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ABSTRACT
The subject of this dissertation is companion animals in the household and the role they play in human households and social life. The main research question ‘how do companion animals contribute to the dynamics of the postmodern household?’ supposes a view that there is a role and pre-existing exchange between people and companion animals. This is further explored using mixed method research (both qualitative and quantitative) to gain a holistic overview of the topics.
The research findings revealed key points of interest that included environmental disadvantages that were represented by high-risk companion animal breed types, extensive food consumption and goods associated with companion animals. Tension was found to exist between financially vulnerable households and the right to a companion animal who bring benefits and are often considered to be part of the family.  Legally, a companion animal is considered ‘property’ which conflicted with the value that households placed on companion animals which called for formal recognition in human health or social care assessments. Finally, human-companion animal bonding revealed potential strengths in both rewriting life stories and reshaping problematic attachments, although this was thought to need risk assessment due to potential negative historic experiences of companion animal exposure.
The study may be of particular interest to anyone who is interested in the reformation of household and family in the postmodern era, and people who are looking to understand the benefits or disadvantages of companion animals.
  
ACRONYMS 
CA(s)		Companion animal(s)








1. [bookmark: _Toc196919175]INTRODUCTION
This study aims to consider companion animals (CAs) and their role in the postmodern household. It will look primarily at available research around household relationships formed with CAs, whether and why these have changed, and explore the implications of these dynamics.
This dissertation attempts to question the benefits and issues that human relationship with a CA brings and the interactive role they play.   If CA relationships are considered significant members of the households, what is the meaning of the bonds shared. In particular, the scope for replacing human relationships with CAs, or supporting people who are lonely or unwell or who have a problematic relational history. Consideration will be given to both the positives of CAs and potential difficulties in five key areas, broadly; 1. Definitions and key concepts, 2. The increase of CAs in the household, 3. (Theoretical perspectives) and relationships with CAs 4. Physiological benefits of CAs and finally 5. any disadvantages of CAs.
[bookmark: _Hlk85023741]The topics will aim to explore relationships in households today. The content will be used to discuss findings in the results section.

2. [bookmark: _Toc196919176]LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. [bookmark: _Toc196919177]Introduction 
The study will initially discuss the history of human relationships with CAs and try to understand the background using a postmodern sociological lens.  Looking at whether CAs can be considered as relational figures in the household and the importance of bonds are between people and CAs.
Theme one will look at definition and concepts, what is meant by the terms CA, household, attachment bonds, symbolic interaction and physiological interpretation for the purpose of this study and why those definitions are used.
 Theme two will look at the growth and history of CAs in the household, how CAs have been viewed and recognised through a sociological perspective, using a background of theory. The purpose of the theme is to further the understanding of the CA and human relationship; it has been relevant to consider theoretical perspectives from other disciplines such as psychology and biology to determine an overview since these disciplines overlap in the research field.
Theme three will look at any research that considers whether CAs are part of the household; how the forming of meaningful relationships with household members occurs, and the significance of sharing our lives, selves and building a history with a CA and further, what this means for the human household.  It will consider any evidence that supports psychological and social CA-human bonds in the household. The dominant theories used in this section are relational, attachment and symbolic interaction viewpoints. CA bonds are considered in relation to how their presence can impact or aid loneliness and mental health of household members. Overall, any significant evidence that supports that a CA can substitute persons and create lasting, supportive and effective bonds.  
Section four will consider any evidence for physiological and health matters, and the impact of CAs on physical well-being. Whilst well-being is often linked to psychological and social health, this section aims to look at specifics around physical benefits of CAs.  Studies specifically target blood pressure reduction and cardiovascular disease. The aim of this section is to see whether there is evidence to support that CAs have a role in improving physiological conditions.  
The final area of study will look at disadvantages of CAs in the household, such as environmental factors that arise from caring for a CA. Additionally, how different human choices could be made to counterbalance the environmental impact, and exploring if there are any mitigating sustainability factors that balance out or offset any negative environmental issues.

2.2. [bookmark: _Toc196919178]Theme 1: Definitions and Key Concepts

CA definition has been described by Haraway, (2009) as being in an interactive relationship with humans and is in constant flux, being subject to ongoing change.  Laurent-Simpson, (quoted in Funnell, 2024, 11:00) describes the emergence of CAs, citing that pre-1950's CAs were often used for utilitarian purposes, and since then they have moved inside our homes, are now often considered integral to the family group. Pongracz and Dobos, (2023) suggest that CAs are defined by the levels of meaningful interaction between them and household members, and are ranked depending on the species type of the CA. In their view, dogs and cats are considered true companions to humans as there is more reliance on meeting their basic needs and maintaining their wellbeing.  For this study, the meaning is focussed on CA relationship to human beings and specifically on the definition of exchange and bonding with domestic CAs, research is focussed mainly on dogs and cats that live in households.
‘Household’ is characterised as a single or group of people sharing private space in one or more areas, resources, connections, decisions and commitments who do not have to be related (Bailey, Blake and Cooke, 2004; Davenport, Higgins and Somerville, 2000; Distelberg and Sorenson, 2009). Contradicting this statement, people finding themselves homeless are statutorily termed a ‘household’. The Housing (Homeless Persons) Act, (1977); the Housing Act, (1996); and the Homelessness Act, (2002), place a statutory duty on local authorities to assist ‘households who are homeless’ (Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, 2018).  This definition challenges the above assertion of household definition being within a private space; it therefore appears that there is a considerable lack of common agreement across the board of the meaning of ‘homeless’ and ‘household’. 
Somerville, (1992) argues that technically homeless persons may have a different understanding of the meaning of a ‘household’ and ‘homelessness’ and further that these definitions are constructed concepts. Vakili-Zad, (2006, p.145) considers the definition is as complex as the issue and concludes that all households within a ‘multi layered spectrum.... make... (homeless households) impossible to distinguish and define’. The issue is restated within official household studies that omit households that are considered homeless, in institutions or travelling by choice (Carr-Hill, 2015).  The Government Accountability Office, (2010) in the United States, evidence discrepancies and lack of congruence around inter-agency common understanding of the term ‘homeless household’, with household members who may or may not consider themselves fitting into being either homeless or housed (Sullivan, 2022).   There appears to be considerable difficult defining the terms ‘household’ and ‘homeless’, this research therefore includes people and their CA who are not living in conventional houses or who may be considered as statutorily homeless.  (Green, Holton and Yarwood, 2024; Mitchell. et al., 2004). 
Postmodernism is defined with the idea of living in a culture and time where globalisation has increased our ability to buy our lives, communicate with several people at once who are in several areas of the world and have no fixed identity or lifestyle. Encouraged by global media, people have a freedom to choose to be, buy and identify who they wish to be (Malpas, 2004).  A postmodern household then may be considered as any arrangement where there is a sense of belonging, togetherness and reinforcement of self (McCarthy, 2012).
     Attachment theory is related to Bowlby, (1979, cited in Stern, 2000) who originated the idea that children have attachment experiences with their caregivers, described broadly as secure, avoidant, anxious, or disorganised/disorientated, (Ainsworth et al., 1978 cited in Shaver and Mikulincer, 2009a).  These learned patterns continue through important life relationships. For example, an anxious attachment style may come about due to a child having a bond with a parent where they don’t quite know where they stand; a secure attachment with a care-giver is generally due to a child always knowing that the parent is there to meet their needs, and this is central to the child’s world where they can experience that security (Ainsworth, 1963, cited in Bretherton, 1992). This attachment style is informed by the caregiver's ‘internal working model’, i.e. how the experience of relating works in tandem to others and their own experiences (Stern 2000; Shaver and Mikulincer, 2009b).  Theme three considers whether this model is useful or appropriate for CA relationships within households.
Symbolic interaction theory originated from Max Weber's theory of ‘social action’ where he discusses that ‘meaning’ is connected to relationships and human interaction (Weber, Parsons and Henderson, 1964). This initial view was developed by Herbert Mead (1863-1931), who said that people give meaning to their interactions with the world around them, and also symbolic meaning to objects and interactions, these are considered an ongoing response process that is individual, interactive and cultural (Mead, 1934, edited by Morris, cited in Harlambos and Holborn, 2013). An example of waving at someone might be then responded to by the recipient waving back would be consistent with a person seeing a ‘symbol’ (the wave), then interpreting the act and responding interactively. Mead suggested that cultural expectations can be restrictive to interaction, but that people have considerable independent freedom within these limitations. Blumer (1962, Harlambos and Holborn, 2013, p.980) further developed symbolic interaction theory, suggesting that ‘human beings react to the meaning they give to objects and events’; describing the ongoing human response of people (termed ‘social actors’) interpreting and sharing everyday and ongoing occurrences through their own individual lens; which is in turn subject to their own interpretation and interactions.  The theory of symbolic interaction is explored with human-CA relationship alongside postmodern expansion in mind.

