
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=haaw20

Download by: [209.34.31.87] Date: 14 July 2017, At: 15:30

Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science

ISSN: 1088-8705 (Print) 1532-7604 (Online) Journal homepage: http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/haaw20

Impacts of Encouraging Dog Walking on Returns of
Newly Adopted Dogs to a Shelter

Lisa Gunter, Alexandra Protopopova, Steven P. Hooker, Cheryl Der Ananian
& Clive D. L. Wynne

To cite this article: Lisa Gunter, Alexandra Protopopova, Steven P. Hooker, Cheryl Der Ananian &
Clive D. L. Wynne (2017): Impacts of Encouraging Dog Walking on Returns of Newly Adopted Dogs
to a Shelter, Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, DOI: 10.1080/10888705.2017.1341318

To link to this article:  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2017.1341318

Published online: 11 Jul 2017.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 20

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

http://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=haaw20
http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/haaw20
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/10888705.2017.1341318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2017.1341318
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=haaw20&show=instructions
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=haaw20&show=instructions
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/10888705.2017.1341318
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/10888705.2017.1341318
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10888705.2017.1341318&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2017-07-11
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10888705.2017.1341318&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2017-07-11


Impacts of Encouraging Dog Walking on Returns of Newly
Adopted Dogs to a Shelter
Lisa Guntera, Alexandra Protopopovab, Steven P. Hookerc, Cheryl Der Ananianc,
and Clive D. L. Wynnea

aDepartment of Psychology, Arizona State University; bDepartment of Animal and Food Sciences, Texas Tech
University; cExercise Science and Health Promotion Program, Arizona State University

ABSTRACT
This study involved examining the ability of a postadoption intervention to
reduce returns of newly adopted dogs to shelters by encouraging physical
activity between adopters and their dogs. Guardians in the intervention
group received emails with dog behavior and human activity advice as well
as invitations to join weekly dog walks. Both the intervention and control
groups completed surveys regarding outdoor activity with their dogs, their
dog-walking habits, and perceptions of their dogs’ behaviors. Adopter–dog
pairs in the intervention group were not significantly more active than
those in the control group, nor did they show a reduced incidence of
returning their dogs. Guardians in both groups who reported higher obliga-
tion and self-efficacy in their dog walking were more active regardless of
experimental condition; however, obligation, dog-walking self-efficacy, and
perceptions about their dogs’ on-leash behaviors did not predict rates of
return to the shelter. These findings add to the understanding of shelter
dog re-relinquishment and the effective utilization of resources postadop-
tion, and they indicate further research is needed to address the complex-
ities of this newly forming human–dog relationship.
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The American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA, 2017) has estimated over 3
million dogs enter shelters each year. While approximately 1.6 million will find homes, more than
20% of dogs living in nonhuman animal shelters will ultimately be euthanized (ASPCA, 2017), with
guardian-surrendered dogs at the greatest risk for this outcome (Houpt, Honig, & Reisner, 1996;
Zawistowski, Morris, Salman, & Ruch-Gallie, 1998).

Previous research has suggested that 14.6% to 15.2% of dog adoptions across the United States,
United Kingdom, and Italy fail (Diesel, Pfeiffer, & Brodbelt, 2008; Mondelli et al., 2004; Posage,
Bartlett, & Thomas, 1998), while Australians return dogs on average about half as often (Marston,
Bennett, & Coleman, 2004). More than 50% of guardians (owners) who surrendered their dogs
indicated they were uncertain or did not plan to adopt another dog (Shore, 2005), suggesting that
failed adoptions may impact future ownership of animals in shelters.

Several studies have investigated the variables that contribute to failed adoptions. New et al.
(2000) found that behavioral problems, such as house soiling, destruction, hyperactivity, and fear
issues, were more prevalent in relinquished dogs than in owned dogs. However, when owners
returned dogs to the shelter, housing and personal issues were more often provided as reasons for
relinquishment, followed by various behavioral issues unrelated to aggression and, finally, incompat-
ibility with other companion animals (pets) and people, including aggression (Mondelli et al., 2004;
Shore, 2005). Half the owners surveyed by Shore (2005) reported seeing a problem within 24 hr of
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adoption, with an additional 17% identifying a problem within the 1st week. Actual returns at the
shelter mirrored these reports: 34% of failed adoptions occurred within 7 days and another 20%
occurred in the 2nd week (Shore, 2005).

Training and behavioral support postadoption may play a pivotal role in keeping adopted dogs in
their new homes. Clark and Boyer (1993) reported that owners who attended training and behavior
counseling reported fewer problem behaviors, improved obedience, and a stronger bond with their
dogs. Participation in dog training has been shown to reduce the likelihood of certain behavioral
issues (Jagoe & Serpell, 1996) and to improve a dog’s obedience to commands (Kobelt, Hemsworth,
Barnett, & Coleman, 2003; Kutsumi, Nagasawa, Ohta, & Ohtani, 2013). The type of dog training was
also found to be related to behavioral problems with the use of positive punishment being associated
with higher problematic behavior (Blackwell, Twells, Seawright, & Casey, 2008). However, other
studies have shown no clear effect of dog training on reported behavioral problems (Pirrone,
Pierantoni, Mazzola, Vigo, & Albertini, 2015), suggesting the need for further research. Owners
who receive helpful behavioral advice may be at a reduced risk for relinquishing their dogs
(Patronek, Glickman, Beck, McCabe, & Ecker, 1996) and more likely to seek out such support
when it is free (Shore, Burdsal, & Douglas, 2008). In fact, Diesel et al. (2008) found that adopted dogs
showing aggression toward people had more than 11 times higher odds of being returned. Yet, when
the owners of aggressive dogs contacted the animal shelter to seek advice in this study, the odds of
relinquishment were cut in half.

Considering the relationship between how attached an owner is to their dog and their satisfaction
with their dogs’ behavior (Serpell, 1996), it is possible that reduced attachment may be related to
relinquishment (Kwan & Bain, 2013; Marston, Bennett, & Coleman, 2005). Meyer and Forkman
(2014) found that owners who did not participate in hobbies with their dogs showed less emotional
closeness to them than did owners who involved themselves more with their dogs. Higher levels of
dog owner satisfaction have also been related to owners preferring to and being motivated to exercise
(Curb, Abramson, Grice, & Kennison, 2013). When owners spend more time engaged in activities
with their dogs, they report decreased barking and aggressive behavior and more engagement in
training (Bennett & Rohlf, 2007). Kobelt et al. (2003) found that the frequency of walking was
negatively correlated with problem behaviors such as hyperactivity and barking.

