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Suddenly Angus knew what he must do. The decision was made with-
out any real thought, without any consideration of counter-arguments, or 
even practicalities. And Angus rationalized this to himself, thinking that 
if everybody thought too much about whether or not to have a dog, then 
nobody would ever have one. There were good reasons to have a dog, but 
there were so many equally good reasons not to have one, and if people 
ever engaged in any calculation of benefit and convenience there would 
be no place for dogs in our lives. But that was not the way it was; people 
took on dogs out of love, without questioning whether it was the right 
time or the right place for love. Love simply took over and prompted one 
to act there and then. That was how dogs were taken into our lives; in that 
spirit of spontaneous affection, and not because we had considered and 
approved their case. Their case was messy and inconvenient and demand-
ing and yet we did it; we took on dogs, as Angus now did with this puppy 
on its lead and its two unrealistic young owners.

– Alexander McCall Smith, The Peppermint Tea Chronicles  
(New York: Anchor Books, 2019), p. 294.

Angus, whose dog Cyril sports a gold tooth and dreams of biting ankles, 
recognizes the affection and attachment the two boys already have for the 
puppy that they have been hiding from their parents. His musing raises the 
big question of why people choose to own dogs despite the substantial costs 
of doing so.1 The costs of owning dogs accrue directly as expenditures for 
food and necessary veterinary care, but also in terms of what economists 
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Dogonomics

Homo Economicus versus Canem Amans

	1	 Throughout this book, we use the terminology of ownership, which is consistent with 
both law and economic convention. We recognize, however, that some people object to 
the idea of owning another sentient being, an objection that we address in Chapter 6.
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call opportunity costs.2 These opportunity costs include such things as the 
value of time spent providing care and the loss of flexibility in schedules, 
travel, where one can live, and even romantic partners. Angus, as do many 
of us, sees this love of dogs as swamping consideration of these costs.

What would economists make of Angus’s calculus? Before answering 
this question, we note that two schools of economics, once antagonis-
tic but now fairly well integrated, dominate contemporary economics. 
Neoclassical economics assumes individual rationality in the sense that 
people make the best possible choices to promote their own interests. 
Neoclassical economics considers behavior to be rational if it promotes 
the wellbeing of the individual. It is more precisely labeled instrumental 
rationality in that it deals only with the means people follow and not the 
ends they seek. Neoclassical economics is agnostic about the rationality 
of ends, requiring only that they be based on coherent preferences.

Behavioral economics, however, recognizes that people sometimes 
make decisions that neoclassicists would simply consider to be mistakes. 
Rather than assuming perfect rationality, behavioral economists con-
sider a range of ways that people fail to make value-maximizing deci-
sions. Behavioral economics generally considers failures of instrumental 
rationality but also considers situations in which preferences may not be 
coherent. For purposes of understanding peoples’ relationships with dogs, 
neoclassical economics requires a fully rational assessment of costs and 
benefits in decisions about dog ownership while behavioral economics 
allows for decisions made with misperceptions of these costs and benefits.

Many neoclassical economists might respond to Angus by explaining 
the choice to adopt or keep a dog as being based on a rational calculation 
in which the anticipated benefits of doing so, somehow, exceed the costs. 
Thus, rather than labeling these benefits as love, they would frame them 
in terms of the various services that dogs provide, such as companion-
ship or protection. In contrast, rather than assuming perfect rationality, 
behavioral economists would consider a range of ways that people fail 
to make value-maximizing decisions about dog ownership. For example, 
in adoption decisions, people may well underestimate the costs and risks 
of owning a dog, overestimate the benefits of ownership, or simply be 
distracted by the ancillary cuteness of puppies. An important contribu-
tion to the theory of behavioral economics sees ancillary factors, such as 
cuteness during puppyhood, as influencing decisions (adopting) but not 
relevant to the utility (satisfaction) that will actually be realized (living 

