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Abstract
7KLVVWXG\IRFXVHVRQWKUHHIDFWRUVSUHVXPHGWRDIIHFW\RXQJFKLOGUHQ¶VGHYHORSPHQWWKHLUDJH
the quality of their home environments, and the child-pet relationship. Three sets of analyses are
presented: effects associated with pet ownership (pet presence), effects associated with the
strength of the child-pet relationship, and the combined effects of age, home environment, and the
child-companion animal relationship. This study includes both a parent survey (n = 88) and
in-home assessments (n = 44) of the three- to six-year-old children. The analyses support the
K\SRWKHVLVWKDWQRUPDOSUHVFKRROFKLOGUHQ¶VLQWHOOHFWXDOPRWRUDQGVRFLDOGHYHORSPHQWLV
associated with the presence of a companion animal and increases with their age, the quality of
WKHLUKRPHHQYLURQPHQWDQGWKHLUUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKDFRPSDQLRQDQLPDO:KLOHWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VDJH
DQGWKHTXDOLW\RIWKHLUKRPHHQYLURQPHQWVZHUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKPHDVXUHVRIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V
cognitive, motor, and social development, the companion animal effect was limited to the young
FKLOGUHQ¶VVRFLDOGHYHORSPHQWLQFOXGLQJWKHLUHPSDWK\IRURWKHUFKLOGUHQ
This unique research analyzes the effects of pet ownership and the child-pet relationship on young
FKLOGUHQ¶VGHYHORSPHQW LQWKHPXOWLSOHFRQWH[WVRIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VHQYLURQPHQWDQGPDWXUDWLRQ
7KUHHUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQVDUHSRVHGFRQFHUQLQJWKHIDFWRUVDIIHFWLQJ\RXQJFKLOGUHQ¶V
development. Does the presence of a pet (companion animal) make a difference? Is the strength of
thHFKLOG¶VFRPSDQLRQDQLPDOUHODWLRQVKLSLPSRUWDQW":LOODFRPELQHGDQDO\VLVLQFOXGLQJWKH
SUHVXPHGHIIHFWVRIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VFRPSDQLRQDQLPDOUHODWLRQVKLSVWKHTXDOLW\RIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V
KRPHHQYLURQPHQWVDQGWKHFKLOG¶VDJHWHOOXVPRUHDERXWKRZ\RXQJFhildren develop?
The published literature includes a number of theoretical arguments and a growing body of
empirical evidence on the importance of the child-animal bond for human development (Kidd and
.LGG DQGPRUHVSHFLILFDOO\IRUFKLOGUHQ¶VGHYelopment (Melson 1990). Levinson (1978, p.
 DUJXHGWKDW³FORVHQHVVWRDQLPDOVFDQUHGXFHDOLHQDWLRQ´DQGWKDWFKLOGUHQ¶VHPSDWK\
self-esteem, self-control, and autonomy could be promoted by raising pets. Hyde, Kurdek and
Larson (1983) reported a posiWLYHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQSHWRZQHUVKLSDQGFKLOGUHQ¶VVRFLDO
sensitivity and interpersonal trust. Covert et al . (1985) found a low magnitude correlation ( r =
 EHWZHHQSHWRZQHUVKLSDQGHDUO\DGROHVFHQWV¶VHOI-esteem. The National Institutes of Health
panel on the health benefits of pets found evidence that, at least for some children, there are

