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Abstract
The therapeutic benefits of animals have been well established both among pet owners
(Handlin et al., 2011) and in institutional populations using Animal Assisted Therapy (AAT)
(Folse et al., 1994). Various physical and mental health benefits of interactions with animals
have been identified (Horowitz, 2008) and subject to much research and study. Recently,
Animal Visitation Programs (AVPs) have become popular among Canadian Universities with
aims to support students and promote wellbeing (Gillett, Dell, & Chalmers, 2016). Currently,
there are approximately 67 universities in Canada that offer a therapy dog program (Gillett,
Dell, & Chalmers, 2016). In light of these findings, the University of Prince Edward Island,
Charlottetown, PEI, Canada is currently considering implementing a comfort dog program on
campus. This exploratory study sought to determine whether students and faculty/staff at UPEI
would be interested in the proposed comfort dog program, which investigators have termed
WOOFS (Wellness Oriented Outreach for Students/Staff). The goal of WOOFS would be to
provide comfort and stress-relief for participants, as well as to contribute to mental health
outreach initiatives on campus. In the present study, an online survey was distributed to
participants using LIME survey and respondents answered questions related to (i) their attitudes
towards pets, (ii) the comfort their pets provided, (iii) demographics, (iv) knowledge of current
therapy/comfort dog visits on campus, and (v) how WOOFS could best be implemented to
benefit both students and faculty/staff on campus. The volunteer sample (n = 331) consisted of
mostly female, European/Caucasian first-year university students. 12.40% of the respondents
were faculty/staff, while 87.60% were students currently enrolled at UPEI. Most participants
responded positively to “positive” attitude pet questions and currently owned a dog or cat
(58.00%, n = 192). The majority of students (80.38%, n = 213) and faculty/staff (75.00%, n =

v
27) indicated they agreed/strongly agreed they would be likely to attend one of the WOOFS
drop-in visits. Moreover, 94.68% of students (n = 249) and 88.89% (n = 32) of faculty/staff
agreed/strongly agreed the program would be beneficial to have on campus. The area students
felt they would be most likely to participate in a comfort dog session was “anywhere on
campus” (52.36%, n = 144); an opinion shared by faculty/staff (51.28%, n = 20). The majority
of students (89.27%, n = 233) and faculty/staff (69.44%, n = 25) responded that they agreed
having a comfort dog on campus could help raise awareness about the mental health services
available such as the Counseling Center and Mental Health Clinic.
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Evaluating Student and Faculty/Staff Interest in WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented Outreach for
Students and Staff)

The bond and connection between animals and humans has been one of the most widely
documented (Fine & Beck, 2015). In particular, research has suggested that pet owners as
compared to non pet owners may view interactions with their pet as therapeutic (Kwong &
Bartholomew, 2011) and experience stress relieving effects or bonding as evidenced by
physiological changes (Handlin, Hydbring-Sandberg, Nilsson, Ejdebȁck, Jansson, & UnvȁsMoberg, 2011). Recently, therapy dog programs or similar Animal-Assisted Interaction (AAI)
based programs have been implemented in a wide variety of settings, ranging from college
campuses (Daltry & Mehr, 2015) to institutions such as psychiatric hospitals (Scouter & Miller,
2007), that seek to use this established bond between humans and animals to promote wellbeing.
Some of the aims of these programs, especially amongst college/university populations, include
incorporating stress reduction techniques and raising awareness of some of the mental health
services available on campuses (Gillett, Dell, & Chalmers, 2016). Research into the connection
between humans and animals, as well as the physical and mental benefits of interacting with
therapy or comfort dogs is relatively new (Fine & Beck, 2015). However, from physical benefits
to literature examining pets as attachment figures, the value pets, and Animal-Visitation
Programs (AVPs) have on humans has been well documented. In light of this research, the
University of Prince Edward Island is currently considering implementing a comfort dog
program on campus entitled WOOFS (Wellness Oriented Outreach for Students and
Faculty/Staff) that aims to provide comfort and promote wellbeing on campus. This study sought
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to examine whether students and faculty/staff would be interested in such a program, and how it
could best be implemented to benefit both students and faculty/staff.
Firstly, a brief overview of the research pertaining to the use of animal interventions or
pet conditions to monitor physical health benefits as well as mental health benefits will be
examined. The implications of pets as attachment figures will be explored, as well as a summary
of the history surrounding the Human-Animal Bond which has largely been used to describe the
relationship humans may develop with their pets and other animals (Russow, 2002). Finally,
existing literature and AVP’s in Canada and the United States is addressed.

Physical Benefits
Overview of the Types of Physical Benefits
The physical benefits of both owning a pet and participating in various therapy dog
programs or AVPs have been well documented. Benefits range from reducing blood pressure in
pet owners as compared to non-pet owners (Anderson, Reid, & Jennings, 1992, as cited in
McNicholas & Collis, 2000, p. 61) to increasing oxytocin levels in pet owners compared to
controls (Handlin et al., 2011, p. 311). Programs that focus on college students have found that
animal interventions are implicated in lower salivary cortisol levels compared to other conditions
(Pendry & Vendagriff, 2019, p. 8). Furthermore, in a study examining dog owners, lower blood
pressure and heart rate was found when comparing an Animal Assisted Activity (AAA) group
with therapy dog owners and their dogs (Barker, Knisely, McCain, Schubert, & Pandurangi,
2010, as cited in Adams, Sharkin, & Bottinelli, 2017, p. 316). Benefits, therefore, include
increasing hormone levels such as oxytocin (Handlin et al., 2011, p. 311) reducing the risk of
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disease (Horowitz, 2008, p. 251), and influencing brain activity (Sugawara, Mehedi Masud,
Yokoyama, Mizutani, Watanuki, Yanai, Itoh, & Tashiro, 2012, p. 25).

Comparing Pet Owners and Non-Pet Owners
In a study comparing females who owned a dog versus females who did not, which
served as a control group, Handlin et al. (2011) reported that owners experienced higher peak
oxytocin levels after physical interaction with their dog unlike the control group. Moreover, heart
rate was also found to be significantly lower in dog owners. Both the owners and the control
group experienced a decrease in cortisol and insulin levels (Handlin et al., 2011). The interaction
portion of the experiment lasted only three minutes, however, cortisol levels decreased at 15
minutes (Handlin et al., 2011). When looking at physical benefits in middle-age populations,
Anderson, Reid, & Jennings (1992) found that plasma triglycerides, cholesterol, and systolic
blood pressure were lower, especially in men aged forty or older who owned pets (as cited in
McNicholas & Collis, 2000). In a study conducted by Allen, Blascovitch, and Mendes (2002) it
was observed that “pet owners, as compared to non-pet owners, had significantly lower resting
pulse rates, lower systolic and diastolic blood pressure, and exhibited significantly lower
reactivity on all three measures following a stressful arithmetic task” (as cited in Somervill,
Kruglikova, Robertson, Hanson, & MacLin, 2008, para. 4). In addition to benefits resulting from
interactions with animals, pet owners can also experience direct physical benefits as part of their
duties as a responsible pet owner. For example, surveys conducted to examine Californian
(Yabroff, Trolano, & Berrigan, 2008) and Australian respondents (Cutt, Giles-Corti, Knuiman, et
al., 2008) found that owning a dog was tied to “higher levels of physical activity” (as cited in
Horowitz, 2008, p. 251). This was found even when other variables such as body mass index
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(BMI) and smoking were considered (Anderson, Reid, & Jennings, 1992, as cited in Horowitz,
2008). In a study by Odendaal & Meintjes (2003) which compared pet owners and their dogs
with non-pet owners who were assigned a dog, it was found that decreased blood pressure was
observed in both human and canine participants (Odendaal & Meintjes, 2003). This decrease was
observed between five and twenty-four minutes after the interaction phase of the experiment in
humans. Furthermore, “both species showed significant increases in plasma β-endorphin,
oxytocin, prolactin, phenyl acetic acid, and dopamine” (Odendaal & Meintjes, 2003, p. 298). βendorphin is involved with “learning and memory, feeding behaviour, thermoregulation, blood
pressure regulation, and reproductive behaviour” (Brown, 1994, as cited in Odendaal &
Meintjes, 2003, p. 299) as well as “analgesia, euphoric states and de-stressful situations in
humans” (Bloom & Lazerson, 1988, as cited in Odendaal & Meintjes, 2003, p. 299). Oxytocin
promotes bonding (Odendaal & Meintjes, 2003) while plasma dopamine concentrations are
associated with “pleasurable” sensations (Mitchell & Gratton, 1994, as cited in Odendaal &
Meintjes, 2003, p. 299) to name just a few of the benefits implicated in this experiment.

Overview of Animal-Assisted Programs
Before addressing the various benefits associated with interacting with animals or similar
activities in a formal program, it is imperative to first address the various forms of animal
interactions that may be implemented in experimental or therapeutic environments. These
include Animal-Assisted Activities (AAA), Animal-Assisted Interventions (AAI), AnimalAssisted Therapy (AAT), Animal Visitation Programs (AVP), and Animal-Assisted Education
(AAE).
Animal-Assisted Activities are best understood as being separate from a therapy context.
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Pet Partners outlines AAA’s as,
“AAA provides opportunities for motivational, educational, recreational, and/or
therapeutic benefits to enhance quality of life. AAA are delivered in a variety of
environments by specially trained professionals, paraprofessionals, and/or volunteers, in
association with animals that meet specific criteria.” (Pet Partners, 2012, para. 8, as cited
in Kronholz, Freeman, & Mackintosh, 2015, p. 3)
AAA’s have also been described as “informal” and are based more on the belief that such
programs can be beneficial, as opposed to posing a specific intervention or targeting a medical
condition (Huss, 2012, p. 444, as cited in Kronholz, Freeman, & Mackintosh, 2015). As a result,
AAA’s are appropriate for a wide variety of contexts and locations, including university
campuses (Adamle, Riley, & Carlson, 2009, as cited in Kronholz, Freeman, & Mackintosh,
2015).
Animal-Assisted Interventions “is the umbrella term for any intervention that includes or
incorporates animals as part of a therapeutic process” (Fine & Beck, 2010, as cited in Dell,
Chalmers, Gillett, Rohr, Campbell, Honoski, Haugerud, Husband, Stephenson, & Brydges, 2015,
p. 334). As such, AAI’s can include AAA’s which may not have a targeted medical condition or
intervention, or Animal-Assisted Therapy (see below).
Animal-Assisted Therapy, unlike AAA’s, is integrated into a therapeutic setting where an
animal may be present in the room as part of therapy, counseling, or intervention-driven
approaches (Dell et al., 2015). The American Veterinary Medical Association further outlines
AAT’s.
“a goal directed intervention in which an animal meeting specific criteria is an integral
part of the treatment process. Animal-assisted therapy is delivered and/or directed by
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health or human service providers working within the scope of their profession. Animalassisted therapy is designed to promote improvement in human physical, social,
emotional, or cognitive function. Animal-assisted therapy is provided in a variety of
settings, and may be group or individual in nature. The process is documented and
evaluated” (Amerian Veterinary Medical Association, 2001, Definitions, para. 2, as cited
in Kronholz, Freeman, & Mackintosh, 2015, p. 2).
It is important to note that other AAI’s such as AAA’s may promote improvement in various
physical and mental areas of human functioning as will be explored in the upcoming section, but
that AAT’s are developed explicitly for use by health or human service providers and may be
used to help support clients or patients. For example, AAA’s and AAT’s can be used to assist
those who may be experiencing depression, emotional disorders, and Alzheimer’s to name a few
(Connor & Miller, 2000, as cited in Scouter & Miller, 2007, p. 168). With regards to using dogs
for AAA’s and AAT’s, activities that involve visiting with an animal would fall under animalassisted activities (AAA) while dogs that are used as part of treatment would be part of animalassisted therapy (AAT) (O’Haire, 2010, as cited in Foreman et al., 2019).
Animal-Visitation Programs or AVP’s, which are the central focus of this study, are
mentioned when addressing programs on University campuses. Pendry & Vandagraff (2019)
outline AVP’s as providing the “general student population an opportunity to engage in handson-petting of animals for 5 to 45 minutes in small group settings” (p. 1). However, these
programs may also involve staff taking animals to campus for visitation (Thompson, 2003, as
cited in Pendry & Vandagraff, 2019), or inviting therapy-dog handler teams (Pendry &
Vandagraff, 2019) .
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Finally, Animal-Assisted Education (AAE), while not explicitly covered in this study,
“Relies on the use of animals for specific educational purposes, as is the case with problematic
children characterized by behavioural problems.” (Cirulli, Borgi, Berry, Francia, & Alleva, 2011,
p. 343)

Benefits of Animal-Assisted Therapy and Animal-Assisted Activities
The use of AAT’s and AAA’s can have a wide range of physical benefits for participants,
in the case of AAA’s, as well as patients in AAT’s. Animal-Assisted programs can also benefit
employees in workplaces by producing small to very large improvements in mood, as rated by
participants (Foreman et al., 2019), and can be implemented in a wide variety of
environments.
AAI’s implemented with children have been found to help reduce physical measures such
as blood pressure (Cirulli et al., 2011). Other studies that focused on AAT with hospitalized
children found decreased physiological arousal and decreases in systolic blood pressure (Tsai,
Friedmann, & Thomas, 2010, as cited in Daltry & Mehr, 2015). Other studies have used surveys
and interviews to gauge perceptions of the benefits of AVPs. For example, Sobo, Eng, and
Kassity-Krich (2006) found “a one-time canine visit significantly reduced perceived pain in 25
hospitalized children, ages 5-18, who experienced post-operative pain” (as cited in Horowitz,
2008, p. 253). A study evaluating therapy using trained horses and therapeutic riding instructors,
has also found a range of physical benefits when used with young child patients. The therapy
“produced improvements in the children’s mobility, strength, coordination, and other sensory
and motor functions” (Crawford & Pomerinke, 2003, as cited in Horowitz, 2008, p. 253).
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With regards to middle-age or adult populations, some studies have chosen to focus on
pain and the potential benefits provided by AAP’s. Specifically, the results of a study by Havey,
Vlasses, Vlasses, Ludwig-Beymer, and Hackbarth (2014) found that daily visits with a trained
dog could “reduce the need for pain medication in patients recovering from joint replacement
surgery” (as cited in Dell et al., 2015, p. 334). Turning to AAT’s in patients hospitalized with
heart failure, a study by Cole, Gawlinkski, Steers, & Kotlerman (2007) analyzed 76 patients who
had three 12-minute sessions of AAT. Compared to patients who received usual care, the patients
in the volunteer-only visitation condition indicated that AAT lowered anxiety levels and
improved areas such as cardiopulmonary functioning (as cited in Horowitz, 2008). In addition,
while investigating experimental conditions using participants in the presence of dogs
(experimental group) compared to participants not in the presence of dongs (control group),
Sugawara et al. (2012) through the use of Positron Emission Tomography (PET) scans, showed
that the brain regions affected by the presence of a dog, compared to the control condition,
included the left middle frontal gyrus, right fusiform gyrus, putamen, as well as the thalamus.
The deactivation of these brain regions could be due to decreases in “emotional stress”
(Sugawara et al., 2012, p. 32). The study was conducted using members of the Japanese Animal
Hospital Association and consisted of mostly female middle-aged participants (Sugawara et al.,
2012).
In elderly populations, a study looking at elderly-dog interactions found that “results
indicate that both a therapeutic and recreational intervention using dogs may decrease the
apathetic status of patients living in a nursing home” (Berry, Borgi, Terranova, Chiarotti, &
Cirulli, in press, as cited in Cirulli et al., 2011, p. 344). Furthermore, other studies have
compared various forms of therapy, including what may be termed “regular” therapy with a
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human counselor or therapist, as opposed to AAT where a dog or other animal is present with the
therapist. A study by Travers, Perkins, Rand, Bartlett, & Morton (2013) analyzed the differences
between these two versions of therapy in residents diagnosed with dementia in senior care
facilities. It was found that residents in the dog-assisted therapy condition were less depressed
(as cited in Daltry & Mehr, 2015). Further research in patients with depression, has suggested
that even watching fish swim in their aquarium “stimulated residents to eat more and gain
weight” (Filan & Llewellyn-Jones, 2006, as cited in Horowitz, 2008, p. 253). It is interesting to
note that decreases in cortisol levels that have been observed in other studies, and believed to be
the result of interactions with dogs, have not been found when examining elderly participants
(Cirulli et al., 2011). It would be worth examining what features or conditions used may
influence this effect.