Thus, previous research has suggested that owners who surrender their dogs more often report
unacceptable behavior with their dogs within the 1st month of adoption compared with those who
keep their dogs (Wells & Hepper, 2000). However, it may be possible to influence a dog’s behavior or
the adopter’s perception of it by providing behavioral support and asking the adopter to engage in
certain activities with their new dogs. To date, postadoption interventions designed to reduce the
rate of return of adopted shelter animals have received relatively little attention from researchers (see
Coe et al., 2014, for a review of available studies). In the present study, we hypothesized that new
adopter–dog pairs assigned to a postadoption intervention promoting activity with the owner as well
as providing training advice and in-person behavioral support would be more active and have lower
return rates compared to pairs in the control condition who only received information already
included in shelter’s adoption materials.

Materials and methods

Participants

From May 2014 to May 2015, new adopters of dogs from the Arizona Animal Welfare League &
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (AAWL; Phoenix, AZ) were contacted via email
the day following adoption and were asked about their interest in participating in a study about
dog-walking and dog-owner behavior. All dogs adopted from the shelter’s two locations, AAWL,
and Chandler Fashion Center off-site adoption location (Chandler, AZ), were eligible for parti-
cipation in the 4-week study. If contact was not made the day after adoption, adopters were also
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contacted 2 days and 4 days afterward via telephone. Adopters had the opportunity to not
respond or opt out, in which case no further contact was attempted. Adopters were asked to
complete an informed consent form upon study enrollment. Adopters in both groups could
discontinue their participation at any time during the study by contacting the researchers or no
longer completing the weekly surveys. All procedures were approved by the Arizona State
University Institutional Review Board.

Experimental design

Upon enrollment in the study, adopters were placed randomly in one of two conditions: the
activity intervention group or the control group. All adopters were asked to complete an initial
survey to obtain their baseline physical activity levels prior to adopting the dog. In addition, we
asked whether the adopter was a first-time dog owner; if there were resident dogs in the house
prior to adoption; and the adopter’s age, sex, race, highest education level completed, and annual
income range.

Adopters in the intervention group received five weekly emails (baseline and Weeks 1–4)
containing health advice, which described the benefits of physical exercise, how to incorporate
physical activity into their daily routine, and guidelines regarding the amount and speed of walking.
The emails also encouraged adopters to take part in these activities with their dogs and other
adopters. The behavior advice described proper equipment for walking the owner’s new dog, how
to use food in training, how to reduce their dog’s energy before walking, training techniques to
reduce pulling on the leash, and how to successfully encounter dogs and people while on the leash
(Appendix A). In addition, adopters in the intervention group received a weekly invitation to join a
group walk with their dog.

Owners in the control condition received five weekly emails (baseline and Weeks 1–4), which
contained information given to all dog adopters about feeding, resident dog introductions, exercise,
crating, and introducing the dog to children (Appendix B).

Both groups received weekly emails with hyperlinks to a Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT) survey.
This survey contained questions about the number of days each week they walked with their dogs for
at least 10 min, the average duration of those walks, whether they still owned their newly adopted
dog, and whether they were experiencing any problem behaviors (Appendix C).

During Weeks 1 and 4, two additional series of questions were asked regarding owners’ sense
of obligation to their dogs, dog-walking self-efficacy, and perceptions of their dog’s behavior
while on the leash. These questions have been previously used to assess factors related to owners
walking with their dogs (Hoerster et al., 2011). In the present study, a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (7) was used. Answers given by owners
regarding their dogs’ behavior while on the leash were reverse-scored for ease of interpretation in
the data analysis.

Group walks

A dog trainer led weekly group walks for the adopters in the experimental condition at one of
four locations in the Phoenix area. These locations were selected based on zip code density
mapping of previous dog adopters from AAWL and were systematically rotated throughout the
study. During the course of the 4-week intervention, adopters were invited to attend one walk at
each location.

During the walk, trainers reiterated the activity and behavioral advice received in that week’s
email, answered any behavioral questions asked by adopters, and led the group on a 30-min to 40-
min trail or path walk. Attendance was assessed each week, and owners who attended received a
Whistle accelerometer (Whistle Labs, San Francisco, CA) that recorded the duration of their dogs’
daily activity during the study.
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Measures of return rates

Returns of dogs to AAWL by adopters participating in both the activity and control conditions were
reviewed throughout the study and for 8 months after the study ended using the shelter’s database
records (PetPoint, Rolling Meadows, IL).

Statistical analysis

To reduce the number of questionnaire variables, a principal components analysis (PCA) was
applied to explore the factorial structure of the raw scores for obligation, self-efficacy, and behavioral
perception questions obtained at Weeks 1 and 4. Slightly more than 50% of participants completed
both Week 1 and Week 4 questions, so we were unable to calculate a reliable measure of change
from Week 1 to Week 4. As such, we used loadings from whichever individual week was answered or
an average of the two when both weeks were provided. A final PCA was then conducted to identify
the factorial structure of the obligation, self-efficacy, and behavioral perception scores. As in the
initial PCA, two component loadings were identified that explained 62.9% of the variance in the
questionnaire answers. Unless answers had missing raw scores, each participant received Component
1 and Component 2 loading values.

The number of days walked each week and durations of those walks were combined to yield a
total number of minutes reportedly walked each week by owners with their dogs. Due to low turnout
in the weekly group dog walks (12.6%) in which the Whistle accelerometers were provided to
adopters, data collected from these devices were not analyzed. To test whether the control and
treatment groups differed in minutes of walking at baseline, the duration of walking reported prior
to acquiring dogs was compared using an independent-samples t test. To test whether weekly
physical activity changed during the course of the study, we analyzed differences in weekly physical
activity at Weeks 1 and 4 with a mixed linear model with subject as the random effect and weekly
time point as the fixed effect. Owners’ weekly walking-based physical activity with their dogs did not
significantly change between weeks, so an average of walking activity was calculated for each
participant. Average walking activity was based on the weekly values the owner reported walking
his/her dog during Weeks 1 and 4.

A multiple linear regression analysis with backward elimination was employed to determine
whether average walking activity could be predicted from experimental condition, demographics of
the dog or adopter, dog walk attendance, either component loading, or return of the dog. A logistic
regression analysis with backward elimination was used to determine whether the return of adopted
dogs could be predicted from either experimental condition, dog or adopter demographics, walking
activity, dog walk attendance, or the component loadings. In both analyses, dummy variables for race
and education were created for each group other than White/Caucasian and bachelor’s degree,
respectively, as these were the largest groups within the two predictors.

Results

Postadoption, 928 new owners were contacted to participate in the study, and 236 (25.4%) agreed to
enroll. Of those adopters, 199 returned at least one survey (either baseline or Weeks 1–4) containing
data we were able to use in our analysis: 93 in the control group (46.7%) and 106 (53.3%) in the
intervention group.

Among the 171 baseline surveys completed by participants in the study, the mean age of adopters
was 41.19 years (SD = 15.24 years). Most adopters identified as White/Caucasian (81.7%), with the
most common education level obtained being a bachelor’s degree (39.6%). The average income range
was $50,000 to $59,000. Most adopters (88.8%) were not first-time dog owners; however, they most
often did not have a resident dog in the house at the time of adoption (42.4%). If there was a resident
dog(s), one dog (32.9%) was most often reported. The mean age of dogs at the time of adoption was
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637.71 days (SD = 686.76 days) with a median of 374 days. The mean weight of adopted dogs was
9.75 kg (SD = 7.78 kg) with a median of 6.58 kg.

