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Abstract 

The purpose of this research is to establish a general understanding of the value and 

benefit of working animals on those who work in high stress occupations. Specifically, this study 

examines the role of working canines in influencing stress and other factors related to well-being 

for those who work in child protective and advocacy agencies, including social workers, 

courthouse staff, and law enforcement. An online survey was used to gather both quantitative 

and qualitative data from respondents. The survey included demographic, attitudinal, and 

experiential questions. The sample consists of workers that partner directly and indirectly with 

canines in their work, as well as those that do not interact with canines in the workplace. Three 

key findings resulted from this study. First, those interacting with working dogs in the workplace 

are more likely to have positive perceptions of working dogs on a variety of dimensions. Second, 

those who interact with working dogs have higher Personal Accomplishment scores on the 

Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) subscale. Third, those who interact with working dogs are 

more likely to identify as Caucasian rather than Black, Indigenous, and/or People of Color 

(BIPOC).  
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Canines in the Stressful Workplace 

Partnering with animals for therapeutic reasons has a long history, particularly with dogs. 

Dogs have played an integral part in human health and well-being for at least the last 12,000 

years (Fine, 2015). The positive and supportive effects of animal-assisted therapies have been 

documented in numerous settings and across a broad array of human recipients (Fine, 2015). For 

example, comfort dogs have been used with great benefit in the treatment of the aged and 

terminally ill. The most recent studies show that canine-assisted therapies greatly enhance life 

outcomes for those suffering with Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder by helping them form loving 

attachments and regain trust in others, enabling them to regain control of their lives (Mims et al., 

2016). From an abundance of research, it is clear that dogs and other assistance animals can 

improve health, ease loneliness, reduce stress, anxiety and depression, promote social interaction, 

encourage exercise and playfulness, and provide unconditional love and affection to humans in 

therapeutic situations and beyond.  

While research on assessing the benefits of animal-assisted therapies for humans has 

rapidly progressed, little research has been conducted on the impacts of human-animal work 

partnerships with a focus on the human worker. This omission in research is important to correct, 

because those who provide human care, especially counselors, social workers, and law 

enforcement, are among the most stressed workers in the U.S. (Stamm, 2010).  If dogs aid in 

decreasing or mediating this stress for those who work in these occupations, then having dogs in 

the stressful workplaces could be beneficial for workers as well as those they care for and serve. 

This research aims to explore this area of inquiry. First, to provide background on working dogs, 

this thesis provides a review of canine-human partnerships and types of working dogs. Second, 

the relevant research on stressful work, caregiver stress and burnout is reviewed. Third, the 
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conceptualization of the research project is presented along with an explanation of the 

methodological approach. Finally, findings will be presented and discussed, and future research 

directions will be suggested.    

Review of the Literature 

The human-canine relationship 

Humans and animals have been interacting for a very long time. The first record of a 

domesticated animal was thought to be either a sheep or a goat in northwest Belgium (Crombe et 

al., 2020). The remains were carbon-dated between 4600 and 4800 BC and represent the first 

evidence of stock breeding (Crombe et al., 2020). Evidence of the first domesticated canine 

termed the “Govet dog” is also from Belgium with remains dating back 36,000 years (Saey et al., 

2013). While there seems to be no living descendants of the Govet dog, other attempts at 

domestication followed which led to the close relationship between humans and modern canines 

(Saey et al., 2013). In the present, there are about 400 breeds of canines that serve many 

functions including, but not limited to, protection of humans or livestock, herding, hunting, 

sports, entertainment, companionship, and workplace assistance. 

Canines in the workplace 

Canines are involved in the workplace in many settings such as police investigation, 

clinical therapy, social work, forensic interviews, and criminal investigation to name a few (Fine, 

2015). While there is a growing body of research on the viability of working dogs in helping 

victims of crime and trauma, research on the effects of working canines on their human partners 

is lacking. Most research addressing animals in the workplace is concerned with companion dogs 

that join their owners at work rather than dogs that are active participants in the workplace like 

facility dogs or therapy dogs. According to Hunter et al. (2019), a review of the literature on 
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workplace dogs reveals three themes: employees perceive animals to help reduce stress and 

positively impact the health of workers and the organization; animals provide a means of social 

support and increase positive attitudes and attachment overall; and employees report that having 

companion animals in the workplace results in higher performance and greater identification 

with the goals and expectations of the organization. Research by Wells and Perrine (2001) found 

that, in places of businesses, non-employees perceived employees’ moods to be more elevated 

and found them to be more interactive when animals were present in workspaces. Conversely, 

non-employees also perceived animal-friendly offices as less professional, less clean and less 

safe than offices without non-human animals present (Wells & Perrine, 2001).  

While these studies of companion animals are important contributions to the 

understanding of the human-animal relationship in professional settings, companion animals 

function differently than working dogs. More research is needed to address working dogs 

specifically. Accordingly, the next section of this thesis reviews the types of working dogs that 

are relevant to understanding the roles working dogs play in human therapeutical work settings. 

Types of Human-Canine Working Relationships  

 Courthouse Facility Dogs 

 What is a facility dog? 

