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Recently identified as a pet-friendly practice, teleworking allows people to perform their work while being near their pets. This
study relied on the social exchange theory to develop a conceptual framework hypothesizing that work breaks including
human-animal interactions would mediate the relationship between the work modality (onsite or telework) and affective (work
engagement) and behavioral (performance) outcomes. Also, based on social exchange theory, this study tested the moderating
role of attitudes toward teleworking in the previous indirect relationship. To test the model, 200 gig workers agreed to
participate in this two-wave study. The results supported the hypotheses, revealing that work modality influenced both (a)
work engagement and (b) performance through work breaks. The results also showed that this indirect relationship was
moderated by the worker's attitude toward teleworking, becoming stronger for those with more favorable attitudes compared
to those with less favorable attitudes. Based on the results, strategies for adopting pet-friendly practices or work environments,

including hybrid work models, are discussed.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, there has been a growing interest among
organizations in adopting new approaches to promote talent
attraction and retention, enhance employer branding, and
improve the performance and work engagement of their
employees (e.g., [1-3]). Consequently, the concept of pet-
friendly workplaces has gained considerable attention,
driven both by the strong bond between individuals and
their pets and the positive influence of pets on individuals'
lives [4, 5].

The recent COVID-19 pandemic has led to an increase
in the prevalence of teleworking—a flexible work modality
where individuals can work from home—or the current
hybrid model (a combination of onsite and teleworking)
[6]. As a result, pet owners have been able to enjoy the com-
panionship of their pets while working [7]. Teleworking has
been identified as one of the most common pet-friendly

practices [2], with pet owners showing a strong preference
for this work modality [8, 9].

One reason for this preference is the opportunity that
teleworking provides for interactions with their pets [10].
Recent studies have highlighted that human-animal interac-
tions (HAI) are associated with various positive outcomes,
such as improved performance (e.g., [11, 12]). For instance,
some studies have demonstrated that HAI can reduce stress
symptoms, enhance well-being, foster social connections,
and increase individual responsibility [13]. Recently, these
interactions during work have been conceptualized as
microbreaks that facilitate the recovery of resources such as
energy, self-control, and work engagement and have also
been called the furr-recovery method [7, 14].

The social exchange theory (SET) [15] can explain why
HAI in the workplace contributes to resource recovery.
Accordingly, people behave based on their perceptions of
exchanges with the organization [15]; when these
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perceptions are positive, individuals are more likely to give
back to the organization, becoming more engaged with their
work. Considering that pet owners seem to highly value the
opportunity to telework [2], they may feel a sense of indebted-
ness to the organization for providing this opportunity to
them. Thus, feeling indebted due to teleworking and the
opportunity it affords to interact with their pets throughout
the day, pet owners are likely to experience higher work enga-
gement—an affective, cognitive, and motivational state com-
prising vigor, absorption, and dedication to work [16]—and
improve their performance [1]. Additionally, they may per-
ceive the organization as contributing to their interests and
sharing similar values, fostering greater alignment with the
organization (person-organization fit theory; [17, 18]).

Despite the significant increase in teleworking and pet-
friendly workplaces, knowledge about these practices and
their effects on work engagement and performance is still
scarce. Therefore, this study is aimed at contributing to the
scientific understanding of the impact of work modality
(onsite and teleworking) on affective (work engagement)
and behavioral (performance) outcomes. Specifically, it seeks
to explore how and for whom work modality influences
work engagement and performance. To achieve this, the
SET was used as a theoretical framework to test (1) the
mediating role of HAI in the relationship between work
modality and affective (work engagement) and behavioral
(performance) outcomes and (2) the moderating role of atti-
tudes toward teleworking in the indirect relationships.

This study is relevant both theoretically and practically.
First, the results will expand knowledge regarding the role
of microbreaks involving HAI in work engagement and per-
formance. Furthermore, by analyzing the role of HAI in the
relationship between work modality and work engagement
and performance, this study will contribute to extending
the SET to include the presence of pets in the workplace as
a resource in the exchange relationship between workers
and organizations. On a practical level, examining the influ-
ence of pet-friendly workplaces (teleworking) on employee
work engagement and performance will help formulate
management strategies for incorporating pet-friendly prac-
tices. Similarly, by delving into the underlying mechanisms
and exploring circumstances in which work modality can
produce benefits, this study is aimed at providing evidence-
based information and results to organizations considering
or implementing pet-friendly initiatives.

2. Theoretical Framework

2.1. The Importance of Pets. With social, economic, and
human evolution, pets, once regarded as objects of defense,
hunting, and security, have come to be seen as integral mem-
bers of the family [2]. For instance, about seven in 10 Portu-
guese individuals (68.7%) consider their pets to be a
fundamental part of the family, according to the study “First
Moments with Pets” conducted by Royal Canin, a leading
company in the field of animal nutrition [19]. Similarly,
according to the Institute for Nature Conservation and For-
ests, there were 2.75 million registered companion animals
in Portugal in 2022. All these indicators seem to point to a
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significant increase in the presence of pets in Portuguese
society, suggesting that Portugal is moving towards being
recognized as a pet-friendly country.