To uncover any systematic patterns in owner responding, an initial PCA using Varimax rotation
with Kaiser normalization was performed on the nine obligation, self-efficacy, and behavior answers
provided by 174 adopters. Two components with eigenvalues greater than 1 were obtained.
Examining the completion of survey questions by participants across the study, only 53.4% of the
adopters provided answers to the obligation, self-efficacy, and behavior questions at both Weeks 1
and 4. As such, raw scores for the week that was answered were used or an average was used when
appropriate.

A final PCA using Varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization was then performed with these
averaged raw scores. We found two components with eigenvalues greater than 1 and with minimal
correlation between them. The rotated component matrix for this final solution is presented in
Table 1. These two orthogonal components explained 62.9% of the variance in the adopter answers.
Component 1 contained the obligation and self-efficacy questions. These five questions describe the
owner’s commitment and beliefs about their walking habits. Component 2 contained questions
about the adopter’s perceptions about their dog. These four questions, unlike Component 1, were
about behavioral barriers (hyperactivity, pulling) that the owner would experience when walking the
dog on a leash.

To compare the control and treatment groups for differences prior to intervention, an indepen-
dent-samples t test was performed on the 162 baseline measures of weekly activity. Levene’s test
indicated that the homogeneity of variance assumption was likely violated (p = .055). As a con-
servative measure, we used a Welch’s t test for the analysis. The t test indicated no statistically
significant difference between the group means at baseline, t(151.79) = 0.19, p = .67 (two-tailed). The
means for the control and intervention conditions were 358.04 min (SD = 386.83 min) and 334.11
min (SD = 313.13 min), respectively. In all subsequent analyses, minutes of weekly walking-based
activity from Weeks 1 to 4 or their averages were used.

During the course of the study, we collected a total of 472 weekly self-reports by adopters
describing the amount of activity with their dogs (wherein minutes and days were both reported).
The mean was 237.57 min (SD = 220.95 min) with a range of 5 min to 1,260 min reported; the
median was 175 min. We subsequently analyzed weekly activity in minutes from Weeks 1 to 4 using
a repeated mixed linear model to detect an effect of the repeated time measure. Condition, week, and
their interaction were tested. The effect of each owner–dog pair was considered random. There were
no significant differences between conditions, F(1, 161.91) = 1.20, p = .28; between weeks, F(3,
219.79) = 0.33, p = .80; or in the Condition × Week interaction, F(3, 219.79) = 0.56, p = .64.
Considering that the data did not change significantly over time, average walking activity in minutes
for each participant was calculated and used in subsequent analyses.

The mean of the weekly walking average for 175 adopter–dog pairs was 243.66 min (SD = 208.74
min) with a range of 18 min to 1,260 min reported; the median was 186.75 min. Upon visual

Table 1. Component loadings and communalities based on principal components analysis with Varimax rotation.

Component
1

Component
2 Communalities

I feel an obligation to walk my dog regularly. .673 –.243 .512
I enjoy walking my dog. .709 .127 .519
I will walk my dog even though I am feeling sad or highly stressed. .850 .082 .729
I will walk my dog even when the weather is bad. .734 .014 .539
I will set aside time for regularly walking my dog. .857 .024 .735
I do/did not have good control over my dog; my dog does/did not listen to me. .035 .774 .601
My dog does/did not behave well when on leash (i.e., pulls on leash). –.066 .856 .736
My dog walks/walked too fast for me. –.013 .803 .646
My dog is/was too energetic or “hyper.” .081 .780 .616

Note. Results are for nine obligation, walking, and behavior answers from Weeks 1 and 4 (N = 174). Loadings > .3 are in bold.
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inspection of the data, four owners reported average weekly values beyond 3 standard deviations
above the mean (> 869.88 min). These cases, two in the control group (917 min) and two in the
intervention group (1,064 and 1,260 min), were removed from analysis. The revised weekly walking
mean for adopters with their dogs was 225.04 min (SD = 169.95 min) with a median of 183.75 min.

A multiple linear regression analysis with backward elimination was then used to identify whether
experimental condition, the age or weight of the dog, number of dogs in the household prior to
adoption, first-time ownership, adopter’s age, adopter’s race, adopter’s highest education level
achieved, adopter’s annual income, dog walk attendance, Component Loading 1 (obligation and
walking self-efficacy) or 2 (dog’s behavior on a leash), or return of the dog significantly predicted the
average weekly walking activity of the adopter–dog pairs. Four variables, including Component
Loading 1, adopter’s race (Native American and Other), and number of other dogs already in the
home, remained in the equation and accounted for 21.7% of the variability in the extent of adopters’
average walking activity, F(4, 130) = 10.27, p < .001. Table 2 presents the all-variables model and the
model with the four remaining variables.

We found that Component 1 significantly predicted walking activity (β = –59.00, p < .001). The
range of Component 1 values was –1.14 to 5.47. To simplify interpretation of these values from the
PCA, the intercept was adjusted to reflect the Likert scaling (1–7) used in Component 1 answers. The
scaled regression equation predicting average weekly walking minutes was y = 360.90 – 59.00x. Thus,
we found that for every one-unit increase in the Component 1 loading, walking activity decreased by
59 min. For example, a response equivalent to an answer of “agree” (2) increasing to a response
equivalent of “neutral” (3) would decrease average walking activity from 242.90 min to 183.90 min.

Owners who identified their race as Native American (β = 266.84, p < .01) or Other (β = 119.84,
p < .06) were found to be significantly and marginally predictive, respectively, of average walking
activity above and beyond White/Caucasian adopters. However, given the limited number of

Table 2. Multiple linear regression analysis with backward elimination predicting average weekly walking activity.

Parameter B SE B β

All-variables model: (Constant) 235.21 50.78
Condition 39.71 28.31 .12
Dog’s age 0.02 0.02 .07
Dog’s weight 0.63 0.85 .06
First-time dog owner 54.79 46.13 .10
Other dogs in household –16.10 13.49 –.10
Owner’s age –1.773 1.05 –.16
Race: African American –143.42 88.85 –.13
Race: Hispanic 50.63 54.81 .08
Race: Asian 188.89 98.24 .15
Race: Native American 261.60 100.43 .21
Race: Other 141.14 67.08 .17
Education: Some high school 57.26 101.41 .05
Education: High school graduate –12.83 64.33 –.02
Education: Some college –5.20 45.91 –.01
Education: Associate’s degree –31.76 44.87 –.06
Education: Master’s degree 1.33 37.22 .00
Education: Professional school degree 269.29 164.74 .13
Education: PhD –11.66 58.57 –.02
Annual income 1.39 5.136 .03
Attended a dog walk 32.09 53.33 .05
Component Loading 1 (obligation, walking self-efficacy) –51.57 14.02 –.30
Component Loading 2 (behavior of the dog on a leash) –6.25 14.48 –.04
Returned dog back to shelter 78.05 68.72 .09
Variable model including all predictors (p < .09) (Constant) 234.64 17.96 –.14
Other dogs in household –21.62 12.33 .22
Race: Native American* 266.84 95.14 .15
Race: Other 119.84 63.07 –.35
Component Loading 1 (obligation walking self-efficacy)** –59.00 13.11

* p < .01. ** p < .001.
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adopters who indicated Native American (3) or Other (7) race in the baseline survey, we did not
interpret these results further. We did find that having other dogs in the home trended toward
significance (β = –21.62, p < .08). This finding would suggest that for every dog in the home in
addition to the adopted dog, average walking activity decreased by 21.62 min.