2.3. [bookmark: _Toc196919179]Theme 2: The increase of companion animals in the household

The role and number of CAs in family and households has changed significantly over this century, Laurent-Simpson (quoted in Funnell, 2024, 9:00) suggests even more so since the Covid pandemic.  Human beings have historically maintained a relationship with CAs (Haraway, 2009), yet during this century in particular the role of CAs has arguably extended to become members of the household in their own right, with CAs being considered when planning holidays, lifestyle choices, when couples divorce, and being included in other ways; such as household members considering themselves as mum, dad, sibling, aunts, uncles, grandparents of CAs (Laurent-Simpson, 2021, Laurent-Simpson, cited in Southern Methodist University, 2021). 

Social conflict theorist Max Weber stated that animals may have something interesting to contribute to the understanding of human social structures, at the same time expressing a reservation that there was no way of measuring the process of interaction effectively. He recognised though, that animals understood language to some degree (Weber, 1920, cited in Weber, Parsons and Henderson, 1964). Talcott Parsons dismissed this view when editing Weber’s analysis, with the theory that speech and language is paramount to social interaction and CAs do not possess this (Weber, Parsons and Henderson, 1964).

The narrative that CAs play a significant role in households has been gaining traction throughout the postmodern era, Symbolic interaction theory has been instrumental in the recognition that humans and CAs form meaningful relationships (Bryant, 1979; Sanders, 1995; Irvine, 2004; Myers, 2005; Laurent-Simpson 2021). Symbolic interaction implies ‘a history of sharing that reinforces itself and reinforces the self’ (Irvine, quoted in Myers, 2005 p.3). The link between animal and human behaviour has been considered as potentially useful to understanding social systems with the added suggestion that CAs are objects of emotional attachment, acting as ‘surrogate brothers or sisters’ who share talk, bonding and emotional exchanges (Bryant, 1979, p.399 - p.411; Sanders, 1990). Bryant (1979) further argues that sociologists have effectively missed an important area of sociological understanding and urges more research about the role of CAs in children’s lives, recognising that a dog will often replace a child in childless households and noting the socialisation offered to households through CA, as well as the visible grief attached to the loss and death of a CA.  Bryant, (1979, p.412) predicted somewhat successfully that in the future, people would rely upon ‘pets as surrogate humans’, arguing that the increased pressure on households, such as ‘loneliness, isolation, societal crises’, will tip the balance.   

Current sociological thinking is that households have shifted to CAs having taken a more prominent position in human households, according to Martyn, (2024), in 2024 there are around ‘13.5 million dogs and 12.5 million cats in the UK’ alone, or overall 57% of households with a CA, and 49% of households describe these as ‘family members’. Professor Rowan, (quoted in Todd and Benson, 2024, 3:47) estimates one billion dogs and the same number of cats in the world at the time of broadcast. An increase of CA in the UK is shown in the below diagram (Fig.1.), the COVID-19 pandemic brought a huge spike in puppy purchasing (Mills, 2020). 

[image: ]

Fig. 1. ‘Share of households owning a pet in the UK from 2012 to 2023’        Statistica, (2025).

Charles and Davies, (2008, pt.5.1) recognised during their qualitative rural Wales community study that CAs were very much included as ‘social actors’ within the community, and as much considered family as children and partners. According to press release, the UK was the first Government to consider CAs as ‘sentient beings’, (Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs [DEFRA], 2021a). The Action Plan for Animal Welfare, (DEFRA, 2021a) launched by Lord Goldsmith ‘recognises that animals have the ability to experience feelings, including pain, joy and fear’ and goes onto enshrine new measures aimed at animal welfare (Goldsmith, cited in DEFRA, 2021b). Stern, (2000, p.27) argues that children develop separate selves by interacting and discovering that ‘there are other minds’ apart from their own, this separate self is understood by both parties; which extends to a change in the understanding and ‘reading’ of one another's intentions, he calls this ‘intersubjective relatedness’.  Tipper, (2011, p.148) argues that this interaction is expanded to involve CAs ‘as social actors engaging in a shared social life’ and suggests that human experience could be better understood with a broader understanding of the interaction between children, adults and CAs who she describes as an integral part of the household with specific character traits.   

The postmodern era has led to a diversity of households and family relationships (Allan, Hawker and Crow, 2001; Charles and Davies, 2008; Laurent-Simpson, 2021). Giddens, (1992, cited in Haralambos and Holborne, 2013, p.567) describes the development of core relationships as more self-orientated; he claims that people want more flexibility in their relationships and apply this to all aspects of their social world. He argues that people have more freedom to define their own identity and lifestyle without being restricted to social expectations, a factor that Laurent-Simpson, (2021, pp.47-53) suggests contributes to diverse and experimental family structures (including LGBTQ+, childfree, same sex, step-parent), she argues that households are integrated with CA’s, using the phrase ‘multispecies’ to define modern families. Whilst the (UK) Office for National Statistics, (2023) suggests that households are becoming more diverse, with the rate of childbirth decreasing, currently at its lowest since 1977, with the largest proportion of families not having children, and lone adult households having also grown proportionally particularly with 65-year-olds and over. It was recorded that one person households, same sex couples, multi-family and unrelated adults proportionally take up 33.5% of the total population in 2023 with a reduction of married couples and increase of civil partners cohabiting since 2013. 

