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This study examined the factors influencing pet attachment by investigating

attachment dimensions and exploring the relationship between demographic

factors  and  pet  attachment.  The  study  utilized  the  Pet  Attachment

Questionnaire (PAQ) to assess the  level of attachment between pet owners 

and  their  animals.  A  demographic  questionnaire  was  also  administered  to

gather socio‐cultural, economic, and health‐related data from pet caretakers. 

Confirmatory factor analysis was applied to confirm the scale factor structure. 

Hypothesis testing procedures were used to reveal the relationship between

the  demographic  characteristics  of  the  participants  and  the  attachment

relationships.  The  study  involved  304  volunteers  who  visited  the  animal

hospital  at  Ankara  University,  Faculty  of  Veterinary Medicine.  The  findings 

revealed  significant  impacts  of  various  factors  on  attachment  dimensions,

including  age,  household  income,  participant  and  household  member

anxieties and traumas, number of pets owned, pet health, and previous pet 

ownership.  These  results  contribute  to  our  understanding  of  the  complex

dynamics that shape the attachment between humans and animals. Further

research  is  needed  to  delve  into  the  underlying mechanisms  and  potential

interactions  among  these  factors,  advancing  our  knowledge  of  human‐pet 

attachment. 

 

Keywords 

Attachment 

Companion animal 

Human‐animal bond 

Pet caretakers 

 
Corresponding author 

ozen@ankara.edu.tr 

 

How  to  cite  this  article:  Özen  D,  Bıçakcı  NM, 

Salgırlı  Demirbaş  Y  (XXXX):  Exploring  the 

Dynamics  of  Human‐Pet  Attachment:  An  In‐

Depth Analysis of Socio‐demographic Factors and 

Relationships. Ankara Univ Vet Fak Derg, XX (X), 

000‐000. DOI: 10.33988/auvfd.1366652. 
 

 
 

Introduction  
Researchers have paid a great deal of attention to the bond 
between pet owners and their animals, recognizing it as a 
significant and dynamic relationship (23, 29, 41). 
Research has indicated that humans and animals benefit 
from strong emotional bonds (14, 26). For example, 
owners with higher levels of attachment to their pets had 
improved mental health outcomes, such as reduced 
loneliness, depression, and anxiety (7). Dogs with secure 
attachments to their owners also exhibited fewer 
behavioral problems and improved overall welfare (38). 
These findings emphasize the mutual benefits of 
emotional support and companionship in the relationship 
between pet and owner. A key component of this 
relationship is the centrality of the bond formed between 
a pet and its caregiver. Bowlby (6) introduced the theory 

of pet attachment, which concerns the emotional bond and 
affection that arises between humans and their animal 
companions. It is a prime example of the deep emotional 
connections that can exist between species (15). 
Comprehending the nature and dynamics of this 
attachment is essential for the well-being of companion 
animals and humans alike. 

Domestication has played a crucial role in the 
development of pet-owner attachment. Certain animal 
species, including domestic dogs and cats, have developed 
a unique ability to form profound emotional connections 
with humans (10, 29). Numeruous studies have 
investigated the factors that contribute to the formation 
and strength of the pet-owner relationship, categorized as 
follows: the characteristics of the owner, the 
characteristics of the pet, and the dynamics of their 
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interaction (16, 21, 27, 28). Individual owner 
characteristics may influence the extent of pet attachment, 
according to research. Individuals with an idealist 
personality type had higher attachment scores than those 
with other personality types, according to one study. One 
study reported that people with an idealistic personality 
type had higher attachment scores than people with other 
personality types (3). According to de Albuquerque et al. 
(9) a significant correlation was found between greater 
attachment to pets and neuroticism.  Those with greater 
empathy tend to form stronger attachments to their 
companions (8). Likewise, previous favorable experiences 
with pets may increase the likelihood of developing 
stronger attachments to current pets (4). The species and 
age of the animal can affect the intensity of the attachment. 
For example, research indicates that dog owners tend to 
have higher attachment levels than cat owners (22). 
Moreover, due to their perceived vulnerability and 
dependence, puppies and kittens are more likely to inspire 
stronger attachments (2). Lastly, the dynamics of the 
owner-pet interaction contribute to the development of 
attachment. Since positive interactions, such as play, 
hygiene, and engaging in shared physical activities, have 
been found to increase attachment levels (17, 19), the 
quality of care may influence the strength of the bond. 