	2	 The Glossary provides definitions or explanations of italicized economic terms.
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with the adult dog).3 Once we have dogs, a behavioral consequence – the 
endowment effect – may well stop us from rationally assessing the ben-
efits and costs of continued ownership: once one has a dog, one perceives 
costs and benefits of ownership differently than one would before one 
has the dog. Despite their other differences, however, both neo-classicists 
and behaviorists would probably relegate love to the error term in their 
models along with any unmeasured or putatively unmeasurable services 
provided by dogs. That is, if one were to statistically model the decision 
to own a dog as a function of observable costs and benefits for individu-
als, there would be some errors attributable to the exclusion of any rel-
evant cost or benefit from the model. As economists do not have a way 
of measuring love, its effect would be realized as error. In other words, as 
Tina Turner sang, “What’s love got to do with it.”

In this book, we consider, and assess as best we can, how much of 
human behaviors involving dogs can be explained by economic theory 
writ large. That is, we seek to determine how much of our love for dogs 
can be understood as economically rational behavior, whether neoclas-
sically perfect or behaviorally imperfect. So, we characterize decisions 
about dogs as choices involving trade-offs as in most other choices we 
make in our lives. We take the liberty of calling this project dogonomics.

One might ask why we focus particularly on the relationship between 
people and dogs? Well, for a start, the large scale of the market for pet-
related goods and services means it is economically important, in terms 
of expenditures of both money and time.4 In 2021, U.S. consumers spent 
$123.6 billion on pet products. The approximately half of households 
that own dogs are responsible for much of this spending. Dogs are the 
most frequently kept pet. Some people face substantial upfront costs 
when they purchase dogs from breeders. In terms of ongoing expendi-
tures, annual averages for dogs in the United States include $458 for sur-
gical veterinary visits, $242 for routine veterinary visits, $287 for food, 
$81 for food treats, $228 for kennel boarding, $81 for vitamins, $47 for 
grooming aids, and $56 for toys for a total of $1,480.5 Beyond this recur-
ring spending, some dog caregivers are willing to make exceptionally 

	3	 On ancillary factors, see B. Douglas Bernheim and Antonio Rangel. “Toward Choice-
Theoretic Foundations for Behavioral Welfare Economics.” American Economic Review 
97, no. 2 (2007): 464–470.

	4	 Andrew Van Dam and Alyssa Fowers. “Who Spends the Most Time (and Money) on 
Pets?” Data Department, Washington Post, December 30 (2022).

	5	 2021–2022 APPA National Pet Owners Survey as reported by the APPA. www​
.americanpetproducts.org/press_industrytrends.asp. The comparable total amount for 
cats is $902. Accessed November 4, 2022.
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large expenditures for veterinary care for very ill or injured dogs.6 In 
addition to direct expenditures, many owners now purchase insurance 
to reduce the risk of having to pay for costly veterinary services. Beyond 
costs borne directly by dog owners, municipalities also bear costs, usually 
passing along the costs of licensing to owners through fees but increas-
ingly passing along the costs of dog parks to taxpayers.7 Further, the care 
and feeding of dogs increases our carbon footprint.8 Thus, dog owner-
ship, and related activities, such as the training of guide and therapy 
dogs, involve considerable economic activity.

In modern societies, morality and law prohibit the commodification of 
children or parents or other persons in a dependent position. However, 
dogs (and we probably must admit cats)9 often have an unusual dual 
status as both commodities and what can best be described as family 
members.10 That is, many people make economic decisions about obtain-
ing and owning dogs as if they were members of the family. Indeed, 
some experimental evidence suggests that, similar to parental spending 
on children, spending on pets makes people happier than spending on 
themselves.11 However, our canine household members can be legally 
bought, sold, and disposed of subject to only minimal restrictions.12 The 
economics of the family has been a vibrant area of economic and policy 
scholarship. This field encompasses many important subjects, such as the 
allocation of time by parents and the degree of utility interdependence 

	 6	 For example, a survey experiment found that, on average people would be willing to pay 
over $4 thousand for life-saving surgery for their dog, with some willing to pay much 
larger amounts. Colleen P. Kirk, “Dogs Have Masters, Cats Have Staff: Consumers’ 
Psychological Ownership and Their Economic Valuation of Pets.” Journal of Business 
Research 99, June (2019): 306–318.