[image: ]

Fig. 2. ‘Labour Force Survey from the Office for National Statistics’ (Office for National Statistics, 2023)
Arguably, boundaries have extended within the household, with CAs now being considered and treated as members of the family, with the meaning behind the relationships being thought of as the paramount component rather than species compartmentalising, (Harris, 2008; Laurent-Simpson, 2021).  Holstein and Gubrium, (1999), agree that familial terms can define any relationship, and that relational meaning can be understood by experience and interpretation. Supporting this theory further, Laurent-Simpson, (2021, p.13) argues that postmodern households are more blended, blurred and inclusive; she maintains that this trajectory followed the same process as increasingly diverse interpersonal household structures have developed since the industrial revolution. Walsh, (2009), suggests further that household members view CAs as equal if not more significant than human counterparts, suggesting that CAs offer constant companionship within the transient nature of postmodern life and provide needed relationships stability. She argues that human friendships can form naturally on regular walks with CAs and trips to the pet shop, fostering a sense of belonging and community. Similarly, Scalon, et al., (2021) suggests that homeless households consider CAs as ‘family’, describing the bond with CAs as similar to that between child and parent or siblings.

2.4. [bookmark: _Toc196919180]Theme 3 Relationships with companion animals - Theoretical perspectives 
According to Pongracz and Dobos, (2023), companionship with an animal can be explained as an ‘emotional’ or ‘functional’ bond, which indicates the various depth of connections humans make with CAs. In their view, CAs are categorised by the quality of relationship between human and CA, which depends on how much engagement takes place between the two, as well as the level of co-existence. They use the examples of a CA who have less meaningful interaction with humans, for example reptiles or fish, to describe one category; in comparison to a dog, that require a different level of social exchange and therefore represents a closer relationship.  They suggest that a CAs early age socialisation and quality of relational exchange is key to CA bonding. They claim that human relationships with CAs bear similar attachment styles to those between caregivers and children, maintaining a potentially secure foundation between the parties (Bowlby, 1979, cited in Pongracz and Dobos, 2023). 
Borgi & Cirulli, (2016) study looked at the biology of bonding between CAs and household members, specifically the infantile facial features dominant in CAs.  They looked at whether a similar bonding and emotional exchange response between a CA and human mirrors those experienced between babies and adults. Their findings suggested that as well as a CA being a potential substitute for babies and children, their role is far more centralised and important to all aspects of family, community and human life, arguing that CAs act at a bridge to a beneficial social life.   The review concludes that ‘eye gaze’ (mutual emotional visual exchange) and non-verbal communication between a CA and human encourages people to look after and bond with them. Archer and Monton, (2010) discuss the nurturing response of people who unconsciously view the facial features of some CA breeds and the similarities of their features to those of human babies.  Their study concludes that the facial features of kittens and puppies (thought to mirror infant faces) were considered by some people as being as compelling as the faces of human babies. They suggest that certain CA facial types result in attachments similar to parental bonding with infants.  Additionally, Borgi, et al., (2014) research suggests that even children aged 3-6 year prefer the baby featured CA images over those without.

Stern, (2020) suggests that child interaction with a CA gives the CA a ‘self’ in the mind of the child; this is further examined by looking at the quality of the attachment bond between CAs and children.  Studies have found that secure empathic and strong relationships with CAs mirrored those that children have experienced with their caregivers and other children (Groenowould, et al., 2023; Kerns, et al., 2017; Hall, et al., 2016). Paradoxically, other studies have found that children can have different attachment styles with a CA than they have learnt with their caregivers, so they may achieve a ‘secure’ relationship style with the CA but have had an insecure bond with their parent (Hirchenhauser et al., 2017; Julias et al., 2012). 

Carr and Rocket, (2017, p.272) suggest that foster children describe dogs as representing a safer relationship than those they held with carers. CAs were also often viewed by carers as a ‘stepping stone’ to a relationship with the child.  It was observed that the child initially made a relationship with the dog which ‘linked (the child) to (an) attachment security’ and helped them to trust the environment and the adults around them. It was thought that the preference of the CA was due to the perception that this was a relaxed relationship, and that the child did not have to verbalise or explain themselves to the CA. There was a reliability of the CA and deeper understanding of the relationship; ‘If I’m sad she (the dog) follows me round’; and ‘when I am feeling a bit worried its like he can tell because he is really gentle...he stops me worrying’ (Jake, p.270). It was felt that the CA represented a security and was present whatever else was happening in their lives. It was noted in the findings that CAs may not work for all children in placements, some were fearful of CAs, or had previous negative experiences with them, or had demonstrated historic abuse towards animals. In many cases however, CAs were key to establishing trust and healthy attachment, particularly where there are difficult established historic attachment patterns with caregivers.

Further findings illustrate that CAs can offer ‘a safe haven and secure base’ that presents as having the same beneficial qualities of ‘human-human relationships’, (Zilcha-Mano, Mikulincer and Shaver, 2012, p.577).  In this study, the attachment criteria designed by Shaver and Mikulincer, (2009b, p.19) is used to understand bonding characteristics and attachment styles, which are: 1. wanting to be near the attachment figure ‘proximity’; 2. comfort and support ‘safe haven’; 3. being present ‘a secure base’; 4. feeling upset when separated ‘separation distress’.  The study demonstrated these four components of attachment patterns between CAs and humans, mirroring those between people. They found that CA bonds emphasised existing relationship patterns, noting as an example, that a person with a secure person-person relationship pattern would reflect this style of bonding with a CA. However, they also found that a person with an already insecure attachment pattern may interpret a CA behaviour or intention as negative, which reinforced the existing insecure attachment style.  With this hypothesis, it was suggested that the CA may in response behave in an insecure way in the relationship thereby circling the pattern and reinforcing the insecure attachment pattern for the human (Zilcha-Mano, Mikulincer and Shaver, 2012).

Black’s (2012) research on CA’s relationship with rural adolescents found that CAs acted as a buffer to lessen adolescent loneliness and that the attachment bonds increased human interaction.  The exception was those with multiple CAs who reported less social integration, thought to be due to time restraints on social life or because they were lacking socialisation and integration within their communities in the first instance.  These adolescents were more likely to replace human family entirely with CAs, thus becoming less sociable in the community (Black, 2012).  This hypotheses was supported by Hartwig and Signal, (2020), who suggest that adolescents are likely to be less lonely if there is a CA in the household, but also found that extreme attachments to a CA can indicate an over-emotional reliance on their CA, completely replacing them with human relationships.  This was thought to increase their isolation and loneliness. 

Chur-Hansen, Winefield and Beckwith (2009), studied attachment patterns between CAs and elderly women, finding that whilst CAs were considered part of the family, some participants felt more loyalty to CAs than human family members. For example, putting plans in place to make sure that the CA would be well cared for if something happened to them, and describing the death of a CA as a personal loss felt as if losing a person.  This study also found attachment theory (which originally focussed exclusively on early bonds between caregivers and young children), bore the same mechanisms to the relationships found between the human and CAs involved in the study. This included being considered as a ‘family member and a secure base’, in other words, security was sought and gained from the bond experienced between the CA and household members. They found that as well as the concern for the welfare of the CA, the grief response upon losing a CA was significantly similar.  The only reservation as with the previous example, was the potential for social isolation due to human over attachment to CAs, or ‘hyper attachment’, usually to one household member; which was viewed as an ‘insecure attachment pattern’ (Chur-Hansen, Winefield and Beckwith, 2009, pp.289-290).  

