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Human contact in the shelter may lessen effects of change in environment and smooth
transition into a home. Training can increase a dog’s interaction with people in a shel-
ter environment. Experiments were conducted to determine how rapidly shelter dogs
learn to sit, if the dogs can retain sitting behavior over time, and if sitting transfers to
novel locations and people. Two experiments trained shelter dogs (n = 21) to sit when
a stranger approached over a 10-trial session. Food and a verbal cue or a clicker rein-
forced the sit. The experiments measured latency to sit for each trial. Latency to sit de-
creased significantly over trials. Another experiment included reinforcement givenio
dogs {n=20) on a noncontingent basis or for sitting. Five days of the experiment (con-
dition training) were in the same room with the same experimenter. The last 4 days
(testing) varied by both experimenter and location (familiar or strange). Results indi-
cate that short training sessions are effective for teaching shelter dogs to sit, that dogs
can retain sitting behavior over 2 days, and that training transfers to novel people and
situations.

There are approximately 52 million companion dogs in the United States. Each
year an estimated 4 million of these dogs are surrendered to animal shelters
(Coppinger & Zuccotti, 1999; Patronek & Rowan, 1995). The result is a large
number of dogs in facilities awaiting the possibility of a new home. Because of
time and space constraints, many of these healthy dogs will never leave the shel-
ter, as more than 50% of dogs surrendered to U.S. animal shelters will be
euthanized (Coppinger & Zuccotti, 1999; Patronek & Rowan, 1995). Fortu-
nately, more than 2 million people a year find their new dog at a shelter.

While at the shelter, dogs experience kennel life, an experience typified by con-
fined spaces, frequent barking, and minimal human contact. Shelter dogslearntore-
spond to humans in an aroused state because their daily interactions with
humans—Kennel cleaning, feeding time, daily walks, and interaction with the public
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(Sternberg, 2002; Wells & Hepper, 1992)—are times of high arousal for the shelter
dogs. Socialization and training may minimize the adverse impact of the shelter and
make dogs more adoptable. If dogs could gain experience exhibiting desired behav-
ior in situations similar to the family home and away from the normal daily shelter
environment, then they would appear more attractive to potential owners.

There have been numerous studies investigating the effect of human contact on
dogs in the shelter environment (Hennessy, Davis, Williams, Mellott, & Douglas,
1997; Hennessy et al., 2002; Hennessy, Voith, Mazzei, Buttram, Miller, & Linden,
2001; Hennessy, Williams, Miller, Douglas, & Voith, 1998) with proposals about
how to minimize or mitigate the stressful effects of the shelter (reviewed by Wells,
2004). There is considerable evidence that human contact (petting) may alleviate
stress indogs inhome and shelter environments (Fuller, 1967; Hennessy etal., 1997;
Hennessyetal.,2002; Hennessy etal.,2001; Hennessy et al., 1998; Lynch & McCar-
thy, 1967). These researchers and others have used, or recommended the use of, ba-
sic conditioning techniques to decrease stress in shelter dogs, to improve their
behavior in the shelter, and to help integrate these dogs successfully into permanent
homes (Marston & Bennett, 2003; Pryor, Parsons, Ganley, & Lyon, 2002; Stern-
berg, 2002; Tuber, Miller, Caris, Haler, Linden, & Hennessy, 1999; Wells, 2004).

To facilitate this conditioning, many shelter facilities now have training pro-
grams on site and professional trainers on staff, as well as behavior programs,
some of which are managed by certified, applied animal behaviorists. In addition,
training programs designed for the shelter environment lacking a professional
trainer have been developed (Pryor et al., 2002; Sternberg, 1998, 2002). However,
because of funding and time constraints, shelter staff often have difficulty com-
pleting tasks beyond caring for the animals’ physical well-being. In addition, shel-
ter staff may perceive training as an enormous daily time commitment, whether
training dogs or volunteers. Because the shelter staff is not convinced that the time
investment is worthwhile or that it will yield sufficient results, training is often
overlooked. To examine the feasibility of training in a shelter environment, we
conducted three experiments:

