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ABSTRACT

In North America, pets are integral part of theimer’s lives, yet animal welfare
agencies see thousands of cases of animal crualtyyear. At the same time, domestic violence
is occurring with frightening regularity and is eft underreported. Research has shown that
animal cruelty is a part of domestic violence. Campn animals are an important source of
support for victims of family violence, while regenting a potential risk factor. Studies show
that women will delay leaving an abusive relatidpsiut of concern for the safety of their pet.
This thesis is an exploration of the policy resmotusthis risk factor: safe pet programs.
Concentrating on transition houses and emergerelyest in Western Canada, over half of the
agencies contacted offered a safe pet progranriougaforms. Some policy recommendations
are made, namely asking questions about pets akeignd keeping statistics on the safe pet

programs.

Keywords. domestic violence, animal cruelty, animal abuse, safe pet programs

Subject Terms: domestic violence, animal cruelty, domestic violence policy



For those who have experienced violence —

those without voices, and those who have not yatddheir voice.

For Bob — every day | realize how lucky | am.
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INTRODUCTION

“ A spaniel, a woman and a walnut tree:
the more they’re beaten the better they be.”
Old English proverb (Ascione & Arkow, 1999:141)

Companion animals are an important part of lifeffany people. General pet ownership
estimates for North America indicate that aboupéfcent of households have at least one pet
(APPMA, 2008; Humane Society of Canada, 2004). @&epercent of pet owners consider their
pet a member of their family. (Lacroix, 1999: 64indy, 2007: 44). A majority of those owners
buy Christmas and birthday presents for their fiéitaey, 2007: 45). Donohue (2005) has
observed that “the grief surrounding the loss ocbmpanion animal has been compared to that
experienced when a spouse or family member di&&7)(Pets are an integral part of their
owner’s lives, yet animal welfare agencies acrassdada see thousands of cases of neglect or

abuse each year (Stevenson, 2008).

At the same time, domestic abuse and intimate gaviolence is occurring with
frightening regularity. According to Canadian stats, “over 38,000 incidents of spousal
violence were reported to police” in 2006, yet tt@presents less than one third of all domestic
violence assaults (Bressan, 2008: 10-11). Manylerds of family violence are never reported
to the police. Women'’s shelters are consistenilyaizross the US and Canada (Kogan et al.,
2004; Mcintosh, 2004). Almost 80,000 women anddrkih sought shelter from domestic
violence at transition houses or emergency shahefanada between April 2005 and March
2006 (Vaillancourt & Taylor-Butts, 2007: 7). Buhat does one have to do with the other? The
connection between the abuse of animals and theeadfthuman family members is made clear
when researchers reveal startling statistics M«erfien residing at domestic violence shelters
were nearly 11 times more likely to report thairtipartner had hurt or killed pets than [those]...

who had not experienced intimate violence” (Asciehal., 2007: 354).

Many researchers and mental health professionats livkked animal cruelty and
aggressive behaviour. Cruelty to animals is a spmpaf conduct disorder (CD), a childhood
behaviour disorder classified in tBeéagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorsle
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involving a general pattern of deceit and aggresfianerican Psychiatric Association, 2000).
Anecdotal evidence linking childhood cruelty toraals with serial killers abounds in the media
and academic research (eg. Kellert & Felthous, 1B8&, 2007; Merz-Perez & Heide, 2004;
Wright & Hensley, 2003; Zilney, 2007). Many studles/e looked at the connections between
violence against people and violence against asiffiading correlations that inspire further
research. Merz-Perez, Heide and Silverman (20Qf)dahat violent offenders were more likely
to have abused their pets in childhood than nofemtoffenders (570). Arluke, Levin, Luke and
Ascione (1999) found that cruelty to animals wad pga general antisocial and aggressive
lifestyle while Kellert and Felthous (1985) fourttht animal abuse was more prevalent in the

violent offenders in their research.

The link between aggression against people andasioontinues in the research into
domestic violence. Some researchers have revdaddthpact that companion pets have on the
partner’s decision to leave an abusive situatiotaloly that an abused partner will stay in a
relationship longer out of concern for the pet (Ase et al., 2007; Faver & Strand, 2003; Flynn,
2000; Mcintosh, 2004). Some researchers have fdamely on the emotional and mental
impact that companion animal abuse has on the dipaner, observing that the pets provide a
critical source of support for victims in situatoaf domestic abuse (Faver & Strand, 2003;
Flynn, 2000; Turnbull et al., 2000).

Findings such as these have given rise to doméstence programs that focus on the
safety of all members of the family — including pe®afe pet programs are one such option in
operation in various communities in North AmeriSafe pet programs take different forms,
from highly structured and promoted programs like €rosstrails program in Colorado (Kogan
et al., 2004) to case-by-case solutions cobbleethay by transition houses as the need arises.
The safe pet programs serve two main policy objestimeeting the need for safety of the
woman, and providing a safe place for the pet. Mgdioth of these objectives means that at
least one barrier to getting the woman out of arsale situation has been overcome. The
current study focuses on safe pet programs in tipera the western Canadian provinces of
British Columbia, Alberta and Saskatchewan. Whatlaimestic violence service providers, in
particular transition houses and emergency sheléfies in the way of safe pet programs? What

do these programs look like? What forms do theg?akow many safe pet programs are



operating? These are some of the questions tisa¢xiploration of safe pet policies in Western

Canada seeks to answer.

Why is Animal Abuse Important to Study?

No one would dispute that domestic violence isrepas issue that needs attention from
all members of society. However, some may sayvieashould pay attention to the human
victims, not the animal victims, and that humaresraore important. |1 do not share this
viewpoint. | believe that humans and animals asedeng of equal consideration as victims of
domestic violence. Though this study specificalyald with companion animals, all animals are
beings that have the capacity for suffering. Thaty feel pain, fear, and sorrow, as well as joy.
Animals are increasingly becoming integral memloéthie modern family. In a situation of
domestic violencall family members are affected — pets included. Furttesearch has shown
that companion animals are fundamental sourcespifcst in families, especially in those who
experience domestic violence (Faver & Strand, 2608)n, 2000). The single fact that animals
are such a positive presence in our lives andambe used as weapons to hurt another person

makes animal cruelty worthy of serious study.

The close relationship that has been fostered cemturies between humans and
companion animals creates both responsibility arderability. It is our responsibility to care
for our pets as we have essentially made them analdare for themselves. Our pets depend on
us for basic necessities: food, water, shelter,smathlization. This dependence creates
vulnerability on the part of the pets, leaving thepen to possible abuses. This is akin to the
potential vulnerability of the human family membé&rghe abusive parent or spouse. Of course,
there are times when we let down those in our-€are one is perfect. It is when that letdown is

intentional, targeted, or done with malice thatietycneeds to get involved.

Important Terms Defined

Various definitions abound in the literature fothbanimal abuse and domestic violence.
Terms such as intimate partner violence, wife apiaseily violence, domestic violence, and
spousal aggression have all been used to refatdmersonal violence within an intimate
relationship. Family violence entails two basic &aburs: abuse and/or neglect. Abuse is the



intentional infliction of physical or psychologicahrm while neglect involves a caregiver
neglecting to provide adequate food, water, shelteare for the individual in their care
(Feldbau-Kohn, O'Leary, & Schumacher, 2000; LutzR&00; Wolf, 2000¥.Children, elders
and animals seem to be subjected to both negldcalaumse, whereas intimate partner violence
seems to be mainly abuse (Feldbau-Kohn et al.,;20@@ker, 2000; Wolf, 2000). The terms
‘family violence’ and ‘domestic violence’ are ma@acompassing of all family members
including companion animals. They are used intarghably in this research to refer to the
overall situation of violence in the home. Whil&iaowledging that other human victims of
violence may be present in a home (i.e. childreel@ers), this study will focus on intimate
partner violence. The term intimate partner viokerefers to emotional, physical, and
psychological abuses perpetrated against a spparager or a member of a romantic
relationship? ‘Companion animals’ and ‘pets’ are also used aftangeably, referring to

domesticated animals who reside in the family home.

Several authors have offered definitions of anionaklty. Kellert and Felthous (1985)
define animal cruelty as “the willful infliction dfarm, injury and intended pain on a nonhuman
animal” (1114). Ascione (1998) offers a more spedgfinition, taking into account the
importance of social context: “cruelty to animalsiefined as socially unacceptable behaviour
that intentionally causes unnecessary pain, suffesr distress to and/or death of an animal”
(85). On the other hand, for Agnew (1998) “abuder@adly defined as any act that contributes
to the pain or death of an animal or otherwiseat®es the welfare of an animal” (179). For the
purpose of discussion, animal abuse, animal cruattgt cruelty to animals are interchangeable
terms for the intentional infliction of harm or gering on an animal, whether by commission or
omission, outside of socially acceptable behavidbrs definition includes issues of neglect and
active aggression but excludes behaviours likeihgrand euthanasia.

! Sexual abuse does fall into the realm of famiblefice, but this paper will focus on physical asgighological
abuse and neglect as sexual abuse entails mamgissyond the scope of this paper.

2 Although this paper focuses on male-against-ferimiimate violence, it is acknowledged that femadginst-male
intimate violence as well as intimate violenceamg-sex relationships does occur. See Renzett2[168
further information on same sex relationship viaken

4



THEORETICAL APPROACHES

“That which traditionally defined humans from anilma qualities such as
reason and rationality — has been used as welifferéntiate men from
women” (Adams, 1994, quoted in Zilney, 2007: 128).

Several theoretical approaches in the body of rekdeve been used to understand
animal abuse and domestic violence, and have irddrtine development of approaches to
domestic violence policy. An understanding of thé®ries provide a grounding from which to
approach the literature review that follows. Twontoonly used theoretical explanations for
domestic violence are feminism and social leartivegpry. Feminism calls attention to the role
of patriarchy and gender, while social learningtiyestates that behaviour is learned through
interaction with others (Adams, 1998; Agnew, 1998Xhe research on cruelty to animals, there
are two particular theories that have been raigederal deviance and the violence graduation
hypothesis. The general deviance theory would @idteat animal cruelty is part of a wider
pattern of an individual’s deviant behaviour wherége violence graduation hypothesis states
that an individual begins with cruelty to animatgldhen ‘graduates’ to violence against humans
(Arluke et al., 1999; Beirne, 2004; Merz-Perezlet2001; Zilney, 2007).