Sanders, (1990, p.664) considered that CAs can act as facilitators in human relationships, sharing activities and various interests that add ‘definition to self’, increasing life purpose and bearing similarity to human-human relationships.  The theory of symbolic interaction and shared exchange between people that give meaning and quality to those relationships is also considered relevant to human-CA exchanges (Paul, Podberscek and Serpell, 2000).  Sanders, (2007, pp.324-330) discusses ‘giving voice’ i.e. when people ‘talk for’ CAs, share routines, time and play; he argues that these interactions demonstrate mutual interpretative meaning, forming the foundation for an engaging ‘interspecies’ relationship. Irvine (2004), adds that voice representation or speaking for a CA is considered evidence of interaction and experience of a mutual sense of self, shared history, and agency.  She discusses definition of selfhood through interaction with CAs, she describes this interaction as an ongoing story, based on her own understanding and experience of the interaction back and forth. Irvine describes her own relationship with CAs including their mutual recognition of one another, drawing upon an ongoing confirmation and recognition through shared experiences such as ‘thoughts, intension and feelings’ as indicative of purposeful relating (Irvine, 2004, p.17). Symbolic interaction is therefore considered a key component used to understand close relationships between CAs and humans.

Further studies have shown human and CA attachments benefit mental health, offering a secure base within the relationship, so that a person feels and develops a sense of who they are through their relationship with a CA, a process that has been termed a ‘definition of self’ (Sanders, 1990, p.662).  Irvine, (2007) argues against earlier sociological thinking that CAs do not ‘have selves’, she emphasises the meaningful importance of human social interaction with CAs even though they do not possess spoken language (Irvine, 2007, p.16). Supporting this statement a study on families, community and kin, Charles and Davies, (2005) during their research with a rural community in Wales, discovered that interviewees were describing their CAs as family members and integral to community socialisation, even though CA inclusion within the study was not required or expected. Their findings were so significant that Charles and Davies published further research paper in 2008, noting that CAs were considered as household members evidentially providing ‘significant levels of support’ (pt.7.3). They were seen as part of the fabric of a familial network and considered as ‘social actors’ with households mutually sharing responsibility for CAs and being key to human interaction whilst on dog walks and wider social activities.  It became apparent that many of the household members valued a household CA over human household members (pt.8.4), and overall that there was a strong leaning towards the local CAs being part of the community, with participants describing CAs as kin and family as much as human friends and blood relatives.

Scanlon, et al., (2021) looked at vulnerable homeless households in relation to CAs. They considered the friendship bonds and support provided by CAs, emphasising the social facilitating power CAs have. They found that caring for a CA may increase a ‘sense of responsibility and identity’ and that psychological benefits included ‘protection, security, support and physical warmth’ all of which was thought to further improve mental health (p.78).  The responsibility that came with looking after a CA was reported to have reduced criminal activities and reliance on substance use. This was thought to be a key finding, indicating the therapeutic and healing nature of a relationship with a CA on a micro (individually based) and macro (community and society) level.

It was also found that human and CA bonds were often undermined by support agencies and homeless shelters who refused to admit CAs within their services, thereby excluding homeless people from accessing their services by-proxy (Scalon, et al., 2021 p.88).  McBride and Mongomery, (2018, p.13) recognised ‘the link between animal and human welfare’ suggesting regulations and funding systems that could remove accommodation restrictions and aim to support vulnerable households. This issue of shelter restrictions due to CAs was considered rectifiable by introducing free or low-cost microchipping and vaccination which could decrease risks associated with a CA accompanying vulnerably housed people. The charity, St Mungo’s, (2024) for example, offer housing that includes CAs, recognising the ‘powerful emotional support’ that homeless people receive from their CA. The health, welfare and support of CAs are taken into consideration as part of their service and ongoing assessment of provision of accommodation.

Thompson, et al., 2014 argues that the ‘life story’ of both CA and human caregiver can change to one of ‘mutual rescue’ due to their interaction and support for one another.  This was thought to carry the potential of a new social identification and a mutually positive renewed personal discourse.  Irvine (2013), in her study of homeless people and their relationship with their CA, used symbolic interactionism to explore the constructed stories built from their shared lives.  The relationships (between the CA-human) were described by human companions as lifesaving; whilst offering a positive intermediary to enable better social interaction, ultimately, providing a bridge to community integration. Irvine argues that the beneficial relationships between CAs and homeless people should encourage housing alternatives that include CAs as part of an accepted support network.  She discusses CAs acting as ‘silent witnesses’ of human life, encouraging better personal decision making. The responsibility of caring for a CA was also considered helpful to independent mutual life narratives that she terms ‘redemption’ stories that ultimately offer a ‘new start’, as well as carving out a potential positive contribution to a future life, demonstrating the ability to manage caring for a CA and themselves (Irvine, 2013, pp.23-24).  

2.5. [bookmark: _Toc196919181]Theme 4: Physiological benefits of Companion Animals
Physical health benefits due to close relationships with CAs have been explored by Walsh (2009), who found that the most compelling evidence for positive impact was that blood pressure and cholesterol levels were lowered for people with heart disease.  Further evidence (Friedmann, et al., 1980) suggest that people who had suffered a heart attack and had dogs at home lived approximately one year longer than those without.  The study recognised the known positive psychological links between CAs and groups such as mental health patients and older people, and they subsequently recommend that CAs should be included in health studies to aid understanding of their role in the lives of unwell people.  Allen, Blascovech and Mendes (2002), studied cardiovascular activity and found that overall, those with CAs displayed a lower heart rate and blood pressure during the experiment that those without. They conclude that CAs provide beneficial psychological support to their human counterparts, and so the overall perception was that a CA presence improved cardiovascular health.  This was explained as by-proxy to psychological benefits.  Wells and Treacy (2024), agree that studies support cardiovascular health improvement, they suggest that this may be due to the exercise that comes with walking a CA. They also suggest Bowlby’s attachment theory is used to consider if the more securely attached a human is to a CA, the better results for positive health benefits. They also claim that the importance of the personality and human attachment style may help to understand more about the quality of the bond with CAs and associated health benefits.  Whilst Paul, Podberscek and Serpell (2000), warn against the interpretation of studies that conclude that CAs offer positive health benefits, highlighting that people may choose a breed or type of CA based on their own lifestyle so may be more likely to be healthier (for example being outdoor ‘types’) in the first place, a sentiment that Headey and Grabka, (2007) concur with.

[bookmark: _Int_4pdVchFJ]Further studies have indicated that CAs can sense illnesses and even pending death of people in their immediate circle. Dalziel, et al., (2003, p.115) point out that dogs have been used to support a variety of human medical needs, such as sight impairment, ‘hearing impairment, multiple sclerosis, spinal cord injury, diabetes, Parkinson's disease, and Alzheimer’s disease’. More recently dogs have been recognised as pre-empting and supporting human companions through seizures. Whilst it is not understood how a dog knows that a seizure is about to happen, the authors suggest that a dog may use all, or some of their senses to understand the cues. They conclude that more research is needed to understand the CA and human bond as an initial point of inquiry.   This conclusion is supported by Mayon-White (2005) who suggests that understanding the quality of the relationship between a CA and human is fundamental and should take precedence over any perceived uses a CA may offer as a medical support aid.