Various tools and measures have been developed to 
assess the degree of pet-owner attachment, building upon 
evidence-based theories of human interpersonal 
relationships. These tools have been modified in various 
ways to provide the most appropriate explanations of the 
physiological and psychosocial effects on the well-being 
of both humans and animals (1, 25, 41). The majority of 
these instruments focus on the attachment between pets 
and their caretakers.  Intimacy, commitment, emotional 
involvement, conflict, and other aspects of human-animal 
relationships vary significantly, just as they do between 
humans. These variations reflect the internal functioning 
patterns associated with expectations, emotions, and pet-
related behavior. To better define this relationship and 
assess pet attachment orientations, Zilcha-Mano et al. (40) 
developed the self-report Pet Attachment Questionnaire 
(PAQ). This scale was developed based on the 
Experiences in Close Relationships form (13), which is 
one of the most widely attachment patterns between care 
takers and their pets through a series of questions 
pertaining to sentiments of closeness, dependence, and the 
overall quality of the relationship. This instrument has 
proven useful for comprehending the dynamics of pet-
owner attachment and has provided researchers with 
standardized measures for assessing attachment levels 
across various populations. 

While the emotional bond between humans and their 
pets, known as pet attachment, has been recognized as a 
significant and evolving relationship, previous studies 
have not comprehensively explored the human-related 

factors that may influence attachment types of caretakers 
towards their pets. Understanding the nature and dynamics 
of this attachment is crucial for comprehending the well-
being of both companion animals and humans. This study 
aims to explore various factors, including socio-
demographics and the experiences of pet caretakers, 
contributing to the pet-caretaker attachment type. 

 

Materials and Methods 
Sample Size Considerations and Participants: Prior to 
the study, a power analysis conducted. To detect the 
difference between the Cronbach alpha coefficient under 
the null hypothesis of 0.86 and the coefficient alpha under 
the alternative hypothesis of 0.89 using a two-sided F-test 
with a significance level of 0.05, a sample of 275 subject 
would be enough to achieve 80% power (5, 11).  

In the current study, there were 304 individuals who 
visited the animal hospital at Ankara University, Faculty 
of Veterinary Medicine between March and June 2023, 
ranging in age from 18 to 65, and who live with at least 
one pet. There were 223 (73.4%) female participants and 
81 (26.6%) male participants.   

This study has obtained the necessary permission 
from the Ankara University Ethics Committee (dated 
24.11.2022, decision number 20). The participants were 
given an "informed consent" form at the beginning of the 
study, in which they were assured about information and 
confidentiality about the research, and their consent was 
obtained.  
 
Data Collection Tools 
Demographic Information Form: The socio-
demographic variables of the participants and the 
information including 26 questions about owning a pet 
were evaluated. 
 
Pet Attachment Questionnaire (PAQ): The Pet 
Attachment Questionnaire, which consists of 26 items in 
total and examines the attachment relationships of the 
participants to the pets was used. Each item in the scale is 
scored on a Likert scale between 1 (strongly disagree) and 
7 (strongly agree). The original scale exhibited a 2-factor 
structure as anxious and avoidant attachment style, and 
Cronbach's alpha values were found to be 0.86 and 0.89, 
respectively. The Turkish adaptation study of the scale 
was carried out by Şahin and Kahya (35), and the 
Cronbach alpha values of the study adapted into Turkish 
were found to be 0.86 and 0.79.   
 