Mental Health Benefits
In addition to the various forms of physical benefits that have been outlined, many
studies have identified benefits tied to participant’s subjective experiences or mental health;
including stress reduction, depressive symptomatology, anxiety and loneliness, and animals
acting as a catalyst for social interactions.

Stress Reduction
Decreases in cortisol are associated with stress reduction. In Handlin et al.’s (2011) study
that focused on male Labrador dogs and their female owners, owners sat in a chair and could
interact with their dogs for 3 minutes out of the 60-minute experiment. In comparison, the
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control group simply sat in the chair for the entirety of the experiment. There were no other
differences between groups. In addition to other measurements, cortisol was measured in both
dog and human participants. The owners’ cortisol levels compared to non-owners had dropped at
15 minutes after the interaction, but not 30 minutes (Handlin et al., 2011). It is important to note
that the opposite occurred in non-owners. Cortisol levels in non-owners decreased at 30 minutes
instead of 15 minutes (Handlin et al., 2011). A connection between the experiment and stress
reduction was also noted by the authors who pointed out that their measurement of heart rate also
yielded interesting results. “The observation that the owners’ heart rate decreased significantly
suggests that interaction with the dog might have induced a slight anti-stress effect in the owners.
This effect may be a consequence of the oxytocin released in the brain caused by the sensory
interaction” (Handlin et al., 2011, p. 313). However, stress reduction as it relates to interactions
with animals and AVP’s is not limited to physiological measurements that may not include
descriptions of participants personal experiences. Many programs that include therapy or comfort
dogs offer participants the opportunity to provide feedback.
Dell et al. (2015) employed a mixed methods approach, using both qualitative and
quantitative methods (Dell et al., 2015). This study analyzed St. John Ambulance Therapy Dog
programs at McMaster University, the University of Saskatchewan, as well as the University of
Regina. Participants who attended sessions at these universities completed questionnaires. The
participants were comprised of mostly female students and staff (Dell et al., 2015, p. 339). One
of the 5-point Likert scale questions asked participants to indicate whether the dogs “helped me
to destress”, and to indicate whether they felt “anxious”, “calm and relaxed”, “in control of my
emotions (that is, balanced and in the moment”, and “stressed out or tense” (Dell et al., 2015, pp.
339-340). The results indicated that 57% of females compared to 37% of males strongly agreed
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that “The therapy dogs helped me to destress” (Dell et al., 2015, p. 341). Additionally, it is worth
noting that 58% of males compared to 35% of females responded with “Agree” to this same
question (Dell et al., 2015, p. 341). Regarding how participants felt after spending time with the
therapy dogs, 64% of females compared to 53% of males responded with “strongly agree,” while
35% of males compared to 25% of females responded with “agree” (Dell et al., 2015, p. 341). In
both questions, the female responses were considered significantly higher than their male
counterparts in the “strongly agree” portion, while males were considered significantly higher
than their female counterparts in the “agree” portion (Dell et al., 2015, p. 341). The study also
includes reference to “how students handle stress today” (Dell et al., 2015, p. 346). The results
appear to indicate that the interaction with the therapy dog had a lasting impact on a student's
ability to handle stress. “This was divided into 30 individuals (34%) directly responding that yes,
there has been a lasting impact and the remaining (45%) sharing it had an impact at the time of
the event (not directly stating whether it did or did not have a lasting impact)” (Dell et al., 2015,
p. 346).
Other subjective reports from participants who attended a therapy dog session, such as
those outlined by Daltry & Mehr (2015), used “open responses.” Students indicated that “it
reduced their stress” and “made them happy” (p. 76). Moreover, returning to physiological
measures of stress, Barker et al. (2015) conducted a study with a sample of 10 adult dog-owners
who were mostly female. After the 30-minute baseline, “The five therapy dog owners then
interacted for 30 minutes with their own dog, followed by a 60-minute period during which they
watched a neutral video. The other five adults followed the same protocol, except that their
interaction was with an unfamiliar therapy dog” (Barker et al., 2015, p. 81). The unfamiliar
therapy dog was a mix-breed female. Among the measures employed to measure stress were
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salivary cortisol and salivary alpha amylase. Moreover, anxiety and stress were measured using
self-report measures and “visual analog scales” (Barker et al., 2015, p. 82). This included the Pet
Attitude Scale. The results indicated that there were “Significant differences in salivary cortisol
and self-reported stress were found for the TDO [Therapy Dog Owners, familiar dog] group
from post-stressor to immediately post-intervention” (Barker et al., 2015, p. 88). Both groups had
results that suggested a reduction in stress and anxiety had occurred (Barker et al., 2015, p. 89).
Building on the stress reduction noted by other studies, Sugawara et al. (2012) used the
SRS-18 (Stress Response Scale) to measure “Psychological Stress” to compare an experimental
group which included the presence of a dog, compared to the control group. The study also
included the use of PET to explore brain activity and differences between conditions. It was
noted that decreased SRS-18 scores were related to lower anxiety and stress levels due to the
presence of the dog (Sugawara et al., 2012).
Wells & Perrine (2001a) addressed the potential benefits of including pets in the
workplace by using questionnaires to allow participants to answer a variety of questions
regarding animals in the workplace. The study was conducted in Kentucky and included a
variety of companies that agreed to participate, including retail and manufacturing (Wells &
Perrine, 2001a). Most participants were female (Wells & Perrine, 2001a). Regarding stress, “pets
were most likely to be perceived to reduce stress” (Wells & Perrine, 2001, p. 85), and “were
likely to be perceived as positively affecting employee health and organizational issues.” (Wells
& Perrine, 2001, p. 85). Moreover, the results “suggest that participants who bring their pets to
work perceived greater benefits than both participants who do not bring their pets to work and
participants who do not own pets” (Wells & Perrine, 2001a, p. 85).
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Depressive Symptomatology
It was noted by Lambert et al. (2000, as cited in Odendaal & Meintjes, 2003) that
“Humans with depressive illness show a decrease in brain noradrenalin and dopamine” (p. 299).
Plasma dopamine levels have also been linked to “pleasurable sensations” (Mitchell & Gratton,
1994, as cited in Odendaal & Meintjes, 2003, p. 299). In Odendaal & Meintjes (2003) study, it
was pointed out that “increase in plasma dopamine concentrations obtained in this study for both
humans and dogs suggests that both participants derive ‘pleasurable sensations’ from their
interaction” (p. 299).
A meta-analysis by Scouter & Miller (2007) analyzed five separate studies all comprised
of participants from nursing homes or psychiatric hospitals that had used AAA’s or AAT with
dogs as the intervention, and self-report measures as part of the analysis. The studies had all been
carried out in the United States, and participants consisted of mostly females apart from one
study which was comprised of male participants (Scouter & Miller, 2007). Scouter & Miller
concluded that AAA/AAT’s can help improve depression based on the studies examined.
Furthermore, due to the inclusion and exclusion conditions, these results were “unlikely to have
resulted from artifacts in study design” (Scouter & Miller, 2007, p. 176). Of the 165 articles
initially surveyed for inclusion in the meta-analysis, only those five studies met the inclusion
criteria as other articles were reviews, editorials, or other papers which did not have the data
necessary for inclusion in the meta-analysis. Two other studies that also met the inclusion criteria
were not included as they did not include enough data to calculate the effect sizes (Scouter &
Miller, 2007). Scouter & Miller’s (2007) meta-analysis serves as a notable example of the
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multitude of research that has been carried out to address the mental health benefits of AAI’s,
especially in middle-aged to elderly populations.
In a study by Folse, Minder, Aycock, & Santana (1994) the researchers examined the
effects of AAT on depression in college students (Folse et al., 1994). To measure self-reported
depression, the Beck Depression Inventory was used and students could be placed by random
assignment in an AAT group with psychotherapy, a group that only received AAT, or a control
group to serve as a comparison (Folse et al., 1994). The animals used for the purposes of the
study were dogs (Folse et al., 1994, as cited in Adams et al., 2017). Students in the AAT only
group showed the greatest reduction in depressive symptoms followed by the AAT and
psychotherapy group. Significant reductions in depressive symptoms were not found in the
control group compared to the experimental groups (Folse et al., 1994, as cited in Adams et al.,
2017).
Although not directly related to depressive symptomatology, it is imperative to note that
the impact of visitation dogs or animals is not limited to student or institutional populations.
Moreover, some studies do not address depressive symptomatology directly, but rather focus on
emotional regulation and mood. In Foreman et al.’s (2019) study that focused on employees in
three campus locations at a Mid-Atlantic University, participants completed an online survey, as
well as the Pet Attitude Scale (Foreman et al., 2019). The purpose of the study was to, “assess
the perceptions of faculty and staff with regard to both the benefits and the hazards (e.g., dander,
bites, fleas) and risks associated with the presence of visitation dogs in their workplaces”
(Foreman et al., 2019, p. 35). Two out of the three campus locations had primarily female
participants, Engineering served as the notable exception with primarily male participants
(Foreman et al., 2019). As part of the results, “All respondents in the Counseling Center and
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Media Studies reported that dogs could produce at least a small improvement in mood or better,
and 42% and 44% of respondents in the Counseling and Media Studies, respectively, believed
dogs could produce a very large improvement in mood” (Foreman et al., 2019, p. 44). One
question addressed “the amount of comfort and support a dog can provide to someone who is in
emotional distress” (Foreman et al., 2019, p. 44). Overall, the majority or all the respondents,
depending on campus location, supported the belief that dogs could provide some level of
“emotional support”. “A majority of respondents in all three sites believed that dogs can provide
a moderate to very large amount of emotional support” (Foreman et al., 2019, p. 44).
Similar to the results found in physiological measures of stress, the presence of pet or
therapy dogs, tends to show significant results when comparing control or alternative groups to
groups that receive the therapy dog or AAI. However, as noted by Scouter & Miller (2007), it is
worth exploring whether these beneficial effects are limited to the interaction itself or are longlasting. Moreover, it is also noted that since the focus of many studies is on the animal, in this
case a dog, “It is therefore impossible to know how much of the observed improvement resulted
from animal interaction, in general, versus interaction with a dog and/or interaction with the
human facilitating treatment” (Scouter & Miller, 2007, p. 177). While these limitations are
relevant to Scouter & Miller’s study (2007), they represent some of the difficulty involved when
determining what influences participant’s self-reports as well as their experience of the AAI.
While increased research is needed to firmly establish how these interventions could
prove beneficial in the long-term treatment for mental health conditions such as depression, as
evidenced above, there is also significant evidence to suggest that the presence of animals can be
helpful for participants as it relates to anxiety and loneliness. This is especially noted in college
or university student populations.
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Anxiety and Loneliness

Stewart, Dispenza, Parker, Chang, & Cunnien (2014) were interested in conducting a
pilot study that addressed questions related to “Do college students experience reduced severity
of symptoms of anxiety and loneliness after participating in the AAT outreach program? Are
there measurable therapeutic factors related to AAT that can lead to the reduction of anxiety and
loneliness after participating in an AAT program among college students?” (p. 335). The study
was conducted in a liberal arts college in the Southern United States and most of the participants
were female and Caucasian/white. The measures used included the Burns Anxiety Inventory,
University of the Philippines Loneliness Assessment Scale, as well as the Session Rating Scale
(Stewart et al., 2014). Students were able to attend a “drop in” session to interact with a therapy
dog on campus (Stewart et al., 2014). The results indicated that students “reported feeling less
anxious after participating in an intervention with a specially trained and evaluated therapy dog
and handler, as indicated by lower scores on the Burns AI postintervention” (Stewart et al., 2014,
p. 340). A similar effect was also observed for loneliness (Stewart et al., 2014). Factors that may
have influenced the results are varied, but may include student’s feelings of support, group-based
interventions, student’s positive feelings towards animals and missing their own pets, or the
“voluntary” nature of the study wherein students who wished to interact with the dog or were
seeking support could do so of their own volition, “without committing to regular services”
(Stewart et al., 2014, p. 340).
To take a physiological approach to investigating anxiety, Sugawara et al. (2012), using
PET scans, also explored participant’s psychological state by using the SRS-18. This study was
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noted for revealing a significant result for stress reduction, but reduced scores may also indicate
that participants were experiencing a reduction in anxiety.
AVP’s on university campuses have indicated that students may attend such events to
“destress and relax,” based on questionnaires completed during the event (Dell et al., 2015, p.
343). Moreover, it is interesting to note that “proportionately more females shared that they were
glad they visited with the dogs so they could reduce their stress” (Dell et al., 2015, p. 343).
According to Adamle et al. (2009), “A majority of participants with pets at home considered
them an integral part of their life (92.5%, n = 221) and indicated receiving support and comfort
during stressful times when interacting with their pets” (p. 546). This study was designed to
examine Ohio University student interest in a therapy dog program (Adamle et al., 2009).
Students who participated in the study also indicated that they missed their pets and expressed an
interest in the pet therapy program (Adamle et al., 2009). Daltry & Mehr (2015) found similar
results when gaining feedback on a dog therapy program at West Chester University in
Pennsylvania. Participants noted that they missed their own pets, and “it was nice to visit with
these dogs to bring some of that comfort to school” (Daltry & Mehr, 2015, p. 76).
The themes brought up throughout studies that address students’ thoughts and
experiences while attending AVP’s suggest that the anxiety associated with the stressors of
university life, as well as the loneliness of being away from a family pet, may help explain why
students are so receptive to such programs.
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Catalysts for Social Interactions
Several studies have focused their attention towards the “social” effects animals may
have. This can take a variety of forms but is usually measured by the length of social
interactions, or their frequency.
McNicholas & Collis (2000) conducted two studies to address whether dogs could act as
“catalysts for social interactions” (p. 61). Within the first study a Labrador dog accompanied the
experimenter who “acted as a participant observer” throughout their daily routine for five days,
while also completing their regular daily routine without the presence of the dog for five days
(McNicholas & Collis, 2000, pp. 63-64). “The measures of social interactions in both the Dog
condition and the No Dog condition were: (1) number of interactions; (2) length of interactions;
(3) gender of interactee; (4) whether the interactee was a friend, an acquaintance or a stranger”
(McNicholas & Collis, 2000, p. 64). The results indicated that the experimenter and dog
condition experienced more social interactions than when the experimenter was alone
(McNicholas & Collis, 2000). Moreover, this result was found to be more prevalent with
strangers. “This finding fits an interpretation that the dog removed or permitted the
circumvention of inhibitions against striking up casual conversations” (McNicholas & Collis,
2000, p. 65). There was also evidence to suggest that the social catalyst effect was not limited to
one interaction. In the No Dog condition “interactions of this type were prefaced by an inquiry
about the whereabouts of the dog” (McNicholas & Collis, 2000, p. 65). In the second study,
which focused on addressing whether the social catalyst effect was influenced by the appearance
of the dog and handler, it was shown that the effect still took place (McNicholas & Collis, 2000).
Returning to the theme of having animals present on college campuses, Wells & Perrine
(2001b) conducted a study at Eastern Kentucky University consisting of undergraduate
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Psychology students, primarily female, who viewed slides of offices that consisted of a control
slide, a slide with a dog present (a Golden Retriever), or a slide with a cat present.
Students then completed a questionnaire to assess their views towards the slide they had viewed
(Wells & Perrine, 2001b), and were randomly assigned to one of the three slides (Wells &
Perrine, 2001b). With regards to results, “students perceived the office to be more comfortable
and the professor to be friendlier when there was a dog in the office than when there was a cat or
no animal in the office. There were no significant differences between the offices with the cat
and no animal” (Wells & Perrine, 2001b, p. 166). However, it is intriguing that “students
perceived the professors occupying an office with a cat to be less busy than professors occupying
offices with a dog or with no animal” (Wells & Perrine, 2001b, p. 166). This presents
implications for the inclusion of animals to encourage students to visit the professor's offices,
and make professors appear approachable and available for students.
Moving back to Wells & Perrine’s (2001a) study on pets in the workplace, pets, in
contrast to the previous study, were “less likely to be perceived to facilitate social interaction.”
(p. 85) This may be due in part to factors relating to the limitations of the study, or the workplace
environment (Wells & Perrine, 2001a), but increased research could be done to further evaluate
when and how the social catalyst effect caused by animals takes place.
Participants who self-reported on their experiences after attending AVP’s on campuses
have also reported that they met new people (Dell et al., 2015). In addition, Stewart et al. (2014)
listed the “socially facilitating effect of human-animal interaction” (Stewart, Chang, &
Rice, 2013, as cited in Stewart et al., 2014, p. 340) as one of the possible explanations for the
“reduction in loneliness” observed (Stewart et al., 2014, p. 340).
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Pets as Attachment Figures
The effectiveness of AVP’s or interventions involving pets may be explained, in part, by
the connection’s humans develop with their pets, and the loneliness students may experience
when they are separated from their pets. Pets, as will be explored, may function as both a
companion and support system.
Much of the discussion surrounding attachment and attachment features is linked to the
work of John Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth. Many of Bowlby’s papers on attachment focused on
separation anxiety and “that separation anxiety occurs when attachment behavior is activated by
the absence of the attachment figure” (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991, p. 337). Bowlby also posited
that “separation anxiety dominates the protest phase of response to separation, with its
heightened but frustrated attachment behavior mingled with anger, grief and mourning dominate
the despair phase, as the frustration of separation is prolonged” (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991, p.
337). However, this approach has been criticized by other psychoanalysts, though this is thought
to be due in part to differing theoretical approaches to these issues (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991,
p. 337). Within the context of attachment and attachment figures, the research tended to
emphasize the type of attachment infants had with their mothers (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991, p.
339). However, the most infamous version of attachment theory is related to Ainsworth and
Wittig’s (1969, as cited in Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991, p. 339) “strange situation” wherein
infant’s attachment to the mother was assessed by how the infant responded to the mother when
she returned after briefly leaving the room. Secure attachments were related to mothers who
“consistently responded promptly to infant crying early-on” and “had infants who by the end of
the first year cried relatively little” (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991, p. 339). Moreover, securely
attached babies “were more likely than insecure babies to greet the mother positively upon