A famous example of ‘knowing’ without scientific evidence is ‘Oscar the cat’ who lived in a nursing home, reported by Dosa, (2007) to have an ability to ‘predict’ the death of patients accurately. Staff reportedly relied upon Oscar so much that they called the family in for final goodbye’s following Oscar entering the room of a patient and sitting himself on their bed. Oscar was also considered as ‘providing companionship to those who would otherwise have died alone’ (p.329). According to Szawarski, (2016), by 2010 Oscar had ‘predicted’ 50 deaths at the nursing home.   

McNicholas, et al., (2005) maintain that several studies have supported CA presence in households to be consistent with the physical well-being of humans. Findings were thought to be based on the residence of the CA because they could see no other associated difference between the groups. They argue that the question should not be how CAs improve physical well-being, but instead that there needs to be a redefinition of ‘health’. They suggest that defining health needs should be considered with other aspects of life such as socialising, recommending the following diagram to explain the link between human health and relationship with CAs:

[image: ]
Fig. 3. ‘Three proposed mechanisms for association between pet ownership and health benefits for humans’ (McNicholas, et al., 2005).

The above diagram (Fig. 3.) suggests that there is a link between human physical health and well-being with CA relationship considered as the ‘common factor’. The suggestion is for example, that people are more likely to be out walking and meeting people who have a dog in common. This, they suggest, leads to socialising which reduces isolation, an aspect of life that is particularly important for vulnerable people who are physically or mentally diverse or impaired. The third point in the diagram suggests the relationship itself between a CA and human can be nurturing and supportive; in turn, the health benefits include reducing the impact of stressful events, and the perception of being able to manage and recover from serious illnesses. They argue that the psychological and physiological benefits of human relationships are associated.

2.6. [bookmark: _Toc196919182]Theme 5: Disadvantages of Companion Animals in the household

CAs come with a large environmental impact with extensive food choices and accessories.  CAs maintain a carnivorous diet which is either in packets or dried food, both of which are heavily processed with a hefty use of energy and resources (Okin, 2017).  Alexander, et al., (2020, p.1), claim that the annual amount of land needed to produce enough dried dog and cat food in the world for a single year requires an ‘environmental footprint of around twice the UK land area’, or an annual usage equivalent to the yearly impact of the whole of the Philippines, although they admit that this is a underestimation. They argue that there should be more attention given to the area of CA sustainability management. Jo Oakden writing for the British Veterinary Association, [BVA] (2021), adds the items that are associated with CAs all contribute to the environmental footprint such as clothes, bedding, toys as well as food. The BVA article (2021) suggests that dogs in the Netherlands (over a one year period), amount to an equivalent annual 2.4 million tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions.  This is supported by Vale and Vale (2009, cited in Martens, Su and Deblomme, 2019) who suggest that due to the high meat-based diet, a cat fed on the recommended amount of tinned beef has an annual footprint of 2.07 acres per annum, although less carbon footprint for dried CA food, at 0.74 acres annually.   Oakden, (cited in Member of the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons, [MRCVS] 2021). outlines sustainability includes four ‘pillars’ that need to be taken into consideration to make effective environmental decisions as practitioners.  This model is represented in fig.4. below. Oakden suggests that all the areas of the theory should work together for the benefit of human life and the environment (BVA, 2021).

[image: ]

Fig.4. ‘The Four Pillars of Sustainability’, (Martin, 2020).

With this sustainability theory in mind, Oakden (BVA 2021), suggests that whilst CAs create a large carbon footprint on the environment, she recognises that they also have a positive impact on the ‘social’ and ‘human’ pillars, namely that they encourage human socialising and are helpful to well-being and health. For that reason, she suggests that any environmental reduction must be considered with all four of the areas of the sustainability model. Alexander, et al., (2020), suggest that the highest threat to the environmental challenge is CA food such as beef and lamb, further recommending that an immediate solution would be offering a vegan or vegetarian diet to CAs. Martens, Su and Deblomme, (2019) recognise that whilst dogs would do well on a plant-based diet, cats would not, suggesting that a cat diet could be replaced with fish or poultry both of which have less impact on the environment. 

Muldoon and Williams, (2024), suggest that some of the drawbacks of being responsible for a CA can include issues such as an unexpected crisis or change which can be external to the CA, such as loss of job, home or relationships status thus creating an unplanned revision of financial circumstances or sudden inability to commit time to a CA.  They add that a CA illness can often be very demanding both financially and on household stress levels.  People are also often challenged with having to rehome their CA so that they can themselves be housed, as accommodation does not always allow CAs.  In extreme cases such as not being able to afford veterinary bills, people are faced with the choice of rehoming or having CAs put to sleep. The organisation St. Mungo’s, (2024) found that 50% of homeless people had to choose between being housed and keeping their CA. Muldoon and Williams, (2024) say that although these issues are prevalent, often accessible support from animal charities where available are not always signposted by relevant services such as health and social care, or veterinary practices. Khuly, (2017), adds that CAs are as important as any healthcare system ‘for keeping people alive and engaged’. She also suggests that CAs are considered ‘essential’ to many householders, maintaining companionship and health, yet highlights the paradoxical status of not being considered as essential or recognised within assessments to human support services, or having any meaningful value within law. The UK legal definition of a household CA is simple 'property' (Pet Abduction Act, 2024).

Dr Andres Rowan, (quoted in Funnell, 2024, 19:00) suggest that there is a real issue with vulnerably housed people, with 20% of homeless households having a CA that they consider necessary to their lives and that they have a close relationships with, yet they lack the resources to manage regular care of themselves and their CA. Arluke and Rowan, (2020), agree that factors which interfere with the ability to access necessary veterinary care are mainly financial, complicated by the fact that where free or low-cost veterinary support is available, the experience of shame due to stigmatisation of having to accept welfare provision is often a preventative factor. Rauktis, et al., (2020) explores the idea that when CAs are included in social care support (albeit informally), the CA becomes a ‘bridge’, creating a stepping stone for a rapport and trust and aiding the formation of the relationship. They add that the household CA could be a valuable tool at the disposal of support services, deserving more formal recognition. Rowan, (quoted in Funnell, 2024, 21:10), suggests that the trope that people who cannot afford CAs and therefore should not have them is an ‘unfortunate’ perspective, given the extensive benefits of CA companionship. Arluke and Rowan, (2020, p.674) also argue that the benefits of CA ‘should not be limited to those in a higher economic class’. recommending that free or low-cost basic veterinary care could be made more available to less well-off communities, where they suggest CA sterilisation, vaccinations and worming could be accessible to households in the lower income bracket.  The issue of a household not having the resources for a CA yet value the social and health benefits of their presence is beginning to be recognised as a social justice issue, with the suggestion that people have a right to a CA as an essential part of a household (Arluke and Rowan, 2020; Muldoon and Williams, 2024; Rauktis, et al., 2020).

Dr Jen Gale is the Director of ‘Vet Sustain’ (2025), a not-for-profit community organisation represented by veterinary and animal care professionals, aimed at reducing the carbon footprint of CAs, vet care and management. Dr Gale, (quoted in Funnell, 2024, 16:50) discusses areas of CA breeding, care and management that contribute to an unsustainable carbon footprint, she suggests that people could be supported to make better decisions prior to obtaining a CA. She recommends that conversations could be targeted at which species of CA, breed type and how many CAs; the aim would be to help with which CA (if any) would be the best fit for a particular household. She expresses concern that many people are not aware of CA issues, stating that for example, brachycephalic breeds (flat faced dogs and cats) are often needing longer term veterinary intervention which can include surgery, that also adds to the environmental footprint (16:55).  O’Neill and Parker, (quoted in Todd and Benson, 2024, 11:15) agree that brachycephalic breed types are costly both to the environment and adds to the financial household burden. Parker and Rowan, (quoted in Todd and Benson, 2024, 17:32-23:00) suggest that these CAs are often in pain or have shortened life expectancy, breathing and behavioural issues due to widespread genetic disorders which are not considered easily curable. They argue that this is a ‘human issue’ and that these CAs are bred for popularity, but that educational efforts could be made to raise awareness of the welfare and shortened life of these breeds of CA, harm to the environment and that better options can be made by people as part of the solution.