A logistic regression analysis with backward elimination was employed to ascertain whether
experimental condition, age or weight of the dog, number of dogs in the household (in addition
to the adopted dog), ownership status, adopter’s age, adopter’s race, adopter’s education, adopter’s
income, weekly walking activity, group dog-walk attendance, or component loading predicted a
dog’s return to the shelter. A test of the full model against a constant-only model was not statistically
significant.

Discussion

Our hypothesis, that adopters in the intervention group would be more active with their dogs and
subsequently return these dogs less often than adopters in our control group, was not supported.
However, average weekly walking activity of dog–adopter pairs was predicted by their reported sense
of obligation and dog-walking self-efficacy. These results support findings from previous research on
likely motivators for owner–dog walking (Hoerster et al., 2011; Richards, McDonough, Edwards,
Lyle, & Troped, 2013) and suggest that providing educational interventions to new adopters in hopes
of strengthening this bond and reducing relinquishment is more multifaceted than can be accounted
for with any simple hypothesis. Although previous research has identified risk factors associated with
failed ownership (Diesel et al., 2008; New et al., 2000; Patronek et al., 1996; Salman et al., 1998), to
our knowledge, there have been no validated postadoption interventions that systematically reduced
the number of adopted dogs returned to the shelter.

In our study, adopters who received weekly behavioral advice and encouragement to exercise for
4 weeks postadoption did not return their dogs less often than did adopters in the control condition
who received general adoption information. Adopters who opted out of the study and did not return
calls or emails to participate during the enrollment period and thus did not receive any information
from researchers did have a slightly higher proportion of failed adoptions than did adopters who
returned at least one survey (6.7% vs. 5.5%). At first glance, these return rates appear to be
substantially lower than AAWL’s 2013 return rate of 13.7% (PetPoint, 2014), which is consistent
with previous shelter relinquishment research. However, the 13.7% includes all dogs returned in
2013 regardless of the year in which they were adopted. The return rate just for dogs adopted in 2013
and returned within the same year was 6.3%.

The median weekly walking average reported by owners during our study (186.75 min) was
slightly higher than, but consistent with, the median duration found in Christian et al.’s (2013)
review of dog ownership and physical activity (160 min). It is worth noting that these amounts
likely reflect an over-reporting bias (Sallis & Saelens, 2000) and may not represent the actual
duration of activity undertaken by the owner with his or her dog. Placing accelerometers on both
adopters and their dogs would address this concern. However, considering the novelty of the
relationship, new dog adopters may walk their dogs more during the initial postacquisition
compared with more established owner–dog pairs. Adopters who reported more obligation and
self-efficacy in walking their dogs did in fact walk their dogs for longer each week, regardless of
treatment condition. This finding was also reported by Hoerster et al. (2011), who found that
owners who walked their dogs (vs. those who did not) reported higher obligation toward their
dogs and more dog-walking self-efficacy.

More time (minutes) walking each week was not correlated with a reduced likelihood of return to
the shelter. In fact, obligation, walking self-efficacy, and perceptions of their dogs’ behavior on the
leash were not related to the intervention or whether adopters were more or less likely to return their
dogs to the shelter. It is possible that walking dogs on a leash, though clearly one activity that owners
and their dogs can share, may not alone be determinative of the strength of the human–animal
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relationship. Instead, quality of time spent together in a shared activity may be more influential
(Dotson & Hyatt, 2008). While most adopted dogs in Marston et al.’s (2005) study were exercised
each day, it was observed that dogs receiving less than 10 min of petting each day were more
frequently relinquished back to the shelter.

We did observe a trend that as the number of dogs in the household increased, less time was spent
walking with the adopted dog. Similarly, Degeling and Rock (2013) described owners’ inability to
control multiple dogs on a leash as a barrier to physical activity with them, and quantitative research
from Westgarth, Christian, and Christley (2015) identified that having multiple dogs in the home was
negatively associated with owners walking daily with their dogs. Nevertheless, other studies (Cutt, Giles-
Corti, & Knuiman, 2008; Degeling, Burton, & McCormack, 2012) have shown that owning multiple
dogs did not affect whether owners walked their dogs or met certain weekly walking criteria. It may be
that including the number of dogs when examining minutes of weekly activity, as was done in our study
and in Masters and McGreevy (2008), may be more powerful in detecting such an effect (Aiken, West,
& Reno, 1991). Furthermore, the presence of a backyard to the home might have also contributed to the
variability in walking times. Scheibeck, Pallauf, Stellwag, and Seeberger (2011) found that owners with a
backyard walked their dogs for less time than did owners without such a facility.

Of the adopters enrolled in our study, only 12.6% of those in the intervention attended at least
one weekly group dog walk. Positive-reinforcement dog trainers led these walks, which were held in
park-like locations throughout Phoenix, AZ, in areas most often indicated in AAWL adoptions the
previous year. We were surprised by the lack of utilization of this training resource given suggestions
of its possible impact on relinquishment (Diesel et al., 2008; Patronek et al., 1996; Salman et al., 2000;
Wells & Hepper, 2000), particularly when offered for free or at a low cost to adopters (Shore et al.,
2008). However, Kogan, Ruch-Gallie, and Salman (2000) also found that new owners failed to utilize
training resources postadoption despite their cost-free accessibility.

Attendance at trainer-led group dog walks in our study was not related to adopter walking activity
or returns at the shelter. Similarly, Kwan and Bain (2013) found that surrendering owners were just
as likely to have attended training classes as were owners who did not relinquish their dogs to the
shelter. In fact, Pirrone et al. (2015) found no effect of dog training on reported behavioral problems.
In Coren (1999), only 24% of dog owners had attended obedience classes; and when Bennett and
Rohlf (2007) surveyed owners who were particularly committed to their dogs, half of these owners
never or rarely attended any type of training with their dogs. Involvement in training activities did,
however, predict a decreased incidence of reported behavioral problems. Taken together, these
findings could suggest that when owners seek out training, it could be related more to addressing
existing behavioral problems and less to prevention or general education. If owners did not perceive
any notable behavior concerns during the first month of adoption, it could explain the lack of
attendance at the trainer-led dog walks.

