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This article describes the second of a two-part study that examined the effects of
a guide dog as an aid to mobility. The first part, which is also published in this
issue, showed that dogs were perceived 1o significamly improve travel perfarmance,
irrespective of the participants’ orientation and mobiliry skills before receiving the
dog. The second part of the study describes the changes a dog makes to travel habits,
I this second part, the travel habits of 50 people who were blind or vision impaired
were examined retrospectively before and after they received a dog. The resulis
indicaic that dogs were used more freguenily thar other mobility aids except when
it was more convenient o use a human guide or a long cane, as for example on a
very shart journey. Pegple travelled independently more ofter and went further, with
greater ease and enjoyment when travelling with a dog. The use of a dog appeared to
reduce problems with access and the need to avold ceriain journeys. However, dogs
also caused difficulties, especially in social situations yhere they were not welconied,
amd in crowded, cramped or dog-popuinied environments. More advantages than
disadvantages were identified when comparing a dog io other mobility aids.

a guice dog. Ir addition, the advaniages and
disadvantages of using dogs are identified.
An overview of mability aids and factors af
fecting mobilily can be found in Lloyd etal,,
(2008).

Perceived changes to travel habits

This study, which was conducted in two
parts, investigated the effectiveness of the
guide dog as an aid to mobility in terms of
the heterogeneous population now using
them, via infercntial (part 1) and descrip-

Methodolo
tive (part 2} statistics, ‘The first part (Lloyd, 9y

La Grow, Stafford, & Budge, 2008) focused
on the efficacy of the dog on travel perfor-
mance, while this second part examines the
dogs’ affects on travel habits including mo-
bility aids nsed, how often and how far peo-
ple travel, aveidancs of journeys and prob-
lesns with aceess before and sfter receiving

The method of participant recruitment is
desciibed in the first part of this study (Lloyd
et al., 2008). llence, {ilty current and/er pre-
vious guide dog handlers from across New
Zealand participated.

A series of open-cnded questions wers
asked n which participants identified (&) any
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rability aids used, (b) the intensity of their
travel, (c) journeys avowded and (d) access
problems to specific environments when
travelling with mobility aids other than a
guide dog (i.e., befure a guide dog was ac-
quired) before and when using a dog. For
reasons cof expedience, responses pertained
to experiences with guide dogs @ general,
that is, without being split into satisfactory
and unsatisfactory dogs as in the first part of
this study (Lloyd et al., 2008). Finally {e) the
advamages and digadvantages of dogs com-
pared 1o other mobility aids were noted. As
in part one, paricipants werc informed that
travel pertained t independent travel only,
and not when travelling with ancther persen
as a guide.

Resulis

MoeiLTy AlDs useD

Mobitity aids used {&) before and (b) after
a dog was acquired, and (c) which aid was

used most often at these tunes are present-
ed in Table |. The majority {86%) of par-
ticipants used a long cane before receiving
a dog, which decreased to 48% once a dog
was obtained. Two of these panticipants used
a folding or teleseopic canc as an adjunci to
travelling with their dogs, for example, w
detect how steep a drop-off was. Sixieen por-
cent had iried an ultrasonic aid, the Mowal
Sensor™ (which was developed and tested
in New Zealand), but only one parlicipant
used this device afier getting a dog. No one
used a low vision aid, such as & monocular
distance tclescope, before or after receiving
adog. All but one participant (98%) used the
servives of a humar puide before acquiring
a dog, and 90% continued tais practice after
acquisition. Highleen percent occasionally
travelled without the use of any mobility
aids before getting a dog and 8% continued
this practice once the dog was acquired. Four
percent used a prin as a mobility aid before
receiving a dog, with or without a child in

Takle 1. Mobility aids used by pacticipants (N = 30) before and afler receiving a guide dog and
which aids were used inost often at these times.
Mobilkily Aid Before Dog (%) After Dog (%)

Aids Used* Al Usedl M:.J.‘i;. Adds Lised* Aid Tlsee Most
Long cane 86 62 48 2
Electronic ald la a 2 0
Low viston aid (M 0 0 0
Humzn guide 08§ 30 Y 4
No aid used 18 4 5 0
Other - pram 4 0 0 0
ldentification cane 4 4 0 0
Guide dog MNfa Nz or 94

*Tutal percent does not add to 100, due to open-ended questisas/muliipls responses.

