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INTRODUCTION

Dogs, cats, and other pets have become an integral part 
of our everyday lives and the relationship that exists 
between humans and animals has become known 

as the human-animal bond. The human-animal bond is a 
mutually beneficial and dynamic relationship between people 
and animals that influence the health and well-being of both. 
The company of a pet relaxes and entertains people, but the 
benefits of pet ownership go beyond simple joy. People of all 
ages, both healthy and ill, benefit from living with a pet.

Many studies have shown that there are health benefits for 
owners who develop close bonds with a pet.[1-4] Benefits 
ranged from higher survival rates from myocardial infection,[5] 
low risk of cardiovascular diseases,[6,7] lower blood pressure 

and cholesterol levels,[8,9] reduced risk of asthma and allergic 
rhinitis,[10,11] and better psychological well-being[5] than 
people who do not have a pet.

Pets also motivate people to be more active and social. 
Walking the dog provides not only physical exercise but 
also an opportunity to interact with humans such as other 
dog owners and curious children. During stressful times, 
the comfort of a pet protects against depression[12-15] and 
loneliness.[16-18] However, in some studies, the effectiveness 
of the presence of home pets on the prevention of loneliness 
and social isolation and improvement of subjective well-
being has been questioned.[3,19,20]

The daily comfort, social interaction, and motivation 
provided by pets improve cardiovascular health and lower 
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ABSTRACT

Introduction: The human-animal bond is a mutually beneficial and dynamic relationship between people and animals that 
influence the health and well-being of both. While many of us intuitively understand the benefits of positive interactions 
with animals in our lives, an emerging body of research is recognizing the impact the human-animal bond can have on 
individual and community health. Objective:�The objective of this study was to study the effects of keeping pets on the 
physical, mental, social, and emotional well-being of participants. Methodology: A cross-sectional study was done on 
predecided sample of 120, i.e., 60 pet owners and 60 non-pet owners randomly selected from residential areas of Indore 
city, to compare the effects of keeping pets on the physical, mental, social, and emotional well-being of participants using 
appropriate scales for various parameters. Results: About 63.33% of pet owners were found physically healthy, while only 
20% of non-owners were physically healthy and 76.66% were having mild-to-moderate physical problems. Pet owners 
are found to be happier in comparison to non-pet owners (P < 0.001). None of the pet owners were found to have low 
self-esteem, as opposed to 36.6% of non-pet owners who were found to have low self-esteem. 43.33% of non-pet owners 
were found to have moderate anxiety levels while only 13.33% of owners had moderate anxiety (P = 0.011). 86.66% of pet 
owners were found to have no depression; in contrast, 40% of non-owners had severe depression (P < 0.001). 86.66% of pet 
owners were found to have no depression; in contrast, 40% of non-owners had severe depression (P < 0.001). Only 46.66% 
of pet owners were found to be lonely as compared to 80% of non-pet owners. Conclusion:�The study shows that pet 
owners are physically more healthy, mentally more happier, less anxious, less depressed and are more social in comparison 
to non-pet owners.
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blood pressure. Even relaxing with, talking to or simply 
watching an animal can lower a person’s blood pressure.[19]

Animal companionship is commonly linked to lower death 
rates and better long-term health.

Hence, this study is an attempt to find out the impact of 
keeping pets on the physical, mental, social, and emotional 
well-being of human beings by doing a comparative study 
between owners and non-owners of pets.

METHODOLOGY

This comparative study was done for 3 months on predecided 
sample of 120, i.e., 60 pet owners and 60 non-pet owners 
matched for their age and gender were randomly selected 
from residential areas of Indore city. Those who gave 
informed consent to participate in the study were included 
in the study.

A predesigned semi-structured questionnaire containing 
questions for demographic and general information such 
as age, sex, and type of pet and specific questions based on 
various scales for the assessment of physical, mental, and 
social well-being, was administered to the study subjects.

Cohen and Hoberman inventory of physical symptoms[21] 
was used for the assessment of physical well-being, 
which asks participants to report which of 33 symptoms 
(e.g., headaches) they had experienced in the past 
2 weeks. The total number of symptoms experienced 
was summed, with greater scores reflecting participants 
experiencing more physical illnesses and symptoms. 
Range of score: 0–132.

