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WHY PEOPLE DO NOT SPAY/NEUTER

     Spay/neuter is one of the most important tools, perhaps the most important tool, available to reduce companion animal overpopulation.  Much progress has been made to increase spay/neuter rates across the nation, with some regional programs making particularly impressive strides.  But there is still a large segment of society resistant to spaying or neutering their animals.  What barriers keep these people from spaying or neutering and what can be done to overcome these barriers?

Money as a barrier

     One of the premises of many spay/neuter programs is that money is a major barrier keeping people from getting their companion animals altered.  Subsidized spay/neuter programs providing free or reduced rate services have had great success at attracting customers. 

      Some critics of low-cost or no-cost spay/neuter have argued that these programs cause consumers to merely switch the source of the procedure to a lower cost supplier rather than creating new users of the procedures.  This criticism was particularly strong in the early days of subsidized spay/neuter programs and often came from some members of the veterinary community who viewed the programs as a threat to an important revenue stream.  However, over time the success of these programs has proved difficult to dispute.  The success of a wide range of programs across the country (for example New Hampshire and various projects nationwide funded by Maddie’s Fund) have demonstrated that low-cost spay/neuter works at attracting new animal guardians who would not otherwise have spay/neutered their animal.

     A FIREPAW study of dog guardians in upstate New York found that about a quarter (27%) of respondents who did not spay/neuter their dogs reported that cost was a factor in their decision.  Although this study did not cover cats, other studies have found that cost is more often cited as a factor for cats than for dogs.  Of those for whom cost was a factor in the FIREPAW study, about half said they would spay/neuter their animal if they only had to pay $50 (see Figure 1).  However, even at a cost of $20, about a fifth of these people stated they would still not spay/neuter their animal due to the cost.  
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Figure 1 

     Low-cost spay/neuter programs then have two difficult questions. (1) How cheap to go, and (2) How to avoid “bargain hunters”.  As Figure 1 suggests, the cheaper the procedure, the better the response.  But cheaper procedures require larger subsidies and therefore additional resources that could be used for other projects.  Cheaper procedures also increase the chance that “bargain hunters” will utilize the program.  By “bargain hunters” we are talking about people who would spay/neuter their animal anyway, but take advantage of the low-cost program because of its price.  Obviously, money spent on people who would spay/neuter anyway wastes valuable resources that could better be spent on other projects addressing companion animal overpopulation.  

     One common solution is some sort of “financial needs” test such as requiring Medicaid or public assistance eligibility to participate in the program.  These policies have been demonstrated to reduce the number of bargain hunters in the program, but they also reduce the number of people participating in general.  The fact is that there are some people who are not “low income” by any measure but who simply are unwilling to spend much to spay/neuter their animal.  These people truly would not spay/neuter their animal without a low-cost spay/neuter program that includes them.  Though one might disagree with their personal value system, the fact remains that giving these people a discount makes a difference in reducing overpopulation.  

     Ultimately, each program must evaluate its own unique situation to decide how to strike a balance regarding these issues.  The proper balance depends on program resources, the particular profile of that community, and the precise mission of the program.  

Money is not the only answer

     Reducing costs for spay/neuter can reach enough people to have a significant impact on overpopulation and euthanasia.  However, money is not the most important factor for most people who do not spay/neuter their animals.  

     In a national study done by Ralston Purina in 2000, cost of the procedure was not the most common reason given for either dogs or cats.  The most common reason given for not spaying or neutering both dogs and cats was that the respondent simply hadn’t “bothered to do it yet”.  For dogs, the second most common response was a desire to breed the animal.  As mentioned previously, cost was mentioned more frequently for cats than dogs and 8-10% of dog and cat guardians didn’t spay/neuter because they though it was “cruel” or “not natural”. 
     In a regional study of dog guardians, FIREPAW found similar reasons.  This study also found that the best predictors of which dog guardians leave their dogs unfixed were sex and education level in that order.  In fact, 92% of respondents who did not fix their dogs were either male or did not have a bachelor’s degree (compared to 75% of the total population of respondents).  It should be noted that income was one of the variables measured in the study, and education was found to be a better indicator than income of who will spay/neuter.  The FIREPAW study also found some other interesting trends:

•  People who did not spay/neuter their animal were more likely to be male than their counterparts who did spay/neuter their dog.