N/a=not applicable.
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situ, and 4% used an identification canc {a
short, white cane that identifies the traveller
as being blind or vision impaired); neither of
these techniques was practiced with the dog.
After obizining a dog, ‘no aid’ or aids other
than a dog were used for very sheort journeys
that did not seem worth harnessing the dog
for, for example, retrieving the mail from the
mailbex at the end of the drive or poing to a
netghboring office at work. One participant
chose not tu use the dog as a mobility aid
after it was received, as it was not trusted 1o
be 4 safe and effective gilide.

Before dog acquisition, the long cane was
the mobility aid most frequently used by
most (62%0) participants, 30% preferred the
services of a human guide, two participanis
favoured the identification cane end two oth-
crs mostly chose not to use any aid. Aftera
dog was received, the aid vsed most often
was the guide dag (94%), followed by two
participants stili using human guides and
one the long canc.

INTENSITY OF TRAVEL

Travel intensity was assessed by par
ticipants being asked whether using a dog
changed how offer (which was examined
inferentially in the first part of this study) in
conjunction with how far they fravelled. The
fatensity of travel increased for 88%, 10%
¢id not report a difference and one participaar
travelled less intensely. OF those whose travel
intensity mcreased, 80% said that this was
mainly due to wainting to travel more often
andfor further, as they foli more confident,
and that travel was easier and faster, In con-
trast, rave] intensity increased for two partici-
pants (4%) due to the dogs’ needs for exercise
and toileting, and for two others because of a
change in wark habits (i.¢., conducting public
relations work such as a school talk on life

with a guide dog or because the location of a
new workplace was further away). The 10%
who did not experience a change in travel in-
tensity claimed to have good long cane skiils,
but travel was considered easier, faster and
more enjoyable with a dog. The participant
who travelled less often than before a dog
was acquired, did so as his or her mobility
needs altered, and a welk to and from work
was no longer necessary.

JOURKEY AvOIDANCE!

Sixty eight percent of participanis avoid-
ed one or more journeys (i.e., environments,
routes and destinations) before they received
a dog. Of these, 48% (n = 24) readily tyav-
elled independently belore acquiring a dog.
Those who did not travel independently
relied upon the services of a human guide
(18%), and one participant preferred being
housebound to travelling with either a long
cane o a human guide.

Concarning the 48% of participants whe
aveided onc or more journeys while rravel-
ling independently before dog acquisition,
28% {n = 14) avoided busy, crowded en-
vironments such as outdoor markets, 24%
limited their ravel Lo their home base and/or
familiar routes, and although not a journey
per se 10% did not walk for pleasure such as
& Sunday steoll, In relation to specific mobil-
ity tasks, 8% did not travel at night in the
dark, 6% did not use public transport such
a8 huscs or trains, one participant avoided
supermarkets und another did not negotiaic
areas with unmarked footpaths.

Fifly eight percent of participants did nat
avoid any joumneys once they acquired 2

1. Note: The wtal percentage of responses in {his and
the remaining Sections does net add to 100 due
participanits having supplied multiple response

R
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dog; an increase of 26% from bofore a dog
was afiained, while the remaining 42% did.
All participants claimed to fravai indepen-
dently, at fenst some of the time, once they
acquired thew dogs. The reasons given for
the 42% of participants who avoided certain
Journeys when vsing their dogs included so-
cial and snvironmenial issues and problems
with specific mobility tasks as follows:

Social situations: 18% abstained from at-
ending social functions including going to
the pub and crowded places like an outdoor
concert, ar left their dogs behind if aitend-
ing; and 8% shenned homes or cars where
dogs were not welcome.

Environmental: 12% travelled indepen-
deatly enly when using their dogs over [a-
miliar routes and chose to he guided by a
human outside this domain, 6% could not
work their dogs in heavily dog-populated
areas as the guide dogs were distracted by or
aggressive towards the other dogs; one par
ticipant avorded argas such as road-works or
building sites as her dog was side-tracked
wherever several mes congregated; and one
participant preferred not 10 use his dog when
the weather was inclernent, due 1o the bother
of dealing with a wet, grimy dog.

Specific  mobility tasks: 6%  percent
avolded negotiating busy motor traffic and
roundabouts; one participant avoided wide
pletforms because her dug failed to maintain
a straight line of travel; and one participant
chose air trave! over busesfirains if the jour-
ney was long, as although all methods were
urcomfortably confined the former mode
was faster.