Score Category
≤12 Healthy
13–25 Mild physical problems
26–40 Moderate physical problems
>40 Severe physical problems

Rosenberg self-esteem scale[21] was used to assess self-esteem, 
in which participants rate their agreement with 10 statements 
(e.g. “all in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure”) on a 
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). 
Range of score: 10–40. The sum of participants’ responses 
(reverse coded for 5 items) was calculated, with larger scores 
indicating greater self-esteem:

Score Category
10–24 Low self-esteem
25–35 Moderate self-esteem
36–40 High self-esteem

Hamilton�Anxiety�Rating�Scale[21]

Hamilton anxiety rating scale was used for the assessment 
of anxiety. The scale consists of 14 items, each defined by 
a series of symptoms and measures both psychic anxiety 
(mental agitation and psychological distress) and somatic 
anxiety (physical complaints related to anxiety). The options 
are graded from 0 (indicating symptom not present) to 4 (very 
severe) Range of score: 0–56.

Sum of all the 14 items is calculated, with larger score 
indicating greater anxiety:

Score Category
0–17 Mild anxiety
18–24 Mild-to-moderate anxiety
25–30 Moderate-to-severe anxiety
31–56 Very severe anxiety

Revised�UCLA�Loneliness�Scale[21]

Participants reported how often they experience 20 different 
descriptions of loneliness (e.g., “How often do you feel that 
no one really knows you well?”) on a scale ranging from 1 
(never) to 4 (always). Range of score: 20–80.

The sum of participants’ responses (reverse coded for nine 
items) indicated the extent to which one experienced greater 
loneliness:

Score Category
20–40 No loneliness
41–60 Average loneliness
61–80 Frequent loneliness

Center�for�Epidemiological�Studies�Depression�Scale[21]

Subjects endorse the extent to which they have experienced 
20 different affect-related symptoms in the past 2 weeks 
(e.g., “I felt that everything I did was an effort”) on a scale 
ranging from 0 (rarely or none of the time, less than once a 
day) to 3 (most or all of the time). Range of score: 0–60.

The sum of subjects’ responses was calculated, with greater 
scores indicating more depressed affect:

Score Category
0–14 No depression
15–21 Mild to moderate depression
>21 Severe depression

After calculating the scores for each of the scales for each 
individual in the study and categorizing them according 
to the criteria described above, the data were entered into 
the SPSS software and analyzed to compare the physical 
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symptoms, self-esteem, happiness, anxiety, depression, 
and loneliness levels between pet owners and non-pet 
owners. Continuous data were expressed in terms of mean 
and standard deviation. Categorical data were expressed in 
terms of proportion. For ordinal data, Mann–Whitney test 
was applied as test of significance. P < 0.05 was considered 
statistically significant.

RESULTS

The present study was planned to compare the physical, 
mental, social, and emotional well-being of 60 pet owners 
and 60 non-pet owners. The mean age of pet owners is 29.03 
± 10.34 and that of non-pet owners is 28.90 ± 8.22. The two 
groups did not differ significantly from each other in age, 
gender, and socioeconomic status. Among pet owners, 85% 
are having dog as their pet followed by cat (6%) and the most 
common reason of keeping a pet is that they like animal, they 
consider their pet as a family member. Pet owners feel that 
companionship and unconditional love are the most fulfilling 
aspect of being a pet owner.

On the basis of various scales, following results were 
obtained. According to physical score assessment, 63.33% 
of pet owners were healthy, while only 20% of non-owners 
were physically healthy. 33.33% owners and 76.66% non-
owners had mild-to-moderate physical problems. On 
applying Mann–Whitney test, there is a significant difference 
observed (P = 0.002) as shown in Table 1. According to self-
esteem score assessment, none of the 60 pet owners were 
found to have low self-esteem, as opposed to 36.6% of non-
pet owners who were found to have low self-esteem. 13.33% 
of pet owners were found to have high self-esteem while 
none of the 60 non-owners had high self-esteem, P < 0.001 
[Table 2]. According to anxiety score assessment, 43.33% 
of non-owners were found to have moderate anxiety levels 
while only 13.33% of owners had moderate anxiety, P = 0.011 
[Table 3]. According to depression score assessment, there 
is a significant difference between pet owners and non-pet 
owners (P < 0.001). 86.66% of pet owners were found to have 
no depression; in contrast, 40% of non-owners had severe 
depression, P < 0.001 [Table 4]. According to the loneliness 
score assessment, non-pet owners were found more likely to 
be lonely than pet owners. Only 46.66% of pet owners were 
found to be lonely as compared to 80% of non-pet owners, P = 
0.007 [Table 5]. According to the happiness score assessment, 
70% of pet owners were happy, while only 36.6% of non-pet 
owners were happy. Pet owners are found to be happier in 
comparison to non-pet owners, P < 0.001 [Table 6].