Another possible explanation may involve the locations of the weekly group dog walks. Although
considerable effort was made to identify locations that would be convenient to adopters, the
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale metropolitan statistical area is nearly 15,000 square miles (Maricopa
Association of Governments, 2016). As such, it is likely these central locations were not reasonably
accessible to adopters in outlying areas and contributed to the low adopter participation.
Considering that the majority of owners enrolled in the study adopted their dogs at the shelter’s
main campus, an improvement upon the current study may be to conduct these walks in the vicinity
of this familiar location to increase attendance.

As described in other studies, providing behavioral information and counseling has been met with
mixed success in its impact on new owner behavior. Weng, Kass, Chomel, and Hart (2006) reported
return rates in Taiwanese dog owners who were given written materials about companion-animal
care, methods to reduce unwanted behavior, and the benefits of sterilization. In follow-up phone
interviews, they found that although most owners used the materials provided, they returned their
dogs more often in the first 4 months of ownership than did those in the control group (a trend that
reversed after 4 months).
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Herron, Lord, and Husseini (2014) provided adopters with 5 min of preadoption counseling,
written materials, and a food-dispensing toy in an intervention to prevent separation-related
problem behaviors. The authors found that although owners likely complied with recommendations,
it did not affect the presence of separation anxiety in the home. However, Herron, Lord, Hill, and
Reisner (2007) found that when owners were provided with a similar-length session of house-
training counseling during adoption, significantly more owners reported house-training success 1
month postadoption than did owners who did not receive such information.

When programs have been successful in reducing shelter relinquishment and returns, their focus
has not been exclusively on providing postadoption support as carried out in our study. Instead, in
Mohan-Gibbons, Weiss, Garrison, and Allison (2014), foster homes provided care for dogs available
for adoption but were also responsible for promoting them and placing them into their new homes.
Mohan-Gibbons et al. found that return rates were lower for these dogs compared with dogs adopted
at the shelter. It is possible that the information gathered in the foster home and adopter interactions
with these dogs outside of the shelter environment may have contributed to the higher adoption
success. When White, Jefferson, and Levy (2010) implemented a sterilization program in targeted
areas of Austin, TX, they found that while shelter intake continued to increase, the rate of the
increase was slower for zip codes where the program was implemented. Furthermore, the proportion
of the shelter’s intake that included puppies was significantly higher from control zip codes
compared with program areas.

When training has shown an effect postadoption, the benefits have been dependent on the age
of the dog. Duxbury, Jackson, Line, and Anderson (2003) reported that owners of puppies who
attended the shelter’s socialization classes kept their dogs more often than did owners who had
attended socialization classes elsewhere or did not attend such classes. Puppies were adopted at 5
weeks to 10 weeks of age and attended classes from 7 weeks to 12 weeks of age. However, no
difference was observed in owner retention when dogs attended training after 4 months of age. In
all, these studies seem to suggest that shelter-based interventions focused on specific at-risk
owner populations in the community and puppy adopters who are particularly receptive to
owner education may yield the most benefits. However, further research is needed to understand
more about new owners and their dogs in the first month after adoption. In our study, we found
no relationship between age of the dog or attendance at trainer-led dog walks and returns to the
shelter.

An added complication in this domain is that it is difficult to accurately study shelter dog returns
at individual study sites, as not all owners return dogs to the shelter from which they were acquired.
Weiss et al. (2014) found that owners had explored other options for rehoming such as friends and
family, other rescues and adoption organizations, and placing the dog on their own before relin-
quishing to the shelter. It is possible that some adopters rehome or relinquish dogs to places other
than back to the shelter from which they were adopted.

In an effort to better capture actual ownership of adopted dogs, future studies utilizing participat-
ing dogs’ microchip information and coordinating with multiple shelters in the metropolitan area of
interest may address this concern. A low-cost option, such as utilizing short-message service (SMS),
could lead to more participation by increasing the ease in which adopters receive information and
report their ownership status. Newell and Beyer (2012) found that chiropractic patients who received
follow-up messages via SMS were more than 6 times likely to report they completed their prescribed
at-home exercises compared with those who did not receive such communication.

A limitation in our study is that although all owners who adopted dogs from AAWL were
contacted multiple times, only owners interested in participating (which involved completing weekly
surveys) were enrolled. Owners who opted out during our enrollment phone calls or who did not
return contact with researchers did not have data collected. Thus, although we were able to achieve
random assignment into conditions, it is likely we did not have a random selection of adopters.
Given the slightly higher return rate by adopters not enrolled in the study, it would be worthwhile to
develop investigations that could possibly reach these owners.
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In addition to the aforementioned mobile messaging, another method to increase participation
may be having shelter staff enroll owners at the time of adoption. Additionally, offering incentives to
adopters for continued participation could improve an intervention’s impact, particularly among
adopters with lower incomes. Considering that adopters with household incomes less than $50,000
comprised nearly 40% of our sample and the importance of cost in owners’ decisions to relinquish
dogs (Dolan, Scotto, Slater, & Weiss, 2015; Weiss et al., 2014), providing credit toward training
classes, purchases at the shelter’s supply store, or services at their subsidized clinic may be valuable
reinforcers for their involvement.

Conclusion

In this study, providing adopters with dog behavior and human activity advice along with invitations
to join a dog-walking group did not increase average weekly activity of owners or reduce the
likelihood that they would return their dogs to the shelter. Although access to low-cost behavior
resources for dog adopters is often cited as a means to reduce relinquishment, the lack of utilization
of the trainer-led walks seems to suggest otherwise. Nevertheless, adopters who reported higher
obligation and self-efficacy in walking their dogs were more active with them. It is likely that the
number of dogs in a household negatively impacts owners’ activity with a new dog, but additional
research is needed to fully understand this effect. Future studies aiming to understand more about
the dog–adopter relationship postadoption would benefit from incorporating ubiquitous technolo-
gies to deliver and record information and possibly focusing these interventions on at-risk popula-
tions of both people and dogs for maximum effect.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank the administration and staff of the Arizona Animal Welfare League & Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals for their continued support. Additional thanks to the student assistants who volunteered for many
months in carrying out this project: Rachel Gilchrist, Domenic Redmond, Angie Mallik, Amy Brown, Jenna Allton,
Sarah Suloff, and Dylan Aller.

Funding

Funding for this project was provided by the American Kennel Club Canine Health Foundation.

References

Aiken, L. S., West, S. G., & Reno, R. R. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions. Newbury Park,
CA: Sage.

The American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals. (2017). Pet statistics. Retrieved from https://www.
aspca.org/animal-homelessness/shelter-intake-and-surrender/pet-statistics

Bennett, P. C., & Rohlf, V. I. (2007). Owner–companion dog interactions: Relationships between demographic
variables, potentially problematic behaviours, training engagement and shared activities. Applied Animal
Behaviour Science, 102, 65–84.