	 7	 Edwin Gómez and Ron Malega. “Dog Park Use: Perceived Benefits, Park Proximity, and 
Individual and Neighborhood Effects.” Journal of Leisure Research 51, no. 3 (2020): 
287–307.

	 8	 Nives Dolsak and Aseem Prakash. “Dogs Are Humans’ Best Friends: Could We Reduce 
Their Carbon Footprint?” Forbes, April 9, 2023.

	 9	 For an engaging discussion of both cats and dogs as more than commodities, see David 
Grimm. Citizen Canine: Our Evolving Relationship with Cats and Dogs (New York, 
NY: PublicAffairs, 2014).

	10	 On the factors that have led an increasingly high percentage of U.S. families viewing pets 
as family members, see Anrea Laurent-Simpson. Just Like Family: How Companion 
Animals Joined the Household (New York, NY: New York University Press, 2021).

	11	 Michael W. White, Nazia Khan, Jennifer S. Deren, Jessica J. Sim, and Elizabeth A. 
Majka. “Give a Dog a Bone: Spending Money on Pets Promotes Happiness.” Journal of 
Positive Psychology 17, no. 4 (2022): 589–595.

	12	 One of our teachers in graduate school, a neoclassical economist with missionary zeal, 
finally touched off a revolt in our policy analysis course when he proposed modeling 
children as consumer durables without allowable disposal.
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among family members.13 How does the role of dogs within the family 
fit within the economic models of the family? Or does it require some 
other, or at least expanded, framework? The perspective we present in 
this book is that, regardless of whether dog owners embrace their dogs 
as members of the family, almost all owners would consider them to be 
unlike any other commodity.

Beyond their economic significance and unique status as both com-
modity and family member, a growing body of research documents the 
impacts of dogs on human health. These impacts, collectively referred to 
as zooeyia, include a range of health benefits and health risks that dogs 
bestow on their owners. They give dogs’ relevance to public health.

Zooeyiatic impacts manifest through a variety of mechanisms.14 
Petting and grooming dogs provides tactile simulation, increasingly seen 
as important for human wellbeing,15 Dogs’ demands for walks almost 
certainly increase the frequency and quality of their owners’ outdoor 
exercise. Dogs out and about on walks and runs often attract the atten-
tion of other dog owners or people who would like to be dog owners. 
As we are prone to do so, we can elevate this to a social science insight 
by noting that walking a dog may increase the owner’s stock of social 
capital by prompting contact with neighbors and fellow dog park users 
that would otherwise not occur. The evidence suggests that the compan-
ionship provided by dogs may also have psychological benefits beyond 
the enjoyment of shared time; contact with dogs may even contribute to 
the development of the immune system in the children of their owners. 
Of course, there may also be health risks to being around dogs, such as 
bites,16 allergic reactions, injuries from rambunctious dogs pulling on 
their leash, and the negative psychological effects on owners of dogs suf-
fering injuries, illnesses, or death.

Aside from scholarly motives for seeking to understand the econom-
ics of owning dogs, we have a personal motivation: we are quite fond of 

	13	 Gary S. Becker. “On the Relevance of the New Economics of the Family.” American 
Economic Review 64, no. 2 (1974): 317–319.

	14	 Kate Hodgson, Luisa Barton, Marcia Darling, Viola Antao, Florence A. Kim, and Alan 
Monavvari. “Pets’ Impact on Your Patients’ Health: Leveraging Benefits and Mitigating 
Risk.” Journal of the American Board of Family Medicine 28, no. 4 (2015): 526–534.

