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Barking dogs
Paul Kelly has already discussed in some detail the
provisions of the South Australian Dog and Cat
Management Act 1995 insofar as they related to controls
over barking dogs.
Section 45A(5) of that Act is to a large extent a statutory
expression of the principles of private nuisance .It does
however create a criminal offence. It is also necessary to
prove that the noise created by the dog or dogs (whether
barking or otherwise) persistently occurs or occurs to such
a degree or extent that it unreasonably interferes with the
peace, comfort or convenience of a person.
The South Australian legislation also creates a capacity for civil
orders to be issued by local councils in relation to specified
dogs. They include control (nuisance) dog orders (Section
50(5)) and control (barking dog) orders (Section 50(6)).
The control (nuisance) dog orders appear to be designed to
address the problem of dogs, which escape from premises
and wander at large within an area. Control (barking) dog
orders require a person to take reasonable steps to prevent
a dog repeating their behaviour that gave rise to the order.
The system of civil orders is backed up by an offence
provision in Section 55 of the Act, which makes it an
offence to contravene a control order.
In New South Wales the Companion Animals Act 1998 also
provides for a dog to be declared a nuisance in a number of
circumstances including where it is often at large, or making
a noise by barking or otherwise continuing to the point that
it unreasonably interferes with the peace of any person in
any other premises. The local council has the power to
issue the order requiring the owner of the dog to prevent
the behaviour causing the problem.
In most states environmental protection legislation also
includes provisions, which are designed to address
unreasonable noise nuisances. Abatement orders and
environment protection orders or notices can be issued to a
person responsible for the noise emissions. In the case of
continual dog barking there may be the opportunity for such
abatement notices to be issued to the owner of the dogs
responsible for the barking.

Odours, vermin, flies
Environmental protection legislation in many cases will
provide the ability to control odours from poorly managed
animal husbandry. For example, in South Australia, if the
odour appears such as to constitute an environmental
nuisance within the meaning of that term in the Environment
Protection Act, 1993 that can be the basis for the issue of an
environment protection order or in circumstances where the
environment nuisance was intentionally caused, prosecution.
The other significant legislative areas to which resort can be
had for the purposes of controlling problems with odour and
perhaps more particularly flies and vermin associated with
the source of that odour are the environmental health
statutes. Each State has environmental health legislation
often based on the very early statutes designed to improve
health and sanitation in urban areas. In South Australia the
relevant legislation is the Public and Environmental Health
Act, 1987 where premises are kept in an insanitary
condition, notice can be served on the owner or occupier of
those premises requesting them to remove the insanitary
condition. Failure to comply with such a requirement can be
an offence punishable by a fine.

Many of the statutory remedies require action on the part of
various authorities rather than empowerment of the affected
individual. This means that the individuals affected by the
nuisance activities must approach the relevant Government or
local authority seeking their assistance and the use by the
authority of their enforcement powers. In the case of legislation
controlling dogs and cats and public and environmental health,
the relevant authority who has responsibility for monitoring and
enforcement is usually the local council.
The environment protection statutes, on the other hand,
generally make an independent statutory authority such as
an environment protection authority the body responsible for
administration and enforcement. In some States, such as
South Australia, local government can also play a minor role
in enforcement of Environment Protection Act legislation –
usually in relation to the less serious environmental
problems (of which barking dogs and animal odours and
noise are common examples.)
There are some cases, such as in South Australia, where
third parties, such as affected neighbours, can themselves
bring action. Under the South Australian Environment
Protection Act third parties who are able to show that they
have interests affected by a breach of the Environment
Protection Act can bring civil enforcement proceedings
under Section 104 of the Act in certain circumstances.
Sometimes, as in Olsen v Windybanks Child Care Centre
that occurs where the relevant authority such as the EPA
had refused to take action (usually because they believed
the case to be a weak one).

Conclusion
The common law remedies for urban animal management
problems largely lie in the tort of private nuisance. It was a
remedy developed over many years of legal decision and
precedent setting. The development in more recent times of
statutory provisions dealing with monitoring and
enforcement of nuisances of various kinds address many of
the causes of traditional animal source nuisances and has
provided more certainty and strength to controls and
remedies in this area.
Problems arising from poor animal management in urban
areas are best addressed by measures other than litigation.
Our society has much more effective structures now in
place for resolution of complaints in this area. Litigation and
reliance on old common law rules and tests should be used
as a last resort and only after mediation and the use of
statutory civil orders have failed to achieve results.
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This job is the PITS: Perpetration Induced Traumatic Stress (PITS) in Animal Care Workers
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Abstract

Results

This study explores whether perpetration-induced traumatic
stress (PITS) exists in animal care workers required to
euthanase animals in their occupations and, if so, whether
the symptoms are influenced by a number of factors. The
sample comprised of 148 animal workers, including
veterinarians, veterinary nurses, researchers and animal
shelter staff. Participants completed a questionnaire that
measured traumatic stress, satisfaction with social support,
degree of training and attitudes towards animal death.
Eleven percent of the sample reported experiencing
moderate levels of traumatic symptomatology. Lower levels
of stress were associated with increased satisfaction with
social support and the length of time spent working with
animals. Those who reported high levels of concern about
animal death reported higher levels of euthanasia-related
stress. Interestingly, even though reasons for administering
euthanasia differed significantly between occupational
groups, occupational context was not associated with
different levels of stress symptoms.