Statistical Analysis: Frequency (n) and percentage (%) 
were used for categorical data and median (minimum-
maximum) was used for numerical data in describing the 
demographic characteristics of the participants. The chi-
square test was used by considering the distribution of 
expected cells in the comparison of the frequencies of 
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categorical variables between groups. Prior to examining 
the differences in scale scores for each variable between 
the groups, the data were analysed using the Shapiro-Wilk 
test for conformity to normal distribution and the Levene 
test for homogeneity of variances. For the comparison 
among two groups, the Student t-test was used for 
variables that met the assumptions while the Mann 
Whitney U test was used for those that did not. For 
comparing more than two groups, a one-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) was used for variables that met the 
assumptions of the parametric test, and Kruskal-Wallis 
tests were used for variables that did not meet the 
assumptions. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was used to 
determine the internal consistency of the scale. In order to 
assess the factor structure of the scale, explanatory factor 
analysis was carried out using principal axis factoring and 
varimax rotation, in line with the original study of the 
scale. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was used to 
determine sampling adequacy. Bartlett's test of sphericity 
was used to test null hypothesis that the correlation matrix 
is an identity matrix. Confirmatory factor analyses were 
used to confirm the scale factor structure. The P<0.05 
criterion was used in all statistical evaluations. Stata 18 
and AMOS package programs were used in the analysis of 
the data. 

 

Results 
Participants' pets had an average age of 5.23 ± 3.36 years 
(median: 4). In addition, the average duration of pet 
ownership of the participants was 11.01 ± 5.55 years 
(Median: 8). A summary of the socio-demographic, 
economic, and history/experience with pets of caretakers 
is presented in Table 1. 

To evaluate the factor structure of PAQ, explanatory 
factor analysis was conducted with basic axis factoring 
(Principle axis extraction method) and varimax rotation, 
consistent with the original study of the scale. Since item 

1 in the Pet Attachment Scale is a reversed item, reverse 
coding was performed before factor analysis. The results 
showed that the data set obtained using PAQ was suitable 
for explanatory factor analysis (KMO = 0.815; Barlett 
Test χ2 (325) = 2327, P<0.001). The eigenvalues, scree 
plot, and item distribution of the factors were taken into 
consideration while adhering to the original study of the 
scale and its adaption to Turkish, and the two-factor 
structure in its original form was preferred (35, 40). These 
two factors were theoretically named as anxious (PAQ-
anxiety) and avoidant (PAQ-avoidant) attachment to pets, 
as indicated in the attachment literature. In the study, it 
was found that these two factors together accounted for 
35.63% of the variation. 18.81% of the variation was 
explained by factor 1, which corresponds to the avoidance 
dimension, and 16.82% by factor 2, which corresponds to 
the anxiety dimension. The factors' eigenvalues were 4.63 
and 4.37, respectively. The Cronbach alpha values of the 
study were found to be 0.796 and 0.813 for avoidance and 
anxiety dimensions, respectively (Table 2). 

The confirmatory factor analysis, which was 
conducted to confirm the factor structure of PAQ by 
taking into account the original scale structure, adaptation 
study, and existing explanatory factor analysis findings, 
demonstrated acceptable fit between the model and the 
data. The fit of the model was assessed using indices such 
as RMSEA (0.058), CFI (0.911), TLI (0.902) and SRMR 
(0.076), which indicate the usability of the model as well 
as the verification of the factor structure of the scale (Table 
3). The factor structure of the scale and the standardised 
values were presented in Figure 1. Results showed that all 
factor loadings were significant at the P<0.001 level. 
PAQ6 was the primary contributor to anxiety, whereas 
PAQ21 was the biggest contributor to Avoidance. We 
found the covariance between anxiety and avoidance to be 
insignificant (cov (Anxiety, Avoidant) =0.025; z=0.31, 
P=0.754) (Figure 1). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Standardized coefficients of 
the model for the two-factor structure of 
the Pet Attachment Questionnaire. 
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Table 1. Information on the socio-demographic and economic status of the patients. 

Variables Category n (%n) 

Sex 
Female 223 (73.4%) 

Male 81 (26.6%) 

Age (year) 

<=20 10 (3.3%) 

21-40 184 (60.5%) 

41-60 91 (29.9%) 

>60 19 (6.3%) 

Marital Status 

Single 177 (58.6%) 

Married 103 (34.1%) 

Devorced 22 (7.3%) 

Educational level 

Secondary Ed. 37 (12.3%) 

Undergraduate 204 (67.5%) 

Postgraduate 61 (20.2%) 

Working status 
Yes 166 (55.1%) 

No 135 (44.9%) 

Household income level 

0-8500 TL 52 (17.2%) 

8500-15000 TL 145 (48%) 

>15000 TL 105 (34.8%) 

Do you live with your family 
Yes 172 (56.8%) 

No 131 (43.2%) 

Has anyone in your home ever experienced trauma or a fear of 
animals? 