PROBLEMS WITH ACCESS
The majority (78%) of participants report-
ed they had difficulty accessing environments

such as buildings and public transpor before
they used a dog, OF those experiencing prob-
lems, 46% (p = 23) readily travelled inde-
pendently and the remeaining 32% required a
kumar guide to gain access (o virtually all
destinations. Concerning the 46% of partici-
pants with access problemns while traveliling
independently before acquiring a dog: 46%
found gaining access to destinations and
public transport to be difficult in general,
finding doorways was problematic for 36%
and 16% reporied they frequently stumbled
or {ell when accessing public places.

Only 36% of participants experienced
access problems once a dog was acquired,
which equales to a decrease of 42% prior
to dog acquisition. The biggest single jssue
noted was that 28% enccuntered periodic
difficulties attsnpting to enter hotels, pubs
or public transport, despite there being a le-
gal requirement in New Zealand for guide
dogs to be adwmitted. Six percent had prob-
jems when nsing buses, as the dogs were toc
big in size to it intp the small space allo-
calion; and one participant found accessing
doorways difficult as although his dog could
indicate where the doer was, the participant
could not [ocate the gap as easily as he could
when using a long cang. As previously men-
tioned, 12% continued to use 2 human guide
when travelling over unfamiliar territory.

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF USING A&
Guine Dog

The advantagss and disadvantages of us-
mg a5 guide dog compared to other mability
aids are presented in Table 2. The responses
have been sorted primarity into work related
{travel) and nen-work related categories (so-
ciz] and other), where the sub-heading “so-
clel’ inciudes responses concerning sochl
interactions and companionshin, and ‘other’

T i i
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pertains o altemative observations. All par-
ticipants stated at least one advantage, bt
16% said there were no disadvantages. Many
more sdvantages {385 responses) than dis-
advantages (161 responses) were identified.

Most of ihe advastages concerned the dog
as an aid to fravel (236 responses), and most
of the disadvantages were categarised as
something ‘other’ (75 responses} than trav-
el or socia! related. However, some of the

Table 2. Participanis’ (& = 50} ohservations of advantages and disadvantages of using 2 guide
dog.
Advaatages (total of 385 responses) % IHsadvantages (fotal of 141 cesponses) %%

Travel {otal of 236 responses)

Facititates independent mobibity HG
Finding destinationg/doonvays £o
Ohbsiacle avoidence (Inciuding overheads and &4
puddles)

Less stressful &3
Safer travel 58
Pastermore efficient travel 38
Expand korizoms ~ na Hmits o lavelsenss 32
of freedarn

Can dispense with cane (stigmansing 340
tarough sight and gsound, and prods

ahdomen?

Dhgnified travel (lsss stumbling) la
Facilitates public offers of assistance 2
Facilitatzs trave! on dark nights 8
Other pedestrians pet out of path of travel/ 8

look more obvisusly blind

Easier 10 icarn now routesenviranments of G
travel

Broviston of some physicel stpport! 4
srabilising

Trave! (ioia] of 42 responses)
Previeus cane skills detsriorate 24

Less safe/efficient or disorienting if dog (s 12
not working weli

Obstzacles zre not located or identified 8
Mobility is reduced as dog ages/slows 8
dowsn gr becomes siclk

Difficult to work in crowds 2
Cannet jocale gap in goorway once 2

doorway is identified
Public are less likely 16 offer assistance 2

Indirecty related 1o aravel

Too big to fit in public trensport, car foot 14
wall, under desk ol work

Relatively Jow lonpevity and take o long 14
time to replaze

Socind {total of 77 responses)

Compasionship (when and when not 94
wavelling}

Faciijtates contact with others 58
Helps to “knit” a family 2

Soctal (sotal of 31 responses)

Poor behavinur in social situations, at home 22
or ar wori

Altracts unwelcore public attention 20
Unweleomne o gertain envirgpnments 18

{others’ home, car, Marg)
Public interacting with dog, not the handler 2
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Other (total of 72 respoases)

trerensed confidence in wavel abilily 62
Increased selfaesleem 32
Enjoyment in caring for dog 6
fnerease personaf security from assaubt i4

{when aml when ot lravetling)

f.ouk mrore ‘acrmel’cool” (less ‘disabled’y - 10
diseourages pity

Keeps une motivated, fit, sharp &

EY

Increase in persenab space {can mrn head to
converse with trave] companion}

Chkzer (iotal of 87 responses)

Inconvenience when planning travel (with 50
oi without dog)

Drog needs care {welfare, grooming; o8
gxercising totleling)
Makes & moss in homs, car and on clothing 32
End of relationship is painful (death, 13
retirement o return;)
Expeusive o mdintain (food, health care, 12
cQuEpment}
Tension in family {dog not wanted, mess in 6
home/garden)

2

Cotnplyirg with the RNZFB's Guide Dog
Services' rules

5% stated thai there were Bo disadvantages.

