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Abstract: In cases where social animals must be temporarily housed alone, environmental enrichment
is particularly important. Providing animals with manipulable objects (“toys”) is a common form of
environmental enrichment, but its effectiveness can be limited by animal disinterest or habituation.
The current study examined whether caregiver interaction could increase the effectiveness of object-
based enrichment for a quarantined bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus). Behavioral observations
were conducted after a training session, after a trainer toy play session, and between interactive
sessions. The results showed that the dolphin floated in place less and played with toys more after
interacting with a caregiver than he did at times further removed from caregiver interaction. He
was also more likely to play with the same toys that the trainer had played with, showing effects of
stimulus enhancement and/or social referencing. Although this study is, of necessity, based on a
single animal of a single species, these findings suggest that interacting with a caregiver can enhance
the efficacy of object-based environmental enrichment for isolated animals.

Keywords: environmental enrichment; training; human-animal interaction; animal welfare;
bottlenose dolphin

1. Introduction

Over the past several decades, environmental enrichment has become an important
and standard husbandry practice at zoos and aquaria throughout the world [1–5]. The
basic idea of environmental enrichment is to provide animals with environmental stimuli
(e.g., objects, experiences, and situations) that will give them both physical and mental
stimulation and enhance their overall well-being [6,7]. There is overwhelming evidence that
such enrichment can result in numerous effects indicative of more positive welfare, such as
increased activity, expanded habitat use, greater behavioral diversity, and a reduction in
stereotypic behavior (e.g., [8–11]).

For both terrestrial and aquatic animals, the most common type of enrichment pro-
vided tends to be “toys” or other manipulable objects [6,12–14]. However, although many
studies have shown positive benefits of this type of enrichment [10,15,16], others have
shown that simply introducing objects into an animal’s enclosure may not be sufficient to
produce consistent and long-term benefits, both because some animals may be uninterested
or avoid novel objects from the beginning [17,18], and because animals may habituate to
the objects after some time [19–21].

Another potentially enriching aspect of an animal’s environment comes from positive
interactions with trainers and caretakers [22,23], as shown by the increasing scientific
evidence that positive reinforcement training [24–30] and other enjoyable human-animal
interactions [31–34] can have beneficial effects on animal welfare. Such experiences may also
directly or indirectly influence animals’ interactions with objects. In particular, studies have
shown that it is possible to train initially uninterested animals to interact with enrichment
objects, and that the animals continue to engage with such objects even after the training
has stopped [18,35,36]. Studies have also shown that at least some animals are more likely
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to approach and interact with objects after seeing human caretakers hold or act positively
toward those objects [37–40]. Thus, it may be that human interaction with enrichment
objects has the potential to enhance the efficacy of object-based environmental enrichment.

For social animals there is a clear consensus, reflected in both regulations and indus-
try standards, that housing them in appropriate social groupings is important for good
welfare [2–4,41]. There are times, however, that providing such social companionship may
not be possible, such as during illnesses that require extensive care, quarantine before
being introduced to a social group, and rescued animals being nursed back to health before
reintroduction back into the wild. In these cases, given the lack of social stimulation from
conspecifics, enrichment may be particularly important. It is worth considering, therefore,
whether social stimulation from caregivers in this situation might positively impact the
effects of object-based environmental enrichment.

The current study tested this hypothesis during a quarantine period for a young
bottlenose dolphin who had been rescued from an untenable situation in the wild. During
a 5-week period of isolation in a medical pool, the young dolphin was provided with
toys, training sessions, and toy play sessions with his caregivers. Behavioral observations
recorded his behavior states and locations during three different conditions: after a training
session, after a trainer toy play session, and in between sessions. We then examined whether
training and/or play sessions affected his activity, space utilization, and interaction with
enrichment objects.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Subject and Housing