1. To determine the speed with which shelter dogs learn to sit.

2. To determine if training is retained over time in the shelter environment.

3. Toexamine if sitting is a behavior that can be transferred to novel environ-
ments and novel people.

MATERIALS AND METHOD
Facility and Subjects

The Knox County Humane Society in Galesburg, Illinois was used as the source
of sheltered animals. The shelter is in a town of 36,000 in rural Illinois, operates
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animal control for the city, and is an open admission facility. Approximately
1,000 dogs enter the facility each year. Dogs held in the shelter are housed in in-
dividual kennels in two rows, with three larger cages on one side and eight
smaller cages in the other row. The smaller kennels are 6 feet high by 3 ft 8 in.
wide by 6 feet 2 in. deep, and the larger kennels are 6 feet high by 4 feet 2 in.
deep and 6 feet 3 in. wide. Each kennel consists of a wire front, sides, concrete
floor, and one tiled wall. The dog’s view from the front of the cage is of a con-
crete alley—where the public may walk—and the other row of cages. The cages
are cleaned every morning and the dogs are fed in the mornings and afternoons.
Dogs admitted to the shelter are held for 3 to 5 days to allow time to be claimed
by owners. During this time, they are assessed for health and temperament
(Sternberg, 2002; Weiss, 2002). If both of these indicators are good (and if space
allows), a dog is neutered (unless the dog has already been neutered), given vac-
cinations (DHPP, rabies), fitted with a buckle collar, and made available for
adoption. Typically, dogs in the adoption program are kept until they are
adopted.

Subject animals were healthy and approved for adoption. In all cases, the sub-
jects selected were neutered, adult dogs who appeared to be greater than 12 months
in age as determined by dentition, with a weight greater than 40 Ibs. Subjects were
a mix of breeds (often unidentifiable) with no known ownership history. All dogs
were in the shelter at least 5 days.

Real life room. Thisroom is an area of the shelter furnished to mimic a home
environment. It contains comfortable furniture and is a quiet, novel environment
separated from the noise of the kennel and visual contact with conspecifics (Stern-
berg, 2002; Tuber et al., 1999).

Experimenters.  The first two experiments were carried out as part of a labo-
ratory in an undergraduate animal behavior course at Knox College.

Experiments

Experiment 1. The purpose of this study was to determine the amount of
time required to train dogs to sit when approached by a stranger. The dogs were
trained indoors and out of sight of one another. During the training trials, one
group member acted as the “handler,” holding the dog’s leash. Another group
member acted as a “stranger” for the 10-trial session. The stranger approached
from out of sight and stopped approximately 3 feet in front of the dog. There was
no verbal command given. The third student was the “timer/recorder,” who stood
at least 10 feet away. The recorder started the stopwatch when the stranger
stopped in front of the dog and stopped the stopwatch only when the dog sat. If the
dog almost sat and was rewarded (see later), this did not count as a sit; the stop-
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watch was not stopped. The recorder recorded the latency to sit (60 sec maximum
if no sit) for each trial.

The reinforcement sequence used by the stranger was adapted from an animal
behavior laboratory developed by Gillie and Waring (2003). Once the stranger
stopped in front of the dog:

1. The dog sat or started to sit.

2. The stranger said “good dog!” and petted the dog.

3. The stranger treated the dog with a small piece of Pupperoni® (Del Monte
Foods Co., San Francisco, CA; Gillie & Waring, 2003).

If the dog’s hindquarters lowered even slightly, it was reinforced; each slight
lowering of the hindquarters was rewarded during a trial. A trial ended when the
hindquarters touched the floor or when 60 sec was reached. After each trial, the
stranger left the room for 30 sec. This procedure was performed 10 times and
then the dog was returned to the kennel. After a 1-hr waiting period, the students
repeated the 10-trial session with the same dog; the former recorder was the new
stranger.

Experiment 2. This experiment attempted to determine how well the behav-
ior of sitting when approached by a stranger would be retained over a 2-day period.
We also tested the hypothesis that using a clicker in addition to a food reward would
lead to faster learning and stronger retention of the Ilearned behavior than a verbal
cue paired with a food reward.

Six dogs were assigned to the verbal treatment and six to the clicker treatment.

The dogs were selected randomly. The procedure was very similar to that used in the
first experiment; however, the dogs were outside. There were 2 testing days held 2
days apart; a different group of students tested the dogs on each day. Each dog re-
ceived 10 trials on eachtesting day. The sequence fora verbal trial was as follows:

1. The dog sat.
2. The stranger said “good dog!”
3. The stranger gave the dog a treat.

The sequence for a clicker trial was as follows:
1. The dog sat.
2. The stranger clicked (no speaking allowed).