21
reunion, and less likely to greet her grumpily or with a cry” (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991, p.
339). Insecure attachments are thought to be related to the mother’s behavior. For instance, the
mother being less responsive to the infant’s crying or needs in early life (Ainsworth & Bowlby,
1991). “Finally, the strange situation procedure highlighted the distinction between secure and
insecure infants, and between two groups of insecure infants—avoidant and ambivalentresistant” (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991, p. 340). The discussion surrounding attachment theory
has long been dominated by Bowlby’s work as well as Ainsworth’s “strange situation”
(Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991, p. 339) and as such, it is imperative to address its significance
before delving into discussions of attachment and attachment figures, especially within the realm
of Psychology. Although, it is important to note that attachments are complex, and attachment
theory, even when examining more current work, “leaves open many questions” (Ainsworth &
Bowlby, 1991, p. 342).
Within discussions surrounding recommendations for counsellors, Adams, Sharkin, &
Bottinelli (2017) elaborate on the difficulty’s students may face when away from home,
including discussions about how anxiety and depression may be worsened. It is recommended
that counselors keep this in mind during sessions and discuss student’s relationship with their
pet. Not having access to a pet may also impact “their functioning both directly (i.e., as a primary
presenting concern) and indirectly (i.e., by being unable to utilize their pet as a source of comfort
and cope with distress” (Adams et al., 2017, p. 308). Building on Ainsworth’s work regarding
attachment theory, several terms must be defined. Proximity maintenance is related to a
“preference to be near the attachment figure, especially during times of distress or need”, while
secure base refers to a “sense of security” as related to the attachment figure. Finally, safe haven
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refers to the “comfort, encouragement, and support to reduce distress” that attachment figures
may provide (Ainsworth, 1991, as cited in Adams et al., 2017, p. 308).
Kurdek (2009a) used Ainsworth’s work in a study designed to assess “the extent to
which, and under what conditions, owners turn to their pet dogs in times of emotional distress”
(p. 439). This qualitative study consisted of mainly female participants who participated in an
online survey and lived with their pet (Kurdek, 2009a). “45% of the sample gave dogs the
highest ratings for all items” and “proximity maintenance was the highest rated feature, followed
by secure base, separation distress, and safe haven” (Kurdek, 2009a, p. 444). This result was
similarly obtained in Kurdek’s (2008) study involving college students (as cited in Kurdek,
2009a, p. 444). Furthermore, participants were more likely to turn to their pets for emotional
support than family members, including mothers and fathers (Kurdek, 2009a). “Romantic
partners” served as a notable exception (Kurdek, 2009a, p. 444). While samples within studies of
this type typically consist of mostly women, “Men were more likely than women to prefer dogs
to mothers, sisters, best friends, and children, but not to partners, whom they preferred over pet
dogs more than did women” (Kurdek, 2009a, p. 445). A result that may be important for mental
health outreach initiatives is that “People at low levels of self-disclosure were especially likely to
prefer pet dogs over each human figure except partners, whom they rated as equivalent to dogs”
(Kurdek, 2009a, p. 445). These results present a complex view of human-animal relationships,
and how influential pets can be in individual’s lives.
Referring to Kurdek’s (2009b) study examining Psychology university students and
attachment to their pet dogs (p. 361), survey results indicated that “safe haven was the least
prominent feature of pet dogs as attachment figures” (Kurdek, 2009b, p. 366). Separation distress
and proximity maintenance were rated as the highest (Kurdek, 2009b, p. 363). In contrast to
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Kurdek’s study on adult owners (2009a), “Dogs were less likely to be turned to than mothers,
friends, and partners; as likely to be turned to as sisters; and more likely to be turned to fathers
and brothers” (Kurdek, 2009b, p. 366). Both studies together provide support for pets as
attachment figures, though additional research on the “types” of human figures and the
population of participants may be useful to help determine the differences between studies.
Animal attachment and grief is another area that has been examined. Kwong and
Bartholomew (2011) conducted a qualitative study with participants who had lost a service or
assistance dog. In addition to results supporting the notion that dogs served as a safe haven,
secure base, and the presence of separation anxiety when separated from their dog (Kwong &
Bartholomew, 2011, pp. 426-428), “Many participants experienced the loss of their dog as a loss
of a close relationship” (Kwong & Bartholomew, 2011, p. 430). One participant responded that,
“His death hit me harder . . . (crying) . . . than anyone’s, even my parents. He was always there”
(Kwong & Bartholomew, 2011, p. 430). The researchers indicated that some participants showed
responses that were likened to “Bowlby’s (1980) description of responses to loss of an
attachment figure” (as cited in Kwong & Bartholomew, 2011, p. 430) or, “the prototypical
responses of a bereaved parent as described by Bowlby (1980)” (as cited in Kwong &
Bartholomew, 2011, p. 431).
Taken together, these studies provide insight into the various forms of relationships that
pets or service animals can take in human’s lives. Referring back to participant’s indications that
they missed their pets when they were away from home and expressed loneliness (Daltry &
Mehr, 2015), the concept that pets can serve as important attachment figures or support systems
in a person’s life appears to fit in nicely with the literature. While it may be premature to
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attribute all participants, in particular college participants, responses to being away from a pet as
likened to the loss of an attachment figure, it is certainly worthy of note that research has
suggested that such a bond may exist.

Human-Animal Bond
The concept of viewing animals as sources of support or examining the “human-animal
connection” (Fine & Beck, 2015, p. 4) is not a new phenomenon. As referenced by Serpell
(2010), “Dogs and serpents played a central role in the cult of Asklepios (Aesculapius), the son
of Apollo, who was known as the God of Medicine and the Divine Physician” (p. 22). One of the
difficulties involved in discussing the Human-Animal Bond (HAB) is that definitions of the
phenomena are varied (Fine & Beck, 2015). Due to the nature of the HAB and the literature
surrounding its existence, this represents a very small summary of its origins as it pertains more
directly to Psychology, as well as the bond’s significance for human-animal relations. As noted
by Fine (2014), the “first ‘official’ use of the term, ‘human-animal bond’ appeared in the
Proceedings of the Meeting of Group for the Study of Human-Companion Animal Bond in
Dundee, Scotland, March 23-25, 1979” (as cited in Fine & Beck, 2015, p. 5).
While, as referenced above, concrete definitions for the HAB are difficult to determine,
several studies have identified what they believe are the core features of this bond (Fine & Beck,
2015). Beck (1999) points out that “To be a bond, the effect on each partner must be mutual and
significant. The association between humans and their animals is indeed mutual and significant”
(p. 281). Many of the ways in which animals can help benefit human health that have already
been addressed in this analysis were also brought up by Beck (1999), including loneliness and
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social facilitation. Russow (2002) goes further in defining the bond by identifying several areas
or “criteria” that “seem most relevant as well as most widely agreed on” (p. 34). These criteria
include, “HAB involves a relationship between a human and an individual animal”, “HAB is, in
paradigmatic cases, reciprocal and persistent”, and finally, “HAB tends to promote an increase
in well-being for both parties” (Russow, 2002, p. 34). In essence, meeting all three criteria is
evidence that a bond exists between a human and an animal (Russow, 2002). Russow (2002)
provides added insight into the evolution of studies on the HAB by stating that, “HAB was
originally conceived of as a relationship between pets and people. However, it has since been
extended to cover the relationship between some farmers or ranchers and their animals, and even
in some cases to the connection between a hunter and his prey” (p. 36). While the criteria
certainly provided added clarity to how the bond may be identified, the wide usage of the HAB
makes it a broad and encompassing concept.
Within the realm of Psychology, the emergence of the HAB as it relates to pet
psychotherapy is largely credited to child psychologist Boris Levinson (1907-1984), as he is
largely known as the “father of animal-assisted therapy” (Fine & Beck, 2015, p. 5). Levinson’s
form of pet psychotherapy may be comparable in today’s terms to AAT (Fine, 2017). Although,
of course, to suggest that Levinson’s approach is directly related to current versions of AAI’s
would ignore the historical context and positioning of his work.
The traditional origin story for the discovery of pet psychotherapy describes how
Levinson’s dog Jingles was present in his office when a young child and his mother arrived early
for the child’s appointment. “While I greeted the mother, Jingles ran right to the child and began
to lick him. Much to my surprise, the child showed no fright, but instead cuddled up to the dog
and began to pet him. When the mother wanted to separate the boy from the dog, I signaled for
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her to leave them alone” (Levinson & Mallon, 1997, p. 38, as cited in Fine, 2017, p. 10).
Levinson would go on to note that pets could be useful in therapy to help establish rapport with
the patient, as well as transitioning the child from only interacting with the pet to reach the point
at which therapy can proceed without the presence of the pet (Levinson, 1965). Furthermore,
Levinson explained the differences between pet therapy and other forms of therapy by
explaining that “Therapists know that dolls, clay, fingerpaints, etc. do not really elicit love from
the child because they cannot respond or share his feelings with him. Despite the fact that little is
known about the meaning of an animal to a child, we know that the interaction between a child
and his pet is psychodynamically very complex” (Levinson, 1965, p. 695). Finally, “When a pet
is used in psychotherapy the need for language is reduced to a minimum. The use of a pet has, in
my opinion, the additional merit of placing emphasis on the present and future rather than the
past” (Levinson, 1965, p. 698).
At first, Levinson’s work received a mixed reaction from colleagues (Coren, 2013, para.
3), however, similar observations from key Psychology figures such as Sigmund Freud (18561939) were thought to provide a “form of validation” for Levinson’s work (Coren, 2013, para.
5). After the formation of the Delta Society by figures such as Leo Bustad (Hines, 2003), the
influence of veterinary medicine in exploring the HAB (Hines, 2003), as well as the
establishment of The Journal of the Delta Society which is now known as Anthrozoös and
subsequent media campaigns and publications (Hines, 2003), it brought increased attention to the
concept of a HAB and contributed to the burst of research into the phenomena that accompanied
the 1980s onward (Hines, 2003). Increased media coverage and interest in the connection
between animals and humans has contributed to further interest in this area (Fine & Beck, 2015).
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Today, research on the HAB has explored how these interactions can influence health in
a variety of populations (Horowitz, 2008), and has also been applied to settings such as schools
and education to explain how human-animal interactions (HAI) (an overarching term that
includes the HAB) can positively influence learning and development (Gee, Griffin, &
McCardle, 2017, p. 1).

Therapy/Animal Visitation Programs in Canadian Universities
In recent years, AVP’s or therapy dog programs on university and college campuses have
become widely used. A 2016 environmental scan of Canadian universities concluded that “In
2014/15 approximately 67 universities in Canada offered a therapy dog program to
students” compared to the “78 publicly funded universities” in Canada (Gillett, Dell, &
Chalmers, 2016, p. 2). Evidence for therapy dog programs on campuses was also found in 10
provinces, including British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec,
Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and New Brunswick (Gillett, Dell, &
Chalmers, 2016, p. 4). The use of therapy dog programs on university campuses in Canada,
therefore, is not a new concept. The University of the Fraser Valley is credited as being one of
the first known therapy dog programs on a Canadian campus (Gillett, Dell, & Chalmers, 2016).
To further explore therapy dog programs in Canada, refer to Table 1 which includes a breakdown
of programs by the university, including several details relating to how the program functions. In
addition to details which are offered by faculty/staff at universities and online sites dedicated to
therapy dog programs, several studies have been published to further outline the goals of
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programs in Canada as well as the United States, and the impact those programs have had on
campuses.