“Pet-parenting” reflects a shift in the perception of pets
in modern societies, where they are increasingly seen as
companions, sources of emotional support, and family
members [20]. This concept encompasses various factors
such as emotional concern for the pet, general care (e.g.,
health), training, and socialization [21]. Recent studies have
shown how pet parenting influences how pet owners interact
with and treat their pets. For instance, pet parents seem will-
ing to invest resources to ensure their pets' well-being and
are increasingly seeking high-quality products (e.g., pet
food). They celebrate special occasions, such as birthdays,
and share social contexts with their pets, not confining them
solely to the home environment [21]. This is a growing
global trend, particularly popular among the Millennial gen-
eration [22]. Overall, pets can play a significant role in filling
an emotional void and providing a sense of purpose in the
life of someone seeking companionship and support [20].

2.2. HAI at Work. During the COVID-19 pandemic, there
was a significant increase in pet adoptions [23]. Some justi-
fications for this widespread increase were the reduction of
loneliness promoted by mandatory social isolation (enforced
by the government in 2020 and 2021), the increase in phys-
ical and psychological stimuli provided by the presence and
interaction with pets, and the possibility of “hygienic” walks
with them [24].

Teleworking was also a mandatory solution and played a
significant role in this increase, as people working remotely,
especially during mandatory lockdown periods, could work
while being close to their pets throughout the workday [9].
This flexible working model, where employees can work
from home [25, 26], became possible through communica-
tion and information technology, such as the ability to hold
virtual meetings and the use of VPN to secure organizational
data regardless of the employee's location [27]. Thus,
workers were able to perform their tasks from home, ensur-
ing high productivity levels through task completion and at
the same time assured the necessary social distance restric-
tions (e.g., [28]).

There is evidence confirming that teleworking has
become a turning point for talent retention because it allows
for flexible schedules, which, in turn, are linked to increased
levels of satisfaction, well-being, and employee performance
[29, 30]. Also, it allows for better time management and bal-
ancing work and nonwork activities—something that would
not be feasible if the employee were in the office [31]—con-
tributing to a better work-life balance ([32], [33]). Further,
with this working model emerged the possibility of working
close to employees’ pets [1, 34]. Therefore, pet owners who
telework end up having more time to pay attention to their
pets and, at the same time, receive unconditional love and
affection in return [35]. Thus, telework has been identified
as an example of a pet-friendly practice [1].

In addition to being close to their pets during telework-
ing, employees can interact with them throughout the day
[7]. HAI refers to a “relationship that involves a series of
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interactions over time between two individuals who know
each other” ([36], p. 24). More recently, Junga-Silva [7] sug-
gested that HAI are “mutual and dynamic interactions
between people and their pets that affect physical and psycho-
logical health and well-being” (pp. 3); in other words, this def-
inition not only concerns the interaction itself but also how the
interaction influences individuals in terms of physical, psycho-
logical, and overall well-being. This definition also aligns with
the so-called pet-effect hypothesis proposed by Herzog [37];
according to Herzog [37], the pet-effect hypothesis suggests
that the presence of a pet reduces negative affect, while inter-
acting with pets triggers positive affect.

There are three types of HAIL: (1) visual contact (e.g.,
watching the animal play with a bone); physical contact
(e.g., stroking the animal's fur or petting its head); and look-
ing at images of animals (e.g., looking at cute animal photos
or watching a movie with animals) [7, 14].

Recent studies have shown that HAI positively contrib-
utes to individuals' physical and psychological well-being
(e.g., [38]) because these interactions can lower cortisol
levels (a stress hormone) and blood pressure [13] and
improve the quality of coping strategies when facing stressful
situations [39, 40]; they have also been linked to higher levels
of happiness, well-being, lower levels of anxiety, depression,
and distress (e.g., [41-43]). Importantly, the evidence on
HAI is not limited to between-person differences but also
extends to within-person processes. Daily diary studies have
shown that HAI contributes to day-to-day fluctuations in
affective well-being, with interactions with companion ani-
mals enhancing positive affect and buffering against daily
stressors [44]. In line with this, Junca-Silva [1, 7] demon-
strated that frequent interactions with companion animals
during telework days fostered the recovery of self-
regulatory resources and, in turn, improved daily well-
being and engagement at both the within-and-between-per-
son levels. Taken together, these findings suggest that HAI
exerts both enduring and dynamic effects on individual
well-being, highlighting its relevance for employees' every-
day work experiences.