•  People who did not spay/neuter their animal were more likely to have lower levels of education relative to their counterparts who did spay/neuter their dog.

•  People who did not spay/neuter their animal initially paid a lower average price for their dog relative to their counterparts who did spay/neuter their dog.

•  People who did not spay/neuter their animal were more likely to live in a single-family home than their counterparts who did spay/neuter their dog.

•  Respondents who did not spay/neuter their animal were much less likely to license their dogs.

•  Single-family home dwellers most frequently gave “breeding” as their primary reason for not spay/neutering their animal (43%).

• The percentage of people who cited “breeding” as their primary reason for not spay/neutering their dog went up with the level of education, while those without any college were more likely to give “the dog does not go out” as their reason for not spay/neutering their animal.

•  Urban respondents were more likely to say that “concerns about mutilation” (29%) was the primary factor in their decision not to spay/neuter.  They were less likely to report that “breeding” (14%) or “wanting to have puppies”(0%) were the important factors in their decision.

•  The frequency of breeding being cited as the primary reason for not spaying/neutering a dog went up as family size increased.

•  For higher income people, breeding was the most common primary reason cited for not spaying/neutering a dog while for low income people, cost, concerns about mutilation, and wanting puppies were the most common primary reasons cited.

•  Of those who did not spay/neuter their dog, 58% reported that they were likely to change their decision if they had the option of a chemical spay/neuter process that involved an annual shot rather than surgery.  (Note: Such an option is not yet publicly available but is currently in the experimental stage).

On a positive note, the FIREPAW study also found that the public seemed to be open to education on the topic of spay/neuter and its link to euthanasia. When FIREPAW provided a short informational paragraph on this topic, people expressed a much higher willingness to spay/neuter their animal in the future.  In fact, after providing the additional information, the only major remaining objection people had was cost.  In other words, low-cost programs combined with some basic public education quite likely is enough to turn the people around who still do not spay/neuter their animal.  
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Sheet1

		Form		#		Response Rate																27989		1.12		0.3725		0.5275		0.2555555556

		A		61		40.67%																0.72		135973.824				0.189		0.149

		S		53		35.33%																38873.6111111111						0.081		0.5830333386

		C		129		36.86%		0.4225																102514.5				0.1535545024

		R		80		26.67%																								0.1890233213

				323				283		0.4042857143		0.0000004346																		0.7000863753

		presurvey		40

										random				rest																0.7883597884		0.2116402116

		Records reporting income		251		68.77%		percent reporting		46		57.50%		205		71.93%														0.8535871157		0.1464128843

		Total records		365						80				285						median-random		55

		Sum income		16268		64.812749004		avg income		3081		66.9782608696		13187		64.3268292683				median		54				43.9069416125

		Sex		A		S		C		R		all

		M		29		18		44		25		116		91

		F		27		34		79		32		172		140

		DNR		3		1		6		23		33		10

		% male		51.79%		34.62%		35.77%		43.86%		40.28%		39.39%

		Prob random		44.69%		1.82%		0.10%		31.16%		0.50%		0.52%

		% answered		0.9491525424								0.7890410959

				all		percent		random		percent		rest		percent		random dog owners				registered dog owners				not registered						region

		rural		97		0.3050314465		14		0.2413793103		83		0.3192307692		7		0.2413793103		6		0.25		1						98845		0.2257379389

		suburban		162		0.5094339623		41		0.7068965517		121		0.4653846154		21		0.724137931		17		0.7083333333		4						339030

		urban		59		0.1855345912		3		0.0517241379		56		0.2153846154		1		0.0344827586		1		0.0416666667		0

		% answered		0.8712328767

				all				random				rest				random dog owners				registered dog owners								region

		multiple		40		0.1215805471		10		0.1818181818		30		0.1094890511		4		0.1481481481		3		0.1363636364		1				80472		0.4374048789

		single		289		0.8784194529		45		0.8181818182		244		0.8905109489		23		0.8518518519		19		0.8636363636		4				103504		0.5625951211