Courthouse Dogs LLC (2011), an organization committed to “training 

professionals working in the legal system for successful partnerships with courthouse 

facility dogs” (Courthouse Dogs LLC, 2011, para. 1), describes courthouse facility dogs 

as professionally trained dogs with the goal of acting as a neutral companion for 

witnesses, especially children, during legal proceedings and courthouse preparations. 

Assistance Dogs International (2018), or ADI, has an accreditation service for facility 



Canines in the Stressful Workplace 
 
 

6 

dogs to ensure that the programs are ethical and conform to ADI’s Minimum Standards 

and Ethics. This document includes ethical standards for training, clients, dog partners, 

trainers, and programs. ADI currently has 997 accredited facility dogs globally (Member 

program statistics, 2019). 

 History of Facility Dogs 

One of the first facility dog interactions took place in Mississippi in the 1990s 

(Hart-Cohen, 2009). Since then, use of facility dogs has spread across the country after 

publications such as the National Center for Prosecution of Child Abuse Update 

published articles in support of using facility dogs in 2007 (Hart-Cohen, 2009). While 

many of these facility dogs are considered therapy dogs legally, they have been used in 

courtrooms during childrens’ testimonies and participate regularly in court preparations. 

These activities differentiate them from therapy dogs and classify them as facility dogs. 

As of March 27, 2021, ADI has certified 261 facility dogs in 41 states (Courthouse 

facility dogs in the United States, 2021). 

As the use of facility dogs has grown in popularity, comprehensive documents 

have been released to guide courthouses on obtaining, incorporating, and utilizing facility 

dog programs in an effort to normalize the use of facility dogs (Oregon State Bar, 2017). 

In 2018, the National District Attorneys Association (NDAA) introduced a resolution of 

support for “the use of courthouse facility dogs to aid in investigation of crimes involving 

young or vulnerable victims and witnesses” (Russo, 2018, para 1) as well as other 

instances where the dog is deemed suitable in helping. The NDAA resolution also 

included guidelines of best practices for using facility dogs, which includes being 

accredited by ADI (Russo, 2018).  
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Due to the increasing use of facility dog programs, Senator John Cornyn 

introduced the “Courthouse Dogs Act”, otherwise known as SB 5551 or S. 1029, to 

Congress (Cornyn’s Dogs in the Courthouse, 2019). This bill aims to “authorize federal 

courts to allow a certified facility dog to accompany a witness testifying in a criminal 

proceeding” (S.1029-116th Congress, 2020, n.p.). This bill, the first legislation addressing 

facility dogs, passed in the Senate on December 19th, 2019 and was referred to the 

Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Security by the House on January 

30th, 2020 (S.1029-116th Congress, 2020). State legislation has been passed in Arizona, 

Arkansas, Hawaii, Illinois, and Mississippi (Oregon State Bar, 2017). Once federal 

regulations have been established, the use of facility dogs is likely to increase further. 

 Supporting evidence 

A common argument against using facility dogs is the idea that they can be 

prejudicial toward defendants in criminal cases (Bowers, 2013). This would mean facility 

dogs infringe on a citizen’s right to a fair trial, which is fundamental to the United States’ 

judicial system. Bowers (2013) proposes facility dogs could cause issues in appeals due 

to inconsistencies of facility dog use and suggests that legislation needs to be made to 

protect defendants’ rights.  

Yet, most current research seems to show that facility dogs are the best option to 

calm children during testimony when it comes to a defendant’s right to a fair trial. 

Dellinger (2009) examined the legal basis of facility dogs aiding children during active 

testimony in comparison to current practices such as having an adult or comfort item with 

them. Dellinger (2009) found that facility dogs serving as emotional support are actually 

less prejudicial than current practices and can be beneficial to all parties involved, 
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including the defendant. Holder (2013) furthers these claims and proposes facility dogs 

can speed up the court system by eliminating delays caused by scared children, allowing 

them to speak the whole truth, and reducing embarrassment to the witness, which is also 

protected under law. An experiment performed by Burd and McQuiston (2019) tested 

two mock juries to determine whether facility dogs could cause prejudice during 

testimony. They found that there was no significant effect on the verdict, defendant 

credibility, or sentencing when a facility dog was present versus a victim testifying 

without an accommodation. Further, they found the use of a comfort item was actually 

more prejudicial than when the child was accompanied by a facility dog.  

When reviewing the available literature evidence, it is clear that the use of facility 

dogs during testimony helps the victims of traumatic experiences. This is why facility 

dog programs are growing in popularity and becoming more standard in US courthouses. 

 Therapy Dogs 

 What is a therapy dog? 

Although the terms emotional support dogs, therapy dogs, and service dogs are 

used interchangeably by the general public, they represent distinctive types of therapy 

dogs. The term service dog applies to dogs trained for their owner’s specific disability 

and includes dogs such as seeing-eye, autism assistance, and seizure-detection dogs. They 

are protected by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Emotional Support Animals 

(ESAs) are not protected by the ADA, because they are not specifically trained for a 

person’s disability. They are prescribed by a mental health professional to help patients 

control their anxiety, depression, and panic attacks. Therapy dogs are a separate group of 

helping canines. While they are also not protected by the ADA, therapy dogs actively 
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participate in clinical settings to provide client comfort. Ethically, they should be certified 

through national organizations, insured, and trained properly to work in diverse situations 

(Fine, 2015). 