3. The stranger gave the dog a treat.

If the dog did not sit within 1 min, the trial ended, and the stranger moved out of
sight for 30 sec. If the dog did not sit within 60 sec by the second trial, the
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stranger was instructed to “lure” him for a few trials by moving a treat over his
head, so that when he looked up, his head went back and his hindquarters went
down. This was necessary for two clicker dogs on both days (same dogs), and
one verbal dog on Day 1 only. The student experimenters were blind to the hy-
pothesis for the experiment (clicker vs. verbal).

Experiment 3.  The goal of the third study was to determine the change in
the duration of time spent sitting by trained and untrained dogs during 15-min tri-
als over a 5-day period. We also wanted to determine if the sitting behavior would
transfer to unfamiliar trainers and unfamiliar locations. This study is an adapta-
tion of an experiment described by Tuber et al. (1999) with puppies. A single stu-
dent performed all trials except those testing the dogs’ behavior with a new
trainer. All the dogs were mixed breeds and arrived at the shelter as strays.
Weights of the dogs ranged from 40 to 85 Ibs. The dogs were randomly assigned
to each group.

Training took place away from the kennels in the “real life” room. Ten dogs
were in the experimental treatment; these dogs received a food reward each time
the dog sat during the 15-min trial period. An additional 10 dogs were in the
noncontingent reinforcement group; these dogs were reinforced at 20-sec intervals
regardless of their behavior. All dogs were trained individually and there was one
trial per day.

Following the 5 days of training, nine dogs from the experimental treatment
(one was adopted) received four different types of testing sessions.

1. The trainer and the room were the same as during training.

2. The dog experienced the same trainer in a different room.

3. The trainer was unfamiliar, but the training room was the same.
4. Both the trainer and the room were unfamiliar.

Dogs received all four 15-min testing sessions in random order, one session per
day over the 4 days following the training sessions.

RESULTS
Experiment 1

The average latency to sit (Figure 1, Table 1) declined significantly over the first
10 trials, repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA); F(9, 72) = 5.56, p<
:001. In addition, mean sit latency in the second session (Figure 2, Table 2) was
less than half the latency of the first, paired ¢ test; #(8)= 2.77, p = .02. All the
dogs were able to sit in less than 60 sec during both sessions. Latency to sit was



FIGURE 1 Latency to sit by trial (n = 9). Shelter dogs were approached by a stranger and al-
lowed 60 sec to sit after the stranger stopped in front of the dog. The dogs were rewarded with
verbal praise and a food reward on sitting. Error bars represent + SE.

TABLE 1
Sit Latency in Seconds—Session 1

Trial
Dog/
Gender 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Buster/M 60 16 0 6 2 0 2 1 1 0
Lilly/F 60 7 3 2 2 2 2 1 30 2
Lesa/F 60 60 60 60 60 42 19 14 43 29
Lillian/F 6 4 4 3 2 2 1 2 3 1
Zoe/F 60 19 27 58 12 29 60 30 13 8
Daisy/F 8 60 12 5 2 2 1 2 14 1
Blackie/M 60 16.8 3 37 5.56 172 10.6 4 4.5 4.3
LuckyM 60 13 18.6 9.3 44 8 4.4 33 4.7 1.8
Lady/F 3 6.2 2.9 43 7.6 2.6 0.1 3.1 4.7 4.4
M 41.89 2244 1450 1681 1084 1164 11.12 671 11.70 572
SD 2720 2190 1926 2401 1874 1485 1933 960 14.84 9.07

Note. M =male; F = female.

SESSION

FIGURE 2 Change in mean sitting latencies for shelter dogs (n = 9). Dogs participated in two
consecutive 10-trial training sessions, separated by 1 hr. Dogs were required to sit when a stranger
stopped in front of them and rewarded as described in Figure 1. Error bars represent + SE.

TABLE 2
Sit Latency in Seconds—Session 2

Trial
Dog/Gender 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Buster/M 5 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
Lilly/F 7 8 4 3 3 2 2 3 2 2
Lesa/F 30 12 16 20 21 34 7 7 7 60
Lillian/F 7 7 4 3 2 4 5 13 19 20
ZoelF 7 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 It
Daisy/F 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1
Blackie/M 25 16 13 14 11 21 05 16 05 12
Lucky/M 12 26 34 4 44 43 8 42 134 45
Lady/F 4 46 2 2 3 31 11 15 07 2
M 719 736 397 438 439 606 329 392 529 1152
sD 889 782 465 593 632 1053 270 387 663 1924

Note. M = male; F = female.