The SET can explain how HAI at work can positively
influence employees. In the framework of the SET, Blau
[15] has argued that social exchanges provide transactions
over time and reciprocally rewarded relationships. At the
organizational level, the SET is present at various levels.
Exchange can be expressed as a balance of exchanges because
the individual gives but also expects to receive in return, and
vice versa, meaning the organization seeks to offer resources
to generate a positive perception of the employee toward
the organization and, consequently, receive in return from
the employee. Further, the SET underlies the human-animal
relationship; for example, in the context of teleworking, it
can generate positive attitudes from employees at work [15].
Thus, according to the SET, when pet owners can work close
to their pets—either at the office or teleworking—they tend to
perceive that the organization cares about their values and
needs [15]. By realizing this, workers feel indebted and will,
therefore, try to reciprocate—reciprocity norm [45]. Thus,
the relationship between employees and the organization
results from the perception of the comparison between what

the organization gives and the effort exerted; the more
employees feel they receive from the organization, the more
they will give in return. Thus, it should be noted that
employees' behaviors are the result of how they are treated
and what they receive from the organization. For example,
for pet owners, being allowed to work from home is consid-
ered a privilege, making them more committed, engaged,
and performing better [35, 46].

Beyond the SET, HAI may also enhance work engage-
ment and performance through increased prosociality.
Research indicates that HAI can foster empathy, coopera-
tion, and responsiveness, even in remote work settings
[47]. In telework contexts, prosocial employees may be more
attentive and committed to shared goals, while acts of kind-
ness and supportive behaviors within teams can generate an
upward spiral of positive affect and engagement. This per-
spective suggests that, in addition to reciprocal exchanges,
HAI may promote a prosocial work climate that reinforces
work engagement and performance.

Work engagement is a positive affective-motivational
attitude composed of three dimensions: vigor, dedication,
and absorption [48]. Vigor is characterized by high levels
of energy and mental resilience during the working period
and a willingness to invest effort in work and resilience
against difficulties. Dedication is defined as a sense of
belonging, persistence, inspiration, pride, and challenge that
the employee feels during their work. Absorption is the
employee's ability to fully concentrate on their work and
engage with it, increasing the perception that time spent
working passes more quickly. When the perception of social
exchange is positive, performance tends to be improved [2].
According to Lebas and Euske [49], performance is the
result achieved about the goals and expectations defined by
the organization through decisions in the present and to cre-
ate value in the future with efficiency and effectiveness.

Several studies have shown the beneficial effect of HAI
on performance and affective indicators (e.g., [12]). Some
studies have shown that pets can help their owners reduce
negative emotions and ease their minds [42]. They also
appear to be enhancers of motivation, facilitating interaction
with others and the expression of needs and emotions [22].
Some studies have shown that bringing pets to the office
can reduce stress and increase workers' confidence [7].
When employees feel confident, they tend to be more
engaged with their work, focusing more on it, which can
result in a significant increase in organizational profits
[50-52]. Moreover, the study conducted by Junca-Silva,
2022, revealed that those who had the privilege of interacting
with their pets during the workday demonstrated feeling
more identified with their organization, which, in turn,
translated into increased performance, focus on their work,
dedication, and a more positive and healthier mindset. Also,
in [7, 14], in a set of two studies, Junga-Silva emphasized the
so-called furr-recovery method - an explanatory mechanism
of how HATI allowed employees to recover energy and self-
regulatory resources that influenced performance and well-
being. Similarly, in 2023, Junga-Silva showed that HAIL in
the context of teleworking, increased individuals' work
engagement and, consequently, their performance.
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Hence, based on the SET and empirical results, the fol-
lowing hypothesis was defined:

H1:Work modality (onsite versus teleworking) has a pos-
itive relationship with (a) work engagement and (b) perfor-
mance through HAL

2.3. The Moderating Role of the Attitude Toward
Teleworking. The relationship between teleworking and its
benefits through HAI can be influenced by conditions that
can both amplify or dampen these effects. For example, tele-
working seems to provide flexibility and autonomy that
directly impact employees' well-being, motivation, and pro-
ductivity [53]. Teleworking seems to have benefits because it
fits the specific needs of each employee who can thus self-
manage and optimize their time to achieve a balance between
professional and personal life. However, the benefits of tele-
working depend on each worker's perception of them.

Recently, and as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic,
many workers started working from home, and when manda-
tory lockdowns ended, many of them requested to continue
teleworking (e.g., [54]), with one of the main reasons being
able to be close to their pets [1]. This explains why workers
with pets are at the top of the list of those who prefer to tele-
work [7]. Attitudes toward teleworking resulting from benefits
focused on proximity to pets are, therefore, a condition that
can amplify the positive effect of this work modality on work
engagement and performance through HAI [1].

The conservation of resources theory (COR; [55])
explains the benefits of workers working closer to their pets.
The theory suggests that individuals with more resources are
less vulnerable to resource loss and more capable of gaining
other resources. Thus, when employees have more personal
resources (e.g., working close to their pets), they become less
vulnerable to resource loss and are in a better position to
invest resources in the engagement process, which, in turn,
can result in positive outcomes such as job performance [56].

Several authors have indicated that (tele) workers are more
satisfied with their work if they perceive it as beneficial [57]. For
example, Junga-Silva [7] demonstrated that teleworking posi-
tively influenced performance through the experience of posi-
tive emotions when attitudes toward teleworking were positive
(compared to less positive attitudes). These positive attitudes
seem to be derived from the fact that people can benefit from
working closer to their pets [11]and because they represent an
important source of social support [2], thus improving psycho-
logical and physiological health, self-esteem [58, 59], and lead-
ing to higher performance rates [12, 60].