Yes 41 (13.5%) 

No 263 (86.5%) 

Is there a previous history of pet ownership in your family? 
Yes 236 (77.6%) 

No 68 (22.4%) 

Do you have a history of an animal-related allergy disease? 
Yes 50 (16.4%) 

No 254 (83.6%) 

Do you have a fear of animals or a traumatic history? 
Yes 49 (16.1%) 

No 255 (83.9%) 

Do you have children? 
Yes 103 (33.9%) 

No 201 (66.1%) 

What type of pet are you looking after? 

Cat 221 (72.7%) 

Dog 52 (17.1%) 

Other 8 (2.6%) 

Cat and Dog 23 (7.6%) 

How did you get your pet? 

Shelter 20 (6.6%) 

Adopting a stray animal 165 (54.5%) 

Petshop 26 (8.6%) 

Familiar environment 92 (30.4%) 

Did you pay a fee to adopt your animal? 
Yes 43 (14.3%) 

No 258 (85.7%) 

Before the animal you are currently caring for, did you have 
another pet? 

Yes 230 (75.7%) 

No 74 (24.3%) 

Have you ever had more than one pet at once? 
Yes 197 (64.8%) 

No 107 (35.2%) 

Are the animals you own the same species? 
Yes 111 (49.6%) 

No 113 (50.4%) 

Does your pet suffer from a physical condition or ongoing illness? 
Yes 82 (27%) 

No 222 (73%) 

Have you ever experienced losing a pet? 
Yes 209 (69.2%) 

No 93 (30.8%) 

Have you given up on your pet before? 
Yes 35 (11.5%) 

No 269 (88.5%) 
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Table 2. Results of the explanatory factor analysis of PAQ items. 

PAQ items On-factor loadings 

1. Being close to my pet is pleasant for me (reverse-scored) 0.432 (1) 

2. I’m often worried about what I’ll do if something bad happens to my pet 0.451 (2) 

3. I prefer not to be too close to my pet 0.349 (1) 

4. Sometimes I feel that I force my pet to show more commitment and desire to be close to me  0.401 (2) 

5. I prefer to keep some distance from my pet 0.596 (1) 

6. If I can’t get my pet to show interest in me, I get upset or angry 0.598 (2) 

7. Often my pet is a nuisance to me 0.375 (1) 

8. Signs of affection from my pet bolster my self-worth 0.516 (2) 

9. I feel distant from my pet 0.519 (1) 

10. I often feel that my pet doesn’t allow me to get as close as I would like 0.311 (2) 

11. I’m not very attached to my pet 0.593 (1) 

12. I get angry when my pet doesn’t want to be close to me as much as I would like it to 0.489 (2) 

13. If necessary, I would be able to give away my pet without any difficulties 0.482 (1) 

14. I get frustrated when my pet is not around as much as I would like it to be 0.622 (2) 

15. I have no problem parting with my pet for a long duration 0.586 (1) 

16. I need shows of affection from my pet to feel there is someone who accepts me as I am 0.685 (2) 

17. I get uncomfortable when my pet wants to be close to me 0.721 (1) 

18. I feel frustrated if my pet doesn’t seem to be available for me when I need it 0.679 (2) 

19. I get nervous when my pet gets too close to me 0.645 (1) 

20. Without acts of affection from my pet I feel worthless 0.767 (2) 

21. I want to get close to my pet, but I keep pulling away 0.647 (1) 

22. I am worried about being left alone without my pet 0.524 (2) 

23. I try to avoid getting too close to my pet 0.564 (1) 

24. I need expressions of love from my pet to feel valuable 0.736 (2) 

25. When I’m away from my pet for a long period of time, I hardly think about it 0.596 (1) 

26. I need a lot of reassurance from my pet that it loves me 0.684 (2) 

Cronbach alpha 
0.796 (1) 

0.813 (2) 

Percentage of explained variance in item scores (%) 
18.81 (1) 

16.82 (2) 

(1): Avoidance, (2): Anxiety 
 
 
 
 
Table 3. Goodness-of-fit criterias for the created model. 