~a4
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compared for males and females the first trial and the 1ast trial for both sessions,
and there was no difference (¢ test, all p values as).

Experiment 2

There was no significant difference between the two treatments (clicker, verbal)
on the first day of testing (Figure 3, Tables 3 & 4) two-way repeated measures
ANOVA, F(1, 10) = .545, p = .48. There was a significant decrease in the la-
tency to sit over trials, F(9, 90) = 2.039, p = .04, and there was no significant in-
teraction between treatment and trial, F(9, 90) = 1.216, p = .30. The groups did
not significantly differ on the first trial of Day 1, independent samples 7 test;
1(10) = 2.228, p = .19. However, when performance on the last trial on Day 1
was compared with performance on the first trial of Day 2 (2 days later), there
was a difference in retention between the two groups. When the performance be-
tween the first trial of Day 2 and the last trial of Day 1 are compared, there is no
significant difference in performance; the verbally reinforced dogs yielded no
significant difference, paired ¢ test; #5) = .410, p = .35. Thus, the verbal group
showed good retention of the learned behavior.

This was not the case for the clicker-trained dogs, as there was a significant dif-
ference in the performance of the clicker group between the last trial of Day 1 and
the first trial of Day 2, #(4) = 2.122, p = .05 (one dog was adopted between days 1
and 2; hence, the drop in sample size), indicating that these dogs did not retain the
sitting behavior.

s

A

LATENCY TO SIT (S)

cuSHBRERELS

| —=— VERBAL —o— CLICKER |

FIGURE 3 The change in mean latency to sit for a stranger by trial and treatment on the first
training day. Closed squares = dogs received a verbal cue along with a food reward (N = 6); open
circles = dogs received a clicker cue plus a food reward (N = 6). Error bars represent + SE.
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TABLE 3
Sit Latency in Seconds for Dogs Trained Using a Verbal Cue

Trial
Dog/
Gender  Day 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Baby/F 1 554 60 60 694 875 1344 33.03 1003 247 269
2 49 O 305 1.06 05 0 056 157 165 1
BabyBop 1 2079 21.09 35 425 253 191 0 075 1 0.66
F 2 596 289 0O 119 169 147 059 0 0 1.55
Mamie/F 1 55 2.88 219 259 163 1.63 122 321 191 241
2 4.3 1.09 11.22 056 103 078 043 037 425 1
Max/M 1 123 299 262 231 1093 3505 5.6 879 389 46
2 406 2 1.44 107 078 1.06 1.01 207 1605 1.32
Roxy/F 1 4.3 343 128 037 866 236 112 148 148 0.12
2 435 176 34 448 129 102 15 137 198 1.86
Thalia/F 1 259 132 143 1.01 112 0.82 60 245 076 2847
2 406 2 144 107 078 106 101 207 1605 1.32
M 1 1497 1529 1577 638 560 920 16.83 445 192 649
2 462 426 343 157 1.01 090 085 124 666 134
SD 1 21.04 2312 2373 853 431 1352 2460 395 1.15 10.88
2 074 6.61 401 144 043 050 040 087 740 0.33

Note. F =female; M = male.

In addition, there was a significant difference between the two treatment
groups on the second day of testing, F(1, 9) = 4.952, p = .05 (Figure 4). This dif-
ference appeared to be due to the verbal group remaining at a low latency over
all 10 trials, but the clicker group performed inconsistently. All the dogs were
able to sit in less than 60 sec on both days. Latency to sit was compared for
males and females the first trial and the last trial for both sessions, and there was
no difference (¢ test, all p values ns).