beneficial health effects associated with companion animals (NIH 1988). Bryant (1990) found
both benefits and costs associated with school-DJHFKLOGUHQ¶VLQYROvement with companion
animals. Mader, Hart and Bergin (1989) found that disabled children in wheelchairs received more
social acknowledgments when they had a service dog than when no dog was present, which could
account in part for some of the social development impact. Nathanson and de Faria (1993) reported
cognitive improvements in cognitively impaired children who worked with dolphins. These
findings suggest that child-FRPSDQLRQDQLPDOLQWHUDFWLRQVJHQHUDOO\IDFLOLWDWHFKLOGUHQ¶V
development. Other researchers did not find companion animal effects. Pet ownership has often
been used as the operational definition of a companion animal relationship. These studies found
that pet ownership did not affect the likelihood that an adolescent would be institutionalized
5RELQDQGWHQ%HQVHO RUDGROHVFHQWV¶VHOI-concepts (Poresky et al  RUZRPHQ¶V
depression or anxiety (Watson and Weinstein 1993). This lack of strong companion animal effects
may be due to the use of pet ownership rather than the human-animal bond as the operational
measure of the relationship between the child and the pet.
Differential effects of pet ownership and the human-animal relationship (the companion animal
bond) have been reported, where the companion animal bond was the stronger factor in young
FKLOGUHQ¶VGHYHORSPHQW 3RUHVN\DQG+HQGUL[ 0HOVRQ  SUHVHQWHGIRXUSRWHQWLDO
dimensions of attachment between children and their pets. Melson includes the Companion
Animal Bonding Scale (Poresky et al . 1987), which was utilL]HGLQWKLVVWXG\LQWKH³,QWHUHVWLQ
DQGFORVHQHVVWRZDUGSHW´GLPHQVLRQ:KLOHFKLOG-SHWDWWDFKPHQWPD\DIIHFW\RXQJFKLOGUHQ¶V
GHYHORSPHQWRWKHUIDFWRUVPD\DOVRSOD\DUROHDVVXJJHVWHGE\0HOVRQ¶VVWXG\3LDJHW¶V
view of factors affecting younJFKLOGUHQ¶VLQWHOOHFWXDOGHYHORSPHQW 3LDJHWDQG,QKHOGHU 
DQG%URQIHQEUHQQHU¶VHFRORJLFDOYLHZRIKXPDQGHYHORSPHQW  
Melson (1988) found that maternal employment, an aspect of family ecology, and child age were
significant factors in childUHQ¶VLQYROYHPHQWZLWKSHWVDQGPD\DOVRDIIHFWWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V
GHYHORSPHQW3LDJHWDQG,QKHOGHU  LGHQWLILHGIRXUPDMRUIDFWRUVDIIHFWLQJFKLOGUHQ¶V
LQWHOOHFWXDOGHYHORSPHQW WKHFKLOGUHQ¶VQHXURORJLFDOPDWXUDWLRQ WKHLUH[SHULHQFHZLWKWKH
physical world; 3) social transmission (experience with the social world); and 4) equilibration,
WKHLULQWHUQDOPRWLYDWLRQWREHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGWKHLUZRUOG$JHLVDFRPPRQLQGH[RIWKHFKLOG¶V
neurological maturation. The importance of age in young children is reflected in the age trends for
passing items on the Denver Developmental Screening Test (Frankenburg, Dodds and Fandal
1975). Some examples of the age effects are: at 2 years of age only 25% of the children give their
first and last names, but by 4 years of age over 90% do; at 2 years 25% pass the broad jump item
and by 3 years 75% pass; at 2.6 years 25% dress without supervision and at 5.0 years 90% do; 25%
copy a circle at 2.2 years and 90% do at 3.3 years; less than 25% copy a square at 4 years, 50% pass
by 4.7 years, and 90% pass by 6 years.
Age reflects not only maturational development but also the opportunity for experience with the
SK\VLFDODQGVRFLDOZRUOG7KHVHODWWHURSSRUWXQLWLHVDUHUHIOHFWHGLQWKHTXDOLW\RIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V
home environmeQWV0HDVXUHVRIWKHFKLOG¶VKRPHHQYLURQPHQWDUHLQGLFHVRIWKHTXDOLW\RIWKH
FKLOGUHQ¶VH[SHULHQFHVZLWKWKHLUSK\VLFDODQGVRFLDOZRUOG7KHTXDOLW\RIKRPHHQYLURQPHQWVKDV
been linked with both the concurrent and longitudinal cognitive development of preschool
children (Bradley and Caldwell 1984; Poresky 1987), as well as with the later social development
RIFKLOGUHQ 6URXIH(JHODQGDQG.UHXW]HU 3LDJHW¶VIRXUWKIDFWRUHTXLOLEUDWLRQLVDQ
affective/cognitive motivational factor which may be aIIHFWHGE\WKHFKLOG¶VFRPSDQLRQDQLPDO
UHODWLRQVKLSDVZHOODVWKHFKLOG¶VSHUVRQDOLW\DQGFKLOGUHDULQJ