Canine-assisted therapy was first utilized in medical settings to reduce the amount 

of pain medications given to patients (Capparelli et al., 2020). Now, they are used in a 

multitude of situations including, but not limited to, psychotherapy, nursing homes, crisis 

response, and forensic settings. 

 Supporting evidence 

While there is a wide range of research on therapy dogs in many different 

contexts, only relevant literature pertaining to therapy dogs helping victims of criminal 

offenses is summarized here. Caparelli et al. (2020) performed an experiment that found 

the use of therapy dogs in forensic interviews had a physiological calming effect to lower 

anxiety in the witness which increased recall of negative experiences. In a study 

completed in the United Kingdom, Spruin et al. (2019) offered a certified therapy dog to 

defense and prosecution witnesses during their time in the waiting room before giving 

testimony. Of the 117 people who interacted with the therapy dog, no participants 

reported negative effects, four claimed the dog had no effect, and 113 people stated the 

dog had a positive effect on their anxiety, relaxation, and happiness (Spruin et al., 2019). 

While this area of research is currently limited, the initial findings show that therapy dogs 

are beneficial to victims and other participants in courthouse proceedings. 

What about the handlers? 

It is clear that facility and therapy dogs have positive effects on vulnerable populations 

subjected to stressful events, but what about their handlers? All working dogs need a human 
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partner to enable them to help those in need. Yet, little to no research has been performed to 

examine workers’ perceptions toward their canine partners nor on how the human partner’s well-

being is affected by their working dog.  

 Why should we care? 

Many working dog handlers are employed in stressful work settings such as social 

work agencies and criminal investigation. Alarcon (2011) shows that “higher demands, 

lower resources, and lower adaptive organizational attitudes are associated with burnout” 

(para. 1). Further, this association is growing stronger over time (Alarcon, 2011). Evans 

et al. (2006) found that social workers report high levels of stress and emotional 

exhaustion and low levels of job satisfaction. Additionally, social workers involved in 

child protection have higher secondary traumatization levels than other social workers 

(Dagan et al., 2016). It is important that the effects of working canines on well-being of 

workers in stressful environments is investigated. 

Assessing stressful work 

The literature and research on stressful workplaces and occupations, while 

plentiful, has not connected or directly addressed the ways in which working dogs and/or 

interaction with working dogs in stressful workplaces impacts these valuable workers 

whose effectiveness in their jobs depends in large part on their wellbeing. In the body of 

research concerning worker well-being, two important ways of measuring stress and 

burnout have been established: The Professional Quality of Life Measure and the 

Maslach Burnout Inventory. 

For over 20 years, researchers have worked on establishing and perfecting the 

Professional Quality of Life Measure, or ProQOL. (Hudnall Stamm, 2009). Social 
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workers, counseling professionals, and medical care professionals have contributed data 

and updates to this measure, and it is now in its fifth iteration. The ProQOL5 is the most 

commonly used measure of the negative and positive effects of helping others who 

experience suffering and trauma (Stamm, 2010). 

For those who work in care-related professions, professional quality of life can be 

seriously undermined by secondary exposure to traumatic stressors; it can lead to 

developing negative symptoms associated with burnout, depression, and posttraumatic 

stress disorder (Figley, 1995). In the research, these negative outcomes are typically 

referred to as secondary or vicarious traumatization. Work-related stress can also 

decrease the important positive feelings that come from effectively helping clients 

(Walsh, 2018). Helping-professionals that suffer from secondary traumatization often 

lose sight of the good they are doing in their work. Two serious long-term outcomes of 

secondary traumatization have been identified: compassion fatigue (CF) and burnout 

(Stamm, 2010). Compassion fatigue has been studied with regard to animal shelter 

workers and veterinarians who experience repeated and intense stress related to their 

work (Madrone, 2020). However, in these cases, rather than working with animals, these 

helping-professionals are caring for animals (as their clients). Even in these animal-

focused professions, the positive impacts associated with animals at work as partners has 

not been assessed. 

The same is true of the second most common professional stress and burnout 

assessment: the Maslach Burnout Inventory™, or MBI. This commercial product was 

developed to measure burnout in individuals who work with people. The human services 

and medical professional specific assessment is a 22-item survey that covers three areas 



Canines in the Stressful Workplace 
 
 

12 

of burnout that can be used as subscales: Emotional Exhaustion (EE), Depersonalization 

(DP), and sense of Personal Accomplishment (PA). The MBI inventory has a high test-

retest reliability and has developed subscales to better target the need for interventions in 

specific areas of work life to prevent secondary trauma and burnout (Maslach et al, 

2020).  

All in all, both the ProQOL5 and MBI are useful and common tools for assessing 

work-related stress. These two instruments can be utilized to enhance understanding of 

the role dogs play in reducing and/or mediating the impacts of stressful workplaces on 

helping-professionals.  

Conceptualization of the Research 

The purpose of this exploratory study is to gain a general understanding of the value and 

benefit of working canines on those who work in high stress occupations. Consequently, this 

research examines the role of working canines on influencing stress and other factors related to 

well-being for those who work in child protective and advocacy agencies, including social 

workers, courthouse staff, and law enforcement. This research includes workers who directly and 

indirectly interact with working canines in their high-stress workplaces, as well as workers who 

have no interaction with working dogs to enable comparison between the two groups.  