		% answered		0.901369863

		house size		all		percent		random		percent		rest		percent		random dog owners				registered dog owners				not registered

		1		47		0.1441717791		10		0.1754385965		37		0.1375464684		3		0.1071428571		3		0.1304347826		0		0				3.0250385788

		2		124		0.3803680982		21		0.3684210526		103		0.3828996283		6		0.2142857143		5		0.2173913043		1		0.2				0.5465109714

		3		67		0.2055214724		12		0.2105263158		55		0.2044609665		9		0.3214285714		8		0.347826087		1		0.2				0.0679833641

		4		57		0.1748466258		9		0.1578947368		48		0.1784386617		8		0.2857142857		6		0.2608695652		2		0.4				1.5894557567

		5		21		0.0644171779		4		0.0701754386		17		0.063197026		2		0.0714285714		1		0.0434782609		1		0.2				5.1109281493

		6		7		0.0214723926		0		0		7		0.0260223048																10.632400542

		7		2		0.0061349693		1		0.0175438596		1		0.0037174721																18.1538729346

		8		1		0.0030674847		0		0		1		0.0037174721																27.6753453273

				0.8931506849		2.7392638037				2.649122807																				1.6896853476		1.2998789742

		education		all		percent		random		percent		rest		percent		random dog owners				registered dog owners				not registered						region

		1		6		0.018018018		1		0.0172413793		5		0.0181818182		1		0.0344827586		0		0		1		0.2				53859		0.5514385175

		2		59		0.1771771772		11		0.1896551724		48		0.1745454545		3		0.1034482759		3		0.125		0		0

		3		107		0.3213213213		13		0.224137931		94		0.3418181818		6		0.2068965517		6		0.25		0		0				24717		0.2530664482

		4		74		0.2222222222		16		0.275862069		58		0.2109090909		10		0.3448275862		8		0.3333333333		2		0.4				19094		0.1954950343

		5		87		0.2612612613		17		0.2931034483		70		0.2545454545		9		0.3103448276		7		0.2916666667		2		0.4

				0.9123287671

				all				random				all by category

		age		14839				2616				<30		17		0.062962963

		#		307		median		53				31-40		55		0.2037037037

		avg age		48.335504886		44		49.358490566				41-50		89		0.3296296296

		% answer		0.8410958904		45 (random)						51-60		51		0.1888888889

												60+		58		0.2148148148

		of random

		24		nondogowners		0.3076923077

		15		not registered		0.1923076923		0.2777777778

		39		registered dog owners		0.5		0.7222222222

		numdogs		471		285		1.6526315789				0.1481481481

								27989				0.3703703704

								16936.0191082803				0.2555555556

		115824								m		f

		57612								138702		153892

		173436								75824		78605

										214526		232497

										0.4798992446
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		Spay Neuter results

		SOURCE1		SPAY		CNT		SUM_NUMDOG						dogs/house		prob

		A		n		8		10		13.11%		10.75%		1.25

		C		n		22		49		16.92%		23.33%		2.2272727273

		R		n		6		6		10.71%		10.71%		1		0.3522064599		0.0385460737		0.0148903892

		S		n		3		6		5.66%		7.06%		2				**Non registered less likely to spay/neuter

		p		n		7		23		17.50%		27.71%		3.2857142857

		A		y		53		83						1.5660377358

		C		y		108		161						1.4907407407

		R		y		50		50						1

		S		y		50		79						1.58

		p		y		33		60						1.8181818182

		all		n		46		94		13.53%		17.84%		2.0434782609

		all		y		294		433						1.4727891156

		nonregistered		n		3		3		27.27%

				y		8		8

		number of births number of pups										per dog				per household

		SOURCE1		SUM_NUMBIR		SUM_NUMPUP		SUM_NUMDOG		CNT		litterrate		pups/litter		litterrate