This research focuses on the role of companion animals in the lives of young children in the
ecological context of the homes and also takes into consideration the effects associated with their
age. The analyses include pet ownership (pet presence) comparisons as well as the more complex
analyses of 1) the child-SHWUHODWLRQVKLS ERQG  WKHTXDOLW\RIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKRPH
environments, and 3) the devHORSPHQWDOFRQWH[WRIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VDJH2QH-way analysis of
variance tests were used for the pet owner versus non-pet owner and child-pet relationship
comparisons. Correlational techniques were used for the more complex analyses involving the
child-pet rHODWLRQVKLSTXDOLW\RIWKHKRPHHQYLURQPHQWDQGFKLOG¶VDJH%HFDXVHWKHWKUHH
antecedent factors (companion animal bond, home environment, and age) may be intercorrelated
LQDPDQQHUZKLFKZRXOGFORXGWKHFRQWULEXWLRQRIHDFKIDFWRUWRWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VGHvelopment, the
correlational findings were confirmed with multiple regression analysis.
Method
Sample
Eighty-eight families with young children were recruited for the parent survey phase of the study
through announcements in the newspaper and five child care centers in a small midwestern city.
The children ranged in age from three to six years (M=4.3 years, SD= 1.0 years); half had a pet and
half did not. The pet and no pet families were matched on major demographic factors. The 74
PRWKHUV¶DYHUDJHDJHZDV\HDUV 6' \HDUV DQGWKHIDWKHUV¶PHDQDJHZDV
\HDUV 6' \HDUV $ERXWKDOIWKHSDUHQWVKDGDEDFKHORU¶VGHJUHH7KHIDPLO\W\SHVUHSRUWHG
E\WKHFKLOGUHQ¶VPRWKHUVLQFOXGHGLQWKHLURULJLQDOPDUULDJHVLQJOH-parent
mother-headed families, and 5% remarried or blended families. Ninety-eight percent of the fathers
who responded were in their original marriage. Forty of the children had a pet dog (21) or cat (19).
Forty-four families, half with a pet and half without, from the parent survey phase participated in
the home visit phase of the study. Incomplete data from some parents resulted in varying Ns for
some of the results as shown in Table 1.
Instruments
This study included both a parent survey (n = 88) and in-home assessments (n = 44) of the three-to
six-year-ROGFKLOGUHQ¶VLQYROYHPHQWZLWKSHWVWKHTXDOLW\RIWKHLUKRPHHQYLURQPHQWVDQGWKH
SRWHQWLDOHIIHFWVRIWKLVLQYROYHPHQWRQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VGHYHORSPHQW7KHSDUHQWVXUYH\LQFOXGHG
the Parental Home Assessment Index (Poresky 1989) to assess the developmental/educational
TXDOLW\RIWKHSUHVFKRROFKLOGUHQ¶VKRPHHQYLURQPHQWVZKLFKLVPRUHDJH-appropriate than
%UDGOH\DQG&DOGZHOO¶V+20(  WKH&RPSDQLRQ$QLPDO%RQGLQJ6FDOH &$%6 RQZKLFh
WKHSDUHQWVUDWHGWKHLUFKLOGUHQ¶VKXPDQ-animal relationship (Poresky et al. 1987); the Iowa Social
Competency Scales (ISCS, Preschool Form; Pease, Clark and Crase 1981); and our adaptation of
the Denver Prescreening Developmental Questionnaire (DPDQ; Frankenberg et al . 1976). The
DGDSWHG'3'4UHIOHFWVWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VRYHUDOOGHYHORSPHQWLQFOXGLQJWKHLUFRJQLWLYH LQWHOOHFWXDO 
motor, and social development. The adaptation of the DPDQ involved raising its ceiling by adding
a few items for older children. The score on the adapted DPDQ was the number of items the child
passed (not age-adjusted). With the exception of the adapted DPDQ, which attained a Cronbach
Alpha coefficient of 0.85, all the measures had previously documented reliability and validity.
Children without pets were assigned a very low score on the CABS for the correlational analyses.