Methods 

Survey 

Survey Questions 

This study consisted of a one-time online survey using the Qualtrics platform. All 

questions on the survey are included in Appendix A. The survey was emailed to participants via 



Canines in the Stressful Workplace 
 
 

13 

a key informant who is a licensed social worker trained in animal-assisted therapy. The survey 

was estimated to take 20-30 minutes to complete. Questions on the survey are derived from the 

Professional Quality of Life 5 (Hudnall Stamm, 2009) and the Maslach Burnout Inventory- 

Human Services Survey (Maslach et al., 2020). The survey also includes attitudinal questions 

and standard demographic questions.  

The Professional Quality of Life 5, or Pro-QOL 5, is the most commonly used measure of 

negative and positive effects of helping others who experience trauma and suffering (Hudnall 

Stamm, 2009). The Maslach Burnout Inventory- Human Services Survey, or MBI-HSS, is a 

leading measure of burnout that has been validated in 35 years of use in social science research, 

yet this is the first time it has been used in research concerned with working canines and their 

handlers (Maslach et al., 2020). The attitudinal questions included in the survey were developed 

by the researcher and were based on a year-long review of the literature and previous experience 

and knowledge in working with canines. 

Survey Platform 

The online survey was deployed anonymously through a key informant in a large social 

services agency located in an urban area of North Texas that utilizes working canines in 

therapeutic practices. This key informant distributed the link to the Qualtrics online survey to 

both contract and full-time employees via email using a professional contact list already 

generated by the agency. Based on pre-interviews with the key informant, the researchers are 

confident that the email distribution lists were composed of members in the target population. 

Ethics 
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This study was approved by the Texas Christian University Institutional Review Board as 

protocol 1920-313. TCU’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) deemed this study as presenting 

minimal risk to participants, therefore qualifying this project as exempt from further IRB review. 

This means that the IRB determined that this project falls under 45 CFR 46.104(2)(i). All study 

investigators participated in required basic training via the Collaborative Institutional Training 

Initiative (CITI) program and received certification for human subject research. 

Anonymity of respondents is assured as there is no access via Qualtrics to the list of 

email addresses or any identifying information linked with any online survey response. 

Participation was completely voluntary. Consistent with the ethical practice of maintaining 

confidentiality in social science research, this thesis will use a pseudonym to refer to agencies 

and offices where data was collected. For the purposes of this work, the agencies where data 

were collected with further be referred to as “Agencies of Child Advocacy” or “ACA”. Minors 

and other vulnerable populations were not included in this research. Respondents could opt out 

of the survey at any time and were able to leave questions unanswered if they did not want to 

answer them. There was no compensation or incentives for participation in this study. There 

were no consequences for choosing not to participate. Before the survey began, participants were 

presented with study information and consented to participation in the study by selecting ‘yes’. 

Appendix B includes the introductory letter and information concerning confidentiality and 

consent which was displayed to the respondents. This informed consent was the first and only 

required question in the survey. If the respondent selected “No”, that respondent was sent 

directly to the completion screen presented at the end of the survey. 

In terms of risk, there were no significant risks beyond those which would be experienced 

in everyday life associated with participation in this research and no deceptions were employed. 
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This study did not provide any benefits to individual participants other than the possible feeling 

of beneficence for participating in a study that contributes to the body of research concerned with 

understanding the impacts of human-animal cooperation in work settings. Data is stored in TCU 

password protected computer files on the Qualtrics platform by case number with no identifying 

information to connect respondents to their answers.  

Agencies and Respondents 

The online survey was deployed anonymously through a key informant in the ACA. This 

key informant distributed a link to the Qualtrics online survey to participants. The link was sent 

via email in two waves. The first wave, sent in November 2020, went to workers across the 

various agencies affiliated with the ACA via email lists already generated by the key informant. 

Agencies were selected for inclusion if their sites had professional partnerships with working 

canines. While not an inclusive list, respondent agencies partner with working canines in 

therapy, court preparation and proceedings, and as comfort/support animals. 

For example, one agency employs a facility dog who works with staff to help victims, 

witnesses, and their families relax before and after they testify as well as during investigative 

interviews during trial preparations. Another agency utilizes working dogs in a number of ways 

to assist social workers and other staff with therapy/clinical work, court preparation, and as 

comfort animals during forensic interviews. This research was concerned with staff member 

experiences, attitudes, and perceptions of working human-animal relationships in these agencies 

as well as the impact these animals have on staff members. The survey was only sent to and 

completed by staff members in these agencies who were over the age of 18 and who had worked 

in their respective agency for over 1 year. 
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A second wave of the survey was deployed in January 2021. The list of possible 

respondents included all email addresses from the first wave and some additional email 

addresses of contract workers associated with ACA. These contract workers included free-

lance/contract therapists, forensic interviewers, working dog handlers and other professionals 

working in child advocacy and protection with the ACA. 

Method Limitations 

 One method limitation stems from the close-ended nature of a majority of the survey 

questions. Close-ended questions can limit the amount of information gathered. They typically 

have lower validity, but higher reliability (Schwarz & Oyserman, 2001). Also, due to 

confidentiality and anonymity concerns for respondents, the sample was derived indirectly 

through a key informant. This approach meant there was not a complete list of employees from 

which to systematically or randomly sample respondents. This sampling approach, while 

providing valid data for understanding this group of respondents, is not representative of all 

agencies. Another issue lies in the small sample (n=65). This sample size was expected due to 

the difficulty in locating and accessing respondents in high-stress professions-based agencies. 