Feminism

No discussion on domestic violence can begin witlaodiscussion of feminist theory. At
its root, feminist theory calls attention to inetigs in society, based not simply on gender but
also race and class, seeking to change the imtmt#mower. A fundamental principle of
feminism is patriarchy, broadly defined as the eyst and cultural domination of women by
men (Duffy & Momirov, 1997; Messerschmidt, 1986atiarchy incorporates masculine
domination of all spheres of social life and playsactive role in the creation of gender roles and
determination of gender specific values. Messersdh{h986) acknowledges the impact of
patriarchy on both genders in stating that “theaa@xperience of men and women are
different” but goes on to say that “patriarchy lsosa system of hierarchical system of power

relations that provides control not only of menmowemen but also among men” (32).



Feminist theory would insist that patriarchy isieaportant concept to consider when
examining male criminality, specifically domestiolkence. It has been suggested by authors
such as Zilney (2007) and Simmons and Lehmann (20@7 when abusing one’s partner, men
are essentially illustrating their dominance byrérg physical control over weaker others.
Duffy and Momirov (1997) argue that violence isa#med in order to control women and
children via a “socially constructed definitionmgsculinity in terms of power and domination”
(123). Messerschmidt (1986) makes the socially toated definition explicit in stating that “a
masculine character...requires self-confidencegpeddence, boldness, responsibility,
competitiveness, a drive for dominance, and aggnessolence” (40). Along these lines,
Agnew (1998) theorizes that “animal abuse may hésa mechanism for ‘accomplishing
masculinity’,” the abusive actions illustrating thalued male traits of aggression and power
(192).

Patriarchy is more than physical domination. Dy Momirov (1997) state that male
domination encompasses economic and psychologpakts as well (123). However, with the
economic domination of women comes the economoresbility carried by the men
encompassed in the traditional ‘bread-winner’ rMesserschmidt (1986) notes that “the
masculine role in [a capitalist] system centresiadbearning money and providing material
security forhis family [emphasis in original]” (40). Economic facs are mentioned in much of
the research on domestic violence as a signifis@essor in the abusive relationship (eg. Duffy
& Momirov, 1997; Feldbau-Kohn et al., 2000). A gooment of the financial strain on the
relationship may be the added expense of caringridrfeeding a companion animal. Couple
this with the idea of the masculine, aggressiveemaal the preconditions for intimate partner

violence and animal abuse are present.

Linking animal abuse with feminist theory is noffidult when the issue of power is
raised. In a patriarchal system, male values aedsare reinforced in social institutions like the
media, education, and the criminal justice systilasserschmidt, 1986). Female values and
needs, or the needs of the less powerful suchedswer economic classes or minorities, are not
heard. Animals could be included in the populatbthe less powerful. Though the support she
found in her research was modest, Zilney (20073yzesively tied feminism (and thus
patriarchy) with animal cruelty insofar that merttwipatriarchal attitudes towards women and

dominionistic attitudes towards nonhumans are rkeéy to engage in abuse behaviours

6



towards both women and nonhumans” (xxxiv).

Social Learning

Social learning theory arises quite often in relatio domestic violence and has been
used in attempting to explain cruelty to animéb®cial learning theory states that behaviour is
learned in interactions with others, with rewardd aunishments playing strong roles in how
well the individual learns and repeats the behaviaiers, 2001). Agnew (1998) believes that
social learning theory is well suited to explainemgmal abuse given that children tend to imitate
parental behaviour and attitudes. If the parergsabusive, the children may imitate the
behaviour or at least internalize the attitude theth treatment is acceptable.

Dutton (1999) theorizes that part of the sociatreay process of family violence is the
development of personality features that are sumaoof the use of violence, such as
“attributional tendencies to externalize blame digphroportionate emotional reactions” (77).
Though Akers (2001) would refer to these as intezed attitudes, the concepts are very similar.
Personality features and internalized attitudesiteethe concept of motivations for violence and
aggression. For example, two of the motivationsafumal cruelty that Kellert and Felthous
(1985) found were retaliation against a persondigsplacement of hostility (1124). The
argument could easily be made that these two ntainscould be a function of an extreme
emotional reaction or blame externalization, whethey are referred to as internalized attitudes
or personality features. Put into a domestic viodeoontext, instead of directly confronting the
object of their hostility (the partner), the abuk®uses the aggression on the family pet, using
the harm done to the pet as a means of retaliation.

Looking at social learning from a slightly diffetgmerspective, Gill (2006) reasons that
women are conditioned to stay with their abusesuph the cycle of violence where the
“honeymoon stage follows violent episodes and ceods their desire to stay with the abuser”
(56). In essence, the abuser rewards the victirstiyiing and punishes any attempt to leave.
Companion animals can play an important role ia gnocess, providing a means of punishing or
a reason to stay in the relationship.

Related to social learning theory is the intergatienal transmission process. Social
learning theory works with significant figures etindividual’s life like their peer group as well

as social institutions like the media (Akers, 200T)e intergenerational transmission process
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focuses on the family environment: children leaont abusers that aggression is a good way to
solve problems or violence is the appropriate respdo emotions of anger or stress (Dutton,
1999; Gill, 2006). Children in domestic violenctustions would become abusers or victims in
their future relationships depending on their doga gender, thus linking feminist perspectives
with social learning theory. Similarly, observingt@buse in the home could lead the child to
internalize that behaviour. There have been mieredlts in the research of intergenerational
transmission theory and domestic violence, somdietfinding an effect and others finding no
specific effects but recognizing a general one {@yt1999; Kwong, 2000). However, almost all
research agrees that a family history of domestilernce is a significant risk factor for future
familial violence (eg. Dutton, 1999; Kellert & Fetius, 1985; Kwong, 2000; Merz-Perez et al.,
2001).

Violence Graduation Hypothesis

The violence graduation hypothesis states than@nidual begins with cruelty to
animals and then ‘graduates’ to violence againstdns (Arluke et al., 1999; Beirne, 2004;
Merz-Perez et al., 2001, Zilney, 2007). Early vensi of this theory pointed to the ‘triad’ of
firesetting, enuresis (bedwetting), and crueltgmamals as predictive of future violence against
humans (Ascione, 1998: 92). Though the triad waaddo be inconsistent in its predictive
ability (Ascione, 1998; Felthous & Kellert, 199&)did offer a potential direction of study:
cruelty to animals on its own may have predictiogeptial. Margaret Mead (1998) echoed this
in saying

It may well be that [killing or torturing a livinghing] could prove to be a

diagnostic sign, and that such children, diagnesaaty, could be helped instead
of being allowed to embark on a long career of@gisviolence and murder (31).

Essentially, this is one of the arguments for whigy ¢riterion of cruelty to animals is included in

the diagnosis for conduct disorder (Ascione, 1985

In attempting to outline the seriousness of cruktgnimals, some authors point to the
anecdotal evidence of serial killers abusing arsnratheir childhood, offering supporting
evidence of the violence graduation hypothesis 6gri998; Jorgensen & Maloney, 1999;
Lockwood & Hodge, 1998). Much of the research is #irea has been conducted by Frank



Ascione and has focused on the behaviour of cmldBenerally, Ascione’s work shows support
for the violence graduation hypothesis (Ascionalet1998; Ascione, 1998; Ascione & Arkow,
1999; Ascione et al., 2007). Support is also foimiettrospective studies focussing on
childhood behaviour as in Kellert and Felthous @2%d Merz-Perez et al. (2001). In their
review of the literature, Felthous and Kellert (898und support for the violence graduation
hypothesis but make the point that “repeated dcsimal cruelty are associated with personal
violence that is serious and recurrent” (74). Lohke the research on domestic violence, Zilney
(2007) states that the violence graduation hypatieaggests that animal abuse is not an
isolated incident with only an animal victim, but ander-recognized component of family
violence, with common origins and influences” (&jn 2007: xxxiii). Testing both theories
using a general population sample, Zilney (200@dnhtbgreater support for the violence
graduation hypothesis than the general deviancethgpis. However, Arluke, et al. (2001) make
an interesting point in discussing the violencalgedion hypothesis, posing that the graduation
may take place “from remote to intimate targets"1(P It could be that in cases of intimate
partner violence the animal abuse is part of tisalafon of aggression, an intriguing application
of the violence graduation hypothesis.

General Deviance Hypothesis

The general deviance theory states that behavidkerdomestic violence and cruelty to
animals are part of a broad spectrum of deviawtiarinal behaviours. Zilney (2007) describes
the hypothesis as “the notion that acts of deviahagter predictably over the course, with
individuals engaging in crime in their teen andyadult years” (xxxiii). Furthermore, Arluke,
et al. (2001) state that under the general deviagpethesis “different forms of deviance have
the same underlying causes” (965). Unlike the viodegraduation hypothesis, general deviance
does not cite animal cruelty as being a predidiator of future violence against people (Arluke
et al., 1999; Zilney, 2007). Animal cruelty is silppart of the individual's deviant behaviour
patterns.

Arluke, et al. (2001) set out to test the geneealiahce theory. The central hypothesis
was that “animal abuse would correlate just asglsowith nonviolent criminal behaviour as it

will with interpersonal violence” with no specifitne order (966). Pointing out the flaws with



self-report studies, Arluke et al. (2001) usedaidii records from the Massachusetts SPCA of
prosecuted individuals, a matched community saraptethe official criminal records for both
groups. The results supported the general deviayathesis: prosecuted animal abusers were
much more likely to have a wide criminal histonygluding violent and property offences, than
the community controls (Arluke et al., 1999: 968) notable shortfall to this study was that
Arluke, et al. (2001) did not use data from juvenicords, restricting their sample to individuals
aged 17 years or older, making it difficult to adisat the validity of the violence graduation

hypothesis.

Lea (2007) set out to disprove the violence gradodtypothesis, theorizing that the
general deviance hypothesis was a better explamatidner sample of young adults, Lea (2007)
found that animal cruelty in adolescence was plaatpmattern of general deviant behaviour,
including stealing, vandalism, fighting, misbehawian school, and bullying. Moreover, cruelty
to animals was correlated with both violent and-mment behaviour. When Lea (2007)
examined adolescent behaviours that correlatedul @olence (measured by fighting), she

found that animal cruelty had no significant effdeta (2007) concluded that

any association that does exist between animalltgrad human-directed
violence is decidedly complicated and nuanced. ulccdind no evidence that
animal cruelty perpetuated during childhood or edoénce is associated with
violence during adulthood (113-4).