Finally, theme two (paragraph four) and fig.1. discusses the increase in CAs in households, with an (under) estimated one billion dogs and one billion cats in the world today (Rowan, quoted in Todd and Benson, 2024, 3:47).  Vetsure, (2016) suggest that there are on average 110,000 dogs in rescue centres waiting for a new home, they suggest that instead of buying a puppy, it ‘makes sense to consider adopting’. Holland, (2019), observed that many dogs are given up by people due to lack of preparation and understanding of what having a CA entails, amongst other reasons. Muldoon and Williams, (2024), studied households that have opted for rescuing CAs, finding that there is a need for ongoing support for both the CA and the adopters, with complex CA behaviour sometimes not being known until post adoption.  They suggest the cost of living crisis has pushed households into a compromising situation with CA welfare and highlight a need for human welfare services to include CAs in financial assessments and support as well as more information and services to help educate people prior to making decisions about introducing a CA to a household, breed type, and aftercare support. 

2.7. [bookmark: _Toc196919183]Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk85023575]Five key areas have been explored with reference to CAs and what this means to postmodern households. These have included definitions and concepts used within the text and their broad interpretation, how CAs have grown in number and place in the household, along with exploring how people bond with CAs and the support that they can provide.  Continuing to look at whether CA-human relationships can replace or compensate human-human relationships and the positives and negatives of these dynamics.  The fourth section considered any physiological benefits and explored claims of physical health benefits gained from human bonds with CAs.  The final area explored any disadvantages of CAs in the household, and the extensive cost to the environment and ways to interpret this issue. 

The discussion of results will look at findings and analyse these in relation to the five core areas.

3. [bookmark: _Toc196919184]DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
3.1. [bookmark: _Toc196919185]Introduction
This section will look in at the key findings of each theme and how CAs contribute to the postmodern household. Theme one underlines the meanings behind some of the terms used in this review literature. Theme two considers how CAs have grown in the household, and what form this has taken, with the view to understand the relationship humans have developed with them. Theme three explores components of the relationship between household members and CAs in more depth, underpinned by relevant theory. The fourth section is an analysis of claims of health benefits for humans, and any factual evidence related to this, Finally, theme five considers key disadvantages of CAs in the household.

3.2. [bookmark: _Toc196919186]Theme 1 – Definitions and key concepts
This section sought to define the meaning of CAs, household (and homeless household), postmodern, attachment theory and symbolic interaction theory. These terms underpin the research, so it was important to initially explore their meaning.  Haraway, (2009) described an ongoing, dynamic relationship between CAs and human beings that could be traced culturally and historically. Laurent-Simpson, (2021) recognises the changes that have led to CAs being more present in families and households since the industrial revolution. Research by Pongracz and Dobos, (2023), ranked CAs by closeness and time spent with humans, the interaction being greater with cats and dogs due to their proximity and reliance on household members.

The term ‘household’ was defined using the legal definition which used the term ‘homeless household’, implying that a homeless person or family is still considered a ‘household’. Further research (Somerville, 1992; Carr-Hill, 2015; Sullivan, 2022; Green, Holton and Yarwood, 2024; Mitchell, et al., 2004) challenged the hypothesis that a household relates only to people who are housed in a building. It was therefore considered relevant to include households that did not live in conventional housing and who are considered statutorily homeless.

The definition of ‘postmodern’ indicated an era where households have choice to self-define (Malpas, 2004). A discussion on theoretical terms such as attachment theory and symbolic interaction theory was undertaken to aid the understanding of the bonds between CAs and household members explored in section three.

3.3. [bookmark: _Toc196919187]Theme 2 – The growth of companion animals in the household.
This theme considered the physical increase in numbers of CAs, and the change in their role within households. Key points are that CAs appear to have taken the role of ‘family member’ within the lives of people, as defined by Laurent-Simpson, (2021);  Charles and Davies, (2008); and Bryant, (1979), with the suggestion is that people consider CAs as much as human family members and in some cases, they replaced human relationships entirely (Sanders, 1990). It was also evident that CAs were thought of as ‘bridges’ to friendships and relationships and were considered an important part of the community, described as being ‘family and kin’ (Charles and Davies, 2008; Tipper, 2011; Walsh, 2009). 

The growth of CAs in relation to the postmodern era was presented as households that were fluid and diverse (Giddens, cited in Harlambos and Holborne, 2013), with households combining lifestyles and making choices that make way for CAs to be included as part of the family (Laurent-Simpson, 2021). The change in demographics is explored in this section and shown in Fig.2. which indicates a variance of household structures over time showing a more plausible and current redefinition of family and household expansion.  

This section indicates an overall rise in CAs (Fig. 1.) and a drive towards CAs integrating closely with members of the household. Politically, the Animal Welfare Sentience Bill, (DEFRA, 2021), stipulates that animals are becoming formally recognised as having feelings, whilst Stern, (2000), and Tipper, (2011) argue that all household members including CAs have an integral and meaningful place in the household. 

In conclusion, this theme emphasised that there has been a rise in both the amount of CAs, and the role within society and this is reflected in the community and household.

3.4. [bookmark: _Toc196919188]Theme 3 – Relationships with companion animals – Theories.

This theme was concerned with exploring the theory behind relationships between CAs and humans.  Borgi and Cirulli, (2016) and Borgi, et al., (2014) studies indicated that some CA facial features mirror infant faces, indicating that these were more attractive to people, they suggested that this assists a bonding process similar to that which exists between people. Further studies indicated that established personal attachment styles were reproduced when individuals bonded with CA, (Groenewoud, et al., 2023; Kerns, et al., 2017; Hall, et al., 2016). 

Some studies suggest that a different style attachment can be experienced between a CA and person than previously experienced with a parent (Herchenhauser, et al., 2017; Julias, et al., 2012). This was restated with children in foster care who indicated a feeling of security due to the presence of a CA. This could indicate that CAs are particularly important to vulnerable children and adults, being also viewed as a ‘second chance’ opportunity to bond with another in a more secure and positive way, as was found with homeless people who experienced restarting their life-stories through ‘mutual rescue’ with a CA (Irvine, 2013; Thompson, et al., 2014). However, this was not always found to be the case with Shaver and Mikulincer, (2009b) suggesting that insecure attachment bonds can be reinforced by CAs due to misinterpretation of actions within the relationship.  Caution was also demonstrated by Carr and Rocket, (2017), who suggests that those who have had negative interactions with CAs in the past meant that CA benefits would not work for all children.  It was however, found that CAs acted as ‘stepping stone’ to children who needed support and who carers struggled to engage with. The resident CA acted as a mediator and way into the relationship with the child (Carr and Rocket, 2017).
Mental health and social inclusion benefits were emphasised in several studies including Sanders, (1990); Charles and Davies, (2005); Scallon, et al., (2021); Black, (2012). Although these benefits were compromised with multiple CAs present in the household, this was found to increase isolation and human over-attachment to CAs (Black, 2012). 