Overview of Literature on Programs in Canada and the United States
Daltry & Mehr (2015) outline a program at West Chester University which utilizes
certified therapy dogs in the counseling center to act as a form of mental health outreach. The
breed of the dogs that have visited include a golden retriever and a Bernese Mountain dog. In
addition, “dog therapy has become the counseling center’s most popular and well-liked outreach
activity” (Daltry & Mehr, 2015, p. 75). Feedback collected from students indicated that “70% of
the participants stated that they were now more likely to contact the counseling center”, and
“94% stated that if the therapy dogs were not there, they would not have stopped at the
counseling center and its services” (Daltry & Mehr, 2015, p. 76). With regards to the benefits
students felt they obtained from the program, “The overwhelming majority (79%) stated that the
dogs provided ‘exceptional value’” (Daltry & Mehr, 2015, p. 76). Adamle et al. (2009) reported
similar findings when using questionnaires to ask students at a northeastern Ohio University
questions related to the human-animal bond, as well as participant’s experiences with pets and
views and knowledge towards pet therapy programs. The “Results from this preliminary study
indicated that a pet therapy program could be accepted by first-time residential freshman college
students and may provide beneficial support” (Adamle et al., 2009, p. 547). A study on the
effectiveness of an AAT outreach at a liberal arts college in the southeastern United States
(Stewart et al., 2014) found that “Students reported feeling less anxious after participating in an
intervention with a specially trained and evaluated therapy dog and handler” (Stewart et al.,
2014, p. 340).
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Within a Canadian context, the Gerstein Science Information Center at the University of
Toronto plans visits with Bella the Therapy Dog which is coordinated by the Research &
Reference Unit in the library (Bell, 2013). These visits are connected to the St. John’s
Ambulance Therapy Dog program, comprised of volunteers, and have gained increased attention
to due advertisement efforts on campus as well as news media (Bell, 2013). Feedback collected
via primarily online forms revealed that “82% rated the event as excellent and 100% indicated
that they would be interested in attending a similar event in the future” (Bell, 2013, p.
8). Studies such as those by Dell et al. (2015) have provided further indication that St. John
Ambulance Therapy Dog Programs can have a positive effect on participants, as well as
evidence for the existence of programs at universities such as McMaster University, University
of Saskatchewan, and University of Regina. These sessions, depending on the university, could
be included along with other outreach initiatives such as “stress reduction techniques” (Dell et
al., 2015, p. 338). Moreover, some universities such as McMaster offered individual
appointments as opposed to larger group settings (Dell et al., 2015, p. 339).
One of the most notable examples of a therapy dog program at Canadian universities is
BARK (Building Academic Retention Through K9’s) at The University of British Columbia
(“Building Academic”, n.d.). Run by Dr. John Tyler Binfet at the Okanagan Campus, “B.A.R.K.
brings together university students and trained therapy dogs and handlers in an effort to reduce
stress, combat homesickness, foster interpersonal connections, and promote the overall socialemotional well-being of students” (“Building Academic”, n.d., para. 1). “The 60 therapy dogs we
have in B.A.R.K. are mostly male, are all around four years old. Thirty-six percent of them are
mixed breeds, thus challenging the prevailing stereotype that only golden retrievers make good
therapy dogs” (Binfet, 2019, para. 5). Student’s responses to the program have indicated that
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“students’ stress reduced significantly from an average arrival rating of 4.47 on a five-point scale
to 1.73 on the same scale after being with the dogs” (Binfet, 2019, para. 18). For future
programs, the fact that “when given the option to stay until they felt their stress was sufficiently
reduced, university students stay, on average, 35 minutes” (Binfet, 2019, para. 20) is crucial to
understand for universities that may wish to ensure that students get the most out of their
experience with therapy or comfort dog programs.
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Table 1.
Overview of Therapy Dog/AVPs in Canadian Universities
Note: This table represents some examples of therapy dog programs that are available in Canadian universities. It is not an exhaustive
list. Emails were sent to approximately 93 Canadian Universities to enquire about existing therapy dog programs. Responses that
were received regarding existing therapy/comfort dog programs are summarized below. See Appendix K for the email sent to
institutions.
University/

Partnership

Coordination

Location

Times

Dog Breeds

Number of
participants (if
available)

College

(if applicable)

on Campus

Thompson
Rivers
University

St. John’s
Ambulance for 7
years. Sends 5-8
teams, including
dogs and handlers.

TRU Wellness
Centre.

Open campus
area, large and busy.

September
-April each week.

Varies, dogs must
be certified with
SJA. During certain
times dogs also
must be child
certified.

150-200 on average.
Drop-in so no
appointments are
necessary. Wellness
outreach may be
included.

University of British
Columbia,
Okanagan Campus
(Building Retention
Though K9’s, n.d.)

Funded by
Academic Vice
President Student’s
Office and VEDA
Exclusive Student
Living.

Dr. Binfet in the
Faculty of
Education and
community &
student volunteers.
There are
approximately 60
therapy dog teams.

B.A.R.K. office in
the Education
Tower.
Programming in the
Innovative Learning
Centre.

Once a week in the
Winter 2020
session.

Various, retrievers,
labs, mixed,
Australian
Labradoodle,
Spaniel cross,
Siberian Husky.

Simon Fraser
University

Volunteers.

Sarah Saghah,
organizer of
Dog Therapy at
SFU
(Marketing and
Communications
Coordinator for

Large, open and
accessible areas on
campus.

Fall and spring
terms, two sessions
at each of the three
campuses. 6
sessions/term, 12
sessions/year.

Labradoodles,
French Bulldogs,
Malteses, German
Shepherds, Pugs,
Poodles, Bulldogs,
Labradors,
Rottweilers, to name

1,000 per term,
2,000 per year.
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SFU's Health &
Counselling
Services).

a few.

University of the
Fraser Valley

Various. PADS,
St. John’s
Ambulance, resident
Therapy
Dog (certified St.
John’s
Ambulance).

Counselling
Services,
Wellness
Center (Coast
Capital Saving Peer
Resource and
Leadership Centre
PRLC), program on
the Chilliwack
campus. The library
and Student Union
Society also invite
teams from St.
John’s Ambulance
onto campus.

Large, open and
accessible areas on
campus.

Resident therapy
dog in Student
Life, 9:00am4:00pm 3 days a
week. “Woof
Woof Wednesdays”
on the Chilliwack
campus, 3-4 teams
from St. John’s
Ambulance
available 11:30-1:00
pm.

129, as of
December, 2019
have stopped by to
see the resident
therapy dog.
Average of 60
students during the
“Woof Woof
Wednesday”
sessions.

University of
Alberta

The Chimo Animal
Assisted Wellness
and Learning
Society
(CAAWLS),
St. John’s
Ambulance has also
visited.

Library Wellness
Team.

Open areas in the
library.

2-4 visits in each
library per term.

Black & chocolate
labs, labradoodles,
Australian
Shepherds,
Dachshunds,
Basset Hounds,
Collies, mixed
breeds, etc.

Depends on
the library. In larger
locations, up to
200. Smaller
locations may be
closer to 50.

St. Thomas
University

St. John’s
Ambulance

“Meet a Therapy
Dog” as part of the
weekly “Self-Care
Series.” Dogs
brought in for
Mental Health
Awareness Week,
Bell Let’s Talk,

Court-yards, large
classrooms.

8/term, 16 each
year.

Varies.

20-30 visitors,
as high as 150+.
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etc.Residence Life
may also organize.
Carleton University

Carleton University
staff and faculty.
They are trained to
become Carleton
Therapy Dog team
members.

Manager, Student
Care & Support and
Mental Health
Outreach.

Carleton University.

Student Council,
Residence Team,
Student Life
Centre. Various.
Academic
Affairs, student
counselling
services at
Carleton.

Brescia University
College

Dominican
University
College

Office hours within
academic
departments and
centres on campus.

Twice a semester.

Various, including
retrievers, pugs,
corgis, huskies,
bulldogs, black labs,
Vizsla, Great Dane,
and dalmatian.
20-35 on average.

Approximately 1013.
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WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented Outreach for Students and Staff)

The current proposed comfort dog program at the University of Prince Edward Island has
been developed by Dr. Tracy Doucette (Principle Investigator), Associate Professor and Chair
and Dr. Catherine Ryan (Co-investigator), Professor in the Department of Psychology. The
program was initially conceived to be an outreach initiative for a new mental health clinic on
campus, accompanying the newly formed Psy.D. program offered at UPEI that is currently in its
first year. The original proposal for the program outlined two main goals:
1. “To provide stress relief and comfort to students on campus seeking to combat
homesickness, to foster interpersonal connections, and to increase their sense of
community on campus.
2. To increase potential access to counseling services and to reduce the stigma associated
with mental health issues.” (“Comfort Dogs on Campus”, n.d.)
The proposal included plans for drop-in sessions and the provision of outreach materials
including brochures to inform participants about the various services offered at the mental health
clinic (and/or the campus counseling center, depending upon whether dog visitations occurred on
a variety of locations on campus).
This study seeks to evaluate student and faculty/staff interest in the proposed WOOFS
program by using an online survey that incorporates questions regarding participant’s pets,
attitudes towards pets, and thoughts towards the proposed program and its potential benefits or
drawbacks.
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Methods
Survey
The survey (Appendix F) was administered to students and faculty/staff and consisted of
63 questions designed to cover areas such as (i) demographics, (ii) knowledge of therapy dog
visits on campus, (iii) views towards the proposed comfort dog program, (iv) WOOFS, (v) if
students and faculty/staff had pets,(vi) the comfort pets provide, (vii) overall attitudes towards
pets, as well as (viii) characteristics participants feel are most important for a comfort dog to
possess. Questions were answered on a 5-point Likert scale or yes/no basis. Additionally, some
open-ended questions, where participants could provide further feedback and suggestions
regarding the proposed WOOFS program, were also included in this survey. The survey was
designed to take approximately 20-30 minutes and all responses were done electronically using
LIME Survey which is housed on a secure server at UPEI. Hard copies could be made available
to participants upon request. The survey went live on January 22nd, 2020 and participants could
complete the survey until it expired on February 24th, 2020. Modified versions of the
CENSHARE Pet Attachment Scale, PAS - Modified (Holcomb, Williams, & Richards, 1985),
Comfort from Companion Animals Scale, CCAS - Modified (Zasloff, 1996) as well as the Pet
Attitude Scale - Modified, PAS-M (Munsell et al., 2004) were included in the survey to analyze
questions related to pet attitudes and the comfort participants felt they received from their pets.
All work on the survey that was completed using LIME Survey was done on a passwordprotected computer in a secure lab in the Psychology Department at UPEI.
Upon clicking on the link to the survey participants could view the participant consent
screen for web survey (Appendix B) and participant information letter (Appendix D). Participants
confirmed by clicking continue that they agreed to participate in the study and have their
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responses summarized in the final analysis. At the end of the survey, participants could view the
debriefing page (Appendix C) which summarized the purpose of the study, provided links to
campus counselling resources if necessary, the link to the follow-up survey for bonus credit or
draw information, as well as contact information should participants have questions or concerns
about their participation.
Participants enrolled in the spring semester of Introduction to Psychology II: PSY 1020
were able to receive 1% bonus credit in their courses for participation (Appendix E). Students and
faculty/staff campus-wide not enrolled in PSY 1020 were eligible to be entered into a draw for a
$50.00 gift card for the campus bookstore. Participants who wished to receive bonus credit if they
were enrolled in PSY 1020, or wished to enter themselves into the draw for the gift card were
directed to a separate link at the end of the survey to fill out course sections, names, email
addresses, and other relevant information for course credit or the gift card draw. This data was
kept separately from the survey data. The winner of the gift card draw was randomly selected
using a random number generator and was contacted via email so they could receive their gift
card. Students enrolled in PSY 1020 who did not wish to complete the survey for bonus credit
could complete an alternative assignment as outlined by their Professor to receive this bonus
credit.

Recruitment
Students enrolled in PSY 1020 were recruited via class visits and distribution of materials
such as the participant information sheet, bonus credit opportunity, and poster by Professors on
the course Moodle pages. Class visits were approximately 10 minutes in length and consisted of a
short presentation on the purpose of the study, as well as distribution of materials such as the
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participant information sheet and posters which included a link to the survey. Posters (Appendix
J) were placed on bulletin boards and other public areas on campus to help recruit campus-wide
participants, and notices were made available through Campus Notices to inform campus-wide
participants about the survey and direct those interested to the survey link. Students and
faculty/staff in the Psychology Department were also made aware of the survey through
electronic notices by the Psychology Department.

Analysis
The quantitative data was exported from LIME Survey to JAMOVI which is an open
source statistics program that uses R statistical language or R code (The jamovi project, 2019).
The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics (Tables 2-4). Open-answer questions were
analyzed by categorizing responses in terms of frequency.

Results
The summed responses to each question can be found in Appendix N.

Demographics
The majority of respondents were students at the University of Prince Edward Island
(87.6%, n = 275), female (78.9%, n = 247), European or Caucasian (76.7%, n = 240) and between
the ages of eighteen and twenty-four (244, n = 78.0%). Students were primarily enrolled in their
first year of study (61.8%, n = 170) in the Faculty of Science (44.7%, n = 123).
Faculty/staff (12.4%, n = 39) were primarily employed in areas such as Administrative
(18.9%, n = 7), the Robertson Library (13.5%, n = 5), Student Affairs (10.8%, n = 4), the
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Psychology Department (8.10%, n = 3) or other which included areas such as Marketing, AVC,
Education, Biomedical Sciences etc. (27.0%, n = 10). Most Faculty/Staff respondents were
between the ages of forty-five and sixty years of age (48.64%, n = 18). There were no major
differences in descriptive statistics between faculty/staff and students.

Table 2
Participant Demographic Descriptive Statistics
Percentages are reflective of participants that responded. Total number of participants (n = 331).
Participant
Demographics

Gender

Ethnicity

n

%

Female

247

78.90%

Male

61

19.50%

Gender
variant/nonconforming

2

0.60%

Other

3

0.90%

Age

n

%

European or
Caucasian

240

76.70%

Asian

25

8.00%

Middle Eastern

6

1.90%

African or Black

27

8.60%

East Indian

2

0.60%

Latin or

5

1.60%

n

Participants
%

n

%

39
Hispanic
First Nations
(Indigenous
Peoples)

4

1.30%

Other
Ethnicities

4

1.30%

18-24

244

78.00%

25-34

24

7.70%

35-44

18

5.80%

Under 18

5

1.60%

45-60

20

6.40%

60+

2

0.60%

Students

275

87.60%

Faculty/Staff

39

12.40%

40
Table 3
Student Demographic Descriptive Statistics

Participant Demographics

n

%

First Year of Study

170

61.80%

Second Year of Study

58

21.10%

Third Year of Study

19

6.90%

Fourth Year of Study

24

8.70%

Faculty of Science

123

44.70%

Faculty of Arts

98

35.60%

Faculty of Business

24

8.70%

Faculty of Nursing

14

5.10%

Faculty of Engineering

2

0.70%

Other Faculty

14

5.10%
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Table 4
Faculty/Staff Demographic Descriptive Statistics
Participant Demographics

n

%

Length of Employment

37

Psychology

3

8.10%

Student Affairs

4

10.80%

Robertson Library

5

13.50%

Faculty of Science

3

8.10%

Engineering

3

8.10%

Administrative i.e. Student
Union, Student Services,
etc.

7

18.90%

Business

2

5.40%

Other i.e. AVC, Education,
Biomedical Sciences, etc.