The results are mixed in the research about wihiebriy regarding animal cruelty is more
likely to be accurate. Some research designedstdtte violence graduation hypothesis has
shown positive results, such as Zilney (2007) amil2aMPerez et al. (2001) while other
researchers like Arluke et al. (1999) and Lea (20@Xe found greater support for the general
deviance theory. In all likelihood, a mix of theadwnay be the most accurate, especially when

dealing with the role the companion animal occumesituations of domestic violence.
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FAMILY VIOLENCE IN THE LITERATURE

“If only we can overcome cruelty, to human and aadim

with love and compassion we shall stand at thestioél of

a new era in human moral and spiritual evolutioand realize,
at last, our most unique quality: humanity” ( JaGeodall).

A Brief History of Domestic Violence and Animal Cruelty

Efforts to prevent animal cruelty began long befang social awareness of family
violence. Philosophers such as Immanuel Kant arnehdy Bentham both decried cruelty to
animals, though for different reasons (Zilney, 20&&ant was concerned that cruelty to animals
would lead to future violence against humans wBagatham believed that animals were due the
same consideration as humans because they tobhdadpacity to feel pain and experience
suffering (Zilney, 2007). Kellert and Felthous (59®ote that true social awareness of animal
cruelty rose with the “development of the comparpehanimal as a social phenomenon
beginning in the sixteenth and seventeenth cemstufid 14). Reminiscent of Kant, they go on to
note that part of what motivated the concern abfwaitreatment of animals during this era was
the assumption that cruel behaviour towards animealdd lead to similar behaviour towards
humans (Kellert & Felthous, 1985: 1114). Zilney@ZDrelates that there was one voice during
the era that linked violence against women and ahenuelty: Mary Wollstonecraft. Zilney
(2007) points out that although much of the focndNollstonecraft’s writings has been on
rights of women, Wollstonecraft did make the argaotikat animal abuse was “a predictor or
risk factor to the abuse of women” (39).

Historically, both animals and women were considépeoperty’ under the law, and
therefore any legislation was aimed at protectivggdroperty rights of owners (husbands,
fathers, etc.), rather than the welfare of the womreanimals (Stevenson, 2008; Zilney, 2007).
In response to this attitude and formed primaolgéal with the abuses of carriage horses in
England, the Society for the Prevention of CruedgtyAnimals (SPCA) was founded in 1824.
North America became involved in the animal welfanel protection movement when the
American SPCA was founded in New York in 1866 (SPG®, 2007; Zilney, 2007). Even with
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the expansion of SPCA branches across North Ametieaestablishment of numerous smaller
animal welfare agencies, and the increasing palwiareness of the plights of abused animals,
animals are still considered as ‘property’ undehbmiminal and civil law in both Canada and
the United States (Stevenson, 2008).

The rights of women proceeded much slower. It wia®st a century after the founding
of the ASPCA when the rise of feminism called aitanto intimate partner violence (Duffy &
Momirov, 1997). Both partner abuse and child alhesgan to be taken much more seriously in
the 1970s and 1980s. Charities and support groeps fwunded to aid victims of family
violence in addition to an increase in criminalg®outions of abusers (Duffy & Momirov,
1997). The movement gained rapid momentum andtessur important social and legislative
changes. For example, it was only in 1983 thaGhminal Codein Canada was changed to
reflect the fact that a husband can be chargedth&lsexual assault of his wife (Martin’s
Annual Criminal Code, 2007: 574-5). Prior to thisendment, it was common law that free
sexual access to his wife was a husband’s rigivirtye of the marriage. In essence, a wife was
the property of her husband (Martin’s Annual Criali€ode, 2007). Though this may seem to
be an extreme example, it illustrates how far tatus of women has come in a few decades. It is
also an example of how similar the status of arsraald women were only a short time ago. In
spite of the advancement of the status of womethearnited States “between 1998 and 2002,
family violence accounted for 11 percent of repdr®lence...approximately 3.5 million
incidents” (Zilney, 2007: 88-9). In Canada, domestolence accounted for 15 percent of all
violence reported to the police in 2006 (Ogrod2B08). These statistics are an indication of

how far women still have to go.

Victims of Domestic Violence and the Companion Animal

Turnbull, Hallisey-Hendrix and Dent (2000) say tlats provide unconditional love,
trust, loyalty, and total acceptance — all beneditsur lives” (90). This is just as true, perhaps
more, for victims of domestic violence. For exampllynn (2000) found that 73 percent of
women in a domestic violence shelter said theis petre important sources of emotional
support (168). Furthermore, Flynn (2000) discovehed women were more likely to rate their

pets as important sources of emotional support iendid not have any children (169). In
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their research into the relationship between abuseden and their pets, Faver and Strand
(2003) found that “battered women whose pets had bbused were more likely to report that
their pets had been a very important source of iemaitsupport while they lived with their
batterers” (1371). Adams (1998) holds that in situes of family violence “when a husband
destroys a pet he may be destroying the womanissmirce of comfort and affection” (322).
Companion animals can and do provide an essentiats of support for victims of familial
abuse. However, the relationship with the pet dam lae a significant risk factor for ongoing
abuse of all family members.

Research into intimate partner violence and anabake has consistently revealed that
companion animals play a role in the abused pastdecision to stay or leave, noting that
potential delays place all the victims at a greasd of abuse (Ascione et al., 2007; Faver &
Strand, 2003; Flynn, 2000; Mcintosh, 2004). Kogaale(2004) estimate that “360,000 women
in the United States are at risk of abuse becaa@f for their pets’ safety has prevented them
from leaving an abusive home” (421). Researchimdlea generally involves surveying or
interviewing women who seek refuge at domesticeriok shelters, and consequently may
reflect the worst cases of intimate partner viokerf8everal studies have examined the decision
to stay or leave an abusive relationship and sipadif, the impact that animal abuse has on the

decision.

Faver and Strand (2003) surveyed residents of aewdyan and rural domestic violence
shelters and looked at whether threats to the yapeits made the women more likely or less
likely to leave an abusive relationship. Althouging a fairly small sample (n = 41), Faver and
Strand did find that threats or actual harm topeeby the abuser affected the woman'’s decision
to leave the abusive situation. One drawback tsthey was that Faver and Strand (2003) did
not question whether the woman was staying to ptobe pet or planning on leaving with the
pet. The study did present two other interestisglis. One was that rural residents were more
likely to have their pets threatened or harmedheyrtabuser than urban residents (Faver &
Strand, 2003). The second was that concern farpkés was more of a factor in the woman’s
decision to stay or leave for those living in ruedas (Faver & Strand, 2003). In discussing their
results, Faver and Strand (2003) suggested thagethgraphic and social isolation of a rural
lifestyle may increase attachment to pets, andstbiation may make any cruelties less likely to

be noticed (and therefore reported) by neighbours.

13



Threats to the animals can be used to ensure olmedie the abuser or be a means of
keeping the partner in a relationship. Arluke e(#099) offer a compelling summary of the use

of pets by the spousal abuser:

Animal abuse is often a component of the emotiaiise suffered by battered
women. When physical abuse decreases, emotionakahay increase. Animal
abuse thus serves as a ‘reminder’ that physicaealsustill available as a control
strategy...[and] animal abuse may follow physicaeks (972).

Ascione et al. (2007), Flynn (2000) and Mcintos(2) all looked at how concern for the safety

of a companion animal can delay a woman leavingtarsive relationship.

Flynn (2000) found that 25 percent of the womehignsample delayed going to a shelter
out of concern for their pet, and some women deldgaving the relationship for two months.
Ascione et al. (2007) and Mclintosh (2004) discode¢he very same proportion, one quarter of
the women they interviewed delayed going to a doimeslence shelter out of concern for their
pet’'s safety. The studies ascertained similar g€pet abuse: Ascione et al. (2007) found 53
percent and Flynn (2000) found 47 percent of peteya experienced threats or actual harm to
their pets as part of the family violence. Howevascione et al. (2007) employed a control
group from the community to compare with the domsesblence shelter residents interviewed.
They discovered that residents in the domestience shelter were much more likely than the
community sample to have experienced pet abusedi@n to their own abuse (Ascione et al.,
2007). In addition, Ascione et al. (2007) foundttwamen without children were more likely to

delay going to a shelter for the sake of their.pets

Even leaving an abusive situation can be harmfthéovictims of abuse, including the
pets. Flynn (2000) and Ascione et al. (2007) regzbthat half of their respective respondents left
their pets with the abuser. Flynn (2000) commemas theing separated from or losing one’s pet
may create additional trauma” for the human victohdomestic violence, especially given that
the pets are being left in abusive situations (1@Q2)nlisk (1999) advocates sensitivity on the
part of shelter staff and counsellors:

Although the welfare of the animal may not seent thgortant to the staff or be a

priority when the family has so many other neels,welfare of the animal may be very

important to the client or her kids. Their abilitg function, let alone make good
decisions, may be impaired if they are anxious atl@ianimal (175).
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In Tutty’s (2006) interviews with women who hadtlabusive situations, two women related

that “after [they] left their partners, the menrezd out the threats, one by shooting the animals,
the other by letting them starve to death” (25)e§damay be extreme examples of the harm that
companion animals may suffer when left without phetection of the other family members, but

are by no means unlikely endings.

Within a family, companion animals provide emotibsapport for the abused humans,
however this relationship can give the abuser sbhimgto exploit. Jorgensen and Maloney
(1999) point out that abusers use cruelty to tha@lfapets as methods of “control, intimidation,
or retaliation” against other members of the faniilg4). Duffy and Momirov (1997) contend
that being “forced to witness the killing of a betd pet” or any cruelty against an animal is
emotional abuse (47). Faver and Strand (2003gwat “threats or harm to pets can be used to
coerce or control a woman only to the extent thatares about the animals” (1371). The fact
that pets are important to their owners makes #gt@potential and powerful weapon to be used

in the commission of domestic violence.

Per petrators of Domestic Violence and the Companion Animal

Even though the perpetration rates of partner abasge been reported in some studies as

being approximately equal between men and womememaare more likely to sustain injury

and tell others about the abuse at some pointjgakiKohn et al., 2000). On the other hand,
men are much more likely to commit cruelty to arlsrthan women (Baldry, 2003; Beirne,

2004; Lea, 2007; Zilney, 2007). There have beenynstudies that have looked at the typical
abuser in the context of domestic violence (Feldkahn et al., 2000; Gill, 2000). Limited
research has also been conducted into animal grisiling to determine characteristics and
motivations of typical abusers (Kellert & Felthod985; Lockwood & Ascione, 1998). When

both bodies of research are compared, the sindafitetween the two are striking.