Therefore, based on the described evidence and the COR
theory, the following hypotheses were defined:

H2:Attitude toward teleworking moderates the relation-
ship between HAI and (a) work engagement and (b)
performance.

H3:Attitude toward teleworking moderates the indirect
relationship between teleworking and (a) work engagement
and (b) performance through HAIL in such a way that the
relationship will become stronger when the worker has a more
positive attitude toward teleworking (versus negative) (see
Figure 1).
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3. Method

3.1. Participants and Procedure. The study received approval
from the Ethics Committee of the first author’s university
prior to its implementation. Participants were recruited from
the researchers’ professional network and invited via email
to take part in a study on pet-friendly work environments.
They were thoroughly informed about the study’s nature
and objectives, as well as the assurance of data confidential-
ity and anonymity. Additionally, detailed information was
provided regarding the study’s requirements in terms of
time commitment and activities, as well as the disclosure
of any confidential information. Participants were explicitly
informed that their participation was voluntary and that
they could decline or withdraw from the study at any time
without any penalty. Since the questionnaires were distrib-
uted online (via email), this information was included in
the cover letter accompanying the first questionnaire.

Data collection was conducted in two waves between
March and May 2023. In the first wave, 330 questionnaires
were distributed to assess attitudes toward telework, socio-
demographic characteristics, and work modality. A total of
258 valid responses were obtained, yielding a response rate
of 78.18%. Then, 1 week later, during the second wave, a
follow-up survey assessing HAI, work engagement, and job
performance was sent to the initial respondents. At this stage,
231 responses were received (response rate = 70%). Following
the exclusion of invalid responses—such as surveys completed
in under 2 min or containing superficial answers—a final sam-
ple of 200 valid responses was retained, resulting in an overall
effective response rate of 60.60%. A prior power analysis
(effect size = 0.2, @ = 0.05) confirmed that the final sample size
was adequate for testing the proposed hypotheses.

The final sample comprised 200 gig workers (free-
lancers), with a mean age of 26.64 years (SD =7.06) and
an average organizational tenure' of 4.05 years (SD = 6.14).
The majority of participants were female (73%). Regarding
educational attainment, 56.5% held a bachelor's degree,
and 30.5% had completed a master's degree. In terms of
work arrangements, 66% of participants reported working
tully remotely, while 34% engaged in hybrid work, combin-
ing remote and on-site activities.

On average, participants reported owning 1.35 pets
(SD =0.94), with an average pet ownership duration of 5.65
years (SD = 3.62). The majority owned dogs (72.4%), followed
by cats (25.6%). Approximately 15% of participants reported
that their pets had received behavioral training. Most respon-
dents (74%) indicated that their primary reason for owning a
pet was companionship. Regarding the source of pet acquisi-
tion, 34% received pets from family members, 31% adopted
them, and smaller proportions acquired them from breeders
(17.4%), shelters (5.2%), or through purchase (4%).

3.2. Measures

3.2.1. Work Modality (Time 1). To measure work modality,
it was asked whether the person had been in (1) in-person
work mode, (2) hybrid work mode, and (3) fully telework
in the last week. However, as no participants reported
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Time 1

Modality of work

Attitudes toward
telework with pets

Work engagement

Performance

FiGure 1: The proposed conceptual model.

working fully in person, work arrangement was treated as a
binary variable distinguishing between hybrid (coded as 1)
and telework (coded as 2).

3.2.2. Attitudes Toward Telework (Time 1). The Telework
Pet Scale [1] was used to measure attitudes toward telework.
It contains eight items that inquire to what extent a person
perceives the effects of telework on issues related to pets,
such as “Being close to my pet” or “Not worrying about
my pet during the day”. Participants responded on a five-
point Likert scale (1—much worse; 5—much better)
(x=0.83).

3.2.3. Work Engagement (Time 2). The Ultra-Short Measure
of Work Engagement [16] was used. It consisted of three
items (e.g, “I have felt enthusiastic about my work”)
answered on a five-point Likert scale (1—never; 5—always)
(x=0.85).

3.2.4. Performance (Time 2). Six items from the Individual
Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ) developed by
Koopmans et al. [61] were used to measure performance
(e.g., “T start new tasks independently when old ones are
completed.”). Participants answered on a five-point Likert
scale (1—strongly disagree; 5—strongly agree) (a =0.90).

3.2.5. HAI (Time 2). HAI were measured using the HAT at
Work Scale [62]. The scale contains three items answered
on a five-point Likert scale (1—never; 5—always) that assess
the frequency of HAI during the workday: “I took breaks
from work to interact with my pet” (a = 0.94).

3.2.6. Control Variables. We used participants' sex and age as
controls. We used age because this variable could account
for influences on performance and work engagement, as
there have been identified differences in the way older and
younger experiences affect their subsequent levels of well-
being [63]. Moreover, we used sex as a control because some
studies have shown that women tend to be more sensitive
and empathetic to animals than men [64].