				0		0		1		2

		A		5		25		93		61		0.0537634409		5		0.0819672131

		C		29		209		221		129		0.1312217195		7.2068965517		0.2248062016

		R		1		7		56		80		0.0178571429		7		0.0125

		S		4		32		85		53		0.0470588235		8		0.0754716981

		p		3		16		83		40		0.0361445783		5.3333333333		0.075

				42		289		539		365		0.0779220779		6.880952381		0.1150684932

		SOURCE RESULTS

		SOURCE1		DOGSOURCE		CNT		SUM_NUMDOG

						1		0

				pb		1		1

		A		agway research food testi		1		1

		A		as		16		21

		A		bred own		1		2

		A		fs		7		13

		A		gi		2		3

		A		kennel		1		1

		A		owner died		1		1

		A		pb		12		17

		A		po		10		11

		A		pr		2		5

		A		ps		7		16

		A		vo		1		2

		C		as		1		1

		C		as		22		39

		C		bred own		1		3

		C		canine working companions		1		1

		C		fs		6		11

		C		gi		11		18

		C		gift-cost is travel from		1		2

		C		home bred		1		1

		C		inherited from friend who		1		1

		C		pb		28		51

		C		po		32		45

		C		pr		9		16

		C		ps		12		16

		C		rescued		1		1

		C		rescued from fire		1		2

		C		runt of a litter		1		1

		R				24		0		56		56

		R		adopted-unwanted pedigree		1		2		0.0178571429		0.0357142857		T11		T11		36.31%		36.90%

		R		as		8		10		0.1428571429		0.1785714286		S2		S2		21.43%		25.00%

		R		fs		1		1		0.0178571429		0.0178571429		S3		S3		3.57%		3.57%

		R		gi		4		5		0.0714285714		0.0892857143		T11/S4/S5		S4		30.95%		26.19%

		R		junkyard		1		1		0.0178571429		0.0178571429		S3		S5		7.74%		8.33%

		R		pb		16		13		0.2857142857		0.2321428571		S4				100.00%		100.00%

		R		po		17		14		0.3035714286		0.25		T11

		R		pr		3		3		0.0535714286		0.0535714286		S2

		R		ps		3		3		0.0535714286		0.0535714286		S5

		R		rescued from family		1		3		0.0178571429		0.0535714286		T11

		R		vo		1		1		0.0178571429		0.0178571429		S2

		S				2		0

		S		as		9		15

		S		fs		5		5

		S		gi		3		4

		S		inherited from friend who		1		2

		S		medical college research		1		3

		S		pb		13		18

		S		po		9		16

		S		pr		4		10

		S		ps		2		2

		S		rescued		2		8

		S		vo		2		2

		p		as		12		15

		p		asnk		1		2

		p		fs		4		11

		p		gi		1		1

		p		grayhound adoption		1		10

		p		mother		1		4

		p		pb		6		13

		p		po		9		14

		p		ps		1		1

		p		vet office		4		12

		all sources

		SUM_NUMDOG		SUM_CNT		SUM_SUM_NU		DOGSOURCE

		0		27		0				128		338

		1		1		1		as		0.0078125		0.0029585799		S2		T11		20.31%		26.73%		21.49%		27.05%

		2		1		2		adopted-unwanted pedigree		0.015625		0.0029585799		S3		S2		42.19%		28.99%		44.63%		29.34%

		1		1		1		agway research food testi		0.0078125		0.0029585799		S2		S3		18.75%		8.58%		19.83%		8.68%