Kellert and Felthous (1985) were among the firgegearch animal cruelty motivations,
citing a paucity of research in this area as a @nncause for the inadequate attention paid to
animal cruelty by legislators and others. Lookihghaee groups, aggressive criminals, non-

aggressive criminals and non-criminals, nine maeives for animal abuse were derived (Kellert
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& Felthous, 1985). These included retaliation agiagnperson, displacement of anger from a
person to an animal, using an animal to expresgeagi@n and enhancing one’s own
aggressiveness (Kellert & Felthous, 1985: 1123FAg study also evaluated the differences in
the commission of cruel acts against animals betvwlee groups, with some fascinating findings.
The participants who reported committing animalsabun childhood were also more likely to
report that they had experienced domestic violémteeir childhood. The obvious implication is
that experiencing domestic violence increases tbbgbility that an individual will engage in
criminal acts in the future, including animal abuBhkis also illustrates the interconnectedness of

domestic violence and animal cruelty.

Merz-Perez et al. (2001) found very similar restdt&ellert and Felthous (1985). The
violent offenders were significantly more likely have committed cruelty to animals as children
than non-violent offenders (Merz-Perez et al., 2@®&ll). In particular, Merz-Perez et al. (2001)
found that violent offenders were more likely tos@dnurt or killed a pet than the non-violent
offenders. Interestingly, many of the participantghe violent offender group related issues of
family violence in their childhoods (Merz-Perezakt 2001). Several authors have noted that
pets are generally held in higher esteem than sirayld animals, and therefore violence
against companion animals represents a more sdaousof aggression (Agnew, 1998; Kellert
& Felthous, 1985; Merz-Perez et al., 2001; Ziln2g07). Like Kellert and Felthous (1985),
Merz-Perez, et al. (2001) observed a discreteréifiee in the motivations for the animal cruelty
in their sample. The violent offenders were mokelli to refer to their behaviour as not cruel
and more likely to cite their reaction to animaliaé as a thrill or an emotional release (Merz-
Perez et al., 2001).

Kellert and Felthous (1985) did not address whettier participants had witnessed any
animal cruelty in the context of domestic violethee only inquired about the presence of
domestic violence in the household. Merz-Peret. €2@01) looked at reports of childhood
cruelty to animals without really addressing thegence of domestic violence except in passing.
Nonetheless, these two studies together indicateatiimal cruelty is linked to offending in
general, violent offending in particular, and expecing domestic violence. In addition, both
studies note that animal abuse is a complex ant-faaéted behaviour, one that cannot be

reduced to a simple list of motivations.
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Baldry (2003) investigated whether there was aediifice in the commission of animal
cruelty between individuals who had been abusedeapdsed to animal abuse and individuals
who only witnessed animal abuse. She found th&wihéler sample of university students
admitted to some form of animal abuse, and siganifily more males had committed an act of
animal cruelty (Baldry, 2003). The two strongestdictors for the commission of animal cruelty
were the same for both groups: gender and exptsar@eer’s animal abuse. Baldry (2003)
hypothesized that peers may play a larger rolaerlives of children who have experienced
family violence: “Bullying, offending, and abusimgeaker creatures (animals or peers) is
strongly associated with the need for affiliationdayaining of social status in children who

might suffer from abuse and neglect in their fa@sili(277).

On the other hand, Hensley and Tallichet (200&¥itiate that family relationships were
very important to the commission of animal abuser#ley & Tallichet, 2005). In their survey
of incarcerated offenders, Hensley and Tallich60&) found that those who witnessed cruelty
to animals were more likely to commit animal ablR&thermore, witnesses to a family
member’s abuse of animals were more likely to beldo animals on a more frequent basis and
begin to mistreat animals at a younger age (Her&[€gllichet, 2005). These results are
supported by MclIntosh’s (2004) discoveries regaydire impact of domestic violence on
children. Of the women interviewed from a domesitdence shelter, 23 percent were
concerned that their children would hurt an aniera 16 percent thought their children may
have already hurt the family pet or engaged inroéinémal cruelty (Mcintosh, 2004: 9).

Zilney’s (2007) research seems to tie these obsengabout cruelty to animals firmly
to the perpetrators of domestic violence. She fabaticruelty to animals at any point in the life
course was a significant predictor of domesticesiale, and predictive of partner violence in
particular (Zilney, 2007). The research also res@dhat those who admitted abusing animals
were also more likely to admit involvement in otleeéminal acts “including drug use and
participation in unnamed illegal activities (Zilne3007: 104-5). A very interesting finding in
Zilney’s (2007) research was that owning a pehgt@oint during the individual’s life was
negatively correlated with both partner abuse anohal abuse (106/108). Zilney (2007)
suggests that animal companionship and ownershypfmation as a protective factor in the

context of future domestic violence.
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Dealing with Violence Including Companion Animals

There are a few programs and policies currentfylace that try to deal with the whole
family, not just the human family members. Thes®#ude cross-reporting initiatives and safe pet
programs. While this study does focus on safe pmEjrams, cross-reporting initiatives play a

large role in combating domestic violence thatudels companion animals.

Cross reporting initiatives are critical to dealiwgh all the victims of domestic violence.
For example, an animal protection agency receivadlabout an animal in distress. When the
investigator arrives at the residence, they se@migtevidence of animal neglect but evidence of
child neglect as well. The investigator then nesfthe child protection agency in the area to deal
with the human victims. It also works in the oppeslirection, social workers will notify the
animal service agency that there is a pet beingebuor neglected when they attend a home
about a case of child abuse or neglect. The farshal cross-reporting initiative in Canada was
started in 2001 between the Guelph Humane Soamtyamily and Children’s Services
(OSPCA, 2002; Zilney, 2007). In Canada, Ontariousently the only province to formally
have a cross-reporting program, though agenciether provinces and jurisdictions may
communicate on an informal basis. An example iB8eSPCA, who encourages sharing
information with other agencies but is not requitedo so (BCSPCA, 2004).

Jorgensen and Maloney (1999) detail an innovatregnam started in Colorado in 1996
utilizing cross-reporting ideas called DVERT, oe thomestic Violence Enhanced Response
Team. Individuals who are at risk of serious haromt their abuser after leaving the relationship
are evaluated and admitted to the program (Jorgefaddaloney, 1999). Calls from DVERT
clients are placed at the top priority. A teamubort workers including police, case workers
and victim’s services counsellors is compiled faclkewoman who respond to all calls to the
woman’s address, day or night (Jorgensen & Maloh899). If there are others at risk in the
home, such as animals, the secondary team madepupfessionals with specific knowledge of
the area is dispatched to the address (Jorgendéal@ney, 1999). The animal care workers
will handle any animals in the home, providing vietary care or collecting evidence (Jorgensen
& Maloney, 1999). This program acknowledges thes@nee of other victims in the family
violence dynamic, and actively tries to addressineds of all the victims.

18



Similar programs are active in Canada and the dr8tates. For example, ADT Security
offers a program called DVERS, or the Domestic ®iale Emergency Response System, in
conjunction with local victim services agencies & enforcement (ADT, 2007). The high-risk
individuals are given a pendant and an alarm sydlffieime alarm monitoring company receives a
signal from any of its DVERS clients, police antdetservices are immediately dispatched to
the address at a top priority (ADT, 2007). Whilerthis no cross-reporting between DVERS

respondents and animal services agencies yepresents a possible direction for future policy.

As discussed, a range of research has indicatesvtmaen delay leaving abusive
situations out of fear for the safety of their p&afe pet programs are the direct result of this
research, and operate in various forms across Maontrica (Ascione et al., 2007; CVMA,
2008; Kogan et al., 2004). Though they are callegdrsious names, safe pet initiatives provide
emergency shelter for the pets of women and cmltaving abusive situations. Depending on
the program, the pets will receive temporary sheite veterinary clinic, animal shelter or
animal foster homes. Stays for the pets vary adegrd program guidelines and need, but are

generally the duration of the woman'’s stay at timemgency domestic violence shelter.

Kogan et al. (2004) outline a specific safe petggpam which was started in 1999 in
Colorado called Crosstrails. The main goal of Ciradls is to “create and maintain a safe place
for pets owned by women who stay at CrossroadshBage,” a domestic violence shelter
(Kogan et al., 2004:425). Crosstrails is uniquéhat the woman is specifically asked about any
pets when she calls the shelter, she can bringdtsewith her to the shelter, and shelter staff
handle the arrangements of locating the pet irefasdre (Kogan et al., 2004). One thing to note
about Crosstrails is that confidentiality is cai@and anonymity of the pet is ensured at all steps
in the program, a result of lessons learned froevipus attempts at providing haven for pets of
victims of domestic violence (Kogan et al., 200@)e women are not told where their pet is and
all identifying information is removed from the peho is assigned a Crosstrails number (Kogan
et al., 2004). This is done to ensure that thecaehot be tracked by the abuser or used as
leverage to get the woman to return to the abusituation. In the first four years of operation,
Crosstrails fostered 90 animals proving that thegeneed for more safe pet programs (Kogan et
al., 2004).
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What Doesthe Literature Mean for the Current Study?

In all, the literature looking at both the perpadra and the victims of domestic violence
makes strong connections to animal cruelty. Theetations between intimate partner violence
and animal abuse are clear and startling. The corafehe victims for their pets places both the
woman and the pet in a vulnerable position. Theeesame programs and policies in place
trying to address these issues, but they seem soditered across North America. The
possibilities for additional research seem lim#leéSo how does all the previous research relate
to the current study?