Observations were conducted at the Dolphin Research Center (DRC) in Grassy Key,
Florida. The subject was a male bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus) named “Ranger”,
estimated to be about 2 years old at the time of the study. The previous year, Ranger had
been sighted in shallow water, swimming next to his deceased mother in Goose Island State
Park in Rockport, TX. Rescued by Texas State Aquarium in June of 2021, the young calf was
extremely dehydrated and malnourished. After a rehabilitation period, Ranger was deemed
federally non-releasable by National Marine Fisheries due to his young age and lack of
hunting abilities, and DRC was chosen to be his permanent home. He arrived on 25 March
2022 and first lived in a quarantined pool (30 ft diameter circle, depth 4.67 ft) as is standard
procedure for all new arrivals. For the next five weeks, Ranger’s health was monitored as
the treated salt-water of the medical pool was slowly replaced by the natural bay water from
the Gulf of Mexico. During this time of isolation from other dolphins, Ranger participated
in five training sessions daily, during which time he was fed a diet of capelin, Atlantic
herring, and Pacific herring. He also participated in at least one play session with a trainer
daily, during which no food was provided. Between 4 to 14 floating toys (such as balls,
hoops, or cones) remained in his pool at all times except when temporarily removed for
Between Sessions observations (see Data Collection section below). Individual toys were
added or removed by his trainers multiple times per day, which was not systematically
controlled for research purposes. See Supplementary Materials (Table S1) for list of toys
used during this period.

2.2. Data Collection

Behavioral observations took place three times daily (once per condition), five days
per week for five weeks. During each 10-min. observation, data were recorded using instan-
taneous scan sampling [42,43] with 30-s intervals. At the start of each interval, observers
recorded Ranger’s behavior state according to the ethogram shown in Table 1, and location
according to the diagram in Figure 1. The ethogram was compiled by adapting the solitary
behaviors found in previous studies of dolphin behavior in facilities [44–47], combined
with informal observations of Ranger’s behavior in the medical pool. The locations came
from dividing the medical pool into quadrants as shown in Figure 1. Observations were
taken under three conditions:
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(a) After Training: the observation began immediately after a training session. To avoid
any effects of direct reinforcement for interacting with specific toys in the training
session, any toys that were used during that training session were replaced with other
toys before the observation started.

(b) After Trainer Play: before the observation, the trainer played with toys with Ranger
for approximately 10 min. The observation started immediately after that, with the
toys that were used remaining in the pool, along with at least one additional toy
added on most days.

(c) Between sessions: the observation took place at least one hour after a training or play
session (except one which was approximately 45 min after a session). There were two
variations to this condition, which occurred sequentially during the study:

• Phase 1: No toys (6 April 2022–18 April 2022; 9 observation days): all toys were
removed from the pool before the observation started. The Linus Blanket that
Ranger used as a comfort object remained in the pool.

• Phase 2: With toys (19 April 2022–11 March 2022; 16 observation days): near
the end of Phase 1, Ranger began showing possessive behavior when toys were
removed for the Between Sessions observations. To avoid his rehearsing this
possessive behavior, we changed the procedure such that any toys in the pool
remained there during the observation.

Table 1. Behavioral states coded.

Behavior Definition

Object oriented
Calm object play Manipulates an object in a calm, non-aggressive manner
Toy aggression Bites, hits, or kicks an object

Linus Blanket Floats partially or entirely under a piece of felt (3 ft × 4 ft) at the
surface

Floating

Float Horizontal Floats horizontally at the surface without moving, oriented either
dorsal-up or side-up

Float Vertical Floats vertically without moving, head up
Swimming

Swim Moves steadily through the water in any orientation; no objects
involved

Speed swim Swims quickly
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The order of After Training and After Trainer Play observations alternated on con-
secutive days. Between Session observations took place at any point throughout the day
depending on observer availability, and may have been either the first, second or third
observation on any given day.