		15		67		100		as		0.1171875		0.1982248521		S2		S4		11.72%		24.95%		12.40%		25.25%

		2		1		2		asnk		0.015625		0.0029585799		S2		S5		1.56%		9.57%		1.65%		9.68%

		3		2		5		bred own		0.0234375		0.0059171598		B1				94.53%		98.82%

		1		1		1		canine working companions		0.0078125		0.0029585799		S4

		11		23		41		fs		0.0859375		0.0680473373		S3

		1		21		31		gi		0.0078125		0.0621301775		T11/S4/S5

		2		1		2		gift-cost is travel from		0.015625		0.0029585799		T11/S4/S5

		10		1		10		grayhound adoption		0.078125		0.0029585799		S2

		1		1		1		home bred		0.0078125		0.0029585799		B1

		2		2		3		inherited from friend who		0.015625		0.0059171598		T11

		1		1		1		junkyard		0.0078125		0.0029585799		S3

		1		1		1		kennel		0.0078125		0.0029585799		S2

		3		1		3		medical college research		0.0234375		0.0029585799

		4		1		4		mother		0.03125		0.0029585799		T11

		1		1		1		owner died		0.0078125		0.0029585799		T11

		13		76		113		pb		0.1015625		0.224852071		S4

		14		77		100		po		0.109375		0.2278106509		T11

		10		18		34		pr		0.078125		0.0532544379		S2

		1		25		38		ps		0.0078125		0.073964497		S5

		8		3		9		rescued		0.0625		0.0088757396		S3

		3		1		3		rescued from family		0.0234375		0.0029585799		T11

		2		1		2		rescued from fire		0.015625		0.0029585799		S3

		1		1		1		runt of a litter		0.0078125		0.0029585799		T11

		12		4		12		vet office		0.09375		0.0118343195		S2

		2		4		5		vo		0.015625		0.0118343195		S2

		Average age:

		random		5.1

		all		5.1

		breeders		5.7

		pet shop		5.8
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		tests for breeders

		ttest # of dogs								amount donated								price								$cost								time cost								benefits								ever abandoned												age								income								family size								education								urbansubrur								single/multiple residence

		t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances								t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances								t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances										Variable 1		Variable 2				t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances								t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances								2						5						t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances								t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances								t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances								t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances																										var1		var2

																										Mean		2.5952380952		2.8823529412																				17						16																																																				T11		4		0.271		0.2857142857		0.7383610337

				Variable 1		Variable 2						Variable 1		Variable 2						Variable 1		Variable 2				Variance		0.5759772566		0.1102941176						Variable 1		Variable 2						Variable 1		Variable 2				Var1		Var2				Var1		Var2						Variable 1		Variable 2						Variable 1		Variable 2						Variable 1		Variable 2						Variable 1		Variable 2						var1		var2										S2		5		0.293		0.3571428571		0.8486862695

		Mean		1.4638888889		2.9411764706				Mean		82.866873065		32.4117647059				Mean		210.7125748503		150.1875				Observations		336		17				Mean		2.7462686567		2.9411764706				Mean		1.9614243323		2.3529411765				0.07		0.12				0.35		0.31				Mean		48.2330097087		42.9375				Mean		68.8680851064		52.2142857143				Mean		2.743902439		3.25				Mean		3.5313432836		3.6470588235				urban		0.24		0.2				0.12		0.111				S3		0		0.087		0		0.3062810364

		Variance		1.4694444444		7.0588235294				Variance		377083.01638367		1546.3823529412				Variance		348398.619841398		52285.2291666667				Hypothesized Mean Difference		0						Variance		0.5611761552		0.1838235294				Variance		0.9657693938		0.7426470588				0.6654976105		binomdist				0.6264477359		binomdist				Variance		174.7247509772		150.8625				Variance		5256.072267685		519.7197802198				Variance		1.6895651525		2.3333333333				Variance		1.2317990884		0.8676470588				rural		0.35		0.31		mult								S4		4		0.253		0.2857142857		0.7863525396

		Observations		360		17				Observations		323		17				Observations		334		16				df		25						Observations		335		17				Observations		337		17																Observations		309		16				Observations		235		14				Observations		328		16				Observations		335		17				sub		0.41		0.49										S5		1		0.097		0.0714285714		0.636077832

		Hypothesized Mean Difference		0						Hypothesized Mean Difference		0						Hypothesized Mean Difference		0						t Stat		-3.1702457287						Hypothesized Mean Difference		0						Hypothesized Mean Difference		0																		Hypothesized Mean Difference		0						Hypothesized Mean Difference		0						Hypothesized Mean Difference		0						Hypothesized Mean Difference		0

		df		16						df		333						df		26						P(T<=t) one-tail		0.0019983284						df		21						df		18																		df		17						df		33						df		16						df		18

		t Stat		-2.2813879548						t Stat		1.4223131026						t Stat		0.921827212						t Critical one-tail		1.7081401893						t Stat		-1.7441248221						t Stat		-1.8146228864																		t Stat		1.6750597627						t Stat		2.1592086244						t Stat		-1.3024712286						t Stat		-0.4946957608