7KHPRWKHUV¶TXHVWLRQQDLUHUHVSRQVHUDWH  ZDVPXFKKLJKHUWKDQWKHIDWKHUV¶UHVSRQVHUDWH
(66%).
During the home visits the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised (PPVT; Dunn and Dunn
 DQGWKH<RXQJ&KLOGUHQ¶V(PSDWK\0HDVXUH 3RUHVN\ ZKLFKLQFOXGHGIRXUEULHI
YHUEDOYLJQHWWHVZLWKDIIHFWLYHDQGFRJQLWLYHSUREHVRIWKHFKLOG¶VSHUFHSWLRQVZHUHXWLOL]HGWR
DVVHVVWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VYHUEDOLQWHOOLJHnce and empathy. While the home interviewers were not
aware of the results of the parent surveys, the presence of a pet in the home was usually apparent.
Results
Pet ownership (presence). Beneficial effects associated with the presence of a pet were found in
terms of more positive pet attitudes (F (1/59)= 7.57, p < .01) on the Companion Animal Semantic
Differential, and there was a trend toward higher IQ scores on the PPVT (F (1/39) = 3.10, p < .10).
There was a weaker trend for children with pets in their homes to score higher on the adapted
DPDQ (F (1/71) = 1.64, p = .20), but no other comparisons on the key variables approached
statistical significance. These results are presented in more detail in Table 2.
C hild-pet relationship. Higher scores on the empathy measures were found for children with
stronger companion animal bonds as rated by their mothers. There was a strong child-pet
relationship effect (F (3/25) = 4.46, p = .01) on the comprehensive empathy scale which included
the cognitive, affective, and facial responses of the children to the child and dog items. Children
with higher CABS scores had higher scores on this empathy measure. The cognitive/affective
empathy measure also showed a trend toward higher empathy scores for children with stronger
child-pet bonds (F (3/25) = 2.43, p < .10) and the effect was highly significant on the child subscale
of the empathy measure (F (3/25) = 4.59, p = .01). Other non-statistically significant trends
included higher Companion Animal Semantic Differential scores for those with pets (F (3/54) =
2.54, p < .10) and higher PPVT raw scores (F (3/28) = 2.80, p = .06). Table 3 presents these results.
C hild-pet relationship, home environment and age. Significant correlations between the
FKLOGUHQ¶V&$%6VFRUHVWKHLr Parental Home Assessment Index scores, their age, and the major
measures of their development are presented in Table 4 (page 164). These results were further
examined, by multiple regression, to determine which influences were most important. Multiple
regression beta values and t-values are presented in Table 5.
7KHFKLOGUHQ¶VRYHUDOOGHYHORSPHQWDVPHDVXUHGE\WKHQXPEHURILWHPVWKHLUSDUHQWVVDLGWKH\
GLGDQGGLGQRWGRRQWKHDGDSWHG'3'4ZDVSRVLWLYHO\FRUUHODWHGZLWKWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VDJH r = .82,
p < .001) and the quality of their home environments ( r = .24, p < .05). Older children and those
with higher quality home environments had higher levels of cognitive, motor and social
development. The independent contribution of these two factors was supported by the multiple
regression analysis (p < .05) (see Table 5).
7KHFKLOGUHQ¶VDWWLWXGHVWRZDUGDQLPDOVDVUHIOHFWHGLQWKHLUPRWKHU¶VDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHLU
Companion Animal Semantic Differential scores were correlated with their relationships with
their pets (r = .53, p = .002). Children with stronger pet bonds had more positive attitudes toward
animals. This single factor result was confirmed by multiple regression analysis.