Goodness of fit criteria  Close approximate fit Acceptable range  Achieved goodness of fitness  

χ2  0≤χ2≤2sd  2sd≤χ2≤3sd  499.278 (sd=247) 

P value  0.05<P≤1.00  0.01≤P≤0.05  <0.001 

RMSEA  0≤RMSEA≤0.05  0.05≤RMSEA≤0.08  0.058 (PCLOSE=0.036) 

CFI  0.97≤CFI≤1.00  0.95≤CFI≤0.97  0.911 

TLI 0.95≤TLI≤1.00  0.90≤TLI≤0.95  0.902 

SRMR 0≤SRMR≤0.04 0.5≤SRMR≤0.10 0.076 

RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; TLI: Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI: Comparative Fit Index; SRMR: Standardized Root Mean Residual 
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Table 4. The relationship between the demographic information of the animal owners and the PAQ. 

  PAQ-Anxiety  PAQ-Avoidance  

  Median  
(Min - Max) 

P 
Median  

(Min - Max) 
P 

Sex 
Female 37 (15 - 81) 

0.254 
22 (16 - 54) <0.00

1 Male 36 (13 - 66) 26 (18 - 49) 

Age (year) 

<=20 39,5 (24 - 81) a 

0.047 

22 (19 - 30)a 

0.031 
21-40 38 (16 - 80) ab 23 (19 - 49)a 
41-60 33,5 (13 - 73) b 25 (16 - 54)b 
>60 36 (25 - 59) ab 21 (18 - 40)ab 

Marital Status 
Single 37 (16 - 81) 

0.526 
23 (19 - 49) 

0.244 Married 38 (13 - 79) 25 (16 - 54) 
Devorced 31 (16 - 73) 22 (19 - 41) 

Educational level 
Secondary Ed. 36 (16 - 71) 

0.701 
25,5 (16 - 54)a 

0.039 Undergraduate 37 (13 - 81) 22 (18 - 50)b 
Postgraduate 37,5 (15 - 73) 23,5 (19 – 45)b 

Working status 
Yes 36 (13 - 79) 

0.096 
23 (19 - 49) 

0.763 
No 37 (18 - 81) 23 (16 - 54) 

Household income level 
0-8500 TL 34 (16 - 73)ab 

0.019 
24,5 (19 - 49) 

0.523 8500-15000 TL 38 (19 - 81)a 22,5 (16 - 54) 
>15000 TL 34 (13 - 71)b 23 (19 - 40) 

Do you live with your family 
Yes 36,5 (13 - 80) 

0.644 
24 (16 - 54) 

0.238 
No 37 (16 - 81) 23 (18 - 49) 

Has anyone in your home ever 
experienced trauma or a fear of 
animals? 

Yes 44 (19 - 81) 
0.002 

25 (19 - 54) 
0.081 

No 36 (13 - 80) 23 (16 - 50) 

Is there a previous history of pet 
ownership in your family? 

Yes 36 (15 - 81) 
0.205 

23 (19 - 54) 
0.455 

No 40 (13 - 74) 24 (16 - 49) 

Do you have a history of an animal-
related allergy disease? 

Yes 34 (16 - 81) 
0.64 

22,5 (19 - 49) 
0.715 

No 37 (13 - 79) 24 (16 - 54) 

Do you have a fear of animals or a 
traumatic history? 

Yes 45 (19 - 81) 
<0.001 

24 (19 - 54) 
0.43 

No 36 (13 - 79) 23 (16 - 50) 

Do you have children? 
Yes 35 (13 - 73) 

0.157 
25 (16 - 54) 

0.005 
No 38 (16 - 81) 23 (19 - 49) 

What type of pet are you looking 
after? 

Cat 37 (13 - 80) 

0.632 

23 (16 - 54) 

0.134 
Dog 35 (16 - 79) 22 (19 - 42) 
Other 45.5 (19 - 81) 26 (24 - 45) 
Cat and Dog 37 (18 - 73) 23.5 (19 - 42) 

How did you get your pet? 