	15	 Nancy R. Gee, Kerri E. Rodriguez, Aubrey H. Fine, and Janet P. Trammell. “Dogs 
Supporting Human Health and Well-Being: A Biopsychosocial Approach.” Frontiers in 
Veterinary Science 8, March (2021): 1–11.

	16	 The Insurance Information Institute estimates that in 2021 U.S. insurers paid out 
$882  million in damage claims from dog bites. www.iii.org/article/spotlight-on-dog-
bite-liability. Accessed November 3, 2022.
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dogs. We are fond of our current dogs and have happy memories of our 
departed dogs that we brought into our families (as well as those that 
managed to wheedle their way in).17 We are also sympathetic to most of 
the dogs we encounter on the street or in dog parks. We even sometimes 
fall victim to click bait that is dog-themed. Thus, beyond the professorial 
satisfaction of contributing to what we hope will be considered scholar-
ship, we enjoy studying the essential ingredient of dogonomics – dogs!

Our effort to develop the field of dogonomics gives us considerable 
leeway as to the choice of topics. We selected six topics that we think 
will be substantively interesting to dog owners, intellectually interesting 
to applied economists, pedagogically valuable for economics students, 
and perhaps useful for policy makers. We do not seek to break new theo-
retical ground, but rather to explore how some familiar, and some less 
familiar, economic models help us understand the relationship between 
humans and dogs. We write for a general audience, so we seek to explain 
economic concepts clearly and avoid unnecessary jargon. As public 
policy researchers, we find economic theories and concepts to be very 
useful, indeed crucial, to our understanding of policy-relevant problems. 
However, in view of the novelty of dogonomics, we approach our topics 
with a somewhat open mind about the usefulness of economic theory for 
understanding the relationship between people and dogs.

Most broadly, we seek to use economic concepts to place the role 
of dogs as human companions and coproducers of goods and services 
in a larger social, and indeed cultural, context. To do so we draw on 
the most fundamental microeconomic idea, the market for dogs, which 
involves interesting heterogeneity in both supply and demand. The dog 
market – more accurately the various markets for dogs – has myriad 
impacts that spill over to the rest of society, or what economists refer to 
as external effects. We also seek to place the human–dog interaction in an 
even broader context of the economics of the evolution of both species in 
geologic time and individual relationships in dog-life time. This requires 
exploring some topics that many readers may not realize now fall within 
the imperialistic grasp of economists, such as the evolution of species 
(the domain of evolutionary biologists) and the meaning of property and 
personhood (the domain of philosophers, ethicists, and legal scholars).

	17	 In the interests of full disclosure, Ming (a parti standard poodle) resides with the family 
of one of your authors. Tazzy (Labrador retriever who produces puppies to be candidate 
guide dogs), Matilda (a mini dachshund) and Luis (a Palm Desert rescue of some kind) 
resides with the other author’s family.
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We note three limitations inherent in our current pursuit of dogonom-
ics. First, economics considers only human behavior and human welfare. 
This speciesism is unproblematic for our primary task of understanding 
how people interact with dogs. However, it has relevance for how we 
assess the welfare of alternative public policies affecting dogs. The nor-
mative contribution of economics is its protocols for assessing the relative 
efficiency of alternative policies in terms of their net benefit, the differ-
ence between their aggregate benefits and costs to people. The welfare 
of dogs only comes into play in the assessment of economic efficiency 
through the values people place on it. Contributions to humane societies 
clearly show a willingness of people to sacrifice consumption of goods for 
better treatment of animals. However, these contributions grossly under-
estimate the total value people place on better treatment because of the 
incentive to “free ride” on the contributions of others.