Finally, there was recognition that whilst CAs have a great deal of support benefits for homeless people they are often excluded from housing and homeless prevention services (Scalon, et al., 2021); with a suggestion of more housing alternatives that include CAs being viewed as part of a necessary support network, (Irvine, 2013; McBride and Mongomery, 2018).

3.5. [bookmark: _Toc196919189]Theme 4 - Physiological benefits of Companion Animals.

This section considered the claims that CAs lower human blood pressure and cholesterol levels in heart disease (Walsh, 2009). Several studies found that whilst it is the case that many people with cardiovascular issues do better with CAs in the household; the positive benefits were allocated to psychological support associated with having a close CA and exercise benefits of walking and socialising with them (Friedmann, et al., 1980; Allen, Blascovech and Mendes, 2002). Wells and Treacy, (2024) suggest looking at the quality of the bond between CA and human to explain the health benefits; and McNicholas, et al., (2005) propose a redefinition of ‘health’ to include all aspects of life (i.e socialising). They conclude that a CA is a link, rather than a sole reason for human health sustainability, whilst Friedmann, et al., (1980) recommend that CAs are included in future health studies to gain further insight into their role in the lives of sick people.

Daziel, et al., (2003) argue that dogs can support a variety of medical issues, and these areas of medical need are growing. They suggest that the key to successful CA support intervention is in the quality of the relationship, calling for further research in this area, with a view to understanding how CAs appear to predict a pending seizure etc. This is re-emphasised by McNicholas, et al., (2005), who suggest (fig.3.) that one of the factors that can aid understanding of how CAs help people is within the relationship (between CA and person) itself.

3.6. [bookmark: _Toc196919190]Theme 5 - Disadvantages of Companion Animals in the household.

The findings of this section centred mainly on environmental matters, with CAs using a large carbon footprint resource (Oken, 2017; Oakden, cited in BVA, 2021; Gale, quoted in Funnell, 2024). The recommendations were presented as a need to consider all the sustainability ‘pillars’ (fig.4.), with Oaken (cited in BVA, 2021) highlighting that it must be recognised that CAs provide a large contribution to the ‘social and human’ pillars, so decisions to reduce carbon emissions need to be balanced with these factors in mind. Alexander, et al., (2020); and Martens, Su and Deblomme, (2019) recommend that to lessen the environmental issues, dogs could be fed on vegetarian or vegan diets and cats on fish or chicken which would partially address the environmental problem. Certain breeds of CA were considered by O’Neill and Parker, (quoted in Todd and Benson, 2024) to be unsustainable with many being genetically unhealthy and costing both people and veterinarian services unnecessary carbon footprint emissions caused by poor choices made by humans.

Another challenge was the cost of CAs in the household. Muldoon and Williams, (2024) outline the issue of financial sustainability when unexpected issues arise, suggesting veterinary bills are an added expense and not affordable to many households. Housing is also an issue with many services and housing providers not allowing CAs, thereby excluding people by-proxy (St Mungo’s, 2024). Arluke and Rowan, (2020) suggest a middle path where people who are less well off could be provided with basic care for their CA. 

Khuli, (2017) considers that CAs should have a role in human assessment services such as health and social care, given the known attachments and health and social benefits they are associated with. Although with the contradiction of the UK legal system acknowledging a CA as simple ‘property’; implying that without proper acknowledgement, inclusion in formal assessments would be difficult to achieve (Pet Abduction Act, 2024), it was though acknowledged that CAs are an invaluable resource underused by support services (Rauktis, et al., 2020).

CA number increase, breeding and choice was highlighted as an issue that needed addressing, as well as some of the potential issues with rescuing and rehoming CAs. Dr Gale discussed ‘matching’ services as an option prior to choosing a CA, and forewarning and ongoing support recommended for those who adopt CAs with unknown or complex histories (Funnell, 2024).  An emerging argument was put forward regarding the right to have a CA regardless of affordability, which is starting to be considered as a social justice issue given their known benefits to health and socialisation (Arluke and Rowan, 2020; Muldoon and Williams, 2024; Rauktis, et al., 2020).

3.7. [bookmark: _Toc196919191]       Conclusion:

In summary, this review has highlighted several areas that include the increase in both numbers of CAs in households, and a change in their role having become more integrated as household and family members. However, there is also no legal recognition of being considered as extended family or having a formal role in a support network. It was restated throughout this review that CAs can play an intermediary role both within households and in the community, being considered as ‘kin’ and family in household settings. Bonding and attachment styles were viewed in some studies as reproducing established patterns but in others CA relationships were viewed as a ‘second chance’ at a more secure attachment.  Mental health benefits were also positively indicated but with multiple CAs or overattachment leading to isolation from the community. Physical health benefits were thought to be a result of psychological support provided by a CA; and CA provision of support for sick people (such as knowing and preparing for a seizure) was not properly understood. 

All the areas indicated that the relationship quality between a CA and person was key. There was tension between the right to the benefits of a CA (such as companionship and improved mental health, outlined with vulnerably housed people) and lack of ability to afford care; impacted by a lack of signposting to affordable or free care and the notion that CAs could be included in health and care assessments given the benefits they bring to households. This underlined a social justice issue that was indicated to be worthy of further consideration.  The findings also considered CA contribution to the environmental crisis that was unsustainable, needing further recognition and solution. The final section will focus on relevant outcomes for future study.

4. [bookmark: _Toc196919192]CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section concludes the study with any learning and recommendations brought about by the research topics.  The growth of CAs in the household in the postmodern era has highlighted an ongoing and changing relationship between CAs and human beings and by seeking to understand the nuances of these relationships this study has attempted to build a picture of the meaning behind these attachments. 

The increase in number of CAs has brought about a change in their role and attachments to humans; they are now considered family, kin and part of the community (Charles and Davies, 2008; Laurent-Simpson, 2021). This increase in numbers and place in the household has though multiplied the carbon footprint of CAs; they are expensive to the environment (Okin, 2017; Oakden, cited in BVA, 2021; Gale, quoted in Funnell, 2024).  Issues such as breed type, food and consumer goods such as toys and bedding were all considered an environmental risk factor.  
Whilst the function and view of CAs in households have largely changed over time to being on parr with being considered kin and family, they are not included in law as anything other than ‘property’, or within services as essential to health and well-being, nor formally recognised as part of a support network, illustrating a disparity between the two positions. This point has been discussed in the research findings.

The study findings indicates that CAs play an intermediary role which has been restated during this study, from walking a CA and meeting other people thereby creating a ‘bridge’ to both a healthier lifestyle and to socialising; and also situations such as the ‘second chance’ scenario for vulnerable people to have a close and beneficial relationship as outlined by Irvine (2013);  Herchenhauser, et al., (2017); Julias, et al., (2012); and Thompson, et al., (2014); all indicated that CAs can provide positive new relational experiences, such as for those in foster care placements where CAs acted as a ‘stepping stone’, or directly such as homeless people who saw their CAs as a ‘new start’.  