Experiment 3

There was no difference between the two groups on the first day of testing, #(18)
= .603, p = .554. There was a clear effect of reinforcement regime during the
training stage. Experimental dogs spent a significantly higher proportion of time
sitting during trials, F(1, 18) = 14.810, p = .001, repeated measures ANOVA on
arcsine square root transformed data (Figure 5, Table 5). Unlike the
noncontingent reinforcement group dogs, their sitting time increased over trials
(Figure 6), producing a significant Day x Treatment interaction effect, F(4, 72)
= 4.652, p = .002. There were no significant differences in sitting behavior



TABLE 4
Sit Latency in Seconds for Dogs Trained Using a Clicker

Trial
Dog/
Gender Day 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Toby/M 1 1468 1 06 101 095 07 082 059 28 205
2 213 0 0 1.1 0 032 0 168 035 1.09
T-BoneM 1 60 60 16 26 3 41 1 60 1 NR
2 2757 112 60 231 813 1203 2491 5476 3229 378
Heather/F 1 4194 1627 15 1.6 1027 459 637 292 293 693
2 266 112 106 288 475 0 312 125 34 193
JunioM 1 2 2 3 8 20 60 1 8 35 3
2 4534 1456 3475 7.88 206 991 3956 2941 1038 15.38
Brigite’f 1 60 60 10 5 5 3 6 4 3 27
2 60 60 17.36 5267 324 60 3562 30.53 5478 26.16
ChaplinM 1 21 9 4 8 4 3 2 4 7 4
A R— — — — — — — — — —_
M 1 3327 2471 685 827 720 1872 287 1325 823 860
2 2754 1536 2263 1337 3.63 1645 2064 2353 2025 967
SD 1 2441 2788 559 9.9 7.00 2537 261 2302 1307 1045
2 2567 2567 2524 2215 305 2495 1826 2254 2299 10.87

Note. M = male; F = female; NR = no record.
*Chaplin was adopted before data for the second day of trials could be collected.

—=— VERBAL —0— CLICKER |

FIGURE 4 The change in mean latency to sit for a stranger by trial and treatment 2 days later.
Closed squares = dogs that received a verbal cue along with a food reward (N = 6); open circles =
dogs received a clicker cue plus a food reward (N = 5). Error bars represent + SE.

1 2 3 4 5
DAY
" |- EXPERIMENTAL -*- NON-CONTINGENT

FIGURES Change in the mean percentage of trial time shelter dogs spent sitting by day and
treatment. Experimental dogs were reinforced whenever they sat during the daily 15-min trials
(N = 10); the noncontingent reinforcement group was rewarded every 20 sec regardless of their
behavior (N = 10). Error bars represent + SE.

TABLE 5
Treatment Effect on Proportion of Time Spent Sitting

Day
Dog Treatment 1 2 3 4 5
1 Experimental .50 14 .85 90 91
2 Experimental .24 .64 .64 72 77
3 Experimental .00 .58 78 .84 .86
4 Experimental 74 .82 73 .76 32
5 Experimental .64 i .78 76 .81
6 Experimental .64 .70 72 71 73
7 Experimental 22 40 .60 .60 .61
8 Experimental 15 .67 A48 S1 66
9 Experimental .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
10 Experimental .07 .51 .55 .58 .59
11 Noncontingent .70 33 15 28 10
12 Noncontingent .00 00 .00 .00 .00
13 Noncontingent 29 31 27 21 11
14 Noncontingent 04 .00 03 .02 .00
15 Noncontingent .00 .00 .08 13 00
16 Noncontingent .00 .01 .08 .00 .00
17 Noncontingent .40 .02 .05 009 .01
18 Noncontingent .00 .09 .03 .20 14
19 Noncontingent 92 .19 .18 .37 .93
20 Noncontingent .008 41 34 A1 31

R
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FIGURE 6 Proportion of time trained dogs (N = 9) spent sitting during 15-min trials. F/F = fa-
miliar trainer/familiar room; F/U = familiar trainer/unfamiliar room; U/F = unfamiliar trainer/fa-
miliar room; U/U = unfamiliar trainer/unfamiliar room. Error bars represent + SE.

. TABLE 6
Effects of Familiar/Unfamiliar Contexts on Proportion of Time Spent Sitting

Persons/Room
Dog ' F/F FuU U/F umu
1 .84 71 .01 33
2 .95 .84 .89 .88
3 72 77 58 .60
4 92 .86 95 92
5 .14 .16 .26 10
6 .90 74 .87 96
7 46 49 .36 .36
8 00 .00 .00 .00
9 73 61 .60 .55

Note. F/F =familiar trainer/familiar room; F/U = familiar trainer/unfamiliar room; U/F = unfamiliar
trainer/familiar room; U/U = unfamiliar trainer/unfamiliar room.
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among the four testing conditions F(3, 24) = 1.302, p = .297, repeated measures
ANOVA on arcsine square root transformed data (Figure 6, Table 6).