2.3. Statistical Analyses

To examine Ranger’s behaviors across conditions, we used separate repeated measure
ANOVAs to compare the proportion of intervals that Ranger engaged in each behavior
category (swimming, floating, and object-oriented) in each of the three conditions each day.
To analyze his utilization of pool space, we calculated a spread of participation index (SPI)
for each observational session. First developed by Dickens [48], SPI is routinely used as a
measure of an animal’s evenness of enclosure use [49]. It ranges between a value of 0 for
perfectly proportional use of all the zones in the enclosure (i.e., maximum utilization) to 1
for extremely uneven enclosure use, and is calculated as follows:

SPI =
M(nb − na) + (Fa − Fb)

2(N − M)
(1)

where

• N = total number of observations;
• M = mean frequency of observations per zone (N/number of zones);
• na and nb = number of zones with frequencies greater or less than M, respectively; and
• Fa and Fb = total number of observations in zones with frequencies greater or less than

M, respectively.

We compared SPI across conditions using a repeated measures ANOVA. Because both
of these analyses (behavior states and location) included the Between Sessions condition,
separate analyses were conducted for each Phase.

To examine whether Ranger’s choice of specific toys to play with on his own was
affected by trainer attention to those toys, we divided the available toys in the After
Trainer Play session into those that he and the trainer had just played with (“Just-Played”)
versus those they had not. We then used a 2-tailed paired t-test to compare the proportion
of toy-playing intervals in which Ranger interacted with Just-Played toys to a chance
measure reflecting the number of Just-Played toys in the pool. For example, if three of the
five toys in the pool were Just-Played, and Ranger interacted with toys during a total of
ten intervals, we would expect him to interact with a Just-Played toy during 6 of those
10 intervals (0.60) by chance. Because this analysis did not involve any data from the
Between Sessions condition, we combined the data from both Phases for this analysis.

Finally, to examine whether newness affected which toys he played with, we ran a
similar analysis comparing the proportion of toy-playing intervals that Ranger played
with toys that had just been placed in the pool (“New”) to a chance measure reflecting the
number of such new toys in the pool, using only those days in which at least one new toy
was placed in the pool for the After Trainer Play session.

3. Results
3.1. Behaviors

Figure 2 shows the overall proportion of observation intervals that Ranger spent in
each behavioral state. As shown in the figure, he spent most of his time playing with
objects, floating, or swimming, with occasional variations to these three behavior types. For
the purposes of analysis, we combine these specific behavioral variations into their larger
behavioral categories.
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Figure 2. Proportion of intervals Ranger spent in each behavioral state overall. Colors represent
larger behavior categories. COP = calm object play; TA = toy aggression; LB = linus blanket;
FH = float horizontal; FV = float vertical; SW = swim; SS = speed swim.

Figure 3 shows the mean proportion of observation intervals that Ranger spent inter-
acting with objects, floating, or swimming in each of the three conditions during Phase
1. As shown in the figure, he spent significantly more time interacting with objects After
Training and After Trainer Play than he did Between Sessions, F(2,16) = 21.00, p < 0.0001;
Tukey p’s < 0.001. He also spent significantly less time floating After Training and After
Trainer Play than he did Between Sessions, F(2,16) = 37.14, p < 0.0001; Tukey p’s < 0.001.
There was no significant difference between conditions in the amount of time he spent
swimming (p = 0.35).
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Figure 3. Mean proportion of intervals (+/−SEM) spent in each behavioral category during each
condition, Phase 1.

Because there were no toys aside from Ranger’s comfort item in the pool during the
Between Sessions observations in Phase 1, these results could theoretically be caused either
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from the trainer interactions during the Training and Trainer Play sessions, or from the lack
of toys during the Between Sessions observations. The results from Phase 2 can resolve this
ambiguity, as toys now remained in the pool between sessions.

Figure 4 shows the mean proportion of observation intervals that Ranger spent inter-
acting with objects, floating, or swimming in each of the three conditions during Phase 2.
While he still spent significantly more time interacting with objects After Trainer Play than
he did Between Sessions, F(2,29) = 6.46, p = 0.0048; Tukey p = 0.015; the difference between
how long he spent interacting with objects After Training versus Between Sessions only
approached significance, Tukey p = 0.075. He also still spent significantly less time floating
both After Training and After Trainer Play than he did Between Sessions, F(2,29) = 7.60,
p = 0.0022; Tukey p’s = 0.002 and 0.014, respectively. Thus, interacting with a trainer, both
for training and particularly for object play, resulted in Ranger playing with objects more
and floating less immediately afterward when on his own. There was again no significant
difference between conditions in the amount of time he spent swimming (p = 0.91).
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Figure 4. Mean proportion of intervals (+/−SEM) spent in each behavioral category during each
condition, Phase 2.