10

27.00%

Time Employed
at UPEI

2 months – 33
years
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Pet Questions
With regard to pet questions (Table 5), 58.00% of respondents indicated that they
currently had a cat or a dog (n = 192) compared to 29.60% who did not (n = 98). 12.40% of
participants did not respond (n = 25). Additionally, 46.80% had a dog (n = 155) while 28.09%
had a cat (n = 93). 39.90% (n = 132) had pets that lived with them all the time, however,
12.38% had pets that did not live with them (n = 41). 2.70% had pets that lived with them some
of the time (n = 9). Eleven participants who responded qualitatively explained that their pets
lived with their parents while they were attending school, lived with them when they were
home from school, or that pets were not allowed in residence (n = 11). Participants who did not
have pets that lived with them, agreed/strongly agreed they missed their pet (69.80%, n = 53),
and feel sad when they are separated from their pet (75.60%, n = 31). Of the participants that
responded (n = 92), the majority of participants had previously had pets (79.35%, n = 73),
including 68.3% who had previously had a dog (n = 226) and 41.1% who had previously had a
cat (n = 136). Forty-one respondents listed previous pets they had. The kinds of pets
participants previously had included rodents such as rats and hamsters (34.15%, n = 14), birds
(24.39%, n = 10), fish (29.27%, n = 12), rabbits and guinea pigs (34.15%, n = 14), frogs or
turtles (14.63, n = 6), horses (14.63%, n = 6), farm animals (i.e. chickens, ducks, sheep, and
pigs) (9.76%, n = 4), hedgehogs (2.44%, n = 1), and lizards, tarantulas, or hermit crabs (7.32%,
n = 3).
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Table 5
Pet Demographics Descriptive Statistics

Pet Questions

Yes
n

No
n

%

Currently has a cat or
a dog

192

58.00%

98

29.60%

Currently has a Dog

155

46.80%

37

11.20%

Currently has a Cat

93

28.10%

99

29.90%

Lives with Cat(s) or
Dog(s) all the time

132

39.90%

60

18.10%

Lives with Cat(s) or
Dog(s) sometimes

9

2.70%

183

55.30%

Does not live with
pets

41

12.40%

151

45.6%

Misses their pet (Yes
= Agree/Strongly
Agree)

31

75.60%

5

12.2%

Feels sad when they
are separated from
their pet

53

69.80%

6

10.80%

Has previously had a
pet (n = 92)

73

79.35%

19

20.65%

%
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CCAS - Modified (Zasloff, 1996) and PAS - Modified (Holcomb, Williams, & Richards,
1985) questions helped evaluate the role of dogs and cats in participant’s lives (Table 6). The
majority of participants agreed/strongly agreed with the statements. 93.10% of participants who
had a cat that lived with them, said that their pet provided them with companionship (n = 67),
84.50% and agreed/strongly agreed that their pets provide them with pleasurable activity (n =
60). 86.10% agreed/strongly agreed their pets make them laugh and play (n = 62), 91.50%
agreed/strongly agreed they get comfort from touching their pet (n = 65), 90.30%
agreed/strongly agreed their pet makes them feel loved (n = 65), 75.00% agreed/strongly agreed
they talk to their pet as a friend often or almost always (n = 54) and 61.10% agreed/strongly
agreed they confide in their pet often or almost always (n = 44).
Participants who had a dog that lived with them responded similarly. 96.40%
agreed/strongly agreed their pet provided companionship (n = 109), 93.00% agreed/strongly
agreed their pet provides them with pleasurable activity (n = 105), 95.60% agreed/strongly
agreed their pet makes them laugh and play (n = 108), and 98.20% indicated they
agree/strongly agree they get comfort from touching their pet (n = 111). Moreover, 95.50%
agreed/strongly agreed their pet makes them feel loved (n = 107), 78.50% talk to their pet as a
friend often/almost always (n = 88), and 50.40% indicated they confide in their pet often/almost
always (n = 56).
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Table 6
Comfort Provided by Pets
Note: “Talk to Pet” and “Confide in Pet” questions include always, often, neutral, sometimes, and almost never.
Question

Cat
Strongly
Agree
(Always)

Agree
(Often
)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
(Neutral)

Disagree
(Some
times)

Strongly
Disagree
(Almost
Never)

Dog
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Companio
n-ship

n = 47,
65.30%

n = 20,
27.80%

n = 5,
6.90%

-

-

n = 78,
69.00%

n = 31,
27.40%

n = 3,
2.70%

-

n = 1, 0.90%

Pleasureable
Activity

n = 38,
53.50%

n = 22,
31.00%

n = 7,
9.90%

n = 4,
5.60%

-

n = 69,
61.1%

n = 36,
31.90%

n = 6,
5.30%

n = 1,
0.90%

n = 1, 0.90%

Laugh &
Play

n = 42,
58.30%

n = 20,
27.80%

n = 8,
11.10%

-

n = 2,
2.80%

n = 82,
72.60%

n = 26,
23.00%

n = 4,
3.50%

-

n = 1, 0.90%

Touching
Pet

n = 48,
67.60%

n = 17,
23.90%

n = 3,
4.20%

n = 2,
2.80%

n = 1,
1.40%

n = 84,
74.30%

n = 27,
23.90%

-

-

n = 2, 1.80%

Feel Loved

n = 49,
68.10%

n = 16,
22.20%

n = 2,
2.80%

n = 4,
5.60%

n = 1,
1.40%

n = 82,
73.20%

n = 25,
22.30%

n = 1,
0.90%

n = 2,
1.80%

n = 2, 1.80%

Talk to Pet

n = 31,
43.10%

n = 23,
31.9%

n = 11,
15.30%

n = 2,
2.80%

n = 5,
6.90%

n = 50,
44.60%

n = 38,
33.90%

n = 5,
4.5%

n = 13,
11.60%

n = 6, 5.40%

Confide in
Pet

n = 25,
34.70%

n = 19,
26.40%

n = 12,
16.70%

n = 9,
12.50%

n = 7,
9.70%

n = 26,
23.40%

n = 30,
27.00%

n = 15,
13.5%

n = 23,
20.70%

n = 17, 15.30%
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Attitudes Toward Pets
The PAS-M scale questions were categorized into positive and negative attitudes
towards pets. Statements such as “My pet means more to me than any of my friends” is
categorized as positive, while statements such as “Having pets is a waste of money” is
categorized as negative. On positive statements, 38.60% of participants neither agreed nor
disagreed that their pet meant more to them than any of their friends (n = 114), 45.30% agreed
they had communicated with their pet and understood what it was trying to express (n = 134),
70.30% strongly agreed they loved pets (n = 208), and 45.60% of respondents strongly agreed
they frequently talked to their pets (n = 135). Responses on negative statements showed 68.80%
strongly disagreed that having pets is a waste of money (n = 203), 60.90% strongly disagreed
that pets should always be kept outside (n = 179), 43.10% strongly disagreed the world would
be a better place if people spent less time caring for pets and more time caring for other human
beings (n = 127), and finally, 88.90% of participants strongly disagreed that they hated animals
(n = 263).

Therapy Dogs & WOOFS
On questions pertaining to knowledge of therapy dog programs on campus, only 14.18%
of students (n = 39) and 25.64% of faculty/staff (n = 10) were aware Therapeutic Paws of
Canada occasionally holds sessions on campus to allow students and faculty/staff to interact
with therapy dogs. Of the n = 42 students who responded, 88.09% of students (n = 39)
responded the event was a positive experience if they had previously attended a Therapeutic
Paws of Canada session. All n = 10 faculty/staff who responded also indicated the event was
positive if they had previously attended a Therapeutic Paws of Canada session. Furthermore, of
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the n = 9 participants who responded why the Therapeutic Paws of Canada event was not a
positive experience, n = 7 participants stated they had not attended one of the sessions or were
unaware they were happening (77.78%).
The core WOOFS questions were categorized in terms of interest in the program, who
would benefit, the risks of such a program, where it should be held, when it should take place,
and features a comfort dog should possess. The majority of students (80.38%, n = 213) and
faculty/staff (75.00%, n = 27) indicated they agreed/strongly agreed they would be likely to
attend one of the WOOFS drop-in visits. Moreover, 94.68% of students (n = 249) and 88.89%
(n = 32) of faculty/staff agreed/strongly agreed the program would be beneficial to have on
campus (Figure 1).
Figure 1.
Students’ and Faculty/Staff Responses to the WOOFS Program’s Benefit on Campus
160

(55.89%)

Number of Responses

140
Students
120
(38.78%)

Faculty/Staff

100
80
60

40
(61.11%)
20

(27.78%)

(2.28%) (8.33%)

(1.90%)(2.77%)

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

(1.14%)(0.00%)

0

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Response Type
Note. Participants’ responses to “I think this program would be beneficial to have on campus.”
Numbers in parentheses indicate percentage of respondents.
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Both students (92.07%, n = 244) and faculty/staff (88.89%, n = 32) agreed/strongly
agreed that the WOOFS program could help students cope with stress and improve wellness
(Figure 2).

Figure 2.
Student and Faculty/Staff Responses to the WOOFS Program’s Ability to Help Students Cope
with Stress and Improve Wellness.
160
(52.83%)

Number of Responses

140
Students
120

(39.24%)

Faculty/Staff

100
80
60
40
(55.56%)
(33.33%)

20

(6.08%)
(8.33%)

(0.75%) (2.77%)

(1.14%) (0.00%)

0

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Response Type

Note. Participant’s responses to “Having this program on campus could help students cope with
stress and improve wellness.” Numbers in parentheses indicate percentage of respondents.

Similarly, 89.02% of students (n = 235) and 80.56% of faculty/staff (n = 29) agreed the
program could also help faculty/staff cope with stress and improve wellness (Figure 3). Both
students (87.40%, n = 229; 83.65%, n = 220) and faculty/staff (83.33%, n = 30; 77.78%, n = 28)
agreed/strongly agreed the program could help students and faculty/staff cope with loneliness.

49
Students (84.35%, n = 221) and faculty/staff (88.89%, n = 32) disagreed/strongly disagreed that
only people who are experiencing intense negative emotions could visit comfort dogs.
Furthermore, the majority of students (89.27%, n = 233) and faculty/staff (69.44%, n = 25)
agreed/strongly agreed having a comfort dog on campus could help raise awareness about the
mental health services available on campus, and could be used as part of an outreach program
(Students: 95.06%, n = 250, Faculty/Staff: 91.43%, n = 32). The majority of students
agreed/strongly agreed a comfort dog can have facilitate social interactions (83.59%, n = 219),
while the majority of faculty/staff strongly agreed (91.67%, n = 33).
Figure 3.
Student and Faculty/Staff Responses to the WOOFS Program’s Ability to Help Faculty/Staff
Cope with Stress and Improve Wellness

140

(49.62%)

Number of Responses

120

Students

(39.39%)
100

Faculty/Staff

80
60
40
20

(38.88%)

(41.67%)

(7.95%)
(13.89%)

(1.89%)
(2.77%)

(1.14%)(2.77%)

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

0

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree
Response Type

Note. Participant’s responses to “Having this program on campus could help faculty/staff cope
with stress and improve wellness.” Numbers in parentheses indicate percentage of respondents.
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The potential risks (Figure 4) participants’ rated the highest were allergies (Students: M
= 3.32, SD = 1.10; Faculty/Staff: M = 3.49, SD = 0.98) followed by phobias and fears (Students:
M = 2.53, SD = 1.17; Faculty/Staff: M = 3.22, SD = 0.96), bite risks (Students: M = 2.04, SD =
1.19; Faculty/Staff: M = 2.25, SD = 1.18), fleas or ticks (Students: M = 2.05, SD = 1.15;
Faculty/Staff: M = 1.97, SD = 1.08), and damage to furniture or areas on campus (Students: M =
1.71, SD = 0.94; Faculty/Staff: M = 1.81, SD = 1.04).
Figure 4.

Mean Risk Rating

Participants’ Ratings of Potential Risks

5
4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0

Students
Faculty/Staff

Bite Risks

Fleas/Tick
Risks

Allergies

Phobias &
Fears

Damage to
furniture/areas
on campus

Potential Risks

Note. Participants ratings of potential risks of the WOOFS program from 1 (not at all important)
to 5 (extremely important). Mean + or – SD.

The areas students felt they would be most likely to participate in a comfort dog session
were anywhere on campus (52.36%, n = 144), the Student Union building (40.36%, n = 111),
and the Robertson Library (40.00%, n = 110). The areas faculty/staff felt they would be the most
likely to attend a comfort dog session were anywhere on campus (51.28%, n = 20), the
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courtyard outside (43.59%, n = 17), the Robertson Library (41.03%, n = 16), and the Student
Union Building (38.46%, n = 15).
Students felt the program would be the most beneficial if visits were held anywhere on
campus (46.18%, n = 127), Student Union building (34.55%, n = 95), the mental health clinic
(33.45%, n = 92), counselling center (33.45%, n = 92), and Robertson Library (33.45%, n = 92).
Faculty/Staff ranked anywhere on campus as the highest (56.41%, n = 22) followed by the
Robertson Library (38.46%, n = 15), the Student Union Building (30.77%, n = 12), and the
counselling center (30.77%, n = 12).
The majority of students indicated they felt comfort dogs may be the most needed or
useful to students during exams at the end of the semester (41.54%, n = 108) or midterms
(41.15%, n = 107). 52.94% of faculty/staff (n = 18) responded that comfort dog visits during
exams at the end of the semester would be the most needed or useful to students, or during
midterms (41.18%, n = 14) (Figure 5).
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Figure 5.
Participant’s Responses to Points During the Semester Comfort Dog Visits May be Needed for
Students

Number of Responses

120

(41.54%)

(41.15%)
Students

100

Faculty/Staff
80
60
40

(8.85%)
20

(4.61%)

(41.18%)

(0.00%)

(0.00%)

(52.94%)
(3.84%)
(5.88%)

0

First Week of
the Semester

Midterms

Mental Health
Awareness
Week

Before the
Term Break

During exams
at the end of
the semester

Points During the Semester
Note. Student and Faculty/Staff responses to “At which point during the semester would a visit
from a comfort dog be most needed or useful to students?” Numbers in parentheses indicate
percentage of respondents.
The majority of students responded comfort dog visits may be most needed or useful to
faculty/staff during exams at the end of the semester (30.74%, n = 79) followed by midterms
(22.57%, n = 58), mental health awareness week (18.68%, n = 48), first week of the semester
(15.95%, n = 41), and before the term break (12.06%, n = 31). The majority of faculty/staff
responded that midterm may be the period where a visit from comfort dogs may be the most
needed or useful (30.30%, n = 10), followed by exams at the end of the semester (24.24%, n =
8), the first week of the semester (21.21%, n = 7), mental health awareness week (12.12%, n =
4), and before the term break (12.12%, n = 4) (Figure 6).
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Figure 6.
Participant’s Responses to Points During the Semester Comfort Dog Visits May be Needed for
Faculty/Staff

Number of Responses

90

(30.74%)

80
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70
50

Faculty/Staff

(22.57%)

60

(18.68%)
(15.95%)
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(12.06%)
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10
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(30.30%)

(12.12%)

(12.12%)

0

First Week of
the Semester

Midterms

Mental Health Before the Term During exams at
Awareness
Break
the end of the
Week
semester
Points During the Semester

Note. Student and Faculty/Staff responses to “At which point during the semester would a visit
from a comfort dog be most needed or useful to faculty/staff?” Numbers in parentheses indicate
percentage of respondents.

Many students responded comfort dog visits should take place bi-weekly (40.00%, n =
110). 38.54% selected weekly (n = 106), 24.36% monthly (n = 67), and 13.81% twice a
semester at the beginning and end (n = 38). 43.59% of faculty/staff selected bi-weekly (n = 17),
followed by weekly (41.03%, n = 16), monthly (28.21%, n = 11), and twice a semester (10.26%,
n = 4).
The most important features for a comfort dog to possess that students selected were no
preference (50.91%, n = 140), furry or “fluffy” (45.09%, n = 124), floppy ears (37.34%, n =
103), medium sized (35.64%, n = 98), large and round eyes (32.72%, n = 90), and large sized
(30.91%, n = 85). Most faculty/staff responded they had no preference (64.10%, n = 25),
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followed by medium sized (30.77%, n = 12), furry or “fluffy” (23.08%, n = 9), floppy ears
(17.94%, n = 7), small sized (15.38%, n = 6), large sized, (15.38%, n = 6), and dogs with large
and round eyes (12.82%, n = 5). Moreover, the most important behavioural features students felt
a comfort dog should possess included the dog being friendly (81.82%, n = 225), sociable
(71.63%, n = 197), playful (58.91%, n = 162), and quiet (39.27%, n = 108). The most important
behavioural features faculty/staff felt a comfort dog should possess included the dog being
friendly (79.49%, n = 31), sociable (74.36%, n = 29), quiet (48.72%, n = 19), and playful
(30.77%, n = 12).