3.3. Data Analysis. To test Hypothesis 1, Model 4 of the
PROCESS macro in SPSS [65] was employed. This macro
is particularly relevant for estimating indirect effects as it
uses the bootstrapping method (5000 times), allowing for
the calculation of confidence intervals (Cls). To test Hypoth-
esis 2, Model 1 (also from PROCESS) was utilized, and for
testing Hypothesis 3, that is, the moderated mediation,

Model 14 of the PROCESS [65] was employed. The products
(moderations) were centered on their mean value, and the

bootstrapping method (5000 times) was used to calculate
Cls.

4. Results

4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). To evaluate the
distinctiveness of the study variables, CFAs were performed.
The adequacy of the measurement model was assessed using
multiple fit indices. A model is considered to exhibit an
acceptable fit when the root mean square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA) is below 0.06, the comparative fit index
(CFI) exceeds 0.90, the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) surpasses
0.90, and the standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) is below 0.08 [66]. Additionally, meeting the accept-
able thresholds for at least three of these indices is regarded
as sufficient evidence of model fit [67].

The results demonstrated that the four-factor measure-
ment model, which included HAI, work engagement, job
performance, and attitudes toward telework, provided the
best fit to the data (y*/df =1.14, p <0.01, RMSEA =0.03,
CFI=0.99, TLI=0.99, and SRMR =0.06). To further vali-
date the distinctiveness of the constructs, this model was
compared with several alternative models.

First, a three-factor model was tested, in which work
engagement and job performance were merged into a single
latent factor, while HAI and attitudes toward telework
remained as separate constructs. This model yielded a
slightly weaker fit (x*/df =1.50, p <0.01, RMSEA =0.06,
CFI=0.99, TLI=0.99, and SRMR=0.08). Next, a two-
factor model was examined, where work engagement and
job performance were combined into a single factor, while
HAI and attitudes toward telework were also grouped into
a single factor. This model demonstrated a substantially
poorer fit (x*/df =9.73, p<0.01, RMSEA=0.24, CFI=
0.94, TLI =0.93, and SRMR =0.19).

Finally, the fit of a single-factor model, in which all four
constructs were collapsed into a single latent factor, was
assessed. This model exhibited the weakest fit among all
tested models (x*/df =20.59, p <0.01, RMSEA =0.36, CFI
=0.87, TLI=0.85, and SRMR =0.27). The significantly
poorer fit of the single-factor model, compared to the pro-
posed four-factor model, suggests that common method bias
was not a substantial concern in this study.
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4.2. Descriptive Statistics. Table 1 presents descriptive statis-
tics, correlations, and internal consistencies.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing. Hypothesis 1 proposed that the rela-
tionship between telework and (a) work engagement and (b)
job performance would be mediated by HAI The results
indicated a significant indirect effect of telework on work
engagement through HAI (B=0.08, 95% CI [0.00, 0.19]).
The model accounted for 4% of the variance in work engage-
ment (R*=0.04, p<0.01). Both the relationship between
telework and HAI (B=0.67, p <0.001) and the association
between HAI and work engagement (B=0.12, p <0.05)
were statistically significant. However, upon including HAI
as a mediator, the direct effect of telework on work engage-
ment became nonsignificant (B =0.04, p > 0.05), indicating
full mediation. These findings provide empirical support
for Hypothesis la.

With respect to Hypothesis 1b, which examined job per-
formance as the criterion variable, the results similarly
revealed a significant indirect effect (B=0.05, 95% CI
[0.00, 0.11]). The model explained 4% of the variance in
job performance (R* = 0.04, p < 0.001). Both the association
between telework and HAI (B=0.67, p<0.001) and the
relationship between HAI and job performance (B=0.07, p
< 0.05) were significant. After incorporating HAI into the
model, the direct effect of telework on performance was no
longer statistically significant (B =0.03, p > 0.05), indicating
full mediation. Consequently, Hypothesis 1b was also sup-
ported by the data (see Table 2).

Hypothesis 2 proposed that attitudes toward telework
would moderate the relationship between HAI and (a) work
engagement and (b) job performance. To examine this
hypothesis, Model 1 from PROCESS [65] was employed.
The findings indicated a significant interaction effect
between HAI and attitudes toward telework on both work
engagement (B=0.20, SE=0.08, AR =0.04, F; 14 = 6.65,
p<0.001) and job performance (B=0.16, SE =0.05, AR* =
0.06, F(; 199) = 9.74, p <0.001). These results provide empir-
ical support for Hypotheses 2a and 2b.

Hypothesis 3 posited that the indirect effect of telework
on (a) work engagement and (b) job performance via HAI
would be contingent on attitudes toward telework, such that
the effect would be stronger for individuals with more favor-
able attitudes toward telework. To test this hypothesis, a
moderated mediation analysis was conducted using Model
14 from PROCESS.

Regarding Hypothesis 3a (work engagement), the results
revealed that the index of moderated mediation was statisti-
cally significant (B=0.13, SE=0.07, 95% CI [0.00, 0.16]),
supporting the hypothesis (see Table 3).