Total percent does not add o 190, dueio open-ended questions/multiple responses.

categories overlap. For example, “compan-
jonship”, which was classified as ‘social’
was also associated with shared experiences
when travelling,

For the majority of participants (66%),
ravel was enhanced by the facilitation of
independent mobility, the dog finding des-
tinations/doorways (66%} and avoiding ob-
stacles (64%). Travel was percetved as less
stressful as the dog did the work (64%),
safer {concerning teaffic work in particular)
(38%) more efficient {38%4), and that trav-
ellers could expand their travel reperioire
(32%). Another advantage was that partici-
panrs (30%) could dispease with the long
cane, which was considered stigmatising
both visually and aceustically, and could
be uncomfortable to use, Disadvantages re-
garding travel incloded the deterioration of
previous cane skiils due to a lack of practise
(24%), reduced mobility {problems with ori-
entation 2nd safety) if the dog was not work-
‘mg well (20%) or slowed through old ag¢ or
ill heakh {8%). Other disadvantages, which

were indirectly related to the dog as a mohil-
ity aid included being unable to fit the dogs
into confined spaces {14%)Y, the fact thal
they do not last very long and take a long
time 1o replace (14%4), and the expense of
maintenanee {12%).

Advantages from the social category in-
clude companionsilp (94%) and the dog
as a facilitator of social interactions (58%).
Conversely, dogs could also be socially dis-
advantageous. Some dogs behaved badly at
home or at social functions {22%), aitracted
unwelcome public attention (usuaily wien
the dog was working} (20%) and thers were
situations where the dog was not welcomed
by others {18%%).

The most ofien cited ‘other’ advantages
were increased confidence in travel akil-
ity {62%) and improved self-estecm (32%).
Other benefits inciuded the pleasures of nur
turing a dog (16%), and feeling more secure
from physical assault (14%), Disadvantages
in this category concerned the demands and
inconveniences of having and caring for
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a dog including planning to travel with or
without the dog (plus the issue of quaranting
when traveiling overseds) {56%!, attending
t the dogs’ necds (48%) and dealing with
dog hair and other mess (32%).

Discussion

Before acquiring a dog, human guides
and long cancs were the mobility aids used
by most participants in this study, with the
long cane being used most frequently. Once
a dog was acquired, almost all the partici-
pants proferred to use the dog as their prima-
ry mobility zid, although human guides and
iong canes were still employed on ogeasion
when it was more convenient. This patier
is similar 1o Steffens and Bergler’s (1998)
ohservations of guide dog usage.

Results of the present study support
Jackson et al. {1994), Refson et al. (199§,
1999} and Refson et al. (2000) finding that
dog bandlers were more mobile than were
other groups of vision impaired travellers.
Parlicipants in the present study travelled
more often and further once they used guide
dopgs. Those with poor long cane skills were
more confident with a dag, but those with
pood long cane skiils also perceived iravel
to be easior, fasier, less stressful and more
enjoyable. In addition to confidence and
self-estecmn, and the enjoyment of having
a trave! companion, there are other reasons
for a person o trave! more with a dog than
withoul including the dogs’ needs for exer-
cise and toileting or, for example, because a
person’s place of work may have moved to a
furiher location. The prosent study clarifies
that travel increased mainlty because people
wanted Lo travel more and because they were
capable of doing 50, not because they must.

Similar to Delafield (1974}, the present
stucdy found improvements in mobility in
tenms of lower stress and greater safety when
& dog was used. However, unlike Delafield,
trevelling with a dog was considered more
efficient than when mavelling with other
mobility atds. This difference may be due
1o the greater varmation tn trave! skill ameoag
participants in the present swdy, as formal
O&M training is not mandaiory for guide
dog applicants in New Zealand, bul would
have heen for the six subjects in Delafield’s
(1974) UK study. It would be intoresting ta
explore any associations between pre and
post guide dog mobility on how much O&M
training was received before acquiring a
dog, as well as variables such as time spent
working with a dog, and onset and severity
of visual status.