Discussion
The results from this exploratory study suggest that of the students and faculty/staff who
responded, most would be interested in the WOOFS program, believe it could help reduce stress
and improve wellness, and help students and faculty/staff on campus cope with loneliness.
Moreover, both students and faculty/staff indicated interest in attending future drop-in visits if
the proposed program is implemented. Participants indicated they were not aware of other
therapy dog programs on campus, which is consistent with Daltry & Mehr’s (2015) article
wherein hosting therapy dog events helped students become aware of counseling center
services. It would be useful to determine if implementing the WOOFS program could have a
similar effect. The majority of participants in this study agreed that the WOOFS program could
help raise awareness of mental health resources on campus and could be used as part of a mental
health outreach initiative. Other therapy dog programs on campuses have been used to raise
awareness on the importance of stress reduction techniques (Dell et al., 2015) or give students a
break from their studies (Bell, 2013).
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Therapy dog programs such as West Chester University’s (Daltry & Mehr, 2015)
organized their sessions during exams at the end of the semester. This is consistent with the
findings from this analysis. Both students and faculty/staff rated midterms and exams at the end
of the semester as times where the program could be the most beneficial or needed by students
or faculty/staff. This could be due to the fact that midterms and exam periods are generally the
most stressful for both students and faculty/staff as faculty/staff assist students and answer
questions, while students prepare to complete papers, projects, and study for examinations.
Most students and faculty/staff who did not currently live with their pets reported that
they missed their pets and felt lonely when they were separated from their pets. Adams et al.
(2017) suggested that college counselors should consider the impact pets have on student’s lives
and how being away from their pet may be difficult for students. Much of the research
conducted by Kurdek (2009a;2009b) built on Ainsworth’s model of attachment theory and has
shown that pets can serve not only as attachment figures, but that students may be more likely to
turn to them for support than certain family members. As such, the work by Bowlby &
Ainsworth (1991) as referenced in this study helps highlight the importance of considering the
impact pets have on students and faculty/staff.
Other programs in Canada such as the Université de Laval, University of Alberta, and
Thompson Rivers University (Table 1) hold their sessions in large, open areas on campus
including Student Life/Union buildings, courtyards, and libraries. Students and faculty/staff
responded they would be most likely to participate in a comfort dog session if it was held
anywhere on campus, or in open areas such as the courtyard outside, the Student Union building,
or the Robertson Library.
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The frequency of comfort/therapy dog visits ranges depending on the campus, however,
participants at UPEI rated bi-weekly and weekly higher. Moreover, the majority of participants
rated neotenic features of dogs such as large and round eyes, floppy ears, and a furry or “fluffy”
body as being important for a comfort dog to possess. Further research could examine the
relationship between attachment to pets and neotenic features. Moreover, it would be intriguing to
determine if there is a link between the appearance of the dog and the perceived comfort by the
participant.
Employees in a study on a college campus rated risks such as barking and unpleasant
smells higher than bites, fleas, and damage to furniture or messes in buildings (Foreman et al.,
2019). In this analysis, risks such as allergies, phobias and fears, and bite risks were rated higher
than damage to furniture or areas on campus by students and faculty/staff. In general, faculty/staff
tended to rate risks higher than students, and future studies could explore why this may occur and
how faculty/staff on campus feel risks could best be addressed. Future work could also address
how the program could best be implemented to not interfere with faculty/staff work areas.
The sample consisted of mostly female, European or Caucasian first year students. Thus,
there may be an underrepresentation of males and participants from other cultural backgrounds.
Moreover, there were significantly more students who responded than faculty/staff, thus, finding
ways to reach out to faculty/staff could prove helpful for future studies. It is likely that the sample
is representative of a typical first year Psychology class at UPEI. First year students, as noted in a
study by Adamle et al. (2010) reported that they missed their pets and would like to be able to
visit with a pet on campus. Respondents in this study responded positively to positive pet attitude
questions and the majority of participants currently owned a pet. Participants in this analysis also
agreed that a comfort dog program could help students and faculty/staff cope with loneliness.
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Students in Adamle et al.’s (2010) study reported they missed their own pets. Thus, it is possible
that students who feel lonely and are dealing with the stresses and life changes associated with
first-year university would enjoy interacting with an animal who may remind them of their own
pets at home. Qualitative data from this survey found that some students do not have pets that live
with them, but rather pets that stay with their parents while they are attending university.
Moreover, students and faculty/staff who did not have a pet that lived with them strongly agreed
that they missed their pets. Programs such as WOOFS may be beneficial for students and
faculty/staff that miss their pets or cannot live with their pets.
Some potential limitations of this study include the primarily first year, female, and
European and Caucasian sample. Moreover, most participants had pets or demonstrated positive
attitudes towards pets. It may be likely that participants who like animals may be more likely to
participate in surveys like the one used in this analysis. The Likert scale survey design may prove
limiting for participants, and so future studies that have a qualitative design may allow
participants to elaborate on their answers. However, the Likert scale design proved useful for
determining initial support for the proposed program.
Future studies could include physiological measures such as those addressed in the
introduction including salivary cortisol levels to determine if participant’s views towards comfort
dog stress-reducing effects are translated into physical measures. Analyzing participant’s views
after attending a session may also be helpful in determining if the session was effective, how
participant’s felt about interactions with the comfort dog, and what can be done to make the
session beneficial for participants. Given that this is a preliminary study, it opens the door to a
wide variety of other methods and study designs to follow up on connections between pet
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attitudes and comfort dog programs, mental and physical benefits using self-report measures, and
questionnaires focused on the experience of attending a comfort dog session.
A pilot session for WOOFS was held on February 14th, 2020. Students and faculty/staff
were able to interact with a male, 1-year old golden retriever, Finnigan, brought in by a female
Professor from the Department of Psychology for approximately 1 hour in the Student Experience
Hub on campus which houses student resources such as the counselling center. Approximately
eighty people came to interact with the dog during this drop-in session. Visitors could give the
dog dog treats and were given a Valentine that had a picture of the dog to thank them for
attending the session. Initial feedback from those who participated indicated many had come on
campus specifically to interact with the dog and had pets at home they missed while they were at
school. Others had pets that lived off campus and were not able to visit with them while they
were at home. Students indicated they felt interacting with animals was a form of stress-relief and
said they hoped another session would take place closer to exams. Further planned sessions for
the 2019-2020 year were cancelled due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic.
The pilot session provided initial positive support for the WOOFS program, and further
research and planning as well as insight from this analysis will prove beneficial to establishing a
program that serves students and faculty/staff on campus.
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Appendix A

Participant Consent Screen for Web Survey

You have been invited to participate in a research project titled “Evaluating UPEI Student and
Faculty/Staff Interest in WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented Outreach for Students & Staff).” This study
is being conducted by Honours student Amy MacQuarrie under the supervision of Dr. Tracy
Doucette in the Department of Psychology at the University of Prince Edward Island.

By clicking “submit” at the end of the survey I agree that I understand:

- I can contact the UPEI Research Ethics Board at (902) 620-5104, or by email, at
reb@upei.ca

if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of this study.

- I have the freedom to withdraw from the study at any time and/or not answer any question.
- I can print and keep a copy of this consent form
- My information will be kept confidential within the limits of the law.

YES NO
I agree that quotes from my data may be used provided they are identified with
only a random participant number.

This research project has been approved by the UPEI Research Ethics Board. Any concerns
about the ethical aspects of your involvement in this research project may be directed to
reb@upei.ca
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Appendix B
Debriefing

Thank you for participating in this study. We are looking at whether UPEI students and staff
may be interested in a proposed comfort dog program on campus, WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented
Outreach for Students and Staff). Therapy dog/comfort dog programs have become commonplace at many Canadian universities, and so we are interested in the relationships between
attitudes towards pets and interest in attending comfort dog sessions. A large part of the
university experience involves adjusting to university life and dealing with the associated
challenges university life poses. What benefits could this proposed program have for students
and faculty/staff? What meaningful impact do pets have on our day-to-day lives? How might
comfort dogs impact students and faculty/staff’s university experience? This research is starting
to look at student and faculty/staff’s views towards comfort/therapy dog programs. The measures
in this study are reasonably self-explanatory. We asked questions looking at pets (in this case,
cats and dogs), the comfort participants may receive from their pets, participant’s attitudes
towards pets, knowledge of existing therapy dog visits on campus, attitudes towards the proposed
comfort dog program (WOOFS), if participants would be likely to attend comfort dog sessions,
and what features participants think are most important for a comfort dog to possess. Eventually,
this line of research, along with that of others working in this area may get to the point where
enough data has accumulated that we can analyze the physiological benefits comfort dogs have
on students and faculty/staff on campus, as well as selfreported benefits from those that attend
the sessions. This research and others will also help guide the program so that it is structured to
best serve student and faculty/staff needs on campus. Please feel free to pass along any thoughts
or ideas you have about this line of research, we are always open to new ideas and inputs to this
work.

If you have any questions or concerns about this research project, you may consult with:

Amy MacQuarrie, Honours Student, amacquarrie@upei.ca
Dr. Tracy Doucette, Supervisor, Chair, Dept. of Psychology, 902-566-0655 , tdoucette@upei.ca
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Appendix C
Participant Information Letter

You have been invited to participate in a research project titled “Evaluating UPEI Student and
Faculty/Staff Interest in WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented Outreach for Students & Staff).” This study
is being conducted by Honours student Amy MacQuarrie under the supervision of Dr. Tracy
Doucette in the Department of Psychology at the University of Prince Edward Island.

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research project is to examine UPEI student and
faculty/staff interest in a proposed comfort dog program on campus (WOOFS). In addition, it
will also explore connections between pet attitudes and comfort/therapy dog programs. This
study will take an initial, broad, exploratory look at these questions with a large sample of
students and faculty/staff across multiple faculties. The results of this study will be useful for
determining whether students and faculty/staff would be interested in the implementation of a
comfort dog program, as well as how the program could be most beneficial for students and
faculty/staff. Given this focus, it is necessary to survey as many and as wide a sample of
students and faculty/staff at UPEI as possible.

What Will I Be Asked To Do? You will be asked to respond to a detailed survey, either online
or in hard copy by request. Completing the survey is estimated to take between 25 and 30
minutes of your time. The measures in this study ask you to provide information about your pets
(specifically, dogs and cats), the comfort your pets provide, your attitudes towards pets,
knowledge about therapy dog visits on campus, the potential benefits WOOFS may provide to
students and faculty/staff, if you would be likely to participate in a comfort dog session, and the
qualities you feel are most important for a comfort dog to possess.

What Type of Personal Information Will Be Collected? If you complete the study online and
are a PSY 1020 student, you will be taken afterward to a separate page where will we request
your name, student ID# and PSYC 1020 section so you can receive 1% bonus credit toward your
mark in the course. You will be eligible for this bonus credit even if you do not complete all the
items in the survey. If you are enrolled in PSY 1020 and do not wish to complete the survey, you
may complete an additional mini-essay to earn this bonus credit.[ AM1] If you participate via
paper copy, a form will be included with your package requesting the same information. This
package can be placed in the white envelope provided and returned to the Departmental Lock
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Box in the Psychology Department outside Memorial Hall room number 208. Information
regarding PSY
1020 bonus credit will be kept separate from your data. You can make an appointment with Amy
MacQuarrie (amacquarrie@upei.ca ) to receive a paper copy of the survey. For the campuswide survey, participants will be asked to provide their you will be directed to a separate survey
where we will request your full name and email address so you can be entered into a draw to win
a $50 gift card, should you wish to do so. You will be eligible for the chance to win the gift card
even if you do not complete all the items in the survey. Your name and email address will also be
kept separately from the data and is only used for the purposes of entering participants into the
draw.
What Happens to the Information I Provide?
Participation is completely voluntary. You are free to discontinue participation at any time
during the study. No one except the researchers will see any of the answers to the questionnaires
in this study. Your name and email address will only be asked so you can be entered into a draw
for a chance to win a $50 gift card. Or, if you are enrolled in PSY 1020, you will be taken to a
separate survey that asks for your name, course section, and student ID# so you can receive
bonus credit in the course. Data used for compensation purposes will not be linked to the data.
Students enrolled in PSY 1020 who do not wish to complete the survey may complete an
additional mini-essay to earn this bonus credit. [ AM2] Group data will be summarized for any
presentation or publication of results. Any quotes used will be given a random participant
number to further avoid identification. Once downloaded, however, the anonymous data will be
stored in encrypted form on a computer in a locked office in the Psychology Department. This
anonymous data will be stored up to seven years at the University of Prince Edward Island.

Are there Risks or Benefits if I Participate?
We do not believe there are any direct risks associated with your participation in this study.
However, because we are asking about a number of dimensions regarding your attitudes towards
pets, including the comfort they may provide, as well as views towards comfort dog programs, it
may be that your responses might cause you to become more aware of the potentially challenging
nature of your current situation. If you find that you would like to discuss any of the personal
issues that you reflect upon while completing this study, we strongly encourage you to contact
the Counselling Centre. The Counselling Centre is located on the fifth floor of Dalton Hall and
will accept either walk-ins, telephone calls (902-566-0488) or emails
(studentserv@upei.ca ) to make an intake appointment with a counselor. Your decision to
participate or not to participate or to withdraw from the study will have no impact whatsoever on
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your standing in any of your classes. You will also be eligible for compensation if you choose to
withdraw or do not fully complete the survey.

Indication of Consent: At any time you may decline from or stop participating in this study. For
the online version, once you have clicked “submit” at the end of the survey your data can no
longer be deleted. Clicking “submit” indicates your consent to have your data added to the
collection for analysis. For those completing hard copies of the survey, the act of returning the
survey to the researchers indicates your consent to have your data added to the collection for
analysis.

Questions/Concerns: If you have any questions or concerns about this research project, you
may consult with Amy MacQuarrie, Honours student, amacquarrie@upei.ca or Dr. Tracy
Doucette, Supervisor, Chair of the Department of Psychology, (902) 566-6055,
tdoucette@upei.ca.

This research project has been approved by the UPEI Research Ethics Board. Any
concerns about the ethical aspects of your involvement in this research project may be
directed to reb@upei.ca.

[AM1]New

[AM2]New
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Appendix D

BONUS CREDIT OPPORTUNITY

Students enrolled in PSY 1020 are invited to participate in a research project titled “Evaluating
UPEI Student and
Faculty/Staff Interest in WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented Outreach for Students & Staff).” This
study is being conducted by Honours student Amy MacQuarrie under the supervision of Dr.
Tracy Doucette in the Department of Psychology at the University of Prince Edward Island.

The purpose of this research project is to examine UPEI student and faculty/staff interest in a
proposed comfort dog program on campus (WOOFS). In addition, it will also explore
connections between pet
attitudes and comfort/therapy dog programs. This study will take an initial, broad, exploratory
look at
these questions with a large sample of students and faculty/staff across multiple faculties. The
results of
this study will be useful for determining whether students and faculty/staff would be interested
in the implementation of a comfort dog program, as well as how the program could be most
beneficial for students and faculty/staff. Given this focus, it is necessary to survey as many and
as wide a sample of students and faculty/staff at UPEI as possible. ** A link to the full
information letter is provided below**

In return for your participation, you will earn a 1% bonus credit toward your grade in PSYC
1020. You will receive this bonus credit even if you do not fully complete the survey.
Participants who are not enrolled in PSY 1020, including campus wide students and
faculty/staff, will be entered into a draw for the chance to win a $50 gift card as compensation
for participation in this study. Students who do not wish to complete the survey may complete
an
additional mini-essay to earn this bonus credit.[ AM1]
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We estimate that it will take 25-30 minutes to complete this study. Below is the link to the web
version of the survey. It must be completed in a single sitting using a computer NOT a tablet or
smartphone. If you prefer to complete it over several sittings, you are welcome to pick up a
paper copy of the survey by
request. Completed paper surveys and bonus credit information can be dropped off in the
Departmental
Lock Box in the Psychology Department outside Memorial Hall room 208. You may complete
and submit this survey anytime between now and the end of February 2020. For PSY 1020
students, all online and paper-based surveys must be received by the end of February to qualify
for bonus credit. We will be happy to send a reminder notice via your course Moodle.