$VLPLODUSDWWHUQZDVIRXQGZLWKPRWKHUV¶UDWLQJVRIWKHLUFKLOGUHQ¶VVRFLDOcompetency on the
,RZD6RFLDO&RPSHWHQF\6FDOHV ,6&6 7KH³VRFLDODFWLYDWRU´VFRUHZDVFRUUHODWHGZLWKWKH
FKLOGUHQ¶VDJH r = .32, p < .01) and the quality of their home environment ( r = .31, p < .01).
Children who were older and had better quality home environments were rated by their mothers as
KLJKHURQWKH³VRFLDODFWLYDWRU´VFDOH7KHVLJQLILFDQFHRIWKHVHHIIHFWVZDVDOVRVXSSRUWHGE\
multiple regression analysis (p < .05).
0RWKHUV¶³FRRSHUDWLYH´,6&6VFRUHVZHUHFRUUHODWHGRQO\ZLWKWKHFKLOGUHQ¶s age (r = .30, p < .01).
This age effect was confirmed by the multiple regression analysis.
7ZRRWKHU,6&6VFDOHV³UHDVVXUDQFH´DQG³XQFRRSHUDWLYH´ZHUHFRUUHODWHGH[FOXVLYHO\ZLWKWKH
bond between the child and the pet (U¶s = .29, p < .01, and -.25, p < .05, respectively). Children
ZLWKKLJKHU&$%6VFRUHVKDGKLJKHUVFRUHVRQWKH,6&6³UHDVVXUDQFH´DQGORZHUVFRUHVRQWKH
,6&6³XQFRRSHUDWLYH´VFDOH7KHVHHIIHFWVZHUHFRQILUPHGE\WKHPXOWLSOHUHJUHVVLRQDQDO\VHV
)HZHUIDWKHUV¶WKDQPRWKHUV¶,6&6UDtings were obtained, and only two significant correlations
ZHUHIRXQG7KHVHZHUHEHWZHHQDJHDQG,6&6³VRFLDODFWLYDWRU´ r = .28, p < .05) and between the
TXDOLW\RIWKHLUKRPHHQYLURQPHQWDQG,6&6³K\SHUDFWLYH´ r = -.42, p < .01). These single factor
effects were confirmed by the multiple regression analysis.
7KH3HDERG\3LFWXUH9RFDEXODU\7HVWDQGWKH<RXQJ&KLOGUHQ¶V(PSDWK\0HDVXUHZHUH
DGPLQLVWHUHGGXULQJWKHKRPHYLVLWV7KHQXPEHURIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VFRUUHFWDQVZHUVRQWKH3397
correlated with the FKLOGUHQ¶VDJHDVZRXOGEHH[SHFWHG r = .76, p < .001), but no significant
FRUUHODWLRQVZHUHIRXQGZLWKWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V3397,4VFRUHV
7KHFKLOGUHQ¶VFRJQLWLYHDIIHFWLYHIXOOVFDOH FKLOGDQGGRJ HPSDWK\VFRUHVZHUHFRUUHODWHGZLWK
both their age (r = .48, p < .01) and their companion animal relationship ( r = .38, p < .05). The age
effect, but not the child-pet effect, was confirmed by the multiple regression analysis. The age
effect was strong for both the child and dog components of the empathy scale (U¶s = .41 and .39,
S¶s < .05). The importance of the companion animal relationship was even stronger on the child
subscale (r = .52, p < .01) and was confirmed by the multiple regression analysis. Older children
and children with closer relationships with their pets tended to have higher scores on the empathy
measures. Figure 1 shows the average scores on the empathy measure for children who had no pet
and those who had weak, moderate, and strong companion animal bonds with their pet as rated by
their mothers. Children with progressively higher companion animal bonding scores had
progressively higher empathy scores (p < .01).
Discussion
7KHVHUHVXOWVSURYLGHVXSSRUWIRUWKHK\SRWKHVLVWKDWQRUPDOSUHVFKRROFKLOGUHQ¶VFRJQLWLYH motor,
and social development has multiple contributing influences including maturation (age), the
quality of their home environment, and their relationship with a companion animal. Univariate
pet-presence and pet relationship comparisons and the bivariate correlations and multiple
regression analyses of effects of the age, home environment, and companion animal bonding
influences confirmed these effects to the extent possible within the limits of a naturalistic
correlational study of naturally occurring pet ownership, as Siegel (1993) noted. Since the effects
RIPDWXUDWLRQDQGWKHTXDOLW\RIFKLOGUHQ¶VKRPHHQYLURQPHQWVUHIOHFWWKHILUVWWKUHHRI3LDJHW¶V