Anecdotal support for an increase in per-
formanee and cfficicncy is offered by Lam-
bert (1990, p. 158), who, although he was an
accomplished long cane traveller, wrote:

For me, working with o dog guide has
meant the difference between walk-
ing 2% miles per hour under consiarit
stress and walking 3% neiles per hour
in o confident and relaxed mood I
has represented a difference between
Jeeling prowd and confident and feel-
ing proud omd confident, and veiry
efficient.

More participants (Including those wha
readily travelled independently) avoided
certain journeys and had more problems
with access before they acquired a dog
than after, although for different reasons.
Dogs eoabled indepondent travel for ev-
eryone whe did not travel mdependently
before acquisition, although some geopic
avotded unfamiliar routes. For those who
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mrayelicd independently before acquiring
a dog, the dog facilitated travebiing in the
dark {for people with night blindness due
to such conditions as ratinitis pigmentosa
or dishetic retinopathy) or walking just for
pleasure. However, 2as Wamnath and Seyfarth
(1582) also noted, the dogs were not a pana-
cea for carefree travel. Places where other
dogs might interfere with the guide dog’s
work were eschewed, as was fravelling in
pad weather to avoid the inconvenience of a
soiled dog. Dogs were not always welcome
in others’ homes or cars, and wers 100 large
0 4t comfortably on public transport or un-
dor a desk at work. As revealed by Deshen
and Deshen (1939} and Stetfans and Ber
gler {1998), dogs in the present study wers
aiso prefetred to the long cane in congested
places, a3 a cane could be stepped on and re-
cuired more room to manceuvre. However,
the present stady suggssts that congested
areas remain a problers for any mode of
wavel.

Participanls bad more problems fnding
deorways and gainiog entry to publie tracs-
port while keeping one’s balance without a
dog. The majority of access problems en-
countered when using a dog were related to
social situations such as being denied pen
mission to ender public places like hotels,
pubs and public transport, despite the provi-
sions in law. Therefore, {urther advocacy for
lemsiation would seemingly be bencficial.
Tn-addition, the finding that access for some
was limited by the dog being toe large to fit
on public transport, suggeste that it might
behove guide dog schools to breed smaller
fings.

Many more advantages than disadvan-
tages were identified for the use of a guide
dog." Most advantages related to the dog's
ebilities as 2 maobility aid and facilitator of

independant travel, However, as for other
serviet dogs and pets, the dog was also im-
portant as a companion and 2 catalyst for
social interactions, and they zdded to one's
sense of seif-worth {Ecdy, Hart, & Doliz,
1998; Hart, Hart, & Bergin, 1987; Messent,
1983). Steffans and Bergler (1998) and Ref
son et al, (1999 reported similar advantages
concerning guids dogs in tenns of catego-
ries and frequency of response, which agree
with the anecdotes of many blind or vision
impaired traveliers (Edwards, 2002; lreson,
1993; Purves & Godwin, 1987; Warnath
& Seyfarth, 1982) and the qualitative find-
ngs of Lloyd, Budge, La Grow, & Staffond
{2000), Miner (2001 Muldoon {2600}, .
Sanders (1999, 2000) and Zee (1983). The
good was often taken with the bad. For ex-
ample, although participants in the presemt
study described the increase in soeial in-
eractions to be advantageous, it was alse
considered objectionable for the public 1o
interact with the dog without the handiers’
permission, especially when the dog was
working.

The findiag that a third of participants
appreciated not having to use 8 long cane
once they acquired a dog, because in addi-
tion fo being uncomfortable the cane was
considered to be embarrassing visually and
acousticallv, endorses Deshen and Deshen’s
(1989) commenis that cane users felf stip-
matised in society. However, Lamber’s
(19903 cornmentary on becoming & guide
dog handler suggests that because dogs,
unlike the long cane or clectronic mobil-
ity aids, are highly interactive and sociable,
the psychological issues that relate to cane
travel, such as anxisty, smbarrassment aad
dependence-independence coaflict, also re-
late to entrusting safety to a “mere canine”,
This is an interesting juxtaposition as like
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Hdwards (2002), for whom the acquisition
of a dog, and suksequent ability to “come
cut™ as a blind person, came as a relief, as
carrying a cane did not effectively signal her
limited vision to other pzople, participants
in the present study felt it was acvantageous
to “lock more obvioushy blind™. ¥ was also
fett that the dog dees not have the same con-
netations of disability that the long cane has,
a5 the dog does not signal helplessness oz
evoke pity. Although the effect of psycho-
logical factors on mobility outcomes for the
long cane are unclear (Beggs, 1991; Clark-
Caricr, Heves, & Howarth, 1986) addressing
these psychasocial processes seem 1o be, as
Lambert {199G} also suggests, important for
a goad outcome with a dog and should be
considered by counsellors and educators in
the field.

