve. 

This wording refers to the retrieve of game and is only applicable after the dog has 
independently picked up the game. If the handler has to intervene after the dog has 
picked up the game, in order to come into possession of the game, then this must be 
evaluated under 10. (FB 5) manner of retrieve or handler intervention for misbehavior 
in retrieving hare, duck, feathered game respectively, and marked with “yes” for the 
respective type of game. 

Thus, a single intervention results in the predicate “good” with 7 points and 
intervening twice results in the predicate “sufficient” with 4 points. If a handler 
intervenes more than twice in a retrieving subject for misbehavior, the dog will 
receive "not sufficient" in retrieving and, of course, in the corresponding test subject 
that concludes only with the retrieve of the game. 

Thus, the dog, which received three instances of intervention / support from the 
handler during the execution of the subject "blind retrieve from dense cover", could 
have possibly received further support (throwing a stone, shot), because it had not 
yet found the duck and thus could not retrieve it. As a result, the handler could not 
yet intervene in retrieving the game. 

§ 14 B . Special Part (9) d) The handler may support and direct his dog, but 
continuous influencing/intervention or shooting or throwing a stone will reduce the 
predicate. 

In summary: Handler influence for misbehavior" VZPO 
 

 Refers solely to the retrieving of game. 
 Begins only when the dog has picked up the game independently and is on its 

way to the handler. 
 Handler influencing only applies to misbehavior during the retrieve. 
 As long as the dog works correctly, the handler is allowed to praise the dog as 

when hunting and to make themselves noticeable. 
 Is the dog really misbehaving, or is the dog possibly just taking the better or 

shorter way, etc.? 
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 Is there an error in the execution of the test? Are there possibly other dogs in 
the background, are there cars or other very conspicuously dressed people, 
spectators, etc., or is the dog / handler ratio not optimal in this case? 

 For each retrieve, the handler is allowed 2 interventions/acts of influencing for 
misbehavior, 

 Each intervention reduces the predicate. 
 If the handler intervenes 3 times or more, this is to be judged as "not sufficient" 

0 points. 
 

 We must handle and judge in a manner similar to hunting. 
 We must always put respect for the hunt and the game in the forefront. 
 We do all this only for hunting and not to determine the best dog 

(“Suchensieger”). 

Josef Westermann 
Director of Testing 
Jagdgebrauchhundverband e.V. ( JGHV) 

 
Notes: 

 
1. The German “Einwirken/Einwirkung” is sometimes translated 

“intervention/influencing” or “intervenes/influences’ throughout the article. The 
meaning is broader than “correction/correcting” or “interference/interfering” 
especially when used in the context of supporting the dog in its work before 
the game has been picked up and retrieved. 

2. “Constant influencing” – from (9) d) Blind Retrieve, before finding the duck. 
3. “Every intervention (act of influencing) “ – from (10) c) Independent Search 

with Duck, before finding a duck. 
 

(Translated by Ken Bremer) 