IDFWRUVDIIHFWLQJFKLOGUHQ¶VLQWHOOHFWXDOGHYHORSPHQWDQGKDYHEHHQH[WHQVLYHO\GRFXPHQWHGLQWKH
child development research literature (e.g., Bradley and Caldwell 1984; Poresky 1987; Sroufe et al
1990), the following discussion focuses on the companion animal bonding effects affecting young
children.
Prior research (Hyde et al . 1983; Covert et al . 1985; NIH 1988; Kidd and Kidd 1985; Melson
1991; Siegel 1993) that found limited pet effects on child development is both supported and
extended by these findings with young children. The finding of both developmental effects and
home environment effects confirms the validity of the pet effects as well as placing them in the
human ecological/developmental context.
As Kidd and Kidd (1985) noted, only 10% of the 300 three- to thirteen-year-old children they
interviewed said there were no benefits of pet ownership. The other children indicated that their
pets provided learning opportunities, happiness, comfort, and unconditional love. In 1987 the NIH
7HFKQRORJ\$VVHVVPHQW:RUNVKRS:RUNLQJ*URXSFRQFOXGHGLQUHJDUGWRFKLOGUHQWKDW³DWOHDVW
for some, the presence oIDSHWLVJUHDWO\EHQHILFLDO´DQGFDOOHGIRUPRUHUHVHDUFK,Q0HOVRQ
reported consistent positive relationships between pet attachment and empathy for animals among
the kindergarten children, and inconsistent relationships for older children. Our finding of
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWOLQNVEHWZHHQWKHVWUHQJWKRIWKH\RXQJFKLOGUHQ¶VFRPSDQLRQDQLPDOERQG
and their empathy for other children is consistent with the findings of Melson (1991) for the
younger children, the recommendations of the NIH paneODQG.LGGDQG.LGG¶VUHSRUWVRI
FKLOGUHQ¶VSHUFHSWLRQVRIWKHEHQHILWVRISHWRZQHUVKLS
The observation that these results show stronger human-animal bond effects than much of prior
research on the effects of companion animals on human development may well be due to the focus
on the child-SHWUHODWLRQVKLSDVDQ³DWWDFKPHQWHIIHFW´DQGWKHXVHRIWKH&RPSDQLRQ$QLPDO
Bonding Scale as the operational definition of the human-animal relationship. The use of such
relationship instruments and stronger methodology provides more information about the potential
impact of a pet on a person than just the presence of a pet, as suggested by Poresky and Hendrix
(1990) and Siegel (1993).
A further factor in this research is the inclusion of the developmentally relevant maturational and
environmental factors²DJHDQGWKHTXDOLW\RIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKRPHHQYLURQPHQW7KLV
developmental and contextual information provides a broader and more complete analysis of some
RIWKHIDFWRUVDIIHFWLQJ\RXQJFKLOGUHQ¶VGHYHORSPHQt. Further research, delineating how all these
factors interact and exploring the possibility for developmental intervention by providing young
children with developmentally appropriate pets, is needed to make full use of these results. Older
children, children with better home environments, and children with strong human-animal bonds
obtained higher scores on a variety of developmental measures used in this study.
Further research with a larger sample of more representative families and more detailed
observations should be conducted to replicate and elucidate these findings. While these findings
provide support for the anticipated effects of age, home environment and companion animal
bonding, the exact mechanisms of influence are uncertain.
References

1. %UDGOH\5+DQG&DOGZHOO%07KHUHODWLRQRILQIDQWV¶KRPHHQYLURQPHQWVWR
achievement test performance in first grade: A follow-up study. Child Development
55:803-809.
2. Bronfenbrenner, U. 1989. Ecological systems theory. Annals of Child Development 6:187-249.
3. Bryant, B.K. 1990. The richness of the child-pet relationship: A consideration of both benefits
and costs of pets to children. Anthrozoos 3:253-261.
4. Covert, A.M., Whiren, A.P., Keith, J. and Nelson, C. 1985. Pets, early adolescents, and
families. Marriage and F amily Review 83/4:95-108.
5. Dunn, L.M. 1981. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test: Revised. Circle Pines, MN: American
Guidance Services.
6. Frankenburg, W.K., Dodds and Fandal. 1975. The Denver Developmental Screening Test:
Reference Manual (revised ed.). Denver: University of Colorado Medical Center.
7. Frankenburg, W.K., van Doorninck, W.J., Liddell, T.N. and Dick, N.P. 1976. The Denver
Prescreening Developmental Questionnaire. Pediatrics 57:744-753.
8. Hyde, K.R., Kurdek, L. and Larson, P. 1983. Relationship between pet ownership and
self-esteem, social sensitivity, and interpersonal trust. Psychological Reports 421:110.
9. .LGG$+DQG.LGG50&KLOGUHQ¶VDWWLWXGHVWRZDUGWKHLUSHWVPsychological Reports
57:15-31.
10. Kidd, A.H. and Kidd, R.M. 1987. Seeking a theory of the human/companion animal bond.
Anthrozoos 1:140-157.
11. Levinson, B.M. 1978. Pets and personality development. Psychological Reports
423:1031-1038.
12. Mader, B., Hart, L. and Bergin, B. 1989. Social acknowledgments for children with
disabilities: Effects of service dogs. Child Development 60:1529-1534.
13. Melson, G.F. 1988. Availability of and involvement with pets by children: Determinants and
correlates. Anthrozoos 2:45-52.
14. 0HOVRQ*)6WXG\LQJFKLOGUHQ¶VDWWDFKPHQWWRWKHLUSHWV$FRQFHSWXDODQG
methodological review. Anthrozoos 4:91-99.
15. 0HOVRQ*)&KLOGUHQ¶VDWWDFKPHQWWRWKHLUSHWV/LQNVWRVRFLR-emotional
development. &KLOGUHQ¶V(QYLURQPHQWV4XDUWHUOy 82:55-65.
16. Nathanson, D.A. and de Faria, S. 1993. Cognitive improvement of children in water with and
without dolphins. Anthrozoos 6:17-29.