Thank you for considering participating in our study!

This research project has been approved by the UPEI Research Ethics Board. Any
concerns about the ethical aspects of your involvement in this research project may be
directed to reb@upei.ca

[AM1]New
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Appendix E

Evaluating UPEI Student and Faculty/Staff Interest in WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented
Outreach for Students and Staff) Survey

Separate Survey for Campus-Wide Participants at the End
Name:
Email Address:

If you are not enrolled in PSY 1020, your name and email address will be used to enter you
into a draw for the chance to win a $50 gift card. You will be eligible to receive this
compensation even if you do not fully complete the survey.

If you are a student, have you previously completed this survey for another class?
a. Yes
b. No

1. Are you a student or a faculty/staff member?
If you are a full-time student but have a position on campus, select student. If you are
taking courses at UPEI but have a full time position, select staff.
a. Student,
b. Faculty/Staff
2.

Are you a PSY 1020 student?
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a. Yes
b.

No

If you are a PSY 1020 student, you will be given the opportunity at the end of the survey to
to enter your student ID#, name, and course section in a separate survey to confirm your
participation, and receive 1% bonus credit in your PSY 1020 course. You will be eligible to
receive this compensation even if you do not fully complete the survey. If you do not wish
to complete the survey, you may complete an additional mini-essay to earn this bonus

credit.[ AM1] [AM2]

If you are a student, please proceed to question 5 - edit #3. If you are a faculty/staff
member, please proceed to question 5.

3. What year of study are you currently completing?
a. First
b. Second
c. Third
d. Fourth
e. Other, please specify __________

4. What faculty are you registered in?
a. Arts
b. Science
c. Business
d. Nursing
e. AVC
f.

Engineering

g. Other, please specify ______
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5. How long have you been employed at UPEI?
a.

Please specify __________ [ AM3]

6. What is your official job/position/role on campus? Change question to ask: What
department are you employed in on campus (i.e. Administrative, Student Affairs,
Science, etc.)?[ AM4]
a. Please specify __________

Demographic Questions:

7. Age:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-60
60+

f.

8. Gender:
a. Female
b. Male
c. Transgender female
d. Transgender male
e. Gender variant/non-conforming
f.

Not listed

g. Prefer not to answer

9. Ethnicity:
a.

European or Caucasian
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b.

Asian

c.

East Indian

d.

Latin or Hispanic

e.

First Nations (indigenous peoples)

f.

African or Black

g.

Middle Eastern

h.

Other, please specify _______ [ AM5]

Therapy Dog/ Program Questions

10. Therapeutic Paws of Canada periodically visits campus to allow students and
faculty/staff to interact with therapy dogs. Have you ever attended one of these
sessions?
a. Yes
b. No
11. If yes, was it a positive experience?
a. Yes
b. No
12. If no, please explain why it was not a positive experience.
a. __________________________________
13. If you have never attended one of these sessions, were you aware that therapy dog
visits took place on campus?
a. Yes
b. No
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WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented Outreach for Students and Staff) is a proposed comfort dog
program that seeks to provide stress relief and comfort on campus. The dog would be
scheduled for drop-in sessions to allow students and faculty/staff to interact with the
comfort dog.
Please indicate how you would respond to the following statements.

14. I would be likely to attend one of the drop-in visits.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Strong disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Agree
Strongly agree

15. I think this program would be beneficial to have on campus.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Strong disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Agree
Strongly agree

16. Having this program on campus could help students cope with stress and improve
wellness.
a. Strong disagree
b.
c.
d.
e.

Disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Agree
Strongly agree

17. Having this program on campus could help faculty/staff cope with stress and
improve wellness.
a

Strong disagree

b

Disagree

c

Neither agree nor disagree
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d
e

Agree
Strongly agree

18. Having this program on campus could help students cope with loneliness.
a.
b.
c.
d.

Strong disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Agree
e. Strongly agree
19. Having this program on campus could help faculty/staff cope with loneliness.
a. Strong disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
20. Comfort dogs are only visited by people who are experiencing intense, negative
emotions.
a. Strong disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
21. Having a comfort dog present on campus could help raise awareness about the mental
health services such as the counseling center and mental health clinic available on
campus.
a. Strong disagree
b.
c.
d.
e.

Disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
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22. Comfort dog visits can be used as part of an outreach program for mental health
services and programs.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
23. Comfort dogs can have a social catalyst effect or help facilitate social interactions.
a. Strong disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
24. How would you rate the following potential risks of having animals on campus?
(Includes bites, fleas, ticks, allergies, phobias and fears, damage to furniture or areas
on campus, etc.)
a. Not at all important
b. Slightly important
c. Neutral (Moderately important)
d. Very important
e. Extremely important
25. How could these risks best be addressed?
a. Please specify ___________
26. If this program was implemented, where on campus would you be likely to
participate in a comfort dog session?
a
b
c
d
e

Mental health clinic
Counselling center
Robertson Library (lobby or in a specified area in the library)
Courtyard outside
Student Union Building

f I would be likely to participate in a comfort dog session anywhere on campus
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g I would not be likely to participate in a comfort dog session anywhere on campus,
h Other, please specify ________
27. Where on campus would this program be the most beneficial?
a
b
c
d
e

Mental health clinic
Counselling center
Robertson Library (lobby or in a specified area in the library)
Courtyard outside
Student Union Building

f

I feel this program would be beneficial anywhere on campus

g I do not feel this program would be beneficial anywhere on campus
h Other, please specify ________

28. At which point during the semester would a visit from comfort dogs be most needed
or useful to students?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

First week of the semester
. Midterms
Mental health awareness week
Before the term break
During exams at the end of the semester

29. At which point during the semester would a visit from comfort dogs be most needed
or useful to faculty/staff?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

First week of the semester
Midterms
Mental health awareness week
Before the term break
During exams at the end of the semester

30. How often should comfort dog visits take place?
a.
b.
c.
d.

Weekly
Bi-weekly
Monthly
Twice a semester (beginning and end)
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e. Other, please specify _______
31. What features do you think are most important for a comfort dog to possess? Please
select all that apply.
a. Long snout
b. Small snout
c. Furry, or “fluffy”
d. Floppy ears
e. Small ears
f. Large ears
g. Small size
h. Medium size
i. Large size
j. Curly tails
k. Bushy tails
l. No tails
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.

Spots
Muscular
Large, round eyes
Round forehead
No preference

32. What behavioural features do you think are most important for a comfort dog to
possess? Please select all that apply.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

Playful
Active
Energetic
Quiet
Friendly
Shy
Bold
Sociable
No preference
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33. Do you have any further recommendations for this program? If so, please explain
below.
a. ________

Pet Questions

34. Do you currently have a cat/dog?
a. Yes
b. No

If yes, please continue to question 40. If no, continue to question 57.

35. How many cats or dogs do you have?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

1
2
3
4
5 or more

36. Do you have a cat or a dog? Please select all that apply.
a. Dog
b. Cat

37. Do your cat(s) or dog(s) live with you?
a.
b.
c.
d.

Yes, all
Yes, some
No, none of my pets live with me
Other, please specify ___________
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If yes, please indicate how you would respond to the following statements if you have a dog
that lives with you.
(Comfort from Companion Animals Scale)

38. My pet provides me with companionship.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
39. My pet provides me with pleasurable activity.
a) Strongly disagree
b) Disagree
c) Neither agree nor disagree
d) Agree
e) Strongly agree
40. My pet makes me laugh and play.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
41. I get comfort from touching my pet.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
42. My pet makes me feel loved.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
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43. I talk to my pet as a friend.(CENSHARE Pet Attachment Survey)
a. Almost never
b. Sometimes
c. Neutral
d. Often
e. Almost always

44. I confide in my pet. (CENSHARE Pet Attachment Survey)
a. Almost never
b. Sometimes
c. Neutral
d. Often
e. Almost always

If yes, please indicate how you would respond to the following statements if you have a cat
that lives with you.
(Comfort from Companion Animals Scale)

45. My pet provides me with companionship.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree

46. My pet provides me with pleasurable activity.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
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47. My pet makes me laugh and play.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree

48. I get comfort from touching my pet.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree

49. My pet makes me feel loved.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree

50. I talk to my pet as a friend. (CENSHARE Pet Attachment Survey)
a. Almost never
b. Sometimes
c. Neutral
d. Often
e. Almost always

51. I confide in my pet. (CENSHARE Pet Attachment Survey)
a. Almost never
b. Sometimes
c. Neutral
d. Often
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e. Almost always

If no, please indicate how you would respond to the following statements.
52. I miss my pet.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree

53. I feel sad when I am separated from my pet. (CENSHARE Pet Attachment Scale)
a. Almost never
b. Sometimes
c. Neutral
d. Often
e. Almost always

54. If you do not currently have a pet, have you ever had a pet at any point in time?
a. Yes
b. No

55. What kind of pet(s) did you have? Please select all that apply.
a. Dog
b. Cat
c. Other, please specify ________
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Pet Attitude Scale Questions (Pet Attitude Scale-Modified, PAS-M)
These questions are designed to evaluate your attitudes towards animals, please indicate
how you would respond to the following statements.

56. My pet means more to me than any of my friends (or would if I had one).
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
57. Having pets is a waste of money.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
58. I feel pets should always be kept outside.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
59. I have occasionally communicated with my pet and understood what it was trying to
express (or would if I had one).
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
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60. The world would be a better place if people would stop spending so much time caring for
their pets and started caring more for other human beings instead.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
61. I love pets
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
62. I frequently talk to my pets (or would if I had one).
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
63. I hate animals.
a. Strongly disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neither agree nor disagree
d. Agree
e. Strongly agree
Links to Campus Resources:

Student Affairs for counselling center information: https://www.upei.ca/studentaffairs/counselling

You can make an appointment by email or by phone to meet with a counsellor.
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Email: studentserv@upei.ca

Phone Number: (902) 566-0488

[AM1]New
[AM2]

[AM3]Question

included for the purposes of comparison in the study. For example,

determining views on implementing a new program. Are newer faculty/staff
more receptive? What about those who have been employed at UPEI longer?
[AM4]New

[AM5]Question

included for the purpose of comparison in the study. Since the WOOFS

program will be open to all on campus, it is important to understand cultural views on such
a program, as well as attitudes towards animals and how the program could best be
implemente
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Appendix F
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Appendix G

Good morning/afternoon/evening,

My name is Amy MacQuarrie and I am a fourth-year Psychology student at the University of
Prince Edward Island. I am currently completing an Honours research project entitled
"Evaluating Student and Faculty/Staff Interest in WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented Outreach for
Students and Staff." This research project is designed to analyze student and faculty/staff interest
in a proposed comfort dog program that would act as an outreach initiative for a mental health
clinic on campus.

As part of this research, I am reaching out to universities and colleges in Canada to inquire about
the comfort/therapy dog/animal visitation programs that may exist on campuses. I would also be
interested to hear about how many students on average would participate in these sessions, where
they would be held, and who on campus organizes them (i.e. counseling center, Student Union,
etc.). Information on the breeds of dogs or animals that participate in these sessions would also
be helpful. This information would be compiled in the study in the form of a table to compare the
various programs in Canada. If there is any insight you could provide regarding these programs
on your campus, it would be greatly appreciated.

Thank you for your time,

- Amy MacQuarrie
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Appendix H
Source: https://thegreenestworkforce.ca/index.php/en/schools/
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Appendix I
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Appendix J
S = Student, F/S = Faculty/Staff, N/A = Did not Respond
Evaluating UPEI Student and Faculty/Staff Interest in WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented
Outreach for Students and Staff) Survey

Separate Survey for Campus-Wide Participants at the End
Name:
Email Address:

If you are not enrolled in PSY 1020, your name and email address will be used to enter you
into a draw for the chance to win a $50 gift card. You will be eligible to receive this
compensation even if you do not fully complete the survey.

If you are a student, have you previously completed this survey for another class?
c. Yes
d. No

1. Are you a student or a faculty/staff member?
If you are a full-time student but have a position on campus, select student. If you are
taking courses at UPEI but have a full time position, select staff.
a. Student, s = 275
b. Faculty/Staff, F/S = 39
NA = 17
2.

Are you a PSY 1020 student?
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Yes, S=240

a.
b.

No, S = 33, F/S = 31
NA = 10

If you are a PSY 1020 student, you will be given the opportunity at the end of the survey to
to enter your student ID#, name, and course section in a separate survey to confirm your
participation, and receive 1% bonus credit in your PSY 1020 course. You will be eligible to
receive this compensation even if you do not fully complete the survey. If you do not wish
to complete the survey, you may complete an additional mini-essay to earn this bonus

credit.[ AM1] [AM2]

If you are a student, please proceed to question 5 - edit #3. If you are a faculty/staff
member, please proceed to question 5.

8. What year of study are you currently completing?
a. First, S = 170
b. Second, S = 58
c. Third, S = 19
d. Fourth, S = 24
e. Other, please specify __________ S = 4

9. What faculty are you registered in?
a. Arts, S = 98
b. Science, S = 123
c. Business, S = 24
d. Nursing, S = 14
e. AVC,
f.

Engineering, S = 2

g. Other, please specify ______ S = 14
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10. How long have you been employed at UPEI?
a.

Please specify __________ [ AM3] F/S = 37, NA (F/S) = 2

11. What is your official job/position/role on campus? Change question to ask: What
department are you employed in on campus (i.e. Administrative, Student Affairs,
Science, etc.)?[ AM4]
a. Please specify __________ F/S = 37, NA (F/S) = 2

Demographic Questions:

12. Age:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Under 18, S = 5
18-24, S = 243
25-34, S = 16, F/S = 8
35-44, S = 9, F/S = 9
45-60, S = 2, F/S = 18
60+

f.

, F/S = 2

10. Gender:
a. Female, S = 214, F/S = 32
b. Male, S = 57, F/S = 4
c. Transgender female, S = 1
d. Transgender male
e. Gender variant/non-conforming, S = 2
f.

Not listed, F/S = 1

g. Prefer not to answer, S= 1

11. Ethnicity:
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a.

European or Caucasian, S = 205, F/S = 35

b. Asian, S = 23, F/S = 1
c.

East Indian, S = 2

d. Latin or Hispanic, S = 5
e.

First Nations (indigenous peoples), S = 3, F/S = 1

f.

African or Black, S = 27

g.

Middle Eastern, S = 6

h.

Other, please specify _______ [ AM5] S = 4

Therapy Dog/ Program Questions

10. Therapeutic Paws of Canada periodically visits campus to allow students and
faculty/staff to interact with therapy dogs. Have you ever attended one of these
sessions?
a. Yes, S = 39, F/S - 10
b. No, S = 229, F/S = 29
N/A (S) = 7, N/A (F/S) = 1
11. If yes, was it a positive experience?
c. Yes, S = 37, F/S = 10
d. No, S = 5
N/A (S) = 223, N/A (F/S) = 29

12. If no, please explain why it was not a positive experience.
a. __________________________________ S = 8, F/S = 1
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13. If you have never attended one of these sessions, were you aware that therapy dog
visits took place on campus?
c. Yes, S = 44, F/S = 18
d. No, S = 189, F/S = 13
N/A (S) = 42, N/S (F/S) = 8

WOOFS (Wellness-Oriented Outreach for Students and Staff) is a proposed comfort dog
program that seeks to provide stress relief and comfort on campus. The dog would be
scheduled for drop-in sessions to allow students and faculty/staff to interact with the
comfort dog.
Please indicate how you would respond to the following statements.