		P(T<=t) one-tail		0.0182787204						P(T<=t) one-tail		0.0779356899						P(T<=t) one-tail		0.1825470383						P(T<=t) two-tail		0.0039966567						P(T<=t) one-tail		0.0478793693						P(T<=t) one-tail		0.0431420516																		P(T<=t) one-tail		0.0561087748						P(T<=t) one-tail		0.0191002278						P(T<=t) one-tail		0.1055961444						P(T<=t) one-tail		0.31339936

		t Critical one-tail		1.7458842194						t Critical one-tail		1.6494414012						t Critical one-tail		1.7056163415						t Critical two-tail		2.0595371097						t Critical one-tail		1.7207435121						t Critical one-tail		1.734063062																		t Critical one-tail		1.7396064322						t Critical one-tail		1.6923604562						t Critical one-tail		1.7458842194						t Critical one-tail		1.734063062

		P(T<=t) two-tail		0.0365574407						P(T<=t) two-tail		0.1558713798						P(T<=t) two-tail		0.3650940766														P(T<=t) two-tail		0.0957587387						P(T<=t) two-tail		0.0862841032																		P(T<=t) two-tail		0.1122175496						P(T<=t) two-tail		0.0382004555						P(T<=t) two-tail		0.2111922889						P(T<=t) two-tail		0.62679872

		t Critical two-tail		2.1199048206						t Critical two-tail		1.9671142582						t Critical two-tail		2.0555307856														t Critical two-tail		2.0796142053						t Critical two-tail		2.1009236661																		t Critical two-tail		2.1098185243						t Critical two-tail		2.0345169105						t Critical two-tail		2.1199048206						t Critical two-tail		2.1009236661

		price vs. wta for dog																																										medical vs. price (99999999 excluded)

		only those who say "yes" to WTA														free answer to lowest WTA																% Unwilling to Give Price		% Abandoning Animal		Score on "Getting Rid of" Question								SUMMARY OUTPUT

																														cost < $100		21%		0.07		3.13

		SUMMARY OUTPUT														SUMMARY OUTPUT														cost > $100		20%		0.04		3.67								Regression Statistics

																														cost > $200		18%		0.04		3.5								Multiple R		0.0404933432

		Regression Statistics														Regression Statistics												0.2389828683		cost > $300		17%		0.04		3.5								R Square		0.0016397108

		Multiple R		0.0173098566												Multiple R		0.0857195931										0.3414214431		cost > $500		16%		0.06		4								Adjusted R Square		-0.0040327908

		R Square		0.0002996311												R Square		0.0073478486																										Standard Error		269.0458465345

		Adjusted R Square		-0.0246928781												Adjusted R Square		-0.0064389868																										Observations		178

		Standard Error		179.4288457581												Standard Error		226.5462495222

		Observations		42												Observations		74																										ANOVA

																																														df		SS		MS		F		Significance F

		ANOVA														ANOVA																												Regression		1		20924.0246380102		20924.0246380102		0.2890630887		0.5915007103

				df		SS		MS		F		Significance F						df		SS		MS		F		Significance F																		Residual		176		12739877.486598		72385.6675374884

		Regression		1		385.9771588233		385.9771588233		0.0119888376		0.9133585174				Regression		1		27353.2769792033		27353.2769792033		0.53296122		0.4677332321																		Total		177		12760801.511236

		Residual		40		1287788.42760308		32194.710690077								Residual		72		3695270.6284262		51323.2031725862

		Total		41		1288174.40476191										Total		73		3722623.90540541																										Coefficients		Standard Error		t Stat		P-value		Lower 95%

																																												Intercept		192.9265039824		20.4413175079		9.4380660106		2.28578991639283E-17		152.5848424912

				Coefficients		Standard Error		t Stat		P-value		Lower 95%		Upper 95%				Coefficients		Standard Error		t Stat		P-value		Lower 95%		Upper 95%		Lower 95.0%		Upper 95.0%												X Variable 1		0.0000732965		0.0001363286		0.5376458767		0.5915007103		-0.0001957528