Shelter 40 (15 - 73) 

0.899 

25 (19 - 34) 

0.18 
Adopting a stray 
animal 

36 (13 - 80) 22 (16 - 54) 

Petshop 37 (18 - 81) 24 (18 - 42) 
Familiar environment 37.5 (19 - 66) 25 (19 - 49) 

Did you pay a fee to adopt your 
animal? 

Yes 38 (18 - 81) 
0.609 

24 (18 - 49) 
0.706 

No 36.5 (13 - 80) 23 (16 - 54) 

Before the animal you are currently 
caring for, did you have another pet? 

Yes 35.5 (15 - 81) 
0.014 

24 (16 - 54) 
0.674 

No 41.5 (13 - 74) 23 (18 - 49) 

Have you ever had more than one pet 
at once? 

Yes 35 (13 - 81) 
0.021 

23 (16 - 54) 
0.142 

No 40.5 (18 - 80) 25 (18 - 49) 

Are the animals you own the same 
species? 

Yes 34.5 (13 - 68) 
0.142 

23 (19 - 50) 
0.277 

No 37 (15 - 81) 23 (19 - 54) 

Does your pet suffer from a physical 
condition or ongoing illness? 

Yes 36 (16 - 79) 
0.938 

22 (19 - 54) 
0.675 

No 37 (13 - 81) 24 (16 - 49) 

Have you ever experienced losing a 
pet? 

Yes 36 (13 - 80) 
0.168 

23.5 (16 - 54) 
0.522 

No 38 (19 - 81) 23 (19 - 50) 

Have you given up on your pet 
before? 

Yes 47 (20 - 71) 
0.018 

23 (19 - 38) 
0.257 

No 36 (13 - 81) 23 (16 - 54) 
a,b,c: Different letters in the same column for each variable show statistical difference (P<0.05). 
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In Table 4, the comparison of the variables of interest 
based on the participant's demographics and PAQ sub-
factor scores is presented. 

Considering the anxiety scores of the participants in 
the study, which express the anxious attachment style to 
their pets, "age (P=0.047)", "household income level 
(P=0.019)", "fear of animals in the household or in oneself 
(P<0.01)", "being ownership of a previous pet (P=0.014), 
"having more than one animal (P=0.021)", and "giving up 
on a pet before (P=0.018) had all statistically significant 
effect. Once these factors are analyzed further in detail, it 
is evident that anxiety affects those who are very young 
and very old. Anxiety levels were significantly higher in 
middle-class individuals, those who fear animals or have 
undergone trauma, people who have owned pets in the 
past, people who have multiple dogs, and people who have 
previously had to give up their pets (Table 4). 

Gender (P=0.011), age (P=0.031), education level 
(P=0.039), and having a child (P=0.005) were all shown 
to be statistically significant when examining the 
avoidance scores of the study participants, which express 
the avoidant attachment to their pets. Considering the 
significant factors related to avoidance; men compared to 
women; middle and upper age group (>41 years) 
compared to young people (<40); those who have 
undergraduate and graduate education compared to 
secondary education, and those who have children have 
statistically significantly higher avoidance scores than 
those who do not (Table 4). 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 
The human-animal attachment, specifically regarding 
companion animals, has gained considerable attention in 
recent years (2, 18, 24, 31). Understanding the factors that 
contribute to pet attachment is crucial for comprehending 
the reasons, effects, and nature of this bond, as noted by 
Johnson et al. (18). This study aimed to investigate the 
influence of various factors on anxious and avoidant 
attachment styles towards pets, contributing to the 
understanding of human-pet attachment. To assess pet 
attachment, the study utilized the Pet Attachment 
Questionnaire (PAQ), a valid and reliable tool for 
measuring attachment levels and attributions of meaning 
to pets, particularly regarding anxiety and avoidance 
dimensions (20). 