Negative outcomes were associated with poor initial relationships or experiences with CAs (Shaver and Mikulincer, 2009a; Carr and Rocket, 2017), and multiple CA households (Black, 2012). Suggestions of poorly matched CAs to households is also a factor that could be addressed (Gale, quoted in Funnell, 2024).  It was restated that the quality of the relationship between a CA and human was key to beneficial outcomes to a better quality of life, health benefits and socialisation (Friedmann, et al., 1980; Allen, Blascovech and Mendes, 2002; Wells and Treacy, 2024; McNicholas, et al., 2005).   
In summary, this study has shown the main areas that CAs contribute to the postmodern household and recommended for future research and policy, outlined in the next section.


1. Environmental Factors:
Environmental factors included CAs that had a predisposition to health issues which were due to human design imposition and choice. Heightened carbon footprint was also considered problematic due to extensive use of red meat in CA food. The recommendations from this research are:
· Further research to understand the barriers to the uptake of CA food with less carbon emissions. 
· Increasing the awareness of potential purchasers of high-risk breeds to the financial and environmental cost throughout the life of the CA, leading to reduced life quality and expectancy.
· Consideration of CA-household pre-purchase ‘matching’ services, to try to assess the best match and less chance of rehoming later down the line.

2. The role of CAs in households and their position in law:
CAs are considered as an essential part of many households, yet at the same time they have no legal standing. The crucial and important position that CAs maintain in households are not reflected in legislation nor when planning support in health and social care services where their lack of inclusion was considered a missed opportunity.  
· Households could be consulted about their CAs in formal ways throughout financial and health assessments and in care settings. This may make it easier to identify and signpost to financial and other CA support services where needed.
· Consideration could be given to formally recognise CAs as household members.


3. CAs in the household as a social justice issue:
The research exposed potential benefits with bonding with CAs and relearning a secure attachment style. CAs were considered a ‘second chance’ at life and bonding, as a stepping stone to positive interaction, socialisation and health benefits (although these were not fully understood in some complex areas). The individual relationship between the CAs and human was considered key. Recommendations from this learning are:
· Further research aimed at understanding more about the specifics of human and CA relationship, particularly in areas where their role could make a huge difference.
· Research aimed at the relationship bonding process between CAs and humans, where previous human-human attachment style were insecure, to understand if there is further learning to reshape insecure attachments through secure human-CA relationship bonding. *This would need responsible monitoring due to the risk factors involved (i.e. people who have not had positive historic experiences with CAs).
Final comments
Finally, it has been hard to avoid the fact that there are a disproportionate amount of CAs in the world (primarily dogs and cats), and that whilst the issues are not straightforward the ongoing breeding and selling of them whilst at the same time, so many consistently being relinquished to be rehomed has been revealed as an issue that needs to be formally looked at as a matter of priority. 
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· Attachment significance and companion animals


(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Objectives of Research Activity

· Explain what is meant by a multispecies family in relationship to the changing nature of modern relationships. 
· What do we mean by ‘companion animals’? Any historical significance.
· Exploring the growth and significance of companion animals within society and families, if/why they have grown to be considered as a member of the family
· Explore evidence for the claim that companion animals enhance health and well being
· Explore if companion animals who bond with care givers show attachment styles similar to people, and also if adults and young people can demonstrate different attachment styles with their pets even when they have not had secure relationships with other significant people
· Discuss whether there is a place for companion animals enhancing or replacing important bonds between people
· Evidence summary for this literature review and further research opportunities


(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. You do not need to justify the methods here, but should instead describe how you intend to collect the data necessary for you to complete your project.

	7
	
Literature review

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	8
	Desk based

(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this.

	9
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	10
	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available? 

	NO
	☒

	
	
	YES
	☐

	11
	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with the current data protection law of the country in question and that of England and Wales.



(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Does your research relate to one or more of the seven aims of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015?
	
YES
	
NO

	12
	A prosperous Wales
	☒
	☐

	13
	A resilient Wales
	☒
	☐

	14
	A healthier Wales
	☒
	☐

	15
	A more equal Wales
	☐
	☒

	16
	A Wales of cohesive communities
	☒
	☐

	17
	A Wales of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language
	☐
	☒

	18
	A globally responsible Wales
	☒
	☐

	19
	If YES to any of the above, please give details:

	
	
The research potentially may show how companion animals can support the well-being of Wales households and thereby communities

(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity
	
	Will the research activity include:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☐
	☒

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
	☒

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	10
	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other primary data collection method:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 

SECTION G: Intended Participants
If there are no participants then do not complete this section, but go directly to section H.

	
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	1
	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☒

	2
	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☐
	☒

	3
	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	5
	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	8
	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.

	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other participant groups:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	
	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	10
	How many participants are expected?

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Who will the participants be?

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	How will you identify the participants?
	


(this box should expand as you type)




	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	13
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	14
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	15
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	16
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	17
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	18
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	19
	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	20
	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	21
	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	22
	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	24
	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	25
	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	26
	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	27
	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	28
	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

	
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	1
	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	Yes 
	

	
	
	No
	

	2
	Risks to participants
For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	
	Risk to participants:
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to participants:



(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Risks to the investigator
For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	
	Risk to the investigator:
Emotional distress due to material that may expose harm to companion animals


(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:
Discuss with supervisor and student well being


(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	
	Risk to the University:
Adverse publicity


(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the University:
Attending supervision and discussing


(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems

	
	Risk to the environment:

Pollutants to environment (electricity, petrol)

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to environment:

Library accessible online, many texts available, keep laptop battery maintained

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Disclosure and Barring Service

	
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	7
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	8
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

	1
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	2
	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
	
Should ‘real names’ be used (ie newspaper reports), references to the information would state this fact

(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

	
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	1
	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.
	☐
	X

	
	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	2
	


(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	3
	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	☐
	X

	
	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	4
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?
	YES
	NO

	5
	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☒
	☐

	6
	University computers?
	☒
	☐

	7
	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

	9
	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☒
	☐

	10
	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☒
	☐

	11
	Other – specify:

	☐
	☒

	12
	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
	
Password protected systems. Personal access only – no other users
(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Data Protection

	
	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	13
	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	14
	Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	18
	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	19
	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	20
	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	21
	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and any international equivalents, where appropriate):

	
	
Internal sharing with supervisor and within the university in accordance with GDPR (literature review only – no personal data held)

(this box should expand as you type)

	22
	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
	
Supervisor only

(this box should expand as you type)

	23
	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
	
Supervisor only

(this box should expand as you type)

	24
	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	
	
Internal university system only held securely (literature review only detail)

(this box should expand as you type)

	25
	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	26
	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)
	YES
	☒

	27
	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding                                      N/A
	YES
	☐





SECTION K: Declaration
	
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 

	1
	Signature of applicant:
	Julia Samuels
	Date:
24th October 2024



For STUDENT Submissions:
	2
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Ken Dicks
	Date: 28/10/2024

	3
	Signature:
	

	



For STAFF Submissions:
	4
	Academic Director/ Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	5
	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☐
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Academic Director.



	RESEARCH STUDENTS AND STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.
You will be informed of the outcome of your claim by email; therefore it is important that you check your University and personal email accounts regularly.

	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.



This form is available electronically from the Academic Office web pages: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/academic-office/appendices-and-forms/






6.3. 
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