Blackwell, E. J., Twells, C., Seawright, A., & Casey, R. A. (2008). The relationship between training methods and the
occurrence of behavior problems, as reported by owners, in a population of domestic dogs. Journal of Veterinary
Behavior: Clinical Applications and Research, 3, 207–217.

Christian, H. E., Westgarth, C., Bauman, A., Richards, E., Rhodes, R. E., Evenson, K. R.,. . . Thorpe, R. J., Jr. (2013).
Dog ownership and physical activity: A review of the evidence. School of Nursing Faculty Publications, 10(5), 750–
759.

Clark, G. I., & Boyer, W. N. (1993). The effects of dog obedience training and behavioural counselling upon the
human–canine relationship. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 37, 147–159.

Coe, J. B., Young, I., Lambert, K., Dysart, L., Nogueira Borden, L., & Rajić, A. (2014). A scoping review of published
research on the relinquishment of companion animals. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 17, 253–273.

10 L. GUNTER ET AL.

https://www.aspca.org/animal-homelessness/shelter-intake-and-surrender/pet-statistics
https://www.aspca.org/animal-homelessness/shelter-intake-and-surrender/pet-statistics


Coren, S. (1999). Psychology applied to animal training. In A. M. Stec & D. A. Bernstein (Eds.), Psychology: Fields of
application (pp. 199–217). Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.

Curb, L. A., Abramson, C. I., Grice, J. W., & Kennison, S. M. (2013). The relationship between personality match and
pet satisfaction among dog owners. Anthrozoös, 26, 395–404.

Cutt, H., Giles-Corti, B., & Knuiman, M. (2008). Encouraging physical activity through dog-walking: Why don’t some
owners walk with their dog? Preventive Medicine, 46, 120–126.

Degeling, C., Burton, L., & McCormack, G. R. (2012). An investigation of the association between socio-demographic
factors, dog-exercise requirements, and the amount of walking dogs receive. Canadian Journal of Veterinary
Research, 76(3), 235–240.

Degeling, C., & Rock, M. (2013). ‘It was not just a walking experience’: Reflections on the role of care in dog-walking.
Health Promotion International, 28, 397–406.

Diesel, G., Pfeiffer, D. U., & Brodbelt, D. (2008). Factors affecting the success of rehoming dogs in the UK during 2005.
Preventive Veterinary Medicine, 84, 228–241.

Dolan, E. D., Scotto, J., Slater, M., & Weiss, E. (2015). Risk factors for dog relinquishment to a Los Angeles municipal
animal shelter. Animals, 5, 1311–1328.

Dotson, M. J., & Hyatt, E. M. (2008). Understanding dog–human companionship. Journal of Business Research, 61,
457–466.

Duxbury, M. M., Jackson, J. A., Line, S. W., & Anderson, R. K. (2003). Evaluation of association between retention in
the home and attendance at puppy socialization classes. Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association,
223, 61–66.

Herron, M. E., Lord, L. K., Hill, L. N., & Reisner, I. R. (2007). Effects of preadoption counseling for owners on house-
training success among dogs acquired from shelters. Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association, 231,
558–562.

Herron, M. E., Lord, L. K., & Husseini, S. E. (2014). Effects of preadoption counseling on the prevention of separation
anxiety in newly adopted shelter dogs. Journal of Veterinary Behavior: Clinical Applications and Research, 9, 13–21.

Hoerster, K. D., Mayer, J. A., Sallis, J. F., Pizzi, N., Talley, S., Pichon, L. C., & Butler, D. A. (2011). Dog walking: Its
association with physical activity guideline adherence and its correlates. Preventive Medicine, 52, 33–38.

Houpt, K. A., Honig, S. U., & Reisner, I. R. (1996). Breaking the human–companion animal bond. Journal of the
American Veterinary Medical Association, 208, 1653–1659.

Jagoe, A., & Serpell, J. (1996). Owner characteristics and interactions and the prevalence of canine behaviour problems.
Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 47, 31–42.

Kobelt, A. J., Hemsworth, P. H., Barnett, J. L., & Coleman, G. J. (2003). A survey of dog ownership in suburban
Australia—conditions and behaviour problems. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 82, 137–148.

Kogan, L. R., Ruch-Gallie, R., & Salman, M.D. (2000, August). Keeping spot at home: An epidemiological approach to
maintaining the human-animal bond through behavior education and obedience training. Presentation at 9th
International Symposium on Veterinary Epidemiology and Economics in Breckenridge, CO.

Kutsumi, A., Nagasawa, M., Ohta, M., & Ohtani, N. (2013). Importance of puppy training for future behavior of the
dog. Journal of Veterinary Medical Science, 75, 141–149.

Kwan, J. Y., & Bain, M. J. (2013). Owner attachment and problem behaviors related to relinquishment and training
techniques of dogs. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 16, 168–183.

Maricopa Association of Governments. (2016). Regional fast facts: Population & growth. Retrieved from https://www.
azmag.gov/Documents/FF_POP-GROWTH.pdf

Marston, L. C., Bennett, P. C., & Coleman, G. J. (2004). What happens to shelter dogs? An analysis of data for 1 year
from three Australian shelters. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 7, 27–47.

Marston, L. C., Bennett, P. C., & Coleman, G. J. (2005). Adopting shelter dogs: Owner experiences of the first month
post-adoption. Anthrozoös, 18, 358–378.

Masters, A. M., & McGreevy, P. D. (2008). Dogkeeping practices as reported by readers of an Australian dog
enthusiast magazine. Australian Veterinary Journal, 86, 18–25.

Meyer, I., & Forkman, B. (2014). Dog and owner characteristics affecting the dog–owner relationship. Journal of
Veterinary Behavior: Clinical Applications and Research, 9, 143–150.

Mohan-Gibbons, H., Weiss, E., Garrison, L., & Allison, M. (2014). Evaluation of a novel dog adoption program in two
US communities. PLoS One, 9, e91959.

Mondelli, F., Prato Previde, P., Verga, M., Levi, D., Magistrelli, S., & Valsecchi, P. (2004). The bond that never
developed: Adoption and relinquishment of dogs in a rescue shelter. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 7, 253–266.

New, J. C., Jr., Salman, M. D., King, M., Scarlett, J. M., Kass, P. H., & Hutchison, J. M. (2000). Characteristics of
shelter-relinquished animals and their owners compared with animals and their owners in U.S. pet-owning
households. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 3, 179–201.

Newell, D., & Beyer, R. (2012). Increasing compliance toward home exercise in chiropractic patients using SMS
texting: A pilot study. Clinic Chiropractic, 15, 107–111.

Patronek, G. J., Glickman, L. T., Beck, A. M., McCabe, G. P., & Ecker, C. (1996). Risk factors for relinquishment of
dogs to an animal shelter. Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association, 209, 572–581.