This limitation was exacerbated by the Covid-19 pandemic.  

Additionally, telescoping may have introduced a limitation with the research data. 

Telescoping refers to memory inconsistency on the part of respondents when they are asked to 

estimate dates of occurrences and durations and/or frequencies of events within a specific time 

frame in the past (Lavarkas, 2008). Backward telescoping can threaten the validity of surveys 

and other self-reported data (Lavarkas, 2008). In this survey, due to the pandemic, many 

employees were working from home without their working canines. Therefore, questions about 
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working with dogs asked respondents to answer as if on “an average day before Covid-19” 

which required them to rely on past memories. 

Finally, because respondents were allowed to skip any data collection questions, the 

study had some missing data on key study variables (ProQOL5 and MBI). This limited the types 

of statistical tests researchers were able to use confidently with the data set. 

Data Analysis 

Statistics 

Demographics and Sample Representativeness 

This study collected demographic information about respondents including race, 

ethnicity, age, and gender. As the sample is not random, demographic frequencies were 

compared to national occupational averages for social workers, as a way of assessing 

representativeness of the pre-dominant occupation of study subjects.  

The racial composition of study participants was as follows. Eighty-eight percent (n=57) 

identified as Caucasian and 12% (n=8) identified as Black, Indigenous, and People of Color 

(BIPOC). Salsberg (2017) states 69% of the social work field identifies as Caucasian. Therefore, 

the sample is not representative of the broader social work population on the variable of race.  

In terms of ethnicity, respondents were allowed to report multiple ethnicities, thus the 

following percentages do not sum to 100%. Three percent (n=2) identified as American Indian, 

Indigenous, or Native American. No respondents identified as Hawaiian Islander, Asian 

American, or Asian Indian. Twenty-four percent (n=15) identify as Hispanic, LatinX, or 

Mexican American. Ninety percent (n=58) identified as Caucasian. Salsberg (2017) lists that 

11% of the national social worker population identify as Spanish, Latino, or Hispanic. Therefore, 

the sample is not representative of the ethnicity of social workers nationally. However, because 
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the study was conducted in a city in the Southwest region of the United States where LatinX 

populations are higher than the national average, a higher response representation of LatinX, 

Hispanic, and Mexican Americans than the national average was expected. 

Sixty-eight percent (n=44) of the sample fell between the ages of 26-45. Salsberg (2017) 

reports that 47% of social workers are age 25-44. This means, on average, the sample’s 

respondents are younger than would be expected in a more representative sample. The skewed 

nature of the distribution could be attributed to burnout in high-stress social work areas like those 

examined in this study. Herrick et al. (1983) states that burnout is the second most important 

reason social workers leave the field. The lack of older individuals in the sample may be 

explained by this trend.  

Eighty-three percent(n=54) of the sample identified as female, 14%(n=9) identified as 

male, 1.5% (n=1) identified as non-binary and 1.5%(n=1) of the sample did not answer this 

question. According to Salsberg (2017), 83% of the social worker population identifies as female 

suggesting that the sample is fairly representative of gender in the population. 

Statistical Tests 

 Two statistical correlation techniques were performed on the data to assess the 

relationships among study variables. Kendall’s Tau and Spearman’s Rho two-tailed 

nonparametric correlation coefficients are useful when study variables are measured ordinally or 

dichotomously (Kendall’s Tau, 2021). Only significant correlations are reported on key study 

variables. More complex statistical techniques were not employed on this data as study 

participants were able to skip any data collection questions that they were not comfortable with 

or did not want to answer. This created missing data in the indices.  
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 In logistic regression models, the algorithm which computes coefficient estimates becomes 

unreliable when there are missing data for variables in an analysis using summation (i.e. index 

variables). Due to the pairwise deletion of cases, only including cases that have data for all study 

variables, the resulting regression coefficients had extremely large standard errors indicating a 

large degree of bias (The Cornell Statistical Consulting Group, 2020). Therefore, this research 

utilizes correlational analysis only, which does give valuable information about the strength and 

direction of relationships among study variables. 

Significant Variables  

Table 1 indicates the descriptive statistics of significant variables in the analysis. Only 

some of the attitudinal variables and one subscale of the MBI were statistically significant. None 

of the ProQOL5 questions yielded significant findings.  

Table 1.  

Descriptive Statistics for Interactions with Working Dogs  

Variable Number of 
Cases 

Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Working dogs have a positive effect on my mental health and 
well-being.  