The significant interaction effect indicated that the indi-
rect relationship varied depending on different levels of the
moderating variable—attitudes toward telework. A simple
slopes analysis, following Dawson and Richter's [68] recom-
mendations, revealed that the indirect effect was statistically
significant and stronger for individuals with more favorable
attitudes toward telework (+1 SD: B=0.17, SE=0.08, p <
0.01, 95% CI [0.03, 0.34]). As attitudes toward telework
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became neutral, the effect weakened and was no longer sta-
tistically significant (M: B=0.09, SE=0.05, p >0.05, 95%
CI [0.00, 0.20]). Furthermore, when individuals held nega-
tive attitudes toward telework (-1 SD), the indirect effect
was entirely nonsignificant (B=0.00, SE=0.05, p>0.05,
95% CI [-0.10, 0.11]) (see Figure 2). These findings confirm
that the mediation effect was contingent on attitudes toward
telework, thus providing empirical support for Hypothesis
3a.

Regarding Hypothesis 3b (performance), the results
revealed that the index associated with the moderation of
the mediation was statistically significant (B=0.10, SE=
0.05, 95% CI [0.02, 0.20]) (see Table 4).

A simple slope analysis confirmed that the indirect effect
was statistically significant and stronger only when attitudes
toward telework were more favorable (+1 SD: B=0.11, SE
=0.05, p <0.01, 95% CI [0.03, 0.20]). However, the indirect
effect was not significant for individuals with neutral or neg-
ative attitudes toward telework (M: B=0.04, SE =0.03, p >
0.05, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.10]; -1 SD: B=-0.03, SE=0.04, p
>0.05, 95% CI [-0.11, 0.04]) (see Figure 3). These findings
indicate that the mediation effect occurred only under con-
ditions of high telework support, thereby providing empiri-
cal support for Hypothesis 3b.

5. Discussion

The present study relies on the SET to examine the role of
HAI in the relationship between the work modality (onsite
work or teleworking) and affective (work engagement) and
behavioral (performance) outcomes. This study also tests
the moderating role of attitudes toward teleworking in the
indirect relationship.

5.1. Theoretical Implications. This study contributes to the
literature by providing empirical evidence on the role of
HAI in the workplace, particularly in telework and hybrid
work contexts. It extends SET by highlighting how HAI
can influence employee work engagement and performance
through both reciprocal and prosocial mechanisms [14].
Moreover, the study adds to within-person research by dem-
onstrating that daily interactions with companion animals
can foster recovery of self-regulatory resources, improve
affective well-being, and enhance work engagement (e.g.,
[44]). Additionally, it contributes to the ongoing debate on
the intersection of pets and organizational work life [2, 10,
35, 47] highlighting that companion animals may promote
not only individual benefits but also organizational out-
comes, as engaged employees are more likely to demonstrate
higher levels of performance and commitment [46].

The results indicate that telework is associated with
higher work engagement and performance through HAIL
Teleworking provides employees with opportunities to inter-
act with their pets during the workday, which relates to
greater engagement and performance. From a SET perspec-
tive, when employees perceive benefits from telework and
can interact with their pets, they are more likely to show
higher engagement, which is associated with better perfor-
mance. Similarly, the COR framework suggests that HAI
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TABLE 1: Descriptive statistics.
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Work modality” 1.68 0.68 —
2. HAI 3.22° 1.44 0.33** (0.94)
3. Work engagement 3.27% 1.01 0.03 0.17* (0.85)
4. Performance 3.84% 0.66 0.08 0.14* 0.39** (0.90)
5. Attitudes to telework 4.36% 0.68 0.06 0.28** 0.01 0.20** (0.83)
6. Age 26.64 7.06 0.12 0.16* 0.07 0.06 0.10*
7. Gender® — — 0.05 -0.16" -0.06 -0.14" -0.24** 0.10
Note: N = 200.
Abbreviation: HAIL, human-animal interactions.
“Scale from 1 to 5. Cronbach alphas are in brackets.
"Work modalities: 1 =hybrid and 2 = full telework.
“Gender: 1 = female and 2 = male.
*p<0.05 and **p < 0.001.
TABLE 2: Indirect effects' results.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
HAI Work engagement Performance
b SE b SE B SE
Intercept 1.99*** 0.57 3.33%** 0.45 3.41%** 0.29
Work modality 0.67%** 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.03 0.08
HAI — — 0.12* 0.06 0.07* 0.04
Gender" -0.57* 0.27 -0.14 0.19 -0.01 0.12
Age 0.03 0.02 -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
F 9.21*** 2.44% 2.14
R 0.16 0.03 0.04
Df 3, 151 2,152 2,152
Direct effect” 0.67*** 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.09 0.06
Indirect effect® — 0.08"* 0.04 0.05** 0.03
CI 95% indirect effect 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.11

Note: N =200. Unstandardized regression coefficients.

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; HAI, human-animal interactions.

*1 = female; 2 = male.