In 2000, Frank Ascione publish&ahfe Havens for Pets: Guidelines for Programs
Sheltering Pets for Women who are Battetedking at some of the barriers and challengas th
the houses may face with possible solutions (Asi@000). In 2002, the BC/Yukon Society of
Transition Houses published a tool-kit for theirmrmeer transition houses to help them set up a
safe pet program (Harrison, 2002). In 2008, Ameridamane published their own guide on
how to implement a safe pet program at transitiaunskes (American Humane Association,
2008). All of the publications mention challengkeattmay be encountered and how to overcome
them in the drive to provide shelter for all fammhembers escaping family violence. Barriers
like allergies, space constraints, funding consitiens, and managing communal living space
are all raised. This information has been dissetathaver the last ten years in various forms. So
what has been done with this information? Spedificvhat kinds of safe pet programs (SPPs)
have the transition houses operating in Westerra@amplemented to try to deal with pets as
victims of family violence? Answering this final gstion is the focus of the current study.
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METHODS

Sample

Using the Shelternet website (www.shelternet.dest ®f transition houses and
emergency shelters was compifeBhelternet was selected because it lists emerggratiers
and transition houses for women leaving abuse acasada, thus providing a common
resource for the provinces. The website is offéngén different languages, appealing to a very
wide population. Searching for shelters in oneipaldr area is very simple through a map of
Canada that can be zeroed in on a particular regjiorterest. The interactive map was used to
compile a list of all the first stage transitionuses in British Columbia, Alberta and
Saskatchewan. The focus of this study was ondtesge housing providing emergency and crisis
accommodation to women leaving domestic violentay<SSin first stage housing vary from two
weeks to thirty days depending on facility, but gely provide a long enough stay to get the
woman out of the dangerous situation and for aearents to be made for longer term
accommodations. Most first stage transition hoasestaffed 24 hours a day in order to provide

services day or night for women leaving abuse.

After the initial list of transition houses and exgency shelters was compiled, each
organization was searched on the Internet for nimfoemation. Shelternet only offers very basic
information for most of its listings — shelter ngrtaeation (city) and help line telephone
number, and in some cases, a link to the organizatebsite. Where the website link was
available, the site was consulted for additiontdrimation such as administration telephone
numbers, list of services offered as well as camdition of the type of housing the organization
provided. When a link to a website was not provittedugh Shelternet, the organizations were
searched using Google.

There were some eliminations from the primarydistransition houses: safe home
networks and second stage housing. Although safehetworks do provide the same primary

crisis service of a safe place to stay, the wonteynia private homes of volunteers for three to

® Names and locations of the transition houses atrestated, and the data is aggregated to prdieatanfidential
nature of these services.
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five days before being moved into a transition leooisother accommodation with more services
and a longer stay. Second stage transition houseseliminated from the sample for several
reasons. First, the women leaving transition hoaseésemergency shelters typically transition
into second stage housing where the living quaeerseparate (such as small apartments) and
are offered for an extended period of time (typycibm six months to two years). Second, and
more importantly for this study, second stage hagi&cilities are used after the woman has left
the abusive situation, they are not used for enmengand crisis accommodations. After these
eliminations were complete, there were a totald¥ ttansition homes and emergency shelters
contacted across British Columbia (n=64), Albena32), and Saskatchewan (n=13).

Procedure

The transition houses were first contacted by tedee. When available, the
administration telephone number was used as theapyicontact, with the transition house
telephone number as second point of contact. Tibis ¢ine was used as a last resort if no other
telephone numbers were available, or if referretiéonumber by the administration contact. In
many cases, a message was left for the person whlnWwest be able to speak about any
services offered regarding pets. If no return phoalewas received, a follow-up phone call was
made seven to ten days after the initial call.ti@ssage was again left requesting a return phone
call, no further follow up was conducted with thepcular agency. This decision was made in
recognition of the sensitive nature of the servibes the transition houses provide, the
possibility that non-contact was deliberate ontthasition house’s part, and the reality that
often the transition house staff will have moresgreg issues to deal with. Five of the sample
fell into this category of non-contact. Only onelsér indicated no desire to have a conversation
about any pet services offered, the reasons ferafe unknown because the call was terminated.
This case plus the five non-contact cases werdredbed from the analysis, leaving a total of
103 transition houses in the sample (BC, n=62; #&9; SK, n=12).

The conversation was opened with the question “lraquiring about any programs or
services that you may offer to women escaping sins of domestic violence with their pets”
and asking to speak with the person who would Is¢ ddale to speak to the details of the service.
The phrasing of the opening question shifted frevorhen escaping situations of domestic

violencewho havepets” to the wordingwith their pets” due to some confusion occurring about
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the purpose of the call in contact with the fiestvftransition houses. The opening question was
deliberately open-ended in order to elicit respsrad®out what kinds of services are provided for
women with pets. If needed, clarifying commentsengiven such as the example of a woman
leaving an abusive situation and not wanting teddaer pet dog behind. When a staff member
indicated a SPP was in place, information was sbalgbut duration of stay, where the pet is
housed, cost for the program, where the respoitgifor providing pet supplies like food rested,
any veterinary care available, if the owner is péad to visit the pet, how long the program has
been in operation, if the clients are asked abetd pn intake, and any statistics kept on number
of pets in the program were asked. All conversatioare ended with a question about whether
there was any details about the program or issatenths not asked about and an expression of

thanks for the staff member’s time.

Initially, if the staff member indicated that pe&tere allowed at the transition house, the
staff member was asked if they would be willingctonplete a short list of questions about the
SPP via email. All of the shelters asked agreelistAof questions were emailed to the shelter
staff member to complete. The questions did shgh8y based on the conversation with the
shelter staff member and the information gathergthd the phone call. These questions
(without responses) are included in Appendix A.sTimiethod did not work very well as two of
the five email requests sent were not returned.réhmainder of the data was gathered during the
telephone calls. The presence of a written pokgarding pets and written agreements between
the clients and the transition house was also reduabout, with a request to send these
documents via email or regular post. This garnaretuch higher response rate that the email
guestionnaire, likely due to the minimal time inved in the simple request. All forms requested

were received, a total of nine documents.

If the transition house indicated that they werdrgaed, either formally or informally,
with an animal care agency, the name of the agesasyasked (if not already mentioned) as well
as a contact person at the animal care agencyadémecies were then contacted by telephone
with similar questions about the service providedgets of clients in the transition house. The
animal care agencies were contacted in order torgare in-depth information about the service
offered to women at the transition house, and thestions were specifically directed at that
particular offering as opposed to more general ahgare and rescue services. The details

received were compiled with the initial informaticeceived from the associated transition
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house. The same procedure was used regarding reedsaigg limited to an initial contact call
and one follow-up call. Six agencies did not rettire contact after the follow up message. The
transition houses associated with these agenciesee eliminated from the analysis as
sufficient information was generally gathered dgrihe phone call with shelter staff.

When private citizens were mentioned as part ofSRE as in the case of a foster care
network, no contact information was solicited totpct the privacy of the individuals. When a
private business was mentioned as part of the 8&tiPas veterinary practices or commercial
boarding kennels, it was requested that the stafhber forward my contact information to the
business with a request to contact me about tiviceeAgain, this decision was made to protect
the privacy of individuals involved in the servidéo return phone calls were received from the

businesses, possibly because the request for ¢anégcnot have been passed on.

Organizing the Data

Once all the phone calls were completed, a spreatistas compiled with all of the
information on each SPP. A SPP was defined as maggement where the transition house staff
had a part in making the arrangements for safeepteat of the pet, whether that included
making all arrangements or providing the clientwtie contact information to a secondary
caretaker and supporting the client in the placdrotthe pet. Caretakers were defined as where
the pet resided for the duration of the SPP plaoénk@ve broad categories with subcategories
were devised from the data: Presence of SPP, SRaker Reason for not having a SPP,
Challenges to a SPP, and Program Consideratiomscdtegories and the subcategories are
listed in Appendix B. Categorizing the data in thgy allowed some of the common themes to
stand out and provided an overview of the programWestern Canada. An important note, the
subcategories under Challenges arose directlyfabheaonversations with transition house staff
members, while the subcategories under Programi@asions were devised previous to any
contact with the transition houses and modifiedrduthe course of the research. Namely, the

subcategory of Veterinary Services was added.

In addition to the quantitative data gathered, @itptive component to the research was
also included. This required reading the convessatiotes multiple times to look further for
themes that could not be categorized as easilypuCed highlighters were used to mark five
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different themes in the notes in the first few iegd: Need for a SPP; Challenges to
implementing a SPP; Women will not leave a pet iehimportance of the pet-human
relationship; and Involvement of pets in domeshiuse. Subsequent readings resulted in the
combination of the five smaller themes into two poelhensive themes: Awareness of the issue
that pets are often included in a domestic violahggamic, and Challenges to implementing a
SPP.
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RESULTS: SAFE PET PROGRAMSIN WESTERN CANADA

Out of the 103 transition houses included in thea, over half of the houses (n=59)
provided some kind of safe pet program. Each pawvin the study showed the same trend in
the majority of transition houses offering safe petgrams (see Figure 1). In British Columbia,
36 transition houses had a SPP and 26 did noeeixiut of 29 Alberta transition houses
operated a SPP. In Saskatchewan, 7 SPPs wereratiopeout of 12 houses contacted.

Figure 1. Safe Pet Programsin Western Canada
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Of the transition houses that did not provide a, 3R&reasons for this varied. Eleven of
the 44 transition houses that did not offer a Stelitated that there was no need for such a
service in their community, while ten other traimithouses either wanted to implement a SPP
or were in the process of doing so. Two transitionses responded that they used to have a SPP
but had stopped the program, one because the aniveat not being cared for by their owners

and the other because the community resourceswesedno longer available.

An interesting result was that when responding tifvay did not have a SPP, the shelter
staff member often mentioned another shelter titahave a SPP. This was exclusively a BC
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phenomenon. Twelve of the 26 transition houses dwtimot have a program mentioned another
shelter, and five of the 36 transition houses wikddhdve a SPP in operation also mentioned

other shelters who provided a SPP.

The SPPs use a range of caretakers, from allovetsgyai the transition house (n=20) to
agreements with foster care volunteers (n=6) anahcare agencies like the SPCA (n=28), to
arrangements with private businesses such as natgiclinics, commercial boarding kennels
and pet sitting services (n=16). A summary of theetaking options used by the various SPPs is
presented in Figure 2. The most common soluti@amiagreement, formal or informal, with
animal care agencies. Several transition houskzegtia few solutions, combining an
arrangement with a private business with an angagd agency to provide a greater probability
of placing the pet. Each of these solutions werented separately. For example, one BC
transition house recognized that space is oftassare at the local animal care agency, so they

Figure 2: Safe Pet Program Caretaking For mats
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searched out a community volunteer who was wiltmgrovide foster care for pets of the
transition house’s clients. Ad hoc caretaking apiavere used by transition houses without a
formal SPP in place (n=11). Ad hoc solutions merdbby shelter staff included pooling money

to get a client’s dog into a shelter and staff meralvolunteering to take pets home. For the
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most part, ad hoc solutions were simply descrilsedaing whatever shelter staff could with the

help of the client to get the pet into a safe plagiag any available resources.