Traumatic stress in animal workers
Scores were calculated to identify participants experiencing
significant levels of traumatic stress. These calculations
indicated that while the majority of participants reported
symptoms that fell within the subclinical (50%) to mild
range (39%), 11% of the sample reported symptoms within
the moderate range of symptomatology.
Context of euthanasia
Participants were asked to indicate the main reasons for
euthanasia in their workplace. The responses are
summarised in the Table 1.
Table 1
Percentage of time euthanasia occurs for each reason by
occupation

Context of Euthanasia

Introduction

Private Vet Private Vet
Nurse

Humane
Society
Staff

Research
Staff
%

Many individuals enter animal-based occupations because
of their love of animals (Arkow, 1985). However, very few
are prepared for the fact that one of their duties may be to
kill these animals. Perpetration-induced traumatic stress
(PITS) is a term used by some researchers to describe a
particular type of stress that results from active
participation in traumatic events such as causing death
(MacNair, 2002). Preliminary evidence suggests that animal
workers may be susceptible to this kind of stress. PITS
symptoms such as sleeping disturbances, difficulty
concentrating as well as distressing and persistent
recollections of the event have been reported by a number
of animal workers (Arluke, 1992; White & Shawhan, 1996).
Despite these reports however, there has been no
standardised measure used on these workers to
substantiate such findings. The aim of this project was to
investigate whether PITS exists in a sample of animal
workers from veterinary clinics, research laboratories and
welfare shelters. If symptoms were found to exist, the
relationship between traumatic stress symptoms and
various factors would be explored.

Table 1 indicates that nearly all veterinarians, veterinary
nurses and animal shelter staff report killing animals
because they are sick and/or old. Research staff report this
as a reason for euthanasia less frequently. Nearly 90% of
shelter staff also report killing animals for behavioural
problems. This was also identified as a reason for
euthanasia by many veterinarians, but less frequently by
veterinary nurses and quite uncommonly by research staff.
As expected, a high percentage of animal shelter staff
report killing animals simply because they are unwanted.

Method

Level of exposure to euthanasia

One hundred and fifty participants were recruited from
various veterinary clinics, humane societies and University
laboratories within metropolitan Melbourne. Each participant
completed a questionnaire, which included a measure of
traumatic stress called the Impact of Event Scale (Horowitz,
Wilner & Alvarez 1979). Participants were directed to
consider each item in relation to their experiences with the
euthanasia of animals. The questionnaire also included
items asking participants to provide details of the context in
which they are involved in the euthanasia of animals, their
current level of exposure to euthanasia, level of training,
their attitude towards animal death and their current levels
of satisfaction with social support received from a number
of sources.

Participants were asked to indicate the length of time they
had spent working in their current occupation. This
information is summarised in Table 2.
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%

%

%

Sick

97.4

100.0

100.0

53.8

Old

92.1

95.7

91.9

38.5

Behavioural

81.6

63.8

89.2

11.5

Unwanted

42.1

40.4

73.0

30.8

0

0

5.4

96.2

Experimental

Table 2
Percentages of length of time spent working with animals.

%
0-6 months

6.8

6-12 months

4.8

1-3 years

17.7

3-6 years

21.8

More than 6 years

49.0
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As is evident in Table 2, most participants in this study
report working with animals for over 6 years. Thus, the level
of exposure to euthanasia of the participants is substantial.
Level of Training
The number and percentage of participants who indicated
that they had received training in various areas is presented
in table 3 below.
Table 3
Frequencies and Percentages of Participants who had
received Formal or Informal Training
YES
N

%

Animal handling

134

90.5

Animal husbandry

108

73.0

Animal welfare issues

12

32.4

Stress management

39

26.4

Grief counselling

39

26.4

From table 3 it can be seen that animal handling and
husbandry were the most common forms of training
received by participants in this sample. Training in stress
management and grief counselling were less common, being
reported by just over one quarter of the participants.
Satisfaction with Social Support
Social support was measured by asking participants how
satisfied they were with various sources of social support.
Results indicate that participants were slightly less satisfied
with the social support provided from their employer than
they were with that provided by other sources. Interestingly,
the animal care workers in our sample were most satisfied
with the social support received from their pets.