17. National Institutes of Health. 1988. Health Benefits of Pets. Washington, DC. Pease, D., Clark,
S. and Crase, S.J. 1981. The social competency scale for preschool-age children: Its
development and factorial validity. Educational and Psychological Measurement 41:851-861.
18. Piaget, J. and Inhelder, B. 1969. The Psychology of the Child. New York: Basic Books.
19. Poresky, R.H. 1987. Environmental Assessment Index: Reliability, stability and validity of the
long and short form. Educational and Psychological Measurement 47:969-975.
20. Poresky, R.H. 1989. Parental home assessment index: Internal and inter-parent reliability and
construct validity. Educational and Psychological Measurement 49:993-998.
21. 3RUHVN\5+7KH\RXQJFKLOGUHQ¶VHPSDWK\PHDVXUH5HOLDELOLW\YDOLGLW\DQGHIIHFWV
of companion animal bonding. Psychological Reports 66:931-936.
22. Poresky, R.H. and Hendrix, C. 1990. Differential effects of pet presence and pet-bonding on
young children. Psychological Reports 67:51-54.
23. Poresky, R.H., Hendrix, C., Mosier, J.E. and Samuelson, M.L. 1987. The Companion Animal
Bonding Scale: Internal reliability and construct validity. Psychological Reports 60:743-746.
24. 3RUHVN\5++HQGUL[&0RVLHU-(DQG6DPXHOVRQ0/&KLOGUHQ¶VSHWVDQG
DGXOWV¶VHOIFRQFHSWV The Journal of Psychology 1225:463-469.
25. Robin, M. and Bensel, R. 1985. Pets and the socialization of children. Marriage and F amily
Review 83/4:63-78.
26. Siegel, J.M. 1993. Companion animals: In sickness and in health. Journal of Social Issues
491:157-167.
27. Sroufe, L.A, Egeland, B. and Kreutzer, T. 1990. The fate of early experience following
developmental change: Longitudinal approaches to individual adaptation in childhood. Child
Development 61:1363-1373.
28. Watson, N.L. and Weinstein, M. 1993. Pet ownership in relation to depression, anxiety, and
anger in working women. Anthrozoos 4:135-138.

Table 1:
__________________________________________________
K ey V ariables
Mean
Standard
Deviation

n

4.256
4.271

0.953
0.962

82
59

Q uality of Home E nvironment (P H A I)
by mothers
4.009
0.267
by fathers
4.096
0.275

73
54

Parent Survey
Measures
&KLOG¶V$JH \HDUV
by mothers
by fathers

Companion A nimal Bonding Scale (C A BS) C hild
by mothers
20.146
5.475
36
by fathers
18.417
5.039
36
Companion A nimal Semantic Differential (C ASD) (C hild)
by mothers
44.806
6.292
36
by fathers
44.611
7.168
36
O verall Developmental (adapted DPD Q)
items passed
37.534
7.962
age-adjusted
101.459 14.967

73
72

Data Characteristics
Standard
Deviation

n

0.308
0.402
0.320

38
38
38

E mpathy-cognitive/affective/facial
full scale
1.982
0.256

38

Home V isit
Measures

Mean

E mpathy-cognitive/affective
full scale
3.224
child subscale
3.194
dog subscale
3.253

Peabody Picture Vocabulary T est
raw score
68.000
17.692
41
standard score
112.146 12.951
41
__________________________________________________

Table 2:
_________________________________________________________________
Pet Presence E ffects
Parent Q uestionnaire Results
Variable

Mean Scores

df

F

p

No Pet

Pet

O verall Development (DPD Q)
number of items passed

36.07

38.50

1/71

1.64

.20

Companion A nimal Semantic
differential score

41.82

47.74

1/59

7.57

.01

E mpathy - cognitive/affective
full scale
child items
dog items

3.20
3.14
3.27

3.24
3.23
3.24

1/36
1/36
1/36

0.10
0.41
0.04

.76
.52
.84

E mpathy - cognitive/affective/facial
full scale

1.92

2.02

1/36

1.26

.27

Home V isitor Results

Peabody Picture Vocabulary T est
raw score
63.33
71.65
1/39
2.31
.14
standard score
108.22 115.22 1/39
3.10
.09
__________________________________________________________________

Table 3:
__________________________________________________________________________
Pet Bonding E ffects - Bond G roup*
Parent Q uestionnaire Results
W eak