There were a number of challenges raised by tiandiouse staff, both by those who
had a SPP and those who did not (see Figure 3)n\Wih#tiple challenges were raised by one
transition house or associated animal care agéney,were counted separately. Allergies
(n=24), both of staff and clients, and shared sgac&7) were the most often mentioned
challenges to putting a SPP in place allowing petke transition house. The possibility that
other clients would be fearful of the pets at tbede (n=8) and the potential problems that may
arise with the interaction of children and doggamticular (n=5) were also challenges that were
raised by the transition house staff in regardalltiawing pets at the house. Available space
(n=15) was a challenge mentioned both by transhimumses in reference to allowing pets at the
shelter and by animal care agencies in terms dhbdtie space to take the pets into their

Figure 3: Challenges Raised to mplementing a Safe Pet Program
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Note: Many of the transition houses contacted damere than one challenge.

facility. Interestingly, money or funding was memted by only two transition houses. This was
grouped together under resources (n=13), includadjenges like having enough staff and
volunteers, and the presence of community resouAdemdonment of pets (n=14) was raised
exclusively by those operating SPPs and by onkeofransition houses who used to have a
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program. This indicates that the particular chajeenf how to deal with pets that are abandoned

or relinquished by their owners is a challenge ket arisen out of experience.

Another interesting challenge raised was regulatgmverning allowing pets at the
transition house. This category was compiled o¥/jpral government regulations, liability for
damage and injuries caused by animals, and setwitteact conditions. All six of the agencies
raising the regulations challenge were in BC. Thukthe transition houses stated that BC
Housing regulations, a government agency that desvand guarantees funding for many not-
for-profit housing ventures, prohibited pets beatigwed into the transition house. Two other
transition houses raised the issue of liabilitgtiag their insurance would not allow pets on the
premises. One of the animal care agencies contatdaeet that they must hold kennel space for
their municipal animal control contracts and wéreréfore limited in the amount of space that
they could allow to be used for pets of women engetransition houses.

In almost every case where a SPP was operating, Wes no cost to the woman for the
service. In the five cases where a cost for thesewas mentioned, a donation request or
amount based on ability to pay were the norm. Paynvas not required to place the pet in the
program. In six of the SPPs, the owner was resptfr providing food and supplies for their
pets. In all other programs, the pet supplies yweogided by either the transition house or, in the

majority of programs, the caretaker of the pettéiosare, animal care agency, or business).

In addition to pets being housed at no cost ta theners, veterinary services were also
provided by many of the programs. This was quierprising result out of the research. These
included services like basic health examinatioccirations and sterilization (spay or neuter)
procedures. When these services were offered, wsano cost for the women. The financial
costs for the veterinary care were borne by diffeegencies. The majority of the animal care
agencies offered sterilizations and vaccinatioagat of their mandate of reducing unwanted
animals as well as for the health of the pet ah@ra@nimals in the shelter. Spay and neuter
services were actually a requirement of one optlegrams run by an animal care agency. If the
client refused (even though there was no charjge)pét was not accepted into the program. In
other cases the transition house would pay foilizetiron and vaccinations before sending the

pet to foster care, for the safety of the fostemifaand the pet.
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Confidentiality is always a concern for transitioouses. Often the physical address of
the house is closely guarded, and all efforts aaderfor the house to appear as ‘normal’ in the
neighbourhood as possible while maintaining inadasecurity for its residents. This is why it
was so interesting to observe that confidentialityin the SPPs was not a consistent concern.
Only 15 of the transition houses and associatedage mentioned that confidentiality was an
important issue for the SPP. It should be notetlribae of the private businesses returned

contact, perhaps for the very reason of confidétytia

Confidentiality is linked to permitted owner viditan with their pets while in the SPP.
Where confidentiality was noted as important, aisiin between the owner and the pet usually
was not allowed, in particular with regards to &sirrangements. Confidentiality was
maintained primarily for the security of the fosteyindividuals in case the ex-partner followed
the woman to the foster location. Another reasomtd allowing any contact between foster
families and the women, brought up by two sepdratesition houses, was the fact that women
can and do return to abusive relationships takiegoet with them. The two staff members stated
that this would make fostering incredibly stresstulthe foster families, knowing what kind of
situation the pet may be returning to. In thesgasibns, confidentiality is in place to protect the
foster family, the pet and the women, both physichd emotionally.

The SPPs where owners were allowed to visit thetis prere mainly animal care
agencies with sufficient security measures in pkwg enough staff to deal with any potential
issues, such as an angry ex-partner trying taexatrihe pet. One of the main reasons animal care
agencies brought up against visitation was strege@animal. Being in a kennel is a stressful
situation for an animal, and having the owner drofor a short time them leave the pet again
increases the stress. However, allowed visitateomed. Some caretakers permitted or even
encouraged visitation when visits could be regatat consistent. One of the SPPs had
procedures in place to pick up the animal and hitibga neutral location where the woman and
pet could visit in relative security, maintainirgetconfidentiality of the caretaker location. The
SPPs who allowed visitation recognized the impaeaot the owner-pet bond. One animal care
agency specifically encouraged visitation, notiagecdotally) that maintaining the relationship
appeared to decrease the rate of abandonment bowtiers. Again, these results could be

further rounded out with better response from dretakers.
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Two very surprising findings arose from the conaéions with both the transition houses
and animal care agencies. The first is that alreesty agency indicated an awareness that pets
are often victims of domestic violence and acknolgésl the importance of the human-pet
relationship. Yet not one single transition howsasn those with very structured and established
SPPs, asked about the presence of pets in the thammg the intake conversation. There was a
prevailing assumption that the women would voluntee information and ask for the service
for their pets. The second surprise came in thiat feav of the agencies kept records or statistics
on how many animals had entered their SPP. Eveartimeal care agencies did not keep a record
of pets taken in specifically for the reason of @stic violence. Furthermore, the agencies did
not keep a record of the costs involved in progdor the pets, any costs were generally paid
out the operating budgets. There were several thesises’ as to number of pets and dollar
amounts but no firm numbers. As a result of theseresults, it is difficult to determine how
often the SPPs are utilized, the relative costslired, and most importantly, how many pets are

left behind in potentially dangerous situations.

Both awareness of the issue and challenges to ingrieng a SPP are directly related to
the general mandate of transition houses which [Bdvide a safe environment for women and
children leaving abuse. Providing safe haven fos elinked to this mandate when women will
not leave their pet behind, when women will staprotect their pet, and when women will
return to an abusive situation for the sake ofrthet. Challenges to providing a safe place for
pets is related to the overall mandate of transitiouses insofar that, in some cases, they may

directly interfere with overcoming a woman'’s bartie leaving an abusive relationship.

Awareness of PetsasVictims

Research has shown that companion animals proviéssential source of support for
women in situations of domestic violence and atero¥ictims themselves of violence (e.g.
Ascione et al., 2007; Flynn, 2000). Several oftthesition houses in the sample mention pet
abuse as a component of domestic violence onwmedisites, including threats to or harm to pets
in the definition of domestic abuse. In conversaiabout SPPs, transition house staff
consistently acknowledged the presence of the isstieir community, that concern for pets
can present a barrier to a woman leaving an abggivation. One of the transition house staff

said that “it [the pet] is a reason a woman w#lysand often the only love she has received in
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years.” Another stated that the “woman does nat tehat will happen to her pet after she

goes.” In another conversation a staff memberedl#tat leaving an abusive relationship is
“extremely difficult with pets, pets are family atehving them can be a hard decision to make.”
Even those transition houses who did not have agiéRvho had not encountered a need for the
service often indicated awareness of the issue.t@nsition house mentioned that especially
when there are no children in the family, the degdmes like a child to the woman, and no

woman would leave her child behind.

It is in these comments that the relationship betwihe SPPs and the general mandate of
transition houses becomes clear — removing a baorieaving an abusive situation by finding
the pet a safe place, and interrupting the violdnceemoving one more potential victim. The
relationship is clear, but are the methods andguores involved in the programs in line with
the mandate? There are two points of disjunctuteerSPPs: the absence of a specific intake
guestion about the presence of pets in the honaethenlack of statistics kept on the number of

pets taken into the program.

Awareness But No Question?

Not one single transition houssked a question about pets during the intaketignesy.
Each transition house assumed that the woman vealiiddentify as needing a safe place for her
pets. But there are flaws with this assumption. & transition house website who had a SPP
mentioned that pets could be offered safe havevelias the women. In fact, most of the
programs were not promoted to the community afT&lé only programs that were promoted
were established SPPs offered to transition hansteeir region by two separate animal care
agencies. The brochures and informational matesae primarily distributed to the transition
houses and veterinary clinics, not really targetietthe general public. Still, the transition houses
associated with these established and promotedagmsgdid not ask the question on intake
about the presence of pets. This seems in alm@sitadipposition to the mandate of the
transition houses. There is a barrier to gettimgwloman to a safe place — fear for the safety of
her pet —and a program has been put in placediessi this. Yet this is not actively pursued by
the transition houses. There appears to be a ‘ofdssumption’ happening, with a very simple

solution to stopping the cycle. Ask the question.
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Figure 4 presents the cycle of assumption as gearothis study, illustrating the
tautological nature of the thinking of both thensdion house staff and their clients. Some may
hold to the argument that if the pets are reallingoortant to the woman, she will mention them.
Ascione (2000) would refute this assertion, stathmg “in the midst of a crisis, some women
may not think to express their concerns about @etsay misjudge the significance on pet
welfare (e.g. the possibility that animal abuse rimalycate that violence will escalate)” (29).
Another counter-argument is that the service pmrv(ttansition house) has more detailed
knowledge about the services they provide tharclibat does, as well as more knowledge about

Figure 4: The Cycle of Assumption
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the prevalence of the issue of pet involvemenh@éwictims of domestic violence. This
knowledge places the onus on the service provalask, and to provide the information to
overcome the barriers to getting the woman to @ glaice. One transition house provided a case
example of a client returning to the abusive homeetrieve her dog after arriving at the house
and discovering that her pet was welcome there stdfé member in this case specifically
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related how the client had been concerned abowdafety of her pet, but assumed that no pets
were allowed at the house. Asking the question apets would have reduced the client’s stress
in the first place, and prevented the potentiadipgkerous situation in returning to collect her

dog.