Maximizing economic efficiency does not necessarily correspond to 
the utilitarian principle of promoting the greatest happiness for the great-
est number of people, not just because it ignores the distribution of con-
sumption, but also because other values beyond consumption may be 
relevant to choosing good public policies. So, for example, some people 
may perversely get pleasure from treating dogs cruelly, but a large major-
ity of people now recognize dogs as sentient beings deserving of respect. 
Thus, even without embracing the argument that the utilitarian principle 
requires us to consider the happiness of dogs in all our decisions,18 most 
people now see preventing cruelty to dogs as good public policy. Thus, 
as is generally the case, good policy analysis requires the consideration 
of a full range of values, usually including economic efficiency, but rarely 
limited to it.19

Second, we focus almost exclusively on U.S. public policies relevant 
to the welfare of dogs. We do so not because of a lack of policy-relevant 
research from other countries – much relevant research originates in 
the United Kingdom, Australia, and many other countries. We also do 
not believe that “American exceptionalism” requires us to consider the 
United States as a special case. Rather, we believe that understanding 

	18	 The seminal argument for including animals in application of the utilitarian principle, is 
Peter Singer. Animal Liberation (New York, NY: Avon Books, 1975). For an overview 
of competing philosophical frameworks for considering the welfare of animals, see Mat-
thew Calarco. Thinking Through Animals: Identity, Difference, Indistinction (Stanford, 
CA: Stanford University Press, 2015).

	19	 David L. Weimer and Aidan R. Vining. Policy Analysis: Concepts and Practice, 6th ed. 
(New York, NY: Routledge, 2017).
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public policy requires familiarity with the formal and informal organiza-
tions that shape it.

Third, we do plead guilty to “dog exceptionalism,” a belief that the 
human relationship with dogs is qualitatively different than the human 
relationship with other animals. As the first domesticated animal, they 
have the longest shared history with humans. In addition to being the 
most common American pet, they perform both ancient functions, 
like guarding and herding, and contemporary ones, like assisting the 
disabled. Certainly, people can establish emotional bonds with other 
animals, most often cats and horses. However, the integration of these 
animals into our contemporary lives falls short of that of our dogs. Note 
that our dog exceptionalism differs from claims of exceptional intel-
ligence, so-called canine exceptionalism, but rather on their ubiquitous 
presence in the lives of so many Americans. We would welcome eco-
nomic interpretation of human relationships with other animals – cato-
nomics anyone?

As biologists, archaeologists, and anthropologists are teaching us, 
people and dogs share a long history. A convergence of evidence from 
the Bonn-Oberkassel site in Germany shows domestication occurred at 
least 14 thousand years ago, and based on older fossil evidence, perhaps 
longer than 30 thousand years ago.20 Explanations for domestication 
vary, ranging from the role of dogs as hunting partners and camp guards 
to dogs as a reserve food source.

Chapter 2 overviews the wide-ranging scientific research on the ori-
gins of the domestication of dogs and considers the extent to which eco-
nomic perspectives, specifically classical and evolutionary game theories, 
contribute to an understanding of domestication as mutualistic symbio-
sis. In this context, economics becomes relevant through the lenses of an 
interspecies division of labor.21 A hypothesis of mutual symbiosis inevita-
bly raises a more provocative question: To what extent did dogs domes-
ticate us? Moving beyond the initiation of domestication, we explore the 
idea that the economic model of goods that have both consumption and 

	20	 Olaf Thalmann, Beth Shapiro, Pin Cui, Verena J. Schuenemann, Susanna K. Sawyer, 
D. L. Greenfield, Mietje B. Germonpré, M. V. Sablin, F. López-Giráldez, X. Domingo-
Roura, and H. Napierala. “Complete Mitochondrial Genomes of Ancient Canids Sug-
gest a European Origin of Domestic Dogs.” Science 342, no. 6160 (2013): 871–874. 
For a broad overview of the field, see Darcy F. Morey. Dogs: Domestication and the 
Development of a Social Bond (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2010).