DISCUSSION

The human-animal bond is a mutually beneficial and dynamic 
relationship between people and animals that influence the 
health and well-being of both. Spending time with animals 

can significantly reduce pain, anxiety, depression, and fatigue 
in people with a range of health problems.

In this study, the various aspects of physical, mental, and 
social well-being are compared between pet owners and non-
pet owners using different scales.

In the present study, it is found that 70% of pet owners were 
happy, while only 36.6% of non-pet owners were happy. Pet 

Table�1: Comparison between pet owners and non-pet 
owners on the basis of physical symptoms scale

Physical�
symptoms

Groups Total�
n=120

P�value
Pet�owners�

n=60
Non-pet�

owners�n=60
Healthy 38 12 50 0.002  

(significant)Mild problems 12 26 38
Moderate problems 8 20 28
Severe problems 2 2 4

Table�2: Comparison between pet owners and non-pet 
owners on the basis of self-esteem scale

Self-esteem�level Groups Total�
n=120

P
Pet�owners�

n=60
Non-pet�

owners�n=60
Low self-esteem 0 22 22 0.001 

(significant)Moderate self-esteem 52 38 90
High self-esteem 8 0 8

Table�3: Comparison between pet owners and non-pet 
owners on the basis of anxiety scale

Anxiety 
level

Groups Total�
n=120

P
Pet�owners�

n=60
Non-pet�

owners�n=60
Mild 52 34 86 0.011 

(significant)Moderate 8 26 34

Table�4: Comparison between pet owners and non-pet 
owners on the basis of depression scale

Depression�
level

Groups Total�
n=120

P
Pet�owners�

n=60
Non-pet�

owners�n=60
Low depression 52 22 74 <0.001 

(significant)Mild-to-moderate 
depression

4 14 18

Severe 
depression 

4 24 28
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owners are found to be happier in comparison to non-pet 
owners. 43.33% of non-owners were found to have moderate 
anxiety levels while only 13.33% of owners had moderate 
anxiety.

This was similar to the findings of Marcus et al. (2012)[22] in which 
it was found that there were benefits within participants’ mood 
from therapy dog visits - significant improvements were reported 
for pain, mood, and other measures of distress among patients 
after the therapy dog visit but not the waiting room control.

In their study, participants were a large sample of mixed 
chronic pain patients that either spent clinic waiting time with 
a therapy dog or waited in the outpatient waiting area before 
their appointments. Those who spent time with a therapy 
dog saw changes in positive feelings including high self-
perceptions of calm, pleasantness, and cheerfulness.

In another study, anxiety reduction was observed after a 
therapy dog intervention for patients with psychotic disorders 
or other psychiatric conditions (Marcus et al., 2012).[22]

In another study conducted by Berry et al.,[23] in 2013, found 
that anxiety also decreased among children with autism 
spectrum disorders when an assistance dog was integrated 
into the family.

In the present study, it is found that number of persons with 
no depression is significantly higher among pet owners in 

comparison to non-pet owners which is similar to the findings 
of many other studies conducted by Barker and Wolen (2010)[24] 
which stated that pet ownership is associated with reduced 
stress, where pets may act as a buffer during stressful events.

In this study, on the basis of physical score assessment, it is 
found that 63.33% of pet owners were healthy, while only 
20% of non-owners were physically healthy which is similar 
to the findings of study conducted by Mieke and Sandra,[25] in 
2011, who stated that having a pet has been claimed to have 
beneficial health effects and evidence shows that dogs can 
affect people in a positive way. In another study conducted 
by Allen et al.,[8] in 2002, found that couples with pets had 
significantly lower heart rate and blood pressure during 
baseline, and faster recovery following stress.

Limitation

Due to lack of adequate time, we had selected a small 
sample size (60+60); in spite of small sample size, we have 
successfully achieved our objective.

CONCLUSION

Despite the methodological limitations, the present study 
found that pet owners are physically healthy, mentally happier 
with high self-esteem, less anxious, as well as depressed and 
more socialized in comparison to non-pet owners.

Recommendations

As the health benefits of pet ownership become more widely 
understood, there is a need to put a great effort to include 
animal as a type of therapy for the sick or elderly. In today’s 
scenario, when the mental illnesses are on rise, psychiatric 
service dogs can be used to assist people with depression, 
anxiety, schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, etc. Pets can be used 
to provide companionship to the elderly, the single child, 
the divorced, or just any person looking for affection among 
those who are interested in owning pets. It is the need of hour 
to involve the pet in health research and practices.
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