Keeping Statistics Can Help

Asking the question about pets on intake is als@yato address the second point of
disjuncture between actions within the SPP andrthedate of the transition house, the lack of
statistics kept on the number of pets in the progi@tatistics are kept by transition houses on
items like number of bed nights provided, numbewomen with children needing their
services, types of abuse suffered. These stateticextremely useful for proving the
(unfortunate) necessity of the transition house@odiding evidence of the community need on
funding applications and grant requests. On therdiand, statistics were not kept on the
number of pets in a SPP, or even on the numbeaquiessts for the service whether the pets could

be placed or not.

Comments from the transition houses on specificlrarsiof pets helped were all
guesses. A common response from transition houser asked how often the SPP was used or
the service was needed was “not very often” ort&rare.” One transition house staff member
stated that it was not that common to receive agsto help a pet, guessing at less than one
request a month. Another transition house estimagtaeen 10 and 15 pets were helped on an
annual basis. One transition house staff membeoappated that 27 pets had been taken into
the house over a nine month period, and had helmdclients find alternate arrangements for

another 28 pets.

Even the animal care agencies associated withrdhsition houses did not keep statistics
on the number of pets leaving situations of doroestilence. Generally, these were grouped in
with the ‘boarding’ statistics or simply lumpedwith the overall shelter nights provided. The
two animal care agencies that did keep statist@®again the two established and highly
structured programs mentioned previously. One mognad provided safe haven for 70 animals
since its inception in 2000. The other program mred assistance for 27 individuals leaving

abusive situations in 2008, helping 81 animals.
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Even without firm statistics from both animal cagencies and transition houses, it can
be seen that the need for a SPP varies from contyrtonrcommunity. It is also very clear that
the need really is unknown. A solution to thisassk the questioabout the presence of pets in
the home, whether there is a SPP in operationtand to keep track of the answers. It could
be that there is not a substantial need for a 8RR-ommunity, but the only way to truly
discover this is to ask. Furthermore, keepingstiati on the need for a SPP could provide
evidence that there is a need in a community foh suservice and the numbers would provide
the foundation for a funding application to putragram in place. Keeping statistics could also

help in recognizing what challenges are reallylate to implementing a SPP.

Challenges To | mplementing a SPP

There were eight overall challenges raised by bwhransition houses and animal care
agencies contacted: allergies; fear of animalsijaMa space; available resources; regulations;
abandonment; shared space; and concerns abouechddd pets. These were raised by

transition houses with a SPP as well as those withoything in place for pets of their clients.

Abandonment was qualified as a challenge, but & rgally referred to more as a cost of
having a SPP in place. This was only raised byehagh direct contact with the animals, either
the transition house staff who helped to placepttts in foster care or the animal care agencies
that handled the animals. Again, no statistics e on the number of pets that were not
reclaimed by their owners but estimates ranged fbout half of the pets in the SPP being
relinquished to just a few pets abandoned. Theeisf@abandonment was mentioned in all the
pet policies and forms received from the transitionses with SPPs. Statements revolved
around retrieving the pet within a certain periddime after leaving the transition house or they
would be considered abandoned. Generally, theitit@m&ouse would turn the pet over to the
local animal care agency for adoption, or if thereal care agency was the caretaker in the SPP,
would retain custody of the animal and try to plage a permanent home. Interestingly, even
though abandoning the pet left the transition hausmaretaker with the responsibility of finding
another home for the pet, allergies and sharedesgtdcappeared to be more pressing challenges

which were harder to overcome.
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The most frequently mentioned challenge was abstgand was exclusively raised by
the transition houses in relation to allowing pEtthe houses. This was the first reason given for
not offering a SPP by the transition houses thdtrwaprogram in place, presenting allergies as a
barrier as opposed to a challenge to be managédaltérnative solutions. Of the transition
houses who allowed pets at the house (either isida the property), few raised the issue of
allergies, and then only as a reason for how tbgnam was structured. For example, one
transition house has an outdoor kennel area fos dag cats who are not allowed in the house
due to potential allergy concerns. However, tragssition house does allow caged animals
(hamsters, birds, fish, etc.) in the house. Allezggicerns did not prohibit the operation of SPP,
it simply modified how the service was delivereahother transition house who did allow pets in
the house did not mention allergies, and when aakedt it the staff members indicated that the
clients in the house will manage the allergies theles. In fact, this transition house has a
resident cat (to deal with a mouse problem) andsthi# member stated that the women will take
allergy medication in order to “snuggle and geeetiion from the cat.” A separate transition
house who allowed pets has a clause in the pe¢agrm that the owner signs on entering the
house that alternate arrangements be made foethegne of the other clients is allergic to or
afraid of the pet. To the best of the staff membkriowledge at this particular transition house,
the situation where the pet had to be relocatedhoadrisen. This again brings up the
importance of keeping accurate statistics andtrtiiss that the challenge of allergies can be

managed in most cases.

Some of the transition houses that brought up ehg#s like allergies, space, and fear to
allowing pets at the house were partnered withradgencies. For example, one transition house
stated that allergies were a primary concern tonaflg pets at the house so they had partnered
with a local commercial boarding kennel. Severbkeotransition houses indicated agreements
with animal care agencies in their efforts to manisgues like available space and allergies at
the houses while still providing the SPP for tlodients. Many of the challenges to having pets at
the transition house can be met by partnering wutiside agencies, depending on what is
available in the community. For the transition hesithat raised the challenge of resources, like
the lack of community resources, the challenge beag bit more difficult to overcome. But

again, there is a way to discover how large thésdlenges really are — ask.
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Not one of the transition houses asked clients taergies, or fear of pets, or
willingness to be in a house with pets on intaka.the transition houses that may be trying to
put in place a SPP that allows pets at the hobsewould be an important consideration. For the
other transition houses, asking community memiasigng animal care agencies, asking
veterinarian clinics would be the second step. filsestep would be determining the level of
need for the service by asking their clients alpmis, by breaking the cycle of assumption.
Many of the transition houses seemed to assumésnbak like allergies existed and prohibited
the implementation of a SPP, or that a SPP onlly toe form. Asking other transition houses
what their SPPs entail would be a way to discovaatvehallenges they faced implementing a
SPP, and how these were dealt with, to furtherestte mandate of helping women escape

domestic violence.
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, the presence of SPPs is encouraging.héeetare failings in the way the SPPs
are operating. They are not truly meeting their daae, safety for the woman and for the pet, or
the overarching mandate of the transition hougeppsg the cycle of violence. Domestic
violence as a social problem cannot be deconsttuotaddress one small part, a solution
necessarily needs to be comprehensive, inclusigersertwined with all aspects. Systems
theory offers a way to understand the complexity lagin to frame solutions for domestic

violence. Stewart and Ayres (2001) state that

Rather than selecting instruments to fit a paréiculkind of policy
program...systems analysis suggests that the nafutbe problem cannot be
understood separately from its solution. Policypogses therefore cannot be
‘designed,” but represent a way of navigating tigtothe problem (83).

Safe pet programs represent a way of navigatirgugir the issue of family violence.

The potential policy recommendations that haveesarut of this research into SPPs are
lengthy. Some are complicated ideas, some verylgisyggestions. Some potential solutions
are expansive and expensive, some proposals aig frea. They all focus on one central idea —
SPPs in any form serve a critical purpose in lif Whe mandates of transition houses,
facilitating women leaving situations of abuse aetping to end the cycle of domestic violence.
Three central recommendations are focused on:bmldéion with other agencies; determining

the need for a SPP; and keeping statistics omtla@vement of pets in domestic violence.

Collaboration Within the Community

Systems theory contends that issues should bedréas wholes, composed of related
parts” (Stewart & Ayres, 2001: 81). Communitiesldepwith the issue of domestic violence
necessarily are comprised of many different agenanel service providers that fill a particular
need. One potential way to way to address somieeothallenges to implementing a SPP is for
transition houses to collaborate with other agendidis has been suggested by others as well
(e.g. Ascione, 2000; Harrison, 2002) with varyiegults. For example, the several BC transition

houses who approached the local SPCAs with theatlagartnership SPP found that the
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agencies were unwilling to discuss the options. Jurgggestion to approach the local SPCA was
made by the CARE guide published and distributeallttransition houses and emergency
shelters in BC and the Yukon (Harrison, 2002).lidve that collaboration must be more or less
equal; it cannot be a ‘we supply the pets, you sugyerything else’ type of arrangement. This
places too much of the burden — financial, spaedf, sesources — on one agency. It also does
not recognize some of the constraints that somecagghave to operate under, such as adhering
to municipal contract kennel space requirementiercase of animal care agencies or liability

concerns in the transition houses.

Collaboration is simple on its face, but findingp@t willing agencies with which to
collaborate is another part of the issue. Idealkggyorking opportunities could happen at a
specially organized conference on the issue of dtmeolence, but these can be expensive and
time consuming for both the organizers and thend#des. Smaller scale networking
opportunities could come from attending communiigibess association meetings.
Opportunities could also be generated by organizismall community information session on
how to help victims of domestic violence and thedto include pets in this conversation.
Simply raising the issue in the community may resuinterested parties inquiring about ways
they can help, from potential foster homes to donatof pet supplies to offers of kennel space.
The key is to raise the issue of how pets are dedun domestic violence and what this means
for the human family members in the community. Megethe needs for safety of victims of
domestic violence is the primary policy goal ofsdion houses. Community collaboration on a
holistic level — including all community membergdail victims in the family — can help to
meet this goal. But first, transition houses havkriow what the need in the community actually

is.

Ask the Question About Pets

From the responses and approximate numbers oirptte SPPs operating in Western
Canada, it is clear that the perceived need fdPR @iffers among communities. A simple and
free solution to see if the perception is accuisate ask about pets on intake. This is not a new
solution, and has been recommended by others BogAe (2000). Stewart and Ayres (2001)
state that “some highly successful policy interi@m work, not because they reach the

underlying causes of particular behaviours but beedhey address significant contributory
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factors” (83). SPPs do not address any causalriartaghe commission of family violence, they
try to deal with a risk factor for the continuingtimization of the family members. Mitigating
risk factors is part of transition house mandaites‘stopping the cycle of violence.” Asking
about the presence of pets in a situation of damestience directly addresses one of these risk
factors, and therefore is directly tied to the @llemandate of transition houses. Still, the

guestion is not being asked.