(1= Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly Agree) 

60 4.57 0.900 

Working dogs have a positive effect on social interactions 
among employees  

(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly Agree) 

60 4.48 0.948 

Working dogs increase productivity in the work environment 

(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly Agree) 

60 3.87 1.255 

Working dogs have more positive than negative effects on the 
health and safety of workers 

60 4.57 0.909 
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(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly Agree) 

Working dogs have a positive effect on employee morale 

(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly Agree) 

60 4.57 0.890 

Working dogs create an unclean work environment 

(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly Agree) 

60 1.87 1.065 

Personal Accomplishment Index MBI  

(0=Low…6=High) 

57 4.80 0.786 

Race 

(White = 0, 1= BIPOC) 

64 0.10 0.314 

Statistical values, coding categories, and statistical significance of pertinent variables can 

be found in Table 2. The following attitudinal variables (N=60) had statistically significant 

positive correlations to interacting with a working dog: working dogs have a positive effect on 

my mental health and well-being (rt=0.430, p=0.001;rs=0.444, p=0.000), working dogs have a 

positive effect on social interactions among employees(rt=0.403, p=0.001;rs=0.420, p=0.001), 

working dogs increase productivity in the work environment (rt=0.347, p=0.004;rs=0.377, 

p=0.003), working dogs have more positive than negative effects on the health and safety of 

workers (rt=0.371, p=0.003;rs=0.383, p=0.003), and working dogs have a positive effect on 

employee morale (rt=0.473, p=0.000;rs=0.486, p=0.000). The attitudinal variable ‘working 

dogs create an unclean work environment’ (N=60) was negatively correlated to interacting with 

working dogs (rt=-0.377, p=0.002;rs=-0.404, p=0.001).  

The Personal Accomplishment subscale of the MBI (N=57) was positively correlated 

with interacting with working dogs (rt=0.261, p=0.021;rs=0.309, p=0.019). The Personal 

Accomplishment subscale included the following questions: I can easily understand how my 
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recipients feel about things, I deal very effectively with the problems of my recipients, I feel I’m 

positively influencing other people’s lives through my work, I feel very energetic, I can easily 

create a relaxed atmosphere with my recipients, I feel exhilarated after working closely with my 

recipients, I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job, and In my work, I deal with 

emotional problems very calmly (Maslach et al., 2020).  

Race (n=64) was negatively correlated with interacting with working dogs (rt=-0.357, 

p=0.005 ;rs=-0.357, p=0.004). In terms of the direction of coding, BIPOC individuals reported 

less interactions with working dogs. All of the variables listed in Table 2 had highly significant, 

moderately strong correlations in both the Kendall’s Tau and Spearman’s two-tailed correlation 

tests.  

Table 2.   

Correlations Coefficients for Interactions with Working Dogs 

Variable Kendall’s Tau 

2-tailed test 

Spearman’s Rho 

2-tailed test 

 

 Value 
(rt) 

Statistical 
Significance 

(p) 

Value 
(rs) 

Statistical 
Significance 

(p) 

Number 
of Cases 

(n) 

Working dogs have a positive effect 
on my mental health and well-being.  

(1= Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly 
Agree) 

0.430 0.001 0.444 0.000 60 

Working dogs have a positive effect 
on social interactions among 
employees  

(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly 
Agree) 

0.403 0.001 0.420 0.001 60 
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Working dogs increase productivity in 
the work environment 

(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly 
Agree) 

0.347 0.004 0.377 0.003 60 

Working dogs have more positive 
than negative effects on the health and 
safety of workers 

(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly 
Agree) 

0.371 0.003 0.383 0.003 60 

Working dogs have a positive effect 
on employee morale 

(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly 
Agree) 

0.473 0.000 0.486 0.000 60 

Working dogs create an unclean work 
environment 

(1=Strongly Disagree…5=Strongly 
Agree) 

-0.377 0.002 -0.404 0.001 60 

Personal Accomplishment Index MBI  

(0=Low…6=High) 

0.261 0.021 0.309 0.019 57 

Race 

(White = 0, 1=Black, Indigenous, and 
People of Color (BIPOC)) 

-0.357 0.005 -0.357 0.004 64 

Study Findings 

Three key findings resulted from this study. First, those interacting with working dogs in 

the workplace are more likely to have positive perceptions of working dogs on a variety of 

dimensions. Second, those who interact with working dogs have higher Personal 

Accomplishment scores on the MBI subscale. Third, those who interact with working dogs are 

more likely to identify as Caucasian rather than BIPOC.  

Data Interpretation 
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Interpretations and Conclusions 

According to the data, those who work with dogs have positive perceptions of dogs in the 

workplace on a variety of dimensions. It is possible this finding is due to selection bias, as those 

who choose to work in an agency with working dogs may be positively predisposed toward dogs. 

However, there were people who interacted with dogs in the ACA that rated negatively on 

attitudinal variables, though not many. Additionally, many people who do not interact with dogs 

in the ACA rated positively on attitudinal variables. This suggests a broader distribution of 

attitudes across study participants and indicates there is face validity in the finding. It is more 

likely that those who are in agencies working with dogs are able to witness their benefit to clients 

and experience benefits themselves.  

According to the intensive literature review performed, the researcher believes this to be 

the first study to use the MBI in working canine research. Although, the sample size is small and 

this research is exploratory, the findings do show that working dogs positively impact 

respondent’s scores on one of the major sub-scales of the MBI: Personal Accomplishment. This 

finding is consistent with research on canines’ positive effects on attitudes and moods in other 

contexts and suggests past research can be generalized to working dogs and their human-partners 

(Fine, 2015; Gee, 2017). 