14. I would be likely to attend one of the drop-in visits.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

Strong disagree, S = 7, F/S = 4
Disagree, S = 17, F/S = 4
Neither agree nor disagree, S = 28, F/S = 1
Agree, S = 114, F/S = 15
Strongly agree, S = 99, F/S = 12

N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 3
15. I think this program would be beneficial to have on campus.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

Strong disagree, S = 3, F/S = 0
Disagree, S = 5, F/S = 1
Neither agree nor disagree, S = 6, F/S = 3
Agree, S = 102, F/S = 10
Strongly agree, S = 147, F/S = 22

16. Having this program on campus could help students cope with stress and improve
wellness.
a. Strong disagree, S = 3, F/S = 0
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f.
g.
h.
i.

Disagree, S = 2, F/S = 1
Neither agree nor disagree, S = 16, F/S = 3
Agree, S = 104, F/S = 12
Strongly agree, S = 140, F/S = 20

N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 3
17. Having this program on campus could help faculty/staff cope with stress and
improve wellness.
f

Strong disagree, S = 3, F/S = 1

g

Disagree, S = 5, F/S = 1

h
i
j

Neither agree nor disagree, S = 21, F/S = 5
Agree, S = 131, F/S = 15
Strongly agree, S = 104, F/S = 14

N/A (S) = 11, N/A (F/S) = 3

18. Having this program on campus could help students cope with loneliness.
f. Strong disagree, S = 5, F/S = 1
g. Disagree, S = 3, F/S = 0
h. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 25, F/S = 5
i. Agree, S = 118, F/S = 17
j. Strongly agree, S = 111, F/S = 13
N/A (S) = 13, N/A (F/S) = 3
19. Having this program on campus could help faculty/staff cope with loneliness.
a. Strong disagree, S = 4, F/S = 2
f. Disagree, S = 6, F/S = 1
g. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 33, F/S = 5
h. Agree, S = 129, F/S = 19
i. Strongly agree, S = 91, F/S = 9
N/A (S) = 12, N/A (F/S) = 3
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20. Comfort dogs are only visited by people who are experiencing intense, negative
emotions.
a. Strong disagree, S = 76, F/S = 16
b. Disagree, S = 145, F/S = 16
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 24, F/S = 3
d. Agree, S = 11, F/S = 0
e. Strongly agree, S = 6, F/S = 1
N/A (S) = 13, N/A (F/S) = 3
21. Having a comfort dog present on campus could help raise awareness about the mental
health services such as the counseling center and mental health clinic available on
campus.
f. Strong disagree, S = 4, F/S = 1
g.
h.
i.
j.

Disagree, S = 2, F/S = 2
Neither agree nor disagree, S = 22, F/S = 8
Agree, S = 152, F/S = 16
Strongly agree, S = 81, F/S = 9

N/A (S) = 14, N/A (F/S) = 3
22. Comfort dog visits can be used as part of an outreach program for mental health
services and programs.
f. Strongly disagree, S = 3, F/S = 0
g. Disagree, S = 0, F/S = 1
h. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 10, F/S = 2
i. Agree, S = 167, F/S = 17
j. Strongly agree, S = 83, F/S = 15
N/A (S) = 12, N/A (F/S) = 4
23. Comfort dogs can have a social catalyst effect or help facilitate social interactions.
a. Strong disagree, S = 3, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 4, F/S = 0
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 36, F/S = 3
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d. Agree, S = 144, F/S = 11
e. Strongly agree, S = 75, F/S = 22
N/A (S) = 13, N/A (F/S) = 3

24. How would you rate the following potential risks of having animals on campus?
(Includes bites, fleas, ticks, allergies, phobias and fears, damage to furniture or areas
on campus, etc.)
a. Not at all important
b. Slightly important
c. Neutral (Moderately important)
d. Very important
e. Extremely important

25. How could these risks best be addressed?
a. Please specify ___________

26. If this program was implemented, where on campus would you be likely to
participate in a comfort dog session?
f Mental health clinic, S = 71, F/S = 4, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
g Counselling center, S = 66, F/S = 4, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
h Robertson Library (lobby or in a specified area in the library), S = 110, F/S = 16, N/A (S)
= 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
i Courtyard outside, S = 107, F/S = 17, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
j Student Union Building, S = 111, F/S = 15, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
f I would be likely to participate in a comfort dog session anywhere on campus, S = 144,
F/S = 20, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
g I would not be likely to participate in a comfort dog session anywhere on campus,
S = 16, F/S = 6, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
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h Other, please specify ________, S = 7, F/S = 4

27. Where on campus would this program be the most beneficial?
i Mental health clinic, S = 92, F/S = 8, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
j Counselling center, S = 92, F/S = 12, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
k Robertson Library (lobby or in a specified area in the library), S = 92, F/S = 15, N/A (S)
= 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
l Courtyard outside, S = 82, F/S = 11, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
m Student Union Building, S = 95, F/S = 12, N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
n I feel this program would be beneficial anywhere on campus, S = 127, F/S = 22, N/A (S)
= 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
o I do not feel this program would be beneficial anywhere on campus, S = 3, F/S = 1, N/A
(S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2
p Other, please specify ________ S = 3, F/S = 1

28. At which point during the semester would a visit from comfort dogs be most needed
or useful to students?
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

First week of the semester, S = 12, F/S = 0
. Midterms, S = 107, F/S = 14
Mental health awareness week, S = 23, F/S = 0
Before the term break, S = 10, F/S = 2
During exams at the end of the semester, S = 108, F/S = 18

N/A (S) = 15, N/A (F/S) = 5

29. At which point during the semester would a visit from comfort dogs be most needed
or useful to faculty/staff?
f.
g.
h.
i.

First week of the semester, S = 41, F/S = 7
Midterms, S = 58, F/S = 10
Mental health awareness week, S = 48, F/S = 4
Before the term break, S = 31, F/S = 4
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j. During exams at the end of the semester, S = 79, F/S = 8
N/A (S) = 18, N/A (F/S) = 6

30. How often should comfort dog visits take place?
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

Weekly, S = 106, F/S = 16
Bi-weekly, S = 110, F/S = 17
Monthly, S = 67, F/S = 11
Twice a semester (beginning and end), S = 38, F/S = 4
Other, please specify _______, S = 5, F/S = 2

N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2

31. What features do you think are most important for a comfort dog to possess? Please
select all that apply.
i. Long snout, S = 43, F/S = 3
j. Small snout, S = 37, F/S = 2
k. Furry, or “fluffy”, S = 124, F/S = 9
l. Floppy ears, S = 103, F/S = 7
m. Small ears, S = 30, F/S = 2
n. Large ears, S = 50, F/S = 3
o. Small size, S = 64, F/S = 6
p. Medium size, S = 98, F/S = 12
i.

Large size, S = 85, F/S = 6

j.

Curly tails, S = 51, F/S = 3

k. Bushy tails, S = 61, F/S = 3
l. No tails, S = 18, F/S = 2
r.
s.
t.
u.

Spots, S = 41, F/S = 2
Muscular, S = 25, F/S = 2
Large, round eyes, S = 90, F/S = 5
Round forehead, S = 33, F/S = 2
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v. No preference, S = 140, F/S = 25
N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2

32. What behavioural features do you think are most important for a comfort dog to
possess? Please select all that apply.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.
r.

Playful, S = 162, F/S = 12
Active, S = 77, F/S = 6
Energetic, S = 72, F/S = 3
Quiet, S = 108, F/S = 19
Friendly, S = 225, F/S = 31
Shy, S = 18, F/S = 1
Bold, S = 20, F/S = 2
Sociable, S = 197, F/S = 29
No preference, S = 40, F/S = 6

N/A (S) = 10, N/A (F/S) = 2

33. Do you have any further recommendations for this program? If so, please explain
below.
a. ________ S = 36, F/S = 10

Pet Questions

34. Do you currently have a cat/dog?
c. Yes, S = 169, F/S = 23
d. No, S = 85, F/S = 12
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N/A (S) = 21, N/A (F/S) = 4
If yes, please continue to question 40. If no, continue to question 57.

35. How many cats or dogs do you have?
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

1
2
3
4
5 or more

36. Do you have a cat or a dog? Please select all that apply.
c. Dog, S = 138, F/S = 17
d. Cat, S = 80, F/S = 13

37. Do your cat(s) or dog(s) live with you?
e.
f.
g.
h.

Yes, all, S = 109, F/S = 23
Yes, some, S = 9, F/S = 0
No, none of my pets live with me, S = 41, F/S = 0
Other, please specify ___________ S = 11, F/S = 0

If yes, please indicate how you would respond to the following statements if you have a dog
that lives with you.
(Comfort from Companion Animals Scale)

64. My pet provides me with companionship.
f. Strongly disagree, S = 1, F/S = 0
g. Disagree, S = 0, F/S = 0
h. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 3, F/S = 0
i. Agree, S = 27, F/S = 4
j. Strongly agree, S = 65, F/S = 13
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65. My pet provides me with pleasurable activity.
a) Strongly disagree, S = 1, F/S = 0
b) Disagree, S = 1, F/S = 0
c) Neither agree nor disagree, S = 6, F/S = 0
d) Agree, S = 32, F/S = 4
e) Strongly agree, S = 56, F/S = 13

66. My pet makes me laugh and play.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 1, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 0, F/S = 0
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 4, F/S = 0
d. Agree, S = 21, F/S = 5
e. Strongly agree, S = 70, F/S = 12

67. I get comfort from touching my pet.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 2, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 0, F/S = 0
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 0, F/S = 0
d. Agree, S = 22, F/S = 5
e. Strongly agree, S = 72, F/S = 12
68. My pet makes me feel loved.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 2, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 2, F/S = 0
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 1, F/S = 0
d. Agree, S = 21, F/S = 4
e. Strongly agree, S = 70, F/S = 12

69. I talk to my pet as a friend.(CENSHARE Pet Attachment Survey)
a. Almost never, S = 5, F/S = 1
b. Sometimes, S = 12, F/S = 1
c. Neutral, S = 2, F/S = 3
d. Often, S = 33, F/S = 5
e. Almost always, S = 43, F/S = 7

70. I confide in my pet. (CENSHARE Pet Attachment Survey)
a. Almost never, S = 16, F/S = 1
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b.
c.
d.
e.

Sometimes, S = 19, F/S = 4
Neutral, S = 11, F/S = 4
Often, S = 26, F/S = 4
Almost always, S = 23, F/S = 3

If yes, please indicate how you would respond to the following statements if you have a cat
that lives with you.
(Comfort from Companion Animals Scale)

71. My pet provides me with companionship.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 0, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 0, F/S = 0
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 4, F/S = 1
d. Agree, S = 19, F/S = 1
e. Strongly agree, S = 36, F/S = 11

72. My pet provides me with pleasurable activity.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 0, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 3, F/S = 1
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 7, F/S = 0
d. Agree, S = 18, F/S = 4
e. Strongly agree, S = 30, F/S = 8

73. My pet makes me laugh and play.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 2, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 0, F/S = 0
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 6, F/S = 2
d. Agree, S = 18, F/S = 2
e. Strongly agree, S = 33, F/S = 9
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74. I get comfort from touching my pet.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 1, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 2, F/S = 0
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 2, F/S = 1
d. Agree, S = 15, F/S = 2
e. Strongly agree, S = 38, F/S = 10

75. My pet makes me feel loved.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 1, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 3, F/S = 1
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 2, F/S = 0
d. Agree, S = 13, F/S = 3
e. Strongly agree, S = 40, F/S = 9

76. I talk to my pet as a friend. (CENSHARE Pet Attachment Survey)
a. Almost never, S = 4, F/S = 1
b. Sometimes, S = 2, F/S = 0
c. Neutral, S = 8, F/S = 3
d. Often, S = 19, F/S = 4
e. Almost always, S = 26, F/S = 5

77. I confide in my pet. (CENSHARE Pet Attachment Survey)
a. Almost never, S = 5, F/S = 2
b. Sometimes, S = 8, F/S = 1
c. Neutral, S = 8, F/S = 4
d. Often, S = 17, F/S = 2
e. Almost always, S = 21, F/S = 4

If no, please indicate how you would respond to the following statements.
78. I miss my pet.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 1, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 4, F/S = 0
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c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 5, F/S = 0
d. Agree, S = 14, F/S = 0
e. Strongly agree, S = 17, F/S = 0

79. I feel sad when I am separated from my pet. (CENSHARE Pet Attachment Scale)
a. Almost never, S = 2, F/S = 1
b. Sometimes, S = 3, F/S = 0
c. Neutral, S = 15, F/S = 2
d. Often, S = 19, F/S = 4
e. Almost always, S = 27, F/S = 2

80. If you do not currently have a pet, have you ever had a pet at any point in time?
a. Yes, S = 61, F/S = 11
b. No, S = 18, F/S = 1

81. What kind of pet(s) did you have? Please select all that apply.
a. Dog, S = 196, F/S = 29
b. Cat, S = 111, F/S = 25
c. Other, please specify ________ S = 44, F/S = 6

Pet Attitude Scale Questions (Pet Attitude Scale-Modified, PAS-M)
These questions are designed to evaluate your attitudes towards animals, please indicate
how you would respond to the following statements.

82. My pet means more to me than any of my friends (or would if I had one).
a. Strongly disagree, S = 18, F/S = 6
b. Disagree, S = 42, F/S = 8
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 97, F/S = 16
d. Agree, S = 63, F/S = 2
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e. Strongly agree, S = 38, F/S = 4
N/A (S) = 17, N/A (F/S) = 3

83. Having pets is a waste of money.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 178, F/S = 25
b. Disagree, S = 61, F/S = 7
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 17, F/S = 2
d. Agree, S = 2, F/S = 2
e. Strongly agree, S = 0, F/S = 0
N/A (S) = 17, N/A (F/S) = 3

84. I feel pets should always be kept outside.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 157, F/S = 22
b. Disagree, S = 73, F/S = 12
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 21, F/S = 1
d. Agree, S = 4, F/S = 1
e. Strongly agree, S = 2, F/S = 0
N/A (S) = 18, N/A (F/S) = 3

85. I have occasionally communicated with my pet and understood what it was trying to
express (or would if I had one).
a. Strongly disagree, S = 9, F/S = 0
b. Disagree, S = 12, F/S = 0
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 49, F/S = 5
d. Agree, S = 116, F/S = 17
e. Strongly agree, S = 73, F/S = 14
N/A (S) = 16, N/A (F/S) = 3

110

86. The world would be a better place if people would stop spending so much time caring for
their pets and started caring more for other human beings instead.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 113, F/S = 14
b. Disagree, S = 87, F/S = 11
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 46, F/S = 8
d. Agree, S = 9, F/S = 3
e. Strongly agree, S = 3, F/S = 0
N/A (S) = 17, N/A (F/S) = 3

87. I love pets
a. Strongly disagree, S = 2, F/S = 1
b. Disagree, S = 3, F/S = 1
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 23, F/S = 2
d. Agree, S = 45, F/S = 10
e. Strongly agree, S = 186, F/S = 22
N/A (S) = 16, N/A (F/S) = 3

88. I frequently talk to my pets (or would if I had one).
a. Strongly disagree, S = 3, F/S = 1
b. Disagree, S = 14, F/S = 2
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 32, F/S = 5
d. Agree, S = 90, F/S = 13
e. Strongly agree, S = 120, F/S = 15
N/A (S) = 16, N/A (F/S) = 3

89. I hate animals.
a. Strongly disagree, S = 230, F/S = 33
b. Disagree, S = 20, F/S = 2
c. Neither agree nor disagree, S = 8, F/S = 1
d. Agree, S = 0, F/S = 0
e. Strongly agree, S = 1, F/S = 0
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N/A (S) = 16, N/A (F/S) = 3
Links to Campus Resources:

Student Affairs for counselling center information: https://www.upei.ca/studentaffairs/counselling

You can make an appointment by email or by phone to meet with a counsellor.

Email: studentserv@upei.ca

Phone Number: (902) 566-0488