IMPACTS OF ENCOURAGING ADOPTERS TO WALK DOGS 11

https://www.azmag.gov/Documents/FF_POP-GROWTH.pdf
https://www.azmag.gov/Documents/FF_POP-GROWTH.pdf


PetPoint Data Management System, PetHealth Incorporated, Rolling Meadows, IL.
Pirrone, F., Pierantoni, L., Mazzola, S. M., Vigo, D., & Albertini, M. (2015). Owner and animal factors predict the

incidence of, and owner reaction toward, problematic behaviors in companion dogs. Journal of Veterinary Behavior:
Clinical Application and Research, 10, 295–301.

Posage, J. M., Bartlett, P. C., & Thomas, D. K. (1998). Determining factors for successful adoption of dogs from an
animal shelter. Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association, 213, 478–482.

Richards, E. A., McDonough, M. H., Edwards, N. E., Lyle, R. M., & Troped, P. J. (2013). Psychosocial and
environmental factors associated with dog-walking. International Journal of Health Promotion and Education, 51,
198–211.

Sallis, J. F., & Saelens, B. E. (2000). Assessment of physical activity by self-report: Status, limitations, and future
directions. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 71(Suppl. 2), 1–14. http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/urqe20/
71/sup2?nav=tocList

Salman, M. D., Hutchison, J., Ruch-Gallie, R., Kogan, L., New, J. C., Jr., Kass, P. H., & Scarlett, J. M. (2000). Behavioral
reasons for relinquishment of dogs and cats to 12 shelters. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 3, 93–106.

Salman, M. D., New, J. C., Jr., Scarlett, J. M., Kris, P. H., Ruch-Gallie, R., & Hetts, S. (1998). Human and animal factors
related to the relinquishment of dogs and cats in 12 selected animal shelters in the United States. Journal of Applied
Animal Welfare Science, 3, 207–226.

Scheibeck, R., Pallauf, M., Stellwag, C., & Seeberger, B. (2011). Elderly people in many respects benefit from interaction
with dogs. European Journal of Medical Research, 16, 557.

Serpell, J. A. (1996). Evidence for an association between pet behavior and owner attachment levels. Journal of Applied
Animal Behaviour Science, 47, 49–60.

Shore, E. R. (2005). Returning a recently adopted companion animal: Adopters’ reasons for and reactions to the failed
adoption experience. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 8, 187–198. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
pubmed/16468947

Shore, E. R., Burdsal, C., & Douglas, D. K. (2008). Pet owners’ views of pet behavior problems and willingness to
consult experts for assistance. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 11, 63–73.

Weiss, E., Slater, M., Garrison, L., Drain, N., Dolan, E., Scarlett, J. M., & Zawistowski, S. L. (2014). Large dog
relinquishment to two municipal facilities in New York City and Washington, DC: Identifying targets for inter-
vention. Animals, 4, 409–433.

Wells, D. L., & Hepper, P. G. (2000). Prevalence of behavior problems reported by owners of dogs purchased from an
animal rescue shelter. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 69, 55–65.

Weng, H. Y., Kass, P. H., Chomel, B. B., & Hart, L. A. (2006). Educational intervention on dog sterilization and
retention in Taiwan. Preventive Veterinary Medicine, 76, 196–210.

Westgarth, C., Christian, H. E., & Christley, R. M. (2015). Factors associated with daily walking of dogs. BMC
Veterinary Research, 11, 116.

White, S. C., Jefferson, E., & Levy, J. K. (2010). Impact of publicly sponsored neutering programs on animal population
dynamics at animal shelters: The New Hampshire and Austin experiences. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare
Science, 13, 191–212.

Zawistowski, S., Morris, J., Salman, M. D., & Ruch-Gallie, R. (1998). Population dynamics, overpopulation, and the
welfare of companion animals: New insights on old and new data. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 1,
193–206.

Appendix A

Intervention health and behavioral advice by week

Baseline Exercise Tip: One of the best things you can do for you and your dog’s health is to go on
daily walks together. Current guidelines for physical activity suggest all adults obtain at least 30 min
of moderately intense physical activity such as brisk walking, swimming, or low-impact aerobics 5 or
more days per week. Taking walks with your dog is one way to improve your health and your dog’s
health! Start by taking your dog on 10-min walks in the morning and evening on 2 to 3 days a week.
Over time, gradually increase the number of days and amount of time you walk your dog per week.

Baseline Behavior Tip: If your dog currently pulls on the leash, we highly recommend a no-pull
harness or head halter along with a comfortable 4-foot to 6-foot nylon or leather leash be used to
manage pulling and aid your dog’s walking skills. Walking nicely on a leash for many dogs takes
time and consistency. Don’t worry; you’ll get there! Retractable leashes are not recommended for
helping your dog learn how to walk politely on the leash because the rules (length of the leash) are
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always changing—plus, they’re never recommended in busy urban environments due to the possi-
bility of entanglement and/or injury.

Week 1 Exercise Tip: The number-one reason why people say they are not physically active is
because they do not have enough time in their day. One way to avoid this pitfall is to plan a walk
with your dog every day. Identify times in your day when you are most likely to commit to a dog
walk and write them on your calendar. Maybe it is a 30-min morning walk or three 10-min walks
spread across the day. Whatever your approach, the key to success is making time each day. You and
your dog will both be happier and healthier for doing so!

Week 1 Behavior Tip: Many dogs will work for food rewards such as cheese or hot dogs, and they
are easy to use in training. Wait to feed your dog his breakfast or dinner until after walks, so he/she
is eager to train with you on walks. While walking, reward your dog whenever he/she is looking up
at you and near your side and the leash is loose. Treating along the pant seam on whatever side you
have chosen encourages your dog to be there! If you are worried about using too much food, cut up
your treats in small bites and back off your dog’s meal if you have had a good training walk!

Week 2 Exercise Tip: You may wonder, “Am I really getting enough physical activity by walking
my dog?” While out walking, your dog may take breaks to sniff or potty, which will make you
question whether or not dog walking is good for your health. Rest assured, all physical activity
counts! A pedometer can help assess your physical activity and examine how many steps you are
taking while walking. Achieving 10,000 steps per day is recommended, and there are roughly 2,000
steps in 1 mile. You can gradually increase your steps over time to ensure you (and your dog) are
getting enough physical activity.

Week 2 Behavior Tip: Does your dog have plenty of energy on walks and is your dog not tired
when you return home? Most dogs have much more energy than their owners! If you have found
that even with walking equipment and tasty treats your dog is still pulling on the leash, try playing
with your dog before a walk to take the edge off. Leash walks provide some energy release, but dogs
greatly benefit from high cardio exercise too. So, when you are not walking your dog, add in some
off-leash time to fulfill his/her exercise needs and leave the leashed walks for exploring the
neighborhood with you.