3.2. Space Utilization

Mean SPI scores across conditions and phases ranged between 0.31 and 0.42. A low
SPI (close to zero) would mean that Ranger utilized all zones equally, while a high SPI
(close to 1) would mean that he spent his time in just a single zone. Thus, a medium
low SPI means that he tended to distribute his activity among several zones, but not
necessarily in equal proportions. There was no significant difference between conditions in
Phase 1 (p = 0.25), and while there was a significant difference among conditions in Phase 2,
F(2,29) = 3.36, p = 0.049, none of the pairwise comparisons between conditions showed
significant differences, Tukey p’s > 0.11. Thus, trainer interaction in either form (training
or object play) did not consistently affect Ranger’s utilization of space when he was on
his own.

3.3. Toy Choice

In the After Trainer Play condition, Ranger interacted with toys that the trainer had
recently played with significantly more than would be expected by chance, t(23) = 2.1,
two-tailed p = 0.047. There was no significant effect of newness on which toys Ranger
played with (p = 0.42).
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4. Discussion

The results of this study show that interacting with a caregiver can enhance the efficacy
of object based environmental enrichment for isolated animals. Specifically, a young
dolphin in quarantine played with toys more and floated in place less after interacting with
a caregiver than he did at times removed from caregiver interaction. This was true whether
the interaction consisted of a training session involving different toys, or an object play
session involving many of the same toys.

In addition to playing more with toys in general, it is notable that Ranger was more
likely to play with the same toys that the trainer had played with when that option was
available. This result could be attributable to either stimulus enhancement (where an
observer is more likely to interact with an object because another individual interacted
with that object [50]) or social referencing (where an observer uses another individual’s
emotional reactions to an object/situation to guide their own behavior towards it [37]).
In either case, this is the first experimental evidence we are aware of to show a marine
mammal interacting more with particular objects because a human recently interacted with
those same objects.

Perhaps surprisingly, Ranger was no more likely to play with toys that were newly
placed in his pool than toys that had already been present. This result seems at odds with
previous findings that animals tend to habituate relatively quickly to enrichment toys,
and are thus are more likely to interact with a known toy when it is newly placed in their
environment (e.g., [19,21,51,52]). In those studies, however, only a single enrichment toy
was ever present at a time. In the current study, by contrast, multiple toys were always
available and the selection of specific toys changed frequently. In such an environment with
multiple and variable enrichment opportunities, it may be that a newly placed familiar toy
is simply not particularly salient.

It is also notable that the effects of human interaction were at least as strong after a
play session (where no food was provided) than after a training session (which included
food), showing that interaction with humans can enhance enrichment effects even outside
of a training context. Given that the people who played with Ranger were the same people
that performed training sessions with him, we cannot know for sure whether an underlying
food-provider relationship may be necessary to these effects, however this may be irrelevant
for practical purposes, as in almost any animal care situation the people responsible for
feeding would be the people most likely to socially interact with the animals as well.

Ranger’s utilization of habitat space was not consistently affected by caregiver interac-
tion. This result may not be particularly surprising, however, given that: (a) this study was
conducted in the relatively smaller and homogenous medical pool; (b) dolphins typically
spend much of their time locomoting [53]; and (c) the location of caregiver interaction was
not controlled or varied in any systematic fashion. Future research may wish to examine the
effects of caregiver interaction on space utilization more systematically, perhaps especially
with terrestrial animals that do not habitually locomote to the same extent.