"Direct effect of work modality on HAI and work engagement and performance.
“Indirect effect of work modality on work engagement and performance through HAIL
*p <0.05, **p <0.01, and ***p < 0.001.

TABLE 3: Moderated mediation model (work engagement).

HAI Work engagement
Work modality 0.67***, R*=0.16 0.09, R? =0.07
HAI — 0.13*
Attitudes toward telework — 0.08
HAI * attitudes toward telework — 0.19*
Gender® -0.57* -0.18
Age 0.03 ~0.00

R*=0.07, F(g 14 = 1.96,p < 0.05, AR* = 0.04, F; 45 = 5.49, p < 0.05

Note: N =200. Unstandardized regression coefficients.

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; HAI, human-animal interactions.
21 = female; 2 = male.

*p <0.05, **p <0.01, and ***p < 0.001.

85U8017 SUOWIWOD aAIER.D) 8 (dedljdde ay) Ag peusenob ae sejoile YO ‘8sn J0 S8|n. 4o} Akeiq1]8uljuO 48|\ UO (SUONIPUOD-pUe-SWLB)W0d A 1M Arelq iUl juo//Sdny) SUONIpUD pue swis 1 ay1 8es *[5z0Z/TT/yz] uo Ariqiqauliuo Ao|im ‘Bnlod aueiyooD Ag £81/£88/Z90U/SSTT OT/I0p/W0D A 1M Arelqipuluo//sdny wolj pspeojumod ‘T ‘SZ0Z ‘Bay



8 Human Behavior and Emerging Technologies
3,60
A
BAD| - e
3,20 ST T
g
© PP .
z e -
& - -
3,00 SRR P
2,80 P
2,60
-1,50 -1,00 -,50 ,00 ,50 1,00 1,50
HAI
TT_PET
® -68 A 65
@ .00 — Interpolation Line
FIGURE 2: Interaction between HAI and attitudes towards telework concerning work engagement.
TABLE 4: Moderated mediation model (performance).
HAI Performance
Work modality 0.67***, R* =0.16 0.01, R*=0.10
HAI — 0.07*
Attitudes toward telework — 0.09
HAI * attitudes toward telework — 0.16**
Gender® -0.57" 0.01
Age 0.03 0.01

R*=0.10,F (g 145 = 2.71,p < 0.01, AR* = 0.06, F; 145) = 9.21, p < 0.001

Note: N =200. Unstandardized regression coefficients.

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; HAI, human-animal interactions.
1 = female; 2 = male.

*p<0.05 **p <0.01, and ***p < 0.001.

may serve as micro-work breaks that facilitate the recovery
of resources such as energy, self-control, and work engage-
ment [7, 14]. Consequently, interactions with companion
animals are associated with increased focus (absorption),
energy (vigor), and enthusiasm (dedication) toward work—-
key components of engagement [69]—and with higher
performance.

These associations are consistent with prior findings; for
instance, Junga-Silva [7] reported that employees who inter-
acted with their pets during the workday experienced stron-
ger organizational identification, which was linked to greater
performance, focus, dedication, and a more positive mind-

set. Similarly, Delanoeije and Verbruggen [35] found that
pet owners who telework reported higher job performance,
reduced feelings of loneliness, and increased physical activ-
ity, suggesting that interactions with companion animals
may support both well-being and engagement in remote
work settings. Overall, telework is associated with greater
work engagement and performance, potentially because it
provides opportunities for employees to engage in HAI,
though causal inferences cannot be drawn from these data.

The results also show that employees' attitudes toward tel-
eworking moderate the relationship between HAI and work
engagement and performance, such that the relationship is
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FIGURE 3: Interaction between HAI and attitudes towards telework concerning performance.

stronger when the attitude toward teleworking is more posi-
tive. In other words, the relationship between HAI is stronger
both regarding work engagement and performance when
employees perceive teleworking more favorably.

On the other hand, the indirect relationship between tele-
working and (a) work engagement and (b) performance
through HAI is also moderated by attitudes toward telework-
ing, becoming stronger when attitudes are more favorable
(versus less favorable). According to the literature, if individ-
uals feel positive about teleworking, they are likely to feel inte-
grated within the organization [2]. Feeling gratified for
teleworking, as it allows them to interact with their pets, is
likely to increase their organizational commitment and
enhance their performance [1]. Furthermore, the perception
that the organization contributes to their interests and shares
similar values by promoting teleworking opportunities can
lead to greater organizational adjustment, justifying the signif-
icant increase in work engagement and performance.

Overall, teleworking is associated with higher work
engagement and performance, which may be linked to
opportunities for employees to interact with their pets dur-
ing the workday. This association appears stronger among
individuals who hold more favorable attitudes toward
teleworking.

5.2. Practical Implications. Alongside the social and per-
sonal changes that have occurred in the last 5 years regard-
ing how people see and treat their pets, there have also been
some shifts in organizations [2]. These are increasingly

attentive to new trends that influence talent attraction and
retention, improve employee satisfaction, and enhance
organizational commitment [7]. Conversely, some studies,
though still limited, have highlighted that the intersection
of pets in organizational daily life can have various benefits
such as social support, increased performance, and
improved quality of social interactions [3, 11]. This study
also contributes to expanding this knowledge, in particular
for gig workers.