DISCUSSION

These experiments were conducted to determine the feasibility of training in the
shelter environment. All the dogs in these studies were trained to sit. Our experi-
ments indicate that dogs can be trained rapidly (in less than 30 min) to respond
appropriately to a potential adopter. We were able to determine that training
leads to an increase in sitting both as a decrease in the mean latency to sit and as
an increase in the total time spent sitting. During the course of our studies, these
trained dogs continued to exhibit this behavior, as long as the behavior was rein-
forced, regardless of the person or location.

It appears that minimal training (10 to 15 min a day) by novice trainers can in-
crease the amount and speed at which sitting is performed by shelter dogs. Dogs
are able to retain the learned skill for at least 1 day without training, and another
study at the same site suggests that 5 min of training every other day is sufficient
for a dog to learn and maintain these behaviors (R. R: Castillo, personal communi-
cation, September 5, 2004). Taken together, these resuits suggest that the dogs are
able both to retain the acquired skill after a short delay and to generalize to a new
stranger—another potential owner. This is important in a shelter environment, as it
is unlikely that a particular dog’s trainer will become the dog’s owner. The next
step would be to determine whether the dog will retain the same level of skill over
a longer period (over a few days or a week) and whether the dog will generalize to
a new stranger or strangers over such a long delay. The average time between ar-
rival and adoption for this shelter is 14.3 days. Thus, if a dog can maintain a good
skill level for at least a week, then weekly training sessions may be sufficient for
the purposes of this shelter.

It seems as if the combination of the verbal cue with a food reward is more sa-
lient to shelter dogs than the clicker cue with food. More research is needed to de-
termine if the differences observed in verbally trained and clicker-trained dogs are
due to (a) the limited supply of verbal reinforcement available in the shelter, (b) a
negative association (startle) with the clicker, (c) incomplete conditioning of the
dogs to the clicker, or (d) other factors. Whatever the reason, these results suggest
that clicker training might not be a productive avenue, at least for the type of
short-term training done initially by untrained volunteers in a shelter setting.

In response to the results of these experiments, a policy was instituted at the
shelter requiring all shelter staff and volunteers to wait for a dog to sit to (a) exit
from a kennel, (b) exit from the shelter (to the outside), and (c) when a person ap-
proached the dog (particularly to receive contact; i.e., petting). All shelter staff and
volunteers went to training sessions where they were advised of the new policy and
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trained on how to teach a dog to sit using positive reinforcement (Miller, 2001;
Sternberg, 1998). No physical compulsion was used. Our studies indicate that sim-
ple training techniques incorporated into daily routines and implemented in a shel-
ter-wide program correlate with an increase in the rate of adoption as well as a
decrease in the rate of euthanasia of dogs admitted to the shelter.

In addition to possible effects on outcome, training appears to affect other be-
haviors. Staff and volunteers have reported decreases in barking, fewer animals
exhibiting stress behaviors (spinning, pacing, and lunging at visitors), and less
jumping on the cage. Instead, when people approach the kennel, the dog comes to
the front of the kennel and sits. Staff and volunteers find these dogs are easier to
handle. Similar results were seen in the canine socialization and training program
at the National Institutes of Health (Adams, Navarro, Hutchingson, & Weed,
2004). Objective measures are needed to confirm these observations in a shelter
environment.

Potential adopters react favorably to a dog sitting at the front of the kennel
(Wells & Hepper, 1992). At the shelter, the training regime is explained to visitors
on entering the facility, and those viewing dogs are able to see the training. The
visitors appear favorably impressed by the facility and the animals and are enthusi-
astic about helping a dog to follow the rules. It is possible that their Impressions are
based on their perception of the dogs being trained, rather than the training that the
dogs actually demonstrate. This question represents an interesting avenue for fur-
ther investigation.

By using the training regime to initiate a conversation, shelter staff members
are able to educate new owners about humane training methods and environmen-
tally based rewards. As part of this dialogue, realistic expectations for the new re-
lationship may be established and the shelter can be identified as a resource for
training and behavior. Cultivation and support of this new human-dog relationship
may be the key to keeping a dog in the home.
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