Because the current results come from a single animal of a single species, it is unclear
at this point the extent to which these results may be generalizable to other animals.
For isolated animals in particular, the relevant science must necessarily and ethically
proceed on a case-by-case basis, as we would not recommend housing social animals
in isolation purely for experimental purposes. We would encourage zoos, aquaria, and
stranding/rehabilitation organizations to carry out similar research on the potential benefits
of caregiver interaction whenever animals must be isolated, both to advance the science
and to potentially improve the welfare of the animals concerned.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/jzbg4010008/s1, Table S1: Toy List.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/jzbg4010008/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/jzbg4010008/s1


J. Zool. Bot. Gard. 2023, 4 79

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, all authors; methodology, K.J., E.G., S.B. and A.H.; formal
analysis, K.J.; investigation, E.G., S.B., A.H. and L.E.; visualization, K.J. and A.H.; writing—original
draft preparation, K.J. and S.B.; writing—review and editing, all authors; project administration, E.G.
All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: An internal committee at Dolphin Research Center ethically
approved this research (Project code: RToyEnrich2022, approved by Dolphin Research Center Steering
Committee, 5 April 2022). All aspects of animal care and habitat complied with the Standards and
Guidelines of the Alliance of Marine Mammal Parks and Aquariums. Research was non-invasive and
strictly adhered to the laws of the United States of America.

Data Availability Statement: Data available upon request to the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: We wish to thank Susan and Tim Lindley, and the Holly Jolly Foundation, for
donations to transport Ranger from the Texas State Aquarium Wildlife Rescue Center to DRC. We’d
also like to thank Mike Honeycutt, President of Jet ICU for providing the plane and other associated
costs of the transport. We are also grateful to Jim and Marjorie Sanger for their continuing support of
DRC’s research efforts, and to Sara Chi for help with data collection and coding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Alliance of Marine Mammal Parks and Aquariums. AMMPA Accreditation Standards & Guidelines. Available online: https:

//www.ammpa.org/membership/standards-guidelines (accessed on 7 February 2022).
2. Association of Zoos and Aquariums. The Accreditation Standards & Related Policies. Available online: https://www.aza.org/

assets/2332/aza-accreditation-standards.pdf (accessed on 7 February 2022).
3. European Association for Aquatic Mammals. Standards and Guidelines for the Management of Aquatic Mammals Under Human

Care. Available online: https://eaam.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/EAAM-Standards-and-guidelines-2019.pdf (accessed
on 7 February 2022).

4. European Association of Zoos and Aquaria. EAZA Standards for the Accommodation and Care of Animals in Zoos and Aquaria.
Available online: https://www.eaza.net/assets/Uploads/Standards-and-policies/2020-10-EAZA-Standards-for-Accomodation-
and-Care.pdf (accessed on 7 February 2022).

5. Mellen, J.; MacPhee, M.S. Philosophy of Environmental Enrichment: Past, Present, and Future. Zoo Biol. 2001, 20, 211–226.
[CrossRef]

6. De Azevedo, C.S.; Cipreste, C.F.; Young, R.J. Environmental Enrichment: A GAP Analysis. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2007, 102,
329–343. [CrossRef]

7. Sheperdson, D.J. Tracing the Path of Environmental Enrichment in Zoos. In Second Nature: Environmental Enrichment for Captive
Animals; Sheperdson, D.J., Mellen, J.D., Hutchins, M., Eds.; Smithsonian Books: Washington, DC, USA, 1998; pp. 1–12.

8. Lauderdale, L.K.; Shorter, K.A.; Zhang, D.; Gabaldon, J.; Mellen, J.D.; Granger, D.A.; Walsh, M.T.; Miller, L.J. Environmental
Enrichment Factors Associated with the Activity Level of Bottlenose Dolphins under Professional Care. J. Zool. Bot. Gard. 2022, 3,
44–55. [CrossRef]

9. Shepherdson, D. Principles of and Research on Environmental Enrichment for Mammals. In Wild Mammals in Captivity: Principles
and Techniques for Zoo Management; Kleiman, D.G., Thompson, K.V., Baer, C.K., Eds.; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL,
USA, 2010; pp. 62–67.