Indeed, some organizations have already implemented
successful policies, such as Amazon and Google. In Portugal,
this trend seems to be growing; Nestlé Portugal has
embraced pet-friendly work environments, allowing
employees to bring their pets to work [70]. This initiative
is part of the Purina in Society commitments launched in
2016 and has been expanding to several countries. For this,
the organization’s headquarters has a leisure area where pets
can stay while owners work, and during breaks, they can
interact and socialize with them to recharge their energy.
To implement this new policy, animals had to undergo
selection processes to determine whether they could share
space with others, among other factors to ensure safety and
well-being for all. Nestlé has reported increased communica-
tion among colleagues, improved relationship quality, and
an enhanced work environment since then. Nestlé CEO,
Bernard Meunier, has also reported improvements in the
company’s work climate, a better work-life balance, reduced
stress, and less worry among workers about leaving their
pets alone at home for long hours - a concern usually
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associated with the gradual loss of focus throughout the
workday [2].

Pet-friendly practices may include opportunities for tele-
working (allowing workers to perform tasks from home
close to their pets), permission to bring the pet to the work-
place, pet health insurance or financial assistance for it,
granting a day (or part of it) off for a veterinarian appoint-
ment, bereavement leave, vouchers for canine hotels or day-
care, performance rewards in pet products, initiatives to
encourage animal adoption, support for animal charity insti-
tutions (e.g., purchasing Christmas gifts from charity shops),
and support for volunteering (e.g., granting a workday for
employees to volunteer at animal charity institutions) [7].

Experimental studies have shown that the presence of
pets in places like hospitals, care homes, schools, and organi-
zational settings can have a positive impact on workers' well-
being and contribute to employer branding for organizations
[34]. A LiveCareer study indicated that 52% of respondents
believed that organizations with pet-friendly policies and
benefits would be more attractive to work for, and 52%
deemed it very important as they felt more supported in
their workplaces by their pets, especially during the pan-
demic [71]. Thus, the gradual implementation of pet-
friendly practices seems important, as it can be a strategy
appreciated by employees with pets who have a strong bond
with them. When teleworking is not feasible, similar solu-
tions can be found to achieve employee well-being and satis-
faction. For example, adopting an organization's mascot,
establishing a pet-friendly culture that allows everyone to
freely discuss their pets, promoting volunteer work for ani-
mal causes, and offering pet insurance or veterinary
vouchers. Other examples could include creating a “Pet
Day,” where employees who feel comfortable could bring
their pets to work. In cases where this is not possible due
to infrastructure or company culture, providing a voucher
for a pet daycare where the animal can stay during the work-
day without the owner worrying could be considered.
Another appreciated measure is extending the health insur-
ance coverage of the family to include pets. This measure
would be significant as the organization would recognize
pets as an integral part of the family unit—something highly
valued by younger generations [58, 72].

5.3. Limitations and Future Directions. Despite the positive
aspects of this study, it has some limitations. First, the sam-
ple size is small (n=200), which may lead to less robust
results; thus, generalizing the findings must be done with
caution. Another limitation is related to the study's design;
being a two-wave study makes it more challenging to under-
stand its long-term effects and demonstrate a type of trend
that may lead to common method bias [73]. Although vari-
ous analyses, such as reliability analysis and factorial analy-
ses, were conducted to address this, this limitation should
be taken into account.

Pet-friendly work environments are still a relatively
recent topic, so further research investment is needed. It
would be interesting to understand the long-term results
and their impacts on both personal and organizational
levels. Therefore, in the future, conducting longitudinal or
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daily studies would be beneficial to explore the long-term
effects when employees are close to their pets in terms of
performance or other outcomes (e.g., health).

Studying which pet-friendly practices are most valued by
employees and which ones could be adopted based on the
organization’s culture, space, and Human Resources policies
would be insightful. Exploring and understanding the pets'
characteristics is crucial, as all pets are different, and not
all are suitable for bringing to the office. Therefore, studying
the characteristics of specific breeds and their behaviors and
how well they adapt to office environments would be rele-
vant. In addition to understanding which pet-friendly prac-
tices could be more beneficial, future studies will also need to
explore the business sectors in which their implementation
is feasible, such as hospitality, retail, and services, among
others.

6. Conclusions

Telework appears to be a feasible pet-friendly practice with
potential benefits for employees. It is associated with higher
work engagement and performance, possibly because it
allows short micro-breaks during which employees can
interact with their pets, supporting the replenishment of per-
sonal resources. These associations tend to be stronger
among employees who hold more favorable attitudes toward
teleworking.
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Endnotes

'In this study, organizational tenure was defined as the
length of time participants had been working with their cur-
rent primary organizational entity (their contracting organi-
zation), consistent with prior research on non-traditional
work arrangements where tenure reflects the stability of
the worker’s ongoing professional relationship rather than
traditional full-time employment.
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