		Intercept		127.4364531313		34.8495064928		3.6567649289		0.0007358696		57.0030014748		197.8699047877		Intercept		164.2496087458		29.1528927435		5.6340758425		0.0000003206		106.1344155526		222.364801939		106.1344155526		222.364801939

		X Variable 1		-0.0000083221		0.0000760053		-0.1094935506		0.9133585174		-0.0001619345		0.0001452903		X Variable 1		-0.0000054401		0.0000074517		-0.7300419303		0.4677332321		-0.0000202948		0.0000094147		-0.0000202948		0.0000094147

				Dollar Costs		Non-monetary Costs		Benefits

		Much higher than expected		14.0%		8.7%		46.0%		47		29		155

		Slightly higher than expected		14.6%		15.2%		15.4%		49		51		52

		About what I expected		69.9%		71.6%		35.6%		235		240		120

		Slightly lower than expected		0.9%		1.8%		2.4%		3		6		8

		Much lower than expected		0.6%		2.7%		0.6%		2		9		2

																				Abandon-cost vs. benefit

		Get rid of vs. costs/benefits

		Regression Statistics

		Multiple R		0.4180464355

		R Square		0.1747628222

		Adjusted R Square		0.1670980806

		Standard Error		0.6067985643

		Observations		327

																				ANOVA

		ANOVA																				df		SS		MS		F		Significance F

				df		SS		MS		F		Significance F								Regression		3		0.3767144447		0.1255714816		2.0135659967		0.1118954494

		Regression		3		25.186155231		8.395385077		22.800875959		0								Residual		323		20.1431632311		0.0623627345

		Residual		323		118.9300527201		0.3682044976												Total		326		20.5198776758

		Total		326		144.1162079511

																						Coefficients		Standard Error		t Stat		P-value		Lower 95%		Upper 95%

				Coefficients		Standard Error		t Stat		P-value		Lower 95%		Upper 95%						Intercept		-0.0259732374		0.0709838385		-0.3659035347		0.7146765847		-0.1656223753		0.1136759005

		Intercept		3.5514177829		0.172481075		20.5901881341		9.29080873621191E-61		3.2120893678		3.8907461981						Dollar Cost		-0.0003610288		0.0186242664		-0.019384862		0.9845460554		-0.0370012387		0.0362791811

		Dollar Cost		0.0453788555		0.0452544347		1.0027493609		0.3167324167		-0.0436518721		0.1344095831						Non-monetary cost		0.0094862724		0.0190364385		0.498321807		0.6185963837		-0.027964819		0.0469373639

		Non-monetary cost		0.1828845237		0.046255957		3.9537507285		0.0000945699		0.0918834641		0.2738855833						Benefits		0.0346393527		0.0142778503		2.4260902018		0.0158096784		0.0065500083		0.062728697

		Benefits		-0.2287189716		0.0346932346		-6.5926101716		0.0000000002		-0.2969722587		-0.1604656845

		Getting rid of vs. actual abandonment

		SUMMARY OUTPUT

		Regression Statistics

		Multiple R		0.1820406586

		R Square		0.0331388014

		Adjusted R Square		0.0302177706

		Standard Error		0.2449838679

		Observations		333

		ANOVA

				df		SS		MS		F		Significance F

		Regression		1		0.6808879249		0.6808879249		11.344899629		0.0008457613

		Residual		331		19.8656586217		0.0600170955

		Total		332		20.5465465465

				Coefficients		Standard Error		t Stat		P-value		Lower 95%		Upper 95%

		Intercept		0.3216051178		0.0770463514		4.1741771291		0.0000382738		0.1700429882		0.4731672474

		X Variable 1		-0.0686246002		0.02037415		-3.3682190589		0.0008457613		-0.1087037149		-0.0285454855

		eviews probit model for getridof vs. actual abandonment

		Variable		Coefficient		Std. Error		t-Statistic		Prob.