10. Shyne, A. Meta-Analytic Review of the Effects of Enrichment on Stereotypic Behavior in Zoo Mammals. Zoo Biol. 2006, 25,
317–337. [CrossRef]

11. Skibiel, A.L.; Trevino, H.S.; Naugher, K. Comparison of Several Types of Enrichment for Captive Felids. Zoo Biol. 2007, 26, 371–381.
[CrossRef]

12. Clark, F.E. Marine Mammal Cognition and Captive Care: A Proposal for Cognitive Enrichment in Zoos and Aquariums. J. Zoo
Aquar. Res. 2013, 1, 1–6. [CrossRef]

13. Brando, S.; Broom, D.M.; Acasuso-Rivero, C.; Clark, F. Optimal Marine Mammal Welfare under Human Care: Current Efforts and
Future Directions. Behav. Process. 2018, 156, 16–36. [CrossRef]

14. Lauderdale, L.K.; Walsh, M.T.; Mellen, J.D.; Granger, D.A.; Miller, L.J. Environmental Enrichment, Training, and Habitat
Characteristics of Common Bottlenose Dolphins (Tursiops truncatus) and Indo-Pacific Bottlenose Dolphins (Tursiops aduncus).
PLoS ONE 2021, 16, e0253688. [CrossRef]

15. Swaisgood, R.; Shepherdson, D. Environmental Enrichment as a Strategy for Mitigating Stereotypies in Zoo Animals: A Literature
Review and Meta-Analysis. In Stereotypic Animal Behaviour: Fundamentals and Applications to Welfare; Mason, G., Rushen, J., Eds.;
CABI: Wallingford, UK, 2006; pp. 256–285. ISBN 978-0-85199-004-0.

https://www.ammpa.org/membership/standards-guidelines
https://www.ammpa.org/membership/standards-guidelines
https://www.aza.org/assets/2332/aza-accreditation-standards.pdf
https://www.aza.org/assets/2332/aza-accreditation-standards.pdf
https://eaam.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/EAAM-Standards-and-guidelines-2019.pdf
https://www.eaza.net/assets/Uploads/Standards-and-policies/2020-10-EAZA-Standards-for-Accomodation-and-Care.pdf
https://www.eaza.net/assets/Uploads/Standards-and-policies/2020-10-EAZA-Standards-for-Accomodation-and-Care.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.1021
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2006.05.034
http://doi.org/10.3390/jzbg3010004
http://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.20091
http://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.20147
http://doi.org/10.19227/jzar.v1i1.19
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2017.09.011
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253688


J. Zool. Bot. Gard. 2023, 4 80

16. Li, T.-H.; Lim, E.; Chen, I.-C.; Lin, C.-F.; Chen, S.-C.; Tsai, M.-A. Environmental Enrichment and the Behavioral Effects on Captive
Beluga Whales (Delphinapterus leucas). Thai J. Vet. Med. 2022, 52, 559–565.

17. Delfour, F.; Beyer, H. Assessing the Effectiveness of Environmental Enrichment in Bottlenose Dolphins (Tursiops truncatus):
Effectiveness of Environmental Enrichment for Dolphins. Zoo Biol. 2012, 31, 137–150. [CrossRef]

18. Neto, M.P.; Silveira, M.; dos Santos, M.E. Training Bottlenose Dolphins to Overcome Avoidance of Environmental Enrichment
Objects in Order to Stimulate Play Activities: Training Dolphins to Play. Zoo Biol. 2016, 35, 210–215. [CrossRef]

19. Line, S.W.; Morgan, K.N.; Markowitz, H. Simple Toys Do Not Alter the Behavior of Aged Rhesus Monkeys. Zoo Biol. 1991, 10,
473–484. [CrossRef]

20. Crockett, C.M. Psychological Well-Being of Captive Nonhuman Primates. In Second Nature: Environmental Enrichment for
Captive Animals; Sheperdson, D.J., Mellen, J.D., Hutchins, M., Eds.; Smithsonian Institution Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1998;
pp. 129–152.