Moderate

Strong

df

F

p

O verall Development (DPD Q)
number of items passed
36.22

37.00

39.53

39.55

3/64

.88

.46

Companion A nimal Semantic
differential
41.82

48.46

46.67

48.27

3/54

2.54

.07

E mpathy - cognitive/affective
full scale
3.12
Child
3.01
Dog
3.23

3.26
3.18
3.35

3.31
3.38
3.25

3.53
3.65
3.40

3/25
3/25
3/25

2.43
4.59
0.46

.09
.01
.72

E mpathy - cognitive/affective/facial
full scale
1.88

1.94

2.05

2.28

3/25

4.46

.01

Peabody Picture Vocabulary T est
raw score
66.31
standard score
109.85

74.67
121.44

59.60
109.60

85.40
116.00

3/28
3/28

2.80
2.00

.06
.14

Variable

No Pet

Home V isitor Results

%RQGJURXSDVVLJQPHQWEDVHGRQPRWKHUV¶UDWLQJRIFKLOG-pet relations on CABS.
__________________________________________________________________________

Table 4:
_____________________________________________________________________________
Cor relations
Parent Survey M easures
Factors

Q uality of Home E nvironment

C hild-Pet Bond

.2437*

.1860

.1331

.5339**

Iowa Social Competency Scales (mother ratings)
social activator
.3179**
hypersensitive
.1083
reassurance
.1077
uncooperative
-.1502
cooperative
.2998**

.3136**
-.1965
-.0065
-.0967
.1031

.1693
-.1382
.2944**
-.2465*
.1536

Iowa Social Competency Scales (father ratings)
social activator
.2802*
hypersensitive
-.1132
reassurance
-.1412
socially inapt
-.1411
attentive
.1693

.1894
-.4217**
-.1991
-.2353
.0287

-.0353
.0157
-.0519
-.0311
-.0300

O verall Development
adapted DPDQ score

Age
.8224***

Companion A nimal Semantic
Differential
-.1236

'XHWRLQFRPSOHWHSDUHQWVXUYH\GDWDWKH1¶VIRUWKHPRWKHUVPD\YDU\IURPWRDQGIURP
to 55 for the fathers.
Home Visit Measures
Peabody Picture Vocabulary T est
number correct
.7163***
IQ score
-.0381

.1556
.2320

.2583
.1976

E mpathy
full scale
child subscale
dog subscale

.2444
.1488
.3086

.3829*
.5177**
.0930

.4754**
.4118*
.3902*

'XHWRLQFRPSOHWHVXUYH\GDWHWKH1¶VYDU\IURPWR
Note: * = p.!0.05; ** = p.<.01; *** = p.<.001.

Table 5:
_____________________________________________________________________________
M ultiple Regression A nalyses of the E ffects of Age, Home E nvironment
DQG&RPSDQLRQ$QLPDO%RQGLQJRQ<RXQJ&KLOGUHQ¶V'HYHORSPHQW
Beta V alues (T-V alues)

Factors
Overall
Development
adapted DPDQ score

Age

Q uality of Home E nvironment

.8054 (11.793)*** .1561 (2.285)*

Companion A nimal Semantic
Differential
-.2430 (-1.479)

.1528 (0.986)

C hild-Pet Bond

.0088 (0.125)
.5339 (3.458)**

Iowa Social Competency Scales (mother ratings)
social activator
.2872 (2.542)*
.2823 (2.498)*
reassurance
.0496 (0.410)
-.0307 (0.259)
uncooperative
-.1041 (0.852
-.0771 (0.641)
cooperative
.2998 (2.553)*
.0714 (0.601)

.0916 (0.795)
.2944 (2.502)*
-.2465 (2.066)*
.0963 (0.800)

Iowa Social Competency Scales (father ratings)
social activator
.2802 (2.064)*
.1608 (1.182)
hypersentitive
-.0682 (0.524)
-.4217 (3.288)**

-.0967 (0.693)
.0868 (0.671)

Home Visit Measures
Peabody Picture Vocabulary T est
number correct
.7613 (5.753)***

.0735 (0.545)

.1070 (0.785)

E mpathy
full scale
Child subscale

.1950 (1.035)
.1072 (0.577)

.2981 (1.611)
.5177 (2.838)**

.4754 (2.534)
.3192 (1.798)+

Note: + = p<0.10: * = p<0.05; ** = p< 0.01; *** = p<0.001
________________________________________________________________________________