It could be that the woman is not concerned abdmipets, that she feels they are safe
remaining in the home. Or it could be that sheeis/\concerned but did not know to ask the
transition house staff about any options that magvailable. Asking the question about pets is a
critical step in breaking the cycle of assumptioatiseems to be occurring in transition houses
with SPPs. In opening the conversation about pétsthhe woman, transition house staff are
better placed to discuss options for the safeth®fpets even in the absence of a SPP. Perhaps
this conversation is even more important if a SiPRot available in the community, forcing an
examination of the options available to the womiash @ncouraging her to include her pets in her
safety plan. Several transition house staff meméeheouses without a SPP mentioned that in
encouraging the client to make her own arrangenfentser pets, they are starting the woman
on the path to healing by empowering her to profde¢hose she feels responsible for. The
value in this sentiment is apparent, but it mustds®gnized that not every client will be able to
take this step on contacting the transition hohlesvever, this encouragement cannot happen
unless the concern about pets is disclosed toiti@nsouse staff. Asking about pets opens this

conversation.

There is a potential drawback that should be maatian relation to asking about pets in
the home. It could be that the woman is not worabdut the pets when she contacts the
transition house, but the intake questions abotst geuld create fear in the client. It would be
important in this situation for transition housaféto reassure the client that every circumstance
is different. While the solution of asking aboutges simple, it is not without some potential

flaws.
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Record the Answers

A component of asking questions about pets is diegrthe answers. Again, this is not
an original suggestion having been raised by A(@000). Keeping statistics will help
transition house staff (and animal care agencias) @ better handle on the involvement of pets
in domestic violence in their community. It could that the need for a SPP really is small, one
or two clients with pets a year. In this case va ¥elunteers could be solicited for fostering
knowing the need is limited. Alternatively, it cdube that one or two women a week are calling
the transition house with concern for the safetthefr pets. This would necessitate a much more
comprehensive solution, maybe a shelter expansiapmroaching multiple agencies and
businesses to help with the SPP. These statisticsndicate a need for a SPP and be used for
funding applications to set up a program, espgcialtommunities whose need is great.
Statistics can be used to gather community sugpothe implementation of a SPP, perhaps
presented at a community information session. Siedican also be used to help change some of
the larger policies regarding pets, for examplengiieg the BC Housing regulations in place
prohibiting pets at transition houses. KeepingKraicthe need in the community will help the
transition house determine how best to deal wighfélet that women will stay in an abusive

situation for the sake of their pets, and thusgoesterve the transition house’s mandate.

The central feature to these three recommendasaegognition of the interrelated
nature of animal abuse and domestic violence. RfesSppear to have the recognition, but the
actions do not match the mandate. Systems theoph&sizes the importance of relationships in
the creation and analysis of policy, whether betwiadividuals or organizations (Stewart &
Ayres, 2001). In the context of SPPs, both orgdimnal and individual relationships are critical
to program success. Community organizations neeectmgnize the importance of collaboration
in dealing with the issue of domestic violenceafgk part of this collaboration is
acknowledging the need for safety of all family niers including pets. Acknowledging this
need and recognizing the interrelation of animaktty and family violence must be made by all
parties to the issue — victims and service progidirose who operate a SPP and those who do
not. With this acknowledgement and recognitionsiliated in the form of asking questions about
the presence of pets in the home, achieving theypgbals of safety for all family members is

much more likely.
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WHAT COULD HAVE BEEN DONE DIFFERENTLY?

There are several limitations to this research. Sdraple was limited to three provinces:
British Columbia, Alberta and Saskatchewan. This d@ane based on time and scope
constraints. Extending the sample to include alCahada may provide a better grasp on the
breadth of SPPs that are operating currently, lmutidvnecessarily involve more time than was
available for this research. Even within the curiggographic constraints, an examination of
safe home networks and second stage housing witkiprovinces could also have provided a
more rounded picture of the full scope of SPPsaipey in Western Canada. Demographic data
was not presented for the individual communitiggsTwas not applicable given that the data
from the transition houses and other agencies aggeegated. Perhaps a geographic grouping of

transition houses with corresponding data may I&es a good addition to the research.

Regarding research method, a great deal of noral/egrformation is necessarily lost
during telephone conversations. Face-to-face irgetsywould have been a better choice, but
time and financial constraints precluded travelrdiae three provinces. In addition, the calls
were fairly short, the majority lasting less than tninutes. Though this was intentional in
acknowledgement that many transition houses arerstaifed, longer telephone calls may have
resulted in more information. As well, the open-ethduestion used to begin the conversation
may not have been the best way to access all $ieedanformation. A structured and consistent
script may have resulted in more uniform data gatthebut may not have revealed what the
transition houses and animal care agencies thoughthe most important issues about pets and

domestic violence.

Compiling the sample from one source, the Sheltemebsite, was also a limitation. It
could be that there are many more transition hoasdsemergency shelters that were not
included in the potential sample because they aréisted on Shelternet. Using other searches,
such as a government database or provincial asswocraembership lists may have resulted in a

more robust sample of transition houses to contact.
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FUTURE RESEARCH: WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

“Until we extend our circle of compassion to alliig things,
humanity will not find peace” (Albert Schweitzer).

Future directions for research in the area of Si#@seemingly limitless. This research is
simply a scratch on the surface of the problemet$ ps victims of domestic violence and how it
impacts the human family members. Addressing sdntieedimitations of this study already
mentioned is one way to move forward into futurgegech, namely expanding the sample to

include all of Canada and conducting in-persornrimégvs with the transition houses staff.

A close examination of the different models of SRBsld be a valuable addition to
research in this area. Being able to present vamoodels, complete with demographic
information and details about community resouragdchelp similar communities fashion a
SPP to fit their particular circumstances. A comgrarof this research would be an examination
of the challenges in more detail, how those chghsnvere met or not, and how that impacted
the success of the program. An interesting findingh this research was that a few transition
houses used to offer a SPP but discontinued trgrgarofor various reasons. An in depth
evaluation of what happened in these cases coaldda ideas on how to better structure
programs in the future. A comparison between thResSR operation in various countries,
namely Canada and the United States, would likelydry informative especially in terms of

how the various challenges were overcome.

Another area of future research would be followupgwith the agencies contacted in the
course of this study to see if the process ofmgisie issue of pets and family violence effected
any change in policy or future plans. Several ft@rshouses contacted expressed interest in the
results of the study, requesting a copy of thel fieport. Several others asked about options in
place in other communities, looking for information how to set a program in place in their
community. The mere question asking about whaeisghdone for women with pets leaving
abusive situations may have started the procegslafy change. This would be very interesting

to follow up after a year or two, allowing time fonange to occur.

43



A FINAL WORD

Cruelty to animals and domestic violence are cjelarked in academic research
literature. Companion animals provide support fietims of domestic violence, a positive
presence in what otherwise may be an unbearablkisit. Companion animals also represent a
risk factor, both in terms of staying for the sakehe pet or as a weapon used by the abuser to
control the family members. When research uncoweishalf of the women in a domestic
violence shelter had their pets threatened or ab{lHgnn, 2000), we need to take notice. When
studies reveal that 25 percent of women delay tepan abusive situation out of fear for the

safety of their pets (Mcintosh, 2004), we needatetaction.

Over half of the transition houses and emergeneitesis contacted in the course of this
research took action in the form of a safe pet ranog Whether the goal is removing a barrier to
leaving an abusive relationship or ensuring the pet cared for, the result is the same — safety
for all members of the family from domestic violen@lmost every transition house contacted
indicated an awareness of the involvement of petke victims of domestic violence, but not
one asked if the pet needs a safe place as weill.fe® keep statistics on how often they are
asked about safety for a companion animal, or hiténsafe haven is provided for a pet. Asking
the question and recording the answer are twaaligoints of disjuncture between the goals of
the SPPs and the policy in practice. Inherent@sé¢htwo suggestions is the acknowledgement
that animal abuse and family violence are intereated. This is an acknowledgement that must
occur for the policy goals of SPPs, and in factdolicy goals of domestic service providers on a

wider level, to be achieved.

Nonetheless, SPPs have shown that they are valtedaarces in addressing the needs of
the abused members of the family. But more neetle thione. More research, more programs,
more attention, more resources need to be focusadholistic approach to stopping family
violence. Lockwood and Ascione (1998) say that ltyue animals is “an objectively definable
behaviour that occurs within a societal contexd3% As a society, we need to change the
context. We need to include pets in the victimfaaiily violence. We need to expand our view

of what victimization entails, including how pet®aised in the discussions of human
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victimization. We need to stop addressing theviiddial symptoms of domestic violence with
policies that exclude members of the family. Wednierecognize that domestic violence and
animal cruelty have far-reaching consequencesubsociety, and start to take violence against
all memberof the family more seriously.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Email Questionnaires

All the emails were comprised of the following qgtiess, then tailored based on the information
gathered during the telephone conversation angribgram details.

1. Mission statement or purpose of the program
2. How long the program has been running
3. Intake procedures or questionnaire
a. any restrictions on pets or clients
b. are referrals required
c. are clients specifically asked about pets
4. Steps in placement of pet(s)
a. who is responsible for placement
b. where the pet is placed
c. length of pet’s stay
d. financial costs involved
i. who is responsible for costs
ii. any financial help available
How much contact women/children have/are alloweklaze with pet
Any security precautions in place for the protattod the pet
a. anonymity of pet placement
7. Program statistics
a. annual placement numbers
b. average cost per pet for placement
c. number of clients with pets
d. number of clients who leave pet behind
8. How is program success measured?

oo
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Appendix B: Data Coding Categories

Safe Pet Program?
Yes
No
Mention of Other Shelter?
Name of Shelter
No
Program YES
Care Agreement
Pets at Transition House
Animal Care Agency
Foster Network
Private Business
Ad-Hoc
Program NO
Wants to Have SPP
Used to Have SPP
No Need Seen
No
Client make own Arrangements
Challenges to Program
Allergies
Other Clients Fear of Animals
Space
Money or Resources
Regulations or Laws
Abandonment of Pets
Shared Space/Communal Space
Children - safety
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Program Considerations

Contact with Pet
Yes
Depends
No
Cost for Client
Yes
Donation
No
Vet Services Provided
Transition House
Caretaker
No
Pet Supplies
Client
Transition House
Caretaker
Arrangements Made By
Client
Client with Help
Transition House
Pet Restrictions
No
Details of restriction
Question on Intake
Yes
No
Confidentiality Concerns
Important
Not Important
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