Consistent with previous research on the correlation 
between pet attachment level and age of care takers, age 
was found to be a significant factor influencing attachment 
types (3). Both younger and older individuals displayed 
higher levels of anxiety in their attachment to pets in 
comparison to other age groups (Table 4). This finding 
also aligns with existing literature suggesting that older 
individuals tend to have a higher level of attachment to 
pets, as pets compensate for the absence of human 

companionship and contribute to a reduction in negative 
moods (2, 36, 39). 

Regarding attachment anxiety and avoidance, gender 
was found to have a significant effect only on the 
avoidance component. Men were more likely than women 
to exhibit an avoidant attachment to their dogs (Table 4). 
Previous studies have also shown differences in attitudes 
toward animals between females and males (3, 33, 34, 37). 
Although females generally exhibit more favorable 
attitudes toward animals, no significant gender effect was 
observed on attachment levels. Thus, it can be concluded 
that different attachment styles can influence one's attitude 
toward companion animals, even though this attitude does 
not directly affect the level of attachment. 

Participants with higher levels of education, 
particularly those who had completed undergraduate and 
graduate education, demonstrated greater degrees of 
avoidance (Table 4). This finding may be attributed to 
individuals with higher education levels having more 
demanding work schedules or a preference for personal 
space and independence, both of which contribute to a 
more avoidant attachment style towards their pets (20). 
Contrary to previous findings (32, 36, 39), marital status 
did not statistically impact attachment anxiety and 
avoidance components. However, individuals without 
children exhibited a higher level of avoidant attachment 
compared to those who had children. One possible 
explanation is that individuals without children have better 
management of their time and energy, along with reduced 
caring responsibilities, allowing for a more avoidant 
attachment style toward pets. 

The study revealed that prior pet ownership 
significantly impacted attachment anxiety, possibly due to 
the experience of losing a pet in the past (Table 4). 
Attachment anxiety and stronger attachment were 
positively correlated with more severe grief in pet 
caregivers, which may further influence their attachment 
style with a new pet (12). Furthermore, household income 
level emerged as a significant factor influencing 
attachment type. While previous studies by Johnson et al. 
(18) suggested that lower income was associated with 
stronger attachment, this research indicates that 
individuals with a middle-income level exhibit higher 
levels of attachment anxiety. Individuals with pre-existing 
irrational fears or phobias of animals also displayed higher 
levels of anxiety in their pet attachment, suggesting that 
addressing these issues is crucial for developing a healthy 
relationship between individuals and their dogs. 
Additionally, individuals who had previously given up a 
pet exhibited higher anxiety levels, possibly indicating a 
continued sense of connection insecurity (40). Despite 
caretakers with multiple pets generally having stronger 
attachments to their animals (3), this study found that 
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owning more than one animal was associated with higher 
levels of anxiety. This suggests that the obligations and 
demands associated with caring for multiple animals 
contribute to increased anxiety levels among owners. 

An intriguing finding of this study is the connection 
between the presence of a child and increased levels of 
avoidance in the attachment to pets, despite the common 
perception of many people considering their companion 
animals as their children, as previously discussed by Sife 
(30). This phenomenon suggests that the attachment style 
can be influenced by the presence of a child in the family. 
The responsibilities and demands of parenting may 
redirect attention and resources away from the pet, leading 
to the development of an avoidant attachment pattern 
between the individual and their pet. 

In conclusion, this study highlights the significant 
impact of various factors, including age, household 
income level, fear of animals, prior pet ownership, owning 
multiple animals, gender, education level, and having a 
child, on anxious and avoidant attachment styles toward 
pets. Understanding the elements that influence human-
pet attachment can aid in improving animal care practices 
and environments. By revealing these influential factors, 
this research enhances our understanding of the complex 
dynamics that shape human-pet relationships. 
Furthermore, the study's observations regarding the 
impact of different demographic factors on attachment can 
assist pet owners in making informed decisions about the 
care of their pets. By informing and influencing the 
dynamics of human-animal interaction, these findings 
possess the capability to enhance the general quality of life 
for pets. Additionally, the findings have the potential to 
improve positive outcomes associated with strong, healthy 
relationships between humans and animals. Further 
investigation into the underlying mechanisms and 
potential interactions among these factors is crucial for 
deepening our comprehension of the intricate nature of 
attachment to pets. 
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