Factors associated with traumatic stress
symptoms
Statistical analyses were calculated to identify relationships
between traumatic stress symptoms and various factors.
Traumatic stress symptoms were related to level of
exposure to euthanasia and satisfaction with social
support. It was apparent that participants employed for a
shorter period of time reported more stress than those who
had been employed for many years. It was also evident that
participants with higher levels of social support were less
likely to report stress symptoms. Analyses also revealed
that participants who reported a general concern for animal
deaths were more likely to report stress than those who did
not report concern over animal deaths.

Occupational Context
Given that the reasons for killing animals were found to vary
quite markedly across occupational contexts the variation of
stress levels across occupations was examined.
Interestingly, stress symptoms did not vary across
occupational contexts.
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Discussion
The aim in this project was to investigate whether PITS
existed in a sample of workers from veterinary clinics,
research laboratories and humane societies. It was found
that 11% of the sample reported significant PITS symptoms.
Although a standardised measure of traumatic stress has
not previously been applied to a sample of animal workers,
previous qualitative research has indicated that animal
euthanasia can evoke traumatic stress reactions in some
occupations (Arluke, 1992 White & Shawhan, 1996). This
quantitative study therefore confirms animal workers reports
of experiencing traumatic stress symptoms.
Relationships between PITS symptoms and various factors
were also revealed. PITS symptoms were related to time
spent in animal based occupations, satisfaction with social
support and concern over animal deaths.
Traumatic stress symptoms diminish with time spent
working with animals and many participants did not report
any traumatic symptoms at all. This finding suggests that
exposure to euthanasia-related stress may fosters coping
strategies (Epstein, 1983). Alternatively, individual
differences might mitigate the experience of stress, or
selection may occur whereby those that are traumatically
affected by euthanasia at the beginning of their animal
career leave the occupation. A fruitful avenue of research
would be to conduct a longitudinal study measuring PITS in
participants as they progress through their occupation.
Testing would begin as they enter the occupation in order to
determine whether the novice animal worker experiencing
high levels of PITS leaves the occupation or learns
appropriate coping skills.
Satisfaction with social support was related to decreased
levels of PITS. This finding replicates previous studies that
suggest social support acts as a buffer against stress
(Cohen & Wills, 1985; Leavy, 1987). It was interesting that
the highest perceived level of social support concerned pet
animals, while the lowest perceived level of social support
involved workplace supervisors. Again, this is an area where
education programs for supervisors may be required.
It was found that PITS symptoms did not vary across
occupations. This is despite the observation that animal
shelter workers are more likely to euthanase healthy,
unwanted animals compared to veterinary staff and
laboratory personnel. This finding may be explained by the
fact that many animal workers, animal shelter workers,
veterinary staff and research staff alike, report that they
enter their prospective occupations because of a love of
animals (Arkow, 1985; Arluke, 1992; Chang & Hart, 2002;
White & Shawhan, 1996).
Increased levels of training did not reduce the reported
stress symptoms. This suggests that the length of time
exposed to the stressor may be more important than shortterm training in promoting the development of appropriate
coping strategies. It should be noted, however, that only a
quarter of animal care workers had specifically received
training in grief counselling and stress management. Given
the risks of PITS, this is an area where targeted educational
programs should be developed and implemented.
This study has several practical implications. First, this
study establishes perpetration-induced traumatic stress as
a valid avenue of study in animal care workers. Second, it
establishes that social support and experience are
important determinants of how well animal workers cope
with stress. Third, this study suggests that recruiters should
not necessarily select animal care workers who exhibit

strong opposition towards animal deaths. These individuals
may have acquired appropriate skills to manage their stress
and have developed solid relationships with friends, family
and previous colleagues.
Some caution must be taken in interpreting the results from
this study. Most importantly, the direction of causality
cannot be established from this design. It may be that
concern over animal deaths fosters traumatic stress, or
conversely, that experiencing stress promotes concern over
animals. This issue could be resolved by conducting a
prospective, longitudinal survey of animal care workers.
In conclusion, 11% of the sample reported significant PITS
symptoms. The fact that some individuals suffer PITS and
others do not indicates the importance of investigating risk
and protective factors. Time spent working with animals was
associated with reduced levels of PITS symptoms
suggesting that experience may enable an individual to
develop appropriate coping strategies. Social support may
also buffer against PITS symptoms. Occupational context
and the attainment of training were not related to PITS
symptoms but future research is required to address
additional factors mediating stress symptoms among
animal workers. Additional research should also specifically
address the occurrence of PITS in persons who work with
animals in other context. This may include Urban Animal
Management officers, meat processing plant employees
and farm workers,
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