Week 3 Exercise Tip: Walking 2 miles per day at a brisk pace will improve your health. Walking
briskly means that your breathing and heart rate will feel more rapid, but you should not feel like
you are gasping for air. Likewise, you should be lightly sweating. Another “briskness” strategy is to
time your route. If you know how far you have walked and how many minutes you have been
walking, you can determine your mileage per hour. A brisk 4-mile-per-hour walking pace (about 15
min for each mile) is a good recommended speed. While out walking, bring along water for you and
your dog. If you notice your dog is panting, stop for a water break.

Week 3 Behavior Tip: Walking nicely on the leash without pulling can be a complicated skill
for dogs to master. From our point of view, we may not realize all the things that go into a nice
leashed walk for our dogs: stopping when we stop, waiting to cross the street, and maintaining
our pace. It is not surprising then that dogs and their owners might need a little assistance to get
it right. Having your dog respond to his/her name, making eye contact, and sitting at your side
are just a few skills that could help your walking. For more on dog-training classes from the
Arizona Animal Welfare League & Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, visit https://
aawl.org/pet-training.

Week 4 Exercise Tip: We encourage you to continue walking on dog-friendly trails and consider
walking with other new dog adopters. Many people are not active because they do not have anyone
with whom they care share their activity. Your dog can be a great physical activity companion and a
good source of support. You will probably find that over time, your dog recognizes when it is time to
go for a walk. His excitement upon seeing your “walking shoes” may be just the motivation you
need. Dogs are a great source of positive encouragement, and walking together goes a long way in
enhancing the bond you two share.
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Week 4 Behavior Tip: Once you are seeing improvement in your dog’s leash walking, you can
start working on fancier skills like politely saying hello to people when passing by. If your dog is
overly eager to meet on the leash, use some of your dog’s obedience skills to smooth the introduc-
tions. Provide treats to the stranger and instruct them to ask your dog to sit before being petted. You
can also teach your dog to shake or wave to say hello. This way, you set your dog up for success, and
he/she learns that behaving politely gets him/her the attention he/she wants—and you have a more
pleasant walk!

Appendix B

Control health and behavioral advice by week

Baseline: FEEDING — Make sure your dog has access to fresh water at all times. If you plan to
change the food the dog is accustomed to eating (Hill’s Science Diet), mix the new food with the old
food (50/50) for several days to avoid diarrhea. The dogs at the shelter are fed two times per day
(morning and evening). If you have other dogs in the house, initially supervise their feedings and/or
feed them separately to make sure there are no “food-guarding” issues. If you have cats in the house,
you may want to put cat food in a place where the dog cannot get to it (up on a counter), as dogs like
to eat cat food too!

Week 1: INTRODUCING DOGS — If you have other dog(s) in the household, initially introduce
the dogs to each other on neutral ground (if they have not already met at the shelter). For example,
meet at a park and take walks around the block. When introducing the dogs to each other, have both
dogs on a leash. Start by walking the dogs past each other a few times (no touching). Follow this by
allowing the dogs to sniff each other for 3 s to 5 s (while on the leash) a few times. Gradually
lengthen the time of dog-to-dog sniffing/touching from 5 s to 10 s to 30 s. Once both dogs are
comfortable with each other on the leash, you may want to take them to a fenced-in area to allow
them to sniff/play off the leash before going into your house. In the first few weeks of owning a new
dog (or until you are 100% comfortable), you may want to crate the new dog when you leave the
house to ensure there are no issues between the dogs.

Week 2: EXERCISE — Most dogs need regular exercise, no matter how big or small they are. For
high-energy dogs, at least two 30+-min walks per day are recommended. For a lower-energy dog,
one 30-min walk per day may suffice. With daily, consistent exercise, you will help your dog become
a well-behaved member of the family and help to avoid destructive behavior. An old saying goes, “A
tired dog is a good dog.”

Week 3: CRATE TRAINING — Crate training is effective, helps with potty training, and keeps
your furry friend out of trouble. Be sure to use a crate that is large enough for the dog to stand up,
turn around, and lay down comfortably. You do not want the crate to be too big (as the dog may
relieve himself inside it). Make going into the crate a positive experience for the dog by offering a
treat in the crate and/or using an excited tone of voice when you are ready to put the dog in the
crate. They will learn to love going into the create. It is like “their home.” Put the dog in the crate
when you leave the house and at night. Crate the dog when you are away from the home until you
are confident that the dog will not go potty in the house. Be sure to let the dog out of the crate
regularly for potty breaks (offer a treat/praise when the dog goes potty outside). Young puppies need
to be let out of their crate every 3 hr to 4 hr, and an adult dog (1 year+) needs to be let out every 6 hr
to 8+ hr. Leave the dog in the crate when you are away from home. Upon coming home, take the
dog outside immediately to potty. Reward with praise and treat when successful. When you are
home and the dog is not in the crate, make sure to let your dog outside regularly and reward him
with a treat and/or praise when he goes potty outside.

Week 4: INTRODUCING CHILDREN — If you have young children in the household or friends
and family with children, supervise interactions with the new dog closely. Upon initial introductions,
have your children sit quietly and allow the new dog to approach. Have the children pet the dog
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underneath his/her chin (vs. on top of their head). Young puppies are like children themselves and
can be “mouthy,” which is easily correctable with proper training.

Appendix C

Survey questions for control and intervention by week

Baseline survey
What is your 4-digit ID number?
What is your newly adopted dog’s name?
If you have changed your dog’s name, what was his/her name while at the shelter?
What is his/her gender?
What is your dog’s age (approximately in years)?
What is your dog’s breed(s) as listed on the adoption paperwork?
Are you a first-time dog owner?
How many other dogs live in your household?
Take a moment to think about the time you have spent walking in the last 7 days before you adopted

your dog. This includes at work and at home, walking to travel from place to place, and any other
walking that you might do solely for recreation, sport, exercise, or leisure. During the last 7 days,
how many days did you walk for at least 10 min at a time?

On 1 of those days, how much time did you usually spend walking? (If more than 3 hr, please choose
180 min.)

What is your age?
What is your sex?
What is your race?
What is the highest level of school you have completed?
What is your annual income range?
Please confirm your email address for future correspondence

Weeks 1 through 4 surveys
What is your 4-digit ID number?
What is your newly adopted dog’s name?
Do you still have your dog that you recently adopted from Arizona Animal Welfare League?
If no, what happened?
During the past 7 days, how many days did you walk your dog for at least 10 min on a single outing?
On a day that you walk your dog, how many minutes do you usually walk on that outing? (If more

than 3 hr, please choose 180 min.)

Weeks 1 and 4 Additional Dog Obligation, Walking, and Behavior Survey
Questions: I feel an obligation to walk my dog regularly.
I enjoy walking my dog.
I will walk my dog even though I am feeling sad or highly stressed.
I will walk my dog even when the weather is bad.
I will set aside time for regularly walking my dog.
I do/did not have good control over my dog; my dog does/did not listen to me.
My dog does/did not behave well when on leash (i.e., pulls on leash).
My dog walks/walked too fast for me.
My dog is/was too energetic or “hyper.”
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