	21	 Yu Uchiumi and Akira Sasaki. “Evolution of Division of Labour in Mutualistic Symbio-
sis.” Proceedings of the Royal Society B 287, no. 1930 (2020): 1–10.
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production values helps us understand the forces that propelled it in early 
human societies.

Subsequent chapters shift our focus from the natural history of the inter-
species relationship between humans and dogs that developed over the 
thousands of years during which dogs emerged as a separate species from 
wolves to the contemporary relationship. In Chapter 3, we turn to the many 
decisions that people make about the acquisition and owning of dogs. We 
do so primarily in the context of dogs’ roles in contemporary American 
families. Some dogs have tasks, such as participating in hunting, herding, 
guiding, competitive showing, law enforcement, and guarding – dogs also 
increasingly contribute to disease detection.22 But the overwhelming major-
ity of dogs in the United States primarily provide companionship for the 
families that adopt them. Indeed, most families state that they consider their 
dogs to be family members. Do economic models of the family shed any 
light on dog ownership, such as the distribution of dog-care tasks among 
household members? Chapter 3 also considers why some people decide to 
become dog owners and the factors that affect their choice of breeds and 
specific dogs. Both behavioral economics and models of fads shed some 
light on these questions. We conclude our discussion of the demand for 
dogs by illustrating how simple market analysis can help us understand the 
jump in dog ownership that emerged during the COVID pandemic.

Chapter 4 focuses on the supply side of the market. We recognize 
the diversity of suppliers of puppies to the market, so we characterize 
different types of suppliers, ranging from high-quality breeders to so-
called puppy mills. From an economic perspective, each of these types 
of supply exhibit different levels of two market failures that result in the 
puppy market not being allocatively efficient. One of the market fail-
ures, information asymmetry, occurs because buyers of puppies have less 
information about their “quality” than do those raising them, resulting 
in buyers purchasing too many or the wrong puppies. The other market 
failure, negative externality, occurs because some puppy suppliers do not 
bear the full costs of producing puppies, resulting in overproduction of 
puppies that eventually contributes to the hundreds of thousand dogs 
euthanized each year in shelters.

Public policies that are intended to improve the lot of humans some-
times affect dogs as well. For example, Congress has given the Food and 

	22	 Biagio D’Aniello, Claudia Pinelli, Mario Varcamonti, Marcello Rendine, Pietro Lom-
bardi, and Anna Scandurra. “COVID Sniffer Dogs: Technical and Ethical Concerns.” 
Frontiers in Veterinary Science 8, June (2021): 662–667.
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Drug Administration quite extensive authority to regulate the content 
of pet food. As we explain in Chapter 5, this authority followed on the 
deaths of dogs and cats from imported ingredients adulterated with 
melamine.23 We consider how to value – and shadow price – reductions 
in mortality risk for dogs that are expected to result from proposed regu-
lations. Federal regulators routinely use empirically based estimates of 
the value of statistical life in assessing the benefits to people of proposed 
health and safety regulations. These estimates are inferred from trade-
offs people make between money and mortality risk, either as revealed 
by their actions or elicited through surveys. We present the results of a 
survey experiment that allows estimation of the monetary value owners 
implicitly place on their dogs when they assess trade-offs between money 
and changes in their dogs’ mortality risk. In other words, it provides an 
estimate of the value of statistical dog life that can be used like the value 
of statistical life in estimating the net benefits of proposed policies and 
perhaps to help courts more fairly compensate owners for the wrongful 
deaths of their dogs.