This study found that Caucasian workers were more likely to interact with working dogs, 

thus the data’s over-representation of Caucasians requires further exploration. Key to untangling 

this finding is understanding the link between race and animal-assisted work in general. While 

animal assisted therapies (AAT) have become more common in practice, little attention has been 

paid to cultural diversity considerations within this modality (Sheade & Chandler, 2014). 
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Demographic and occupational information for the social work profession reveals that the most 

common ethnicity among animal assisted therapists is White (71.4%) (Animal assisted therapist 

demographics, 2018). Alternatively, 14.0% and 6.3% of animal assisted therapists identify as 

Hispanic or Latino and Black or African American ethnicity respectively (Animal assisted 

therapist demographics, 2018). Until this trend is addressed systematically in the social work 

profession, research such as this study will reflect a disproportionate racial and ethnic 

composition.  

Further Research 

 As this study is exploratory, further research is needed to examine the nuanced impacts 

and effects of working dogs on their human partners. For example, it would be useful to know 

whether the presence of a working dog causes an increase in workers’ empathy for their clients 

or augments workers’ abilities to maintain empathy. Also, it would be valuable to understand the 

social-psychology mechanisms at play in those who interact with working dogs and have 

increased Personal Accomplishment scores. 

 Additionally, future research should aim to include a more representative sample, so the 

data can be generalized to a larger population. There is also a need for larger sample sizes to 

allow use of more sophisticated statistical techniques for data analysis. Additionally, future 

research should look into more working dog agency types. This study was focused on workers 

employed in child protection and child advocacy fields. Working dogs are used in many more 

environments such as fire departments, hospitals, and police stations. These fields are also high 

stress occupations and thus, it is important to include these workers in further research to fully 

understand the impacts and effects of working dogs on their human partners.   
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Appendixes 
 

APPENDIX A-Questionnaire 
Table A1. Demographic and Qualifying Questions 

Question (?) Answer Choices 

Demographics 

What is your gender 

 

 

Female 

Male 

Non-binary 

What is your age 

 

 

18-25 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56-65 

>65 

Do you identify as Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish 

 

 

Yes 

No 

Which of the following do you identify as 

  

 

American Indian, Indigenous or 
Native American 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

Asian Indian 

Asian 

Black or African American 
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Caucasian 

Other (text box) 

 

Animal History 

Do you currently have a companion animal at home 

 

 

Yes 

No 

Did you grow up with companion animals in your home 

 

 

Yes 

No 

What kind of companion animals(s) do you have 

 

 

Dog 

Cat 

Horse 

Reptile 

Other (text box) 

What kind of companion animals(s) did you grow up with 

 

 

Dog 

Cat 

Horse 

Reptile 

Other (text box) 

Working Animal Interactions 

Do you have interaction with working dogs in your agency 

 

 

Yes 
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 No 

Do you interact with clients in the presence of a working dog 

 

 

 

Yes 

No 

How often do you interact with clients in the presence of a 
working dog (on an average day before COVID-19) 

 

 

 

1 hour or less 

2 hours 

3 hours 

4 or more hours 

 

Do you interact with working dog(s) without clients present 
for individual reasons/well-being (on an average day before 
COVID-19) 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

No 

How often do you interact with a working dog(s) without 
clients present for individual reasons/well-being (on an 
average day before COVID-19) 

 

 

 

1 hour or less 

2 hours 

3 hours 

4 or more hours 

 

Do you provide care for working dog(s) at your workplace 

 

 

Yes 

No 
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Which best describes your care role for the working dog(s) 
outside your workplace 

 

 

I am the sole caregiver outside the 
workplace 

Myself and other coworkers are 
caregivers outside the workplace 

Other (text box) 

Are there other animal species you work with (if yes, please 
tell us what other type of animal you work with) 

 

 

 

Yes (text box) 

No 

Has your level of comfort with a working dog(s) in the 
workplace changed since the COVID-19 outbreak 

  

 

I have not worked with animals in the 
workplace pre or post COVID-19 

Yes, I am less comfortable 

Yes, I am more comfortable 

No change 

 

Has social distancing associated with COVID-19 decreased 
your interaction with working dogs 

 

 

 

Yes 

No 

Have you missed interacting with working dogs due to social 
distancing associated with COVID-19 

 

 

 

Yes 

No 

What kind of care do you provide for a working dog(s) at the 
workplace 

 

 

Provide food/water during the work 
day 
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Take the canine on a walk during the 
work day 

Take the canine outside to relieve 
itself during the work day 

Take the canine home at night 

Give treats to the canine 

 

Do you perceive that you are at risk for any of the following 
when working dogs are present 

 

 

Physical safety risk 

Allergy risk 

Risk of work distraction 

Health risk 

Risk of fear reaction 

None 

 

Table A2. Burnout, Attitudinal, and Self-care Matrixes 

Maslach Burnout Inventory-Human Services Survey 
Instructions: Read each statement then indicate how frequently the statement is true for you. (For the 
purposes of this survey recipients are clients or those whom are working within programs.) 