21. Kuczaj, S.; Lacinak, T.; Fad, O.; Trone, M. Keeping Environmental Enrichment Enriching. Int. J. Comp. Psychol. 2002, 15, 127–137.
[CrossRef]

22. Claxton, A.M. The Potential of the Human–Animal Relationship as an Environmental Enrichment for the Welfare of Zoo-Housed
Animals. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2011, 133, 1–10. [CrossRef]

23. Mellor, D.J.; Beausoleil, N.J.; Littlewood, K.E.; McLean, A.N.; McGreevy, P.D.; Jones, B.; Wilkins, C. The 2020 Five Domains Model:
Including Human–Animal Interactions in Assessments of Animal Welfare. Animals 2020, 10, 1870. [CrossRef]

24. Fernandez, E. Training as Enrichment: A Critical Review. Anim. Welf. 2022, 31, 1–12. [CrossRef]
25. Grant, R.A.; Warrior, J.R. Clicker Training Increases Exploratory Behaviour and Time Spent at the Front of the Enclosure in Shelter

Cats; Implications for Welfare and Adoption Rates. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2019, 211, 77–83. [CrossRef]
26. Kastelein, R.A.; Wiepkema, P.R. The Significance of Training for the Behaviour of Steller Sea Lions (Eumetopias jubata) in Human

Care. Aquat. Mamm. 1988, 14, 39–41.
27. Laule, G.; Desmond, T. Positive Reinforcement Training as an Enrichment Strategy. In Second Nature: Environmental Enrichment for

Captive Animals; Sheperdson, D.J., Mellen, J.D., Hutchins, M., Eds.; Smithsonian Books: Washington, DC, USA, 1998; pp. 302–313.
28. Perlman, J.E.; Horner, V.; Bloomsmith, M.A.; Lambeth, S.P.; Schapiro, S.J. Positive Reinforcement Training, Social Learning, and

Chimpanzee Welfare. In The Mind of the Chimpanzee: Ecological and Experimental Perspectives; Lonsdorf, E.V., Ross, S.R., Matsuzawa,
T., Eds.; Ecological and Experimental Perspectives; The University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 2010; pp. 320–332.

29. Pomerantz, O.; Terkel, J. Effects of Positive Reinforcement Training Techniques on the Psychological Welfare of Zoo-Housed
Chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes). Am. J. Primatol. 2009, 71, 687–695. [CrossRef]

30. Westlund, K. Training Is Enrichment—And Beyond. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2014, 152, 1–6. [CrossRef]
31. Baker, K.C. Benefits of Positive Human Interaction for Socially-Housed Chimpanzees. Anim. Welf. 2004, 13, 239–245. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
32. Mellen, J.D.; Hayes, M.P.; Sheperdson, D.J. Captive Environments for Small Felids. In Second Nature: Environmental Enrichment for

Captive Animals; Sheperdson, D.J., Mellen, J.D., Hutchins, M., Eds.; Smithsonian Institution Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1998; pp.
184–201.

33. Rault, J.-L.; Waiblinger, S.; Boivin, X.; Hemsworth, P. The Power of a Positive Human–Animal Relationship for Animal Welfare.
Front. Vet. Sci. 2020, 7, 590867. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Whitham, J.C.; Wielebnowski, N. New Directions for Zoo Animal Welfare Science. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2013, 147, 247–260.
[CrossRef]

35. Martin, B. Think You’re Too Old to Have Fun? Soundings 2004, 29, 28–29.
36. Fernandez, E.J.; Kinley, R.C.; Timberlake, W. Training Penguins to Interact with Enrichment Devices for Lasting Effects. Zoo Biol.

2019, 38, 481–489. [CrossRef]
37. Merola, I.; Prato-Previde, E.; Marshall-Pescini, S. Dogs’ Social Referencing towards Owners and Strangers. PLoS ONE 2012, 7,

e47653. [CrossRef]
38. Merola, I.; Prato-Previde, E.; Marshall-Pescini, S. Social Referencing in Dog-Owner Dyads? Anim. Cogn. 2012, 15, 175–185.