		GETRIDOF		-0.745368		0.06426		-11.59934		0

		Log likelihood		-77.23437

		Obs with Dep=1		22

		Obs with Dep=0		313

		Variable		Mean All		Mean D=1		Mean D=0

		GETRIDOF		3.725373		3.272727		3.757188

		PROBIT:  Costs/benefits vs abandonment

		Included observations: 333

		Excluded observations: 31 after adjusting endpoints

		Convergence achieved after 4 iterations

		Variable		Coefficient		Std. Error		t-Statistic		Prob.

		COSTDOL		-0.277375		0.11747		-2.36123		0.0188

		COSTTIME		-0.310617		0.102732		-3.023575		0.0027

		BENEFITS		0.050618		0.092193		0.549042		0.5833

		Log likelihood		-86.84111

		Obs with Dep=1		22

		Obs with Dep=0		311

		Variable		Mean All		Mean D=1		Mean D=0

		COSTDOL		2.588589		2.636364		2.585209

		COSTTIME		2.738739		2.772727		2.736334

		BENEFITS		1.966967		2.454545		1.932476

		probit--abandonment vs. price and others

		Variable		Coefficient		Std. Error		t-Statistic		Prob.

		PRICE		-0.000872		0.000685		-1.272178		0.2046

		SEXFIS1		-0.559097		0.232533		-2.404376		0.017

		INCOME		-0.005059		0.002927		-1.728473		0.0853

		YEARS		-0.157816		0.037941		-4.159514		0

		Log likelihood		-55.16695

		Obs with Dep=1		13

		Obs with Dep=0		216

		Variable		Mean All		Mean D=1		Mean D=0

		PRICE		173.8908		130		176.5324

		SEXFIS1		0.615721		0.615385		0.615741

		INCOME		65.55022		66.76923		65.47685

		YEARS		5.19048		3.884615		5.269074

		abandonment vs. other variables

		Variable		Coefficient		Std. Error		t-Statistic		Prob.

		SEX(female=1)		-0.61974		0.21877		-2.832842		0.005

		INCOME		-0.008748		0.0026		-3.36483		0.0009

		YEARS		-0.141381		0.034804		-4.062195		0.0001

		Log likelihood		-63.83143

		Why not shelter		% of respondents		code		count		adj count		% of all resp

		Wanted specific breeds/qualities		67.6%		5		98		98		51.9%

		Visited a shelter but could not find type I wanted		15.2%		6		20		22		11.6%

		Impulse decision		15.2%		4		18		22		11.6%

		Aware of option but did not consider at time of purchase		11.7%		2		13		17		9.0%

		Visiting a shelter is too depressing/unpleasant		11.0%		7		12		16		8.5%

		Convenience		4.8%		3		6		7		3.7%

		Don't want a used dog/concerned about quality of shelter dogs		4.8%		8		3		7		3.7%

		Bad experience with shelters*		2.8%						4

		Dog would have probably been put to sleep*		2.1%						3

		Own litter*		1.4%						2

		Shelter dog too expensive*		1.4%						2

		spay neuter correlated factors using probit

		Included observations: 335

		Excluded observations: 29 after adjusting endpoints

		Convergence achieved after 3 iterations

		Variable		Coefficient		Std. Error		t-Statistic		Prob.

		Sex (female=1)		0.676782		0.149882		4.515434		0.0000

		Education		0.15204		0.029332		5.183461		0.0000

		Log likelihood		-151.622

		Obs with Dep=1		273

		Obs with Dep=0		62

		Variable		Mean All		Mean D=1		Mean D=0

		Sex (female=1)		0.602985		0.652015		0.387097

		Education		3.510448		3.553114		3.322581

		Why no spay/neuter

		May use dog for breeding		33.3%				11

		Cost of procedure		15.2%				5

		"Wanted dog the way God made him", did not want dog mutilated or simply "did not want to"		15.2%				5

		Too young		9.1%				3

		Not necessary/indoor dog		6.1%				2

		Show dog		6.1%				2

		Would give puppies to good home		3.0%				1

		Health reasons		3.0%				1

		No reason given		9.1%				3

								30

		Dollars before spay/neuter		0%		$100		0

				25%		$75		3

				42%		$50		5

				50%		$45		6

				75%		$25		9

				83%		$20		10

				100%		$0		12
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Cumulative Frequency Distribution of Cost before Spay/Neuter
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