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A
s 

in 
hum

ans, 
obeslty is a com

m
on and dom

inant nutritional 

disease in the veterinary field (M
arkw

ell 1994, B
uffington 1994). 

P
revious w

ork b
y K

ienzle (1998) dem
onstrated that ow

ners o
f 

obese d
o

g
s w

ere m
ore likely to anthrom

orphlse thelr anlm
als by 

allow
ing them

 to sleep In thelr b
e

d
 and talklng to

 them
 m

ore 

often
. T

hat stu
d

y a
lso

 revealed
 th

a
t ow

ners o
f overw

eight dogs 

w
ere 

offen 
overw

eight 
them

selves 
but 

this 
variable 

w
as 

not 

entered into the 
analysis. In hum

ans, data sh
o

w
 that 

if both 

parents are o
b

e
se

 children have an 8
0

%
 chance of becom

ing 

obese a
n

d
 if o

n
e

 p
a

re
n

t is obese children have a 3
0

%
 chance o

f 

developing 
o

b
e

slty 
(E

pstein 
1996). 

T
hese 

data 
how

ever 
are 

co
n

fu
se

d
 

b
y 

g
e

n
e

tic 
susceptibility. 

T
he 

aim
 

o
f 

this 
study 

therefore w
a

s to d
e

te
n

n
in

e
 th

e
 e

ffe
ct o

f ow
ner overw

eighf on th
e

 

hum
an-anim

al relationship in lean and overw
elght dogs. 

R
esearch

 M
eth

o
d

o
lo

g
y 

122 d
o

g
s a

n
d

 o
w

n
ers w

ere recruited
. O

w
n

e
rs a

n
d

 d
o

g
s w

ere 

categorised lnto 4 g
ro

u
p

s (T
a

b
le

 1: A
 =

 o
ve

iw
e

ig
h

t o
w

n
e

r w
tth 

overw
eight 

d
o

g
, 

B
 =

 le
a

n
 

o
w

n
e

r w
lth 

o
ve

rw
e

ig
h

t 
dog, 

C
 =

 
O

verw
eighf o

w
n

e
r w

lth
 le

a
n

 dog, O
 =

 Lean o
w

n
e

r w
ith

 le
a

n
 dog) 

according 
to

 
o

w
n

e
r 

B
M

I 
a

n
d

 
ca

n
in

e
 

B
C

S
. 

O
ve

rw
e

ig
h

t 
w

as 

defined a
s a B

M
I o

f ~
 2

7
 kg

/m
2 a

n
d

 le
a

n
 a

s a B
M

I o
f _:: 25 kg/m

2• 

In 
d

o
g

s, 
o

ve
rw

e
ig

h
t w

a
s d

e
fin

e
d

 
a

s 
a 

b
o

d
y co

n
d

itio
n

 
score 

(B
C

S
) o

f ~
 7 a

n
d

 le
a

n
 a

s a B
C

S
 o

f _:: 5 u
sln

g
 a w

e
ll valldated 

scale (L
a

fla
m

m
e

 1997). E
a

ch
 o

w
n

e
r co

m
p

le
te

d
 2 Q

uestionnaires 

(T
able 

11) 
a

sse
ssín

g
 

p
sych

o
lo

g
ica

l 
a

sp
e

cts 
o

f the 
o

w
n

e
r-d

o
g

 

relationship 
(B

ergler 
1988) 

a
n

d
 

a
p

p
ro

a
ch

e
s 

to 
h

e
a

lth
 

and 

nulrition (K
ie

n
zle

 1998). 
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T
he results o

f thís study ¡are i 
anthropom

orphlse their p
e

ts 
, 

e
xa

g
g

e
ra

te
d

 the e
ffe

ct w
lth th 

teatest dlfferen 

T
his m

a
y be d

u
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 ovel'W

eig 
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ners havlng 

m
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tch
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e

ig
h

t 
t 

tus suggesting 
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. 

to lncreased rlsk o
f obes,tty m

 y siso
 b
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s
 

study, 
t d

o
g

• (groups A
 &

 B
) 

,ting tal , ng to their dog 
(p<

0
.01 

E
 

re, U)' 
effect 

w
as 

t d
o

g
 E

re
 overw

eight 
ater 

ss to theír 
~s a

b
il 

to m
anípulate 

le
a

 , 
ers 

· 
lean dogs (gr, 

rew
 , 

s (p<
0

.01 E
ta

2 =
0.328) a 

onc · 
r d

a
y 

0
.01 

E
ta

2 =
 

ove 
ight dogs 

group A
). 

B
) 1 i 

m
ore str ' 

g
ly that they 

feec 
1 

(p<
0.05 E

ta
2 =

 0
.728) 

nut, ti 
n (p<O

.O
~ 

ta2 =
 0

.180) a 

typ( 
ased on 

· 
(p<

0
.03 E

 

E
ta 

0.160). 

1998) ih th
a

t ow
ners o 

~or a 
m

b
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f q
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r an
d

 D
o

g
. 

re
z

1
, 

d
ata 

show
ed 

that 
ow

ners 
of 

re m
ore likely to hum

anise their 

0.01 E
ta

2 •0
.212) and having the 

•0
.268) as m

ore advantageous. 

,nger 
w

hen 
the 

ow
ners 

or 
the 

m
selves (group A

). O
b

e
se

 dogs 

er's core territory m
ay indicate 

r ow
ners and e

n
jo

y relatively high 

O
) w

ere less likely to offer food 

ore likely to feed their dog only 

') 
than 

overw
eight ow

ners w
íth 

o
f overw

eíght d
o

g
s (groups A

 &
 

unlcated w
ith th

e
ir d

o
g

 through 

expressed less o
f an ínterest in 

re m
ore likely to

 choose a food 

-
0

.138) and avallability (p<
0

.04 

rw
eight d

o
g

s have a tendency to 

the w
e

ig
h

t sta
tu

s o
f the ow

ner 

s and lean ow
ners o

f lean dogs. 

th
is stu

d
y 6

9
%

 o
f d

o
g

s recruited 

chlldren (E
p

ste
ln

 1996) th
a

t lead 

th
a

t ow
ners o

f overw
eight dogs 

ith th
e

m
 as m

ore advantageous. 
th

e
 h

o
u

se
h

o
ld

 (G
u

y et.al 2001). 

o
w

n
e

rs: in
 th

is study ow
ners o

f 

iggesting th
e

 d
o

g
's status and its 

le
ve

ls. 
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