[CrossRef]
39. Schrimpf, A.; Single, M.-S.; Nawroth, C. Social Referencing in the Domestic Horse. Animals 2020, 10, 164. [CrossRef]
40. Cracknell, N.R.; Mills, D.S.; Kaulfuss, P. Can Stimulus Enhancement Explain the Apparent Success of the Model-Rival Technique

in the Domestic Dog (Canis familiaris)? Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2008, 114, 461–472. [CrossRef]
41. National Research Council (U.S.); Institute for Laboratory Animal Research (U.S.); National Academies Press (U.S.) (Eds.) Guide

for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, 8th ed.; National Academies Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2011; ISBN 978-0-309-15400-0.
42. Bateson, M.; Martin, P. Measuring Behaviour: An Introductory Guide, 4th ed.; Cambridge University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2021.
43. Altmann, J. Observational Study of Behavior: Sampling Methods. Behaviour 1974, 49, 227–266. [CrossRef]
44. Galhardo, L.; Appleby, M.C.; Waran, N.K.; dos Santos, M.E. Spontaneous Activities of Captive Performing Bottlenose Dolphins

(Tursiops truncatus). Anim. Welf. 1996, 5, 373–389. [CrossRef]
45. Bassos, M.K.; Wells, R.S. Effect of Pool Features on the Behavior of Two Bottlenose Dolphins. Mar. Mammal Sci. 1996, 12, 321–324.

[CrossRef]
46. Ugaz Ruiz, C.; Sánchez, A.; Maldonado, F.G. Social and Individual Behavior of a Group of Bottlenose Dolphins (Tursiops truncatus)

in Open and Closed Facilities. Vet Mex 2009, 40, 381–387.

http://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.20383
http://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.21282
http://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.1430100606
http://doi.org/10.46867/C4XK5N
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2011.03.002
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani10101870
http://doi.org/10.7120/09627286.31.1.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2018.12.002
http://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.20703
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2013.12.009
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0962728600026981
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20505791
http://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2020.590867
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33240961
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2013.02.004
http://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.21510
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0047653
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10071-011-0443-0
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani10010164
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2008.04.004
http://doi.org/10.1163/156853974X00534
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0962728600019138
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-7692.1996.tb00585.x


J. Zool. Bot. Gard. 2023, 4 81

47. Huettner, T.; Dollhaeupl, S.; Simon, R.; Baumgartner, K.; von Fersen, L. Activity Budget Comparisons Using Long-Term
Observations of a Group of Bottlenose Dolphins (Tursiops truncatus) under Human Care: Implications for Animal Welfare. Animals
2021, 11, 2107. [CrossRef]

48. Dickens, M. A Statistical Formula to Quantify the “Spread-of-participation” in Group Discussion. Speech Monogr. 1955, 22, 28–30.
[CrossRef]

49. Brereton, J.E. Current Directions in Animal Enclosure Use Studies. J. Zoo Aquar. Res. 2020, 8, 1–9.
50. Wynne, C.D.L.; Udell, M.A.R. Animal Cognition: Evolution, Behavior and Cognition, 3rd ed.; Red Globe Press: London, UK, 2021;

ISBN 978-1-137-61126-0.
51. Soriano, A.I.; Vinyoles, D.; Maté, C. Patterns of Animal–Enrichment Interaction in Captive Brown Bears. Zoo Biol. 2019, 38,

239–247. [CrossRef]
52. Morgan, K.N.; Line, S.W.; Markowitz, H. Zoos, Enrichment, and the Skeptical Observer: The Practical Value of Assessment. In

Second Nature: Environmental Enrichment for Captive Animals; Sheperdson, D.J., Mellen, J.D., Hutchins, M., Eds.; Smithsonian
Institution Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1998; pp. 153–171.

53. Walker, R.T.; Miller, L.J.; Kuczaj, S.A., II; Solangi, M. Seasonal, Diel, and Age Differences in Activity Budgets of a Group of
Bottlenose Dolphins (Tursiops truncatus) Under Professional Care. Int. J. Comp. Psychol. 2017, 30, 1–12. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.3390/ani11072107
http://doi.org/10.1080/03637755509375128
http://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.21483
http://doi.org/10.46867/ijcp.2017.30.00.05

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Subject and Housing 
	Data Collection 
	Statistical Analyses 

	Results 
	Behaviors 
	Space Utilization 
	Toy Choice 

	Discussion 
	References