Most of the disadvantages found related
to the demands of having and caring for an
animal, which have also been noted to af-
fect owners of other service dogs (Valentine,
Kiddoo, & LaFleur, 1993) and pets in Now
Zealand (Fificld & Forsyth, 1999). The i
convenicnces of making travel plans with
a guide dog is likely to become more pro-
nounced as more handlers travel with their
dops nationalty and internationally. Jisad-
vantages also quantified in the present study
and by Refson et al. (1999) included disiress
at the ¢ind of the partnership and problems
associated with having the dog in social situ-
ations. Similar disadvantages have also been
reported in gualilative studies (Lloyd et al,,
2000; Mizner, 2001; Sanders, 1999).

The menetary costs of breeding and Lrain-
ing putde dogs are not usuelly borne by the
handler, hut maintaining a dog through its
working life is. Interestingly, although these
costs are stecp {Edwards, 2002; Lioyd, 2004
Wirth & Rein, 2008), ouly a small pumber

of participants mentioned maintaining the
dog as disadvantageous. Perhaps, for some
people the cosis may be neuiralised by ben-
cfits to quality of life such as being able to
travel to their place of work.

Other limitations were that dogs had a rel-
atively short working life (also identified by
Rimbauli and Romero, 1994) and were more
difficult o replace than other mobility aids,
1n addition, the present study noted that the
handlers’ canc skills deieriorated through a
lack of practice and that travel was Jess safe
if the dog did not perform well. The latter
cfiecl being due in part to handlers becom-
ing disoriented and being unabie to locate
the shoreline as they did not have a cane to
wdentify the edges of footpaths, wails and
so forth. In contrast to the disadvantages of
owning pet dogs, guide dog handlers did not
mention a lack of space, rental agreemont
restrictions, dispruntied neighbours or wor-
ry about welfarc (Borgler, 1988), roaming,
fighting (Stafford, Breeg, Kycnao, Lioyd, &
Phipps, 2003) ar unwanted iitters of pups.

‘Ihe fact that similar advantages and dis-
advantages have been reported by various
sources using different methodologies sug-
gests that these are key areas associated with
the usa of guide dogs, at least in western cul-
tures. Disedvantages found in non-western
studies included guide dogs being viewed
by the public as dirty and handlers feeling
different from their neighbours {Deshen &
Deshen, 1989; Nippon Foundation for the
Rlind Research Overview, 1998).

Although people may choose to work
with dogs rather than other mobiline aids,
it should be repmembered thut the doy is
also a tool. Ulrey (1994) mentioned that al-
though the dog has been taught many dif-
Jevermt commands that the handler uses to
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reach destinations, a dog is an animal with
'rize mental ability likened to thal of a yormg
chiid. ds such, if the dog is nat constandy
reinforced through repeaied use of these
commands, some unused commands may
be forgotien or performed poorly; this be-
ing a reffection of a dog s nature, not of the
fraining.

The present study has identified a number
of novel findings that will be of interest to
those in the guide dog and the O&M ficld.
As evidenced in the first part (Lloyd ot al,,
2008), people who use pnide dogs evident-
Iy believe that a satisfactory dog enhances
travel performance, regardless of one's
ability in O&M. This second part indicates
that independent travel is easier and more
enjoyable with a dog than without and the
dog extends bravel possibilities. llowever,
the findings in both parts are limited as they
rely o the participanis being able to accu-
rately recollect past events. As previously
mentioned, 11 would be useful 1o further in-
vestigate these changes over real lime before
and after a dog s acquired. In addition to a
longitudinal study, more objective methods
could be used to measurc change in travel
performance and not solely depend on the
participants’ perceptions. A triangulation of
methods using qualitative as well and quan-
titative methodologies would deepen under-
standing of the concepts being examined.
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