Sadly, our longer lifespan often requires us to confront the death of 
our dogs. Chapter 6 sets out a property rights framework that helps elu-
cidate how decisions about human and canine end-of-life decisions dif-
fer. People often express a preference for palliative over heroic invasive 
care, whether as death threatens or earlier, through health care directives. 
Owners must make decisions for their dogs without being able to con-
verse with them, although we all know they can usually communicate 
with us when something is going on that they do not like. Owners also 
have the option of choosing euthanasia to end suffering – or even antici-
pated suffering, as was the case during the mass euthanasia of dogs and 
cats in London at the start of World War II.24

Financial considerations, both veterinary fees and the opportunity 
cost of providing care to injured or ill dogs, often play a role in decisions 
about euthanasia, raising challenging ethical issues for both owners and 
veterinarians. Although pet insurance that helps defray veterinary fees 
currently serves less than 5 percent of dog owners, its prevalence is grow-
ing fast. Pet insurance enables owners to avoid unnecessary euthanasia 
but it also creates an incentive for veterinary care that may not be in the 
best interests of the dog.

	23	 Marion Nestle. Pet Food Politics: The Chihuahua in the Coal Mine (Berkeley, CA: Uni-
versity of California Press, 2008).

	24	 Hilda Kean. The Great Cat and Dog Massacre: The Real Story of World War Two’s 
Unknown Tragedy (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2017).
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Chapter 6 also considers the use of dogs in medical research. Many of 
the almost 60 thousand dogs used in medical research each year in the 
United States suffer from some form of experimental intervention and 
usually from the stress of being isolated in laboratories; further, many 
dogs are subsequently euthanized either as part of the experimental pro-
tocol or because they are no longer useful to researchers. As recently 
brought to public attention by the rescued Virginia beagles, the sources 
of supply of dogs for medical research also raise concerns about humane 
treatment.25 We consider what an economic perspective can offer in 
thinking about the trade-offs between generating valuable knowledge 
through medical research and treating dogs humanely.

Although pet dogs receive most of our attention, Chapter 7 considers 
working dogs. We draw on the theory of comparative advantage to help 
us categorize these occupations. Along with the traditional roles of work-
ing dogs in hunting, herding, and guarding, we assess their contemporary 
roles in helping people who are visually or hearing impaired, physically 
or mentally disabled, or subject to seizures. We also discuss how dogs’ 
olfactory superiority enables them to contribute to public safety in the 
location of people and substances as well as detect people’s diseases and 
warn them of imminent adverse health events.

Chapter 7 also presents two cases that apply economics to canine 
occupations. One case discusses the supply of guide dogs for the blind 
and reviews estimates of the direct economic costs and benefits of their 
use. A second case addresses the controversy surrounding federal rules 
that removed the requirement that airlines accommodate emotional sup-
port dogs as service dogs. It also summarizes the economic analysis con-
ducted by the Department of Transportation to support its change in the 
rules governing emotional support animals.

We conclude in Chapter 8 with some speculation about how the 
human relationship with dogs will develop in the future. We expect 
property rights to continue to evolve to increase the effective protection 
humans provide to dogs. These changes will play out within a political 
system that changes policy through multiple mechanisms in response to 
changes in the distribution of interests. We also expect that the growth 
in genomic knowledge will accelerate the impact of “designer dogs,” not 
just on the roles dogs play, but also on the genetic makeup of the canine 
population.

	25	 Jesus Jiménez and April Rubin. “4,000 Beagles Are Being Rescued from a Virginia Facil-
ity. Now They Need New Homes.” New York Times, July 12 (2022).
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***

Angus sees our welcoming of dogs into our lives as an expression of love 
that goes beyond economic rationality. Our introductory tour of dogo-
nomics shows that many aspects of our relationship with dogs can be 
understood as rational behavior, whether perfectly so or tempered by the 
cognitive limitations and biases of our species. We explore these differing 
perspectives on rationality in the following chapters. Yet, the two some-
what differing economic perspectives we provide cannot fully account 
for the strong desire of many people to have dogs in their lives. People 
willingly take on the responsibility for caring for members of this other 
species. Perhaps embracing dogs is a legacy of the symbiosis between our 
species. From an economic perspective, this is just an innate preference. 
From the perspective of many dog owners, it is indeed love.
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