 Never A few 
times a 
year or 

less 

Once a 
month 
or less 

A few 
times a 
month  

A few 
times a 
week 

Every 
day 

I feel emotionally drained from my 
work 

      

I feel used up at the end of the 
workday 

      

I feel fatigued when I get up in the 
morning and have to face another 
day on the job 
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I can easily understand how my 
recipients feel about things 

      

I feel I treat some recipients as if 
they were impersonal objects 

      

Working with people all day is 
really a strain for me 

      

I deal very efficiently with 
problems of my recipients 

      

I feel burned out from my work       

I feel I’m positively influencing 
other people’s lives through my 
work 

      

I’ve become more callous toward 
people’s lives through my work 

      

I worry that this job is hardening 
me emotionally 

      

I feel very energetic       

I feel frustrated by my job       

I feel I’m working too hard on my 
job 

      

I don’t really care what happens to 
some recipients 

      

Working with people directly puts 
too much stress on me 

      

I can easily create a relaxed 
atmosphere with my recipients 

      

I feel exhilarated after working 
closely with my recipients 

      

I have accomplished many 
worthwhile things in my job 
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I feel like I’m at the end of my 
rope 

      

In my work, I deal with emotional 
problems very calmly 

      

I feel recipients blame me for some 
of their problems 

      

General Attitudes 
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither 

agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Working dogs have more positive 
than negative effects on the health 
and safety of workers 

     

Working dogs create an unclean 
work environment 

     

Working dogs have a positive 
effect on employee morale 

     

Working dogs have a positive 
effect on social interactions among 
employees 

     

Working dogs increase 
productivity in the work 
environment 

     

ProQOL 5: Compassion Satisfaction and Compassion Fatigue 
Instructions: Concerning your experience as a helper/service provider, consider each of the following 
statements about you and your current work situation. Read each statement then indicate how 
frequently the statement was true for you in the past 12 months.  
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

Often 

I am happy      

I am preoccupied with more than 
one person I help 
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I get satisfaction from being able to 
help people 

     

I feel connected to others       

I jump or am startled by 
unexpected sounds 

     

I feel invigorated after working 
with those I help 

     

I find it difficult to separate my 
personal life from my life as a 
helper 

     

I am not productive at work 
because I am losing sleep over 
traumatic experiences of a person I 
help 

     

I feel trapped by my job      

Because of my work, I have felt 
“on edge” about various things 

     

I like my work      

I feel depressed because of the 
traumatic experiences of the people 
I help 

     

I feel as though I am experiencing 
the trauma of someone I have 
helped 

     

I have beliefs that sustain me      

I am pleased with how I am able to 
keep up with helping techniques 
and protocols 

     

I am the person I wanted to be      

My work makes me feel satisfied      

I feel worn out because of my work      
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I have happy feelings about those I 
help and I how I could help them 

     

I feel overwhelmed because my 
case workload seems endless 

     

I believe I can make a difference 
through my work 

     

I avoid certain activities or 
situations because they remind me 
of frightening experiences of the 
people I help 

     

I am proud of my work      

As a result of my helping, I have 
intrusive frightening thoughts 

     

I feel “bogged down” by the 
system 

     

I believe I am successful in my 
work 

     

I can’t recall important parts of my 
work with trauma victims 

     

I am a very caring person      

I am happy that I chose to do this 
work 

     

Self-Care Assessment 
Instructions: How often do you practice self-care in each of the following categories: 
 It never 

occurred 
to me 

Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently 

Physical  (e.g. eat healthy, 
exercise, get enough sleep, etc.) 

     

Psychological/Emotional (e.g. stay 
in contact with people you care 
about, make time for self-
reflection, see a therapist, etc.) 

     



Canines in the Stressful Workplace 
 
 

41 

Spiritual (e.g. spending time in 
nature, praying, attending church, 
practicing spirituality, etc.) 

     

Professional (e.g. taking breaks, 
setting limits, balancing case-load, 
etc.) 
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APPENDIX B- Informed Consent  
Dear Participant, 

We are inviting you to participate in the Animals in the Workplace online survey 

conducted by Professor Carol Thompson and Marisa Melo, Honors student, in the 

Human-Animal Relationships Program at Texas Christian 

University https://addran.tcu.edu/academics/majors-minors-programs/hare.php. The 

purpose of this research is to explore attitudes toward dogs in workplace settings and the 

social and individual impacts of working alongside animals. You have been identified as 

someone who works in an organization that partners with dogs and/or other animals 

in some areas of work. We are interested in hearing from both those who work with 

dogs and those who do not. 

Your participation in this research project is completely voluntary. You may decline 

altogether, stop at any point, or skip and leave blank any questions you do not wish to 

answer for any reason. There are no known risks to participation beyond those 

encountered in everyday life. Your responses will remain anonymous. This research will 

not be connected to any identifying information. Once the survey data is collected it will 

be stored securely in password protected files. If you agree to participate in this project, it 

should take approximately 20 mins to complete.  

If you have any questions about this research, feel free to contact Carol Thompson via 

email c.thompson@tcu.edu or by phone (817) 257-7470. This research was approved by 

TCU’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). If you have questions or concerns about your 

rights  or protection as a respondent in this research you may contact TCU’s Office of 
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Research research@tcu.edu or contact the IRB Chair, Dru Riddle, Professor of 

Professional Practice,  d.riddle@tcu.edu, (817) 257-6811.  

Thank you for your assistance in this important research. 

Sincerely yours, 

Carol Thompson & Marisa Melo 

By answering ‘yes’ to the question below, you will have agreed to voluntary consent to 

participate in this research.  A pdf of this letter and study information is available for you 

to download in case you have questions or want to contact the researchers later.  

 
 
 


