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CARING FOR THE CAREG IVER PROJECT
OVE RVIE W

This document reports on activities and achievements of The Kerulos Center’s Caring for the Caregiver
Project whose overarching goal is to foster awareness and support for animal care organizations and caregiver
wellbeing thereby helping achieve the vision of a compassionate, ethical, trans-species society founded
on mutual wellbeing. 1The philosophy and principles discussed here hold for animal welfare and
conservation at large as well as their respective associated professionals.
Caring for the Caregiver is motivated by this chain of understanding: (1) rescued animal wellbeing is
strongly affected by how and who cares for them; (2) quality and capacity to provide animal care are
directly affected by the ability of animal caregivers to address animals’ needs; (3) ability to address
animals’ needs depends on caregiver skills and
wellbeing. In short, animal wellbeing is affected by
HOW STRESS AFFECTS
ORGANIZATIONS,
human caregiver skills and wellbeing. Wellbeing is a
CARETAKERS, & ANIMALS
function of internal and external resources—physical,
social, emotional, and educational. The recent
succession of sanctuary collapses illustrates the direct
relationship between caregiver wellbeing, organizational
health, and animal care quality.2 It is not unreasonable to
expect that stresses on individuals and organizations will
continue and increase, particularly in the current, unstable
economic climate. However, despite the fact that animal
care professionals are exposed to stressors comparable to
human health counterparts, animal caregivers are
allocated few to no resources that support their ability to
deliver high quality care.
Caring for the Caregiver focused on two tasks. The first task
entailed performing a needs assessment comprised of an
extended literature review and interviews with diverse,
experienced animal caregivers. We used these results in
the second task to shape the content of an online survey
that was taken by thirty-nine experienced animal
caregivers. The survey explored seven emergent
questions:
1. What are key attributes necessary for effective caregiving of animals in sanctuary?
Citation: Bradshaw, G.A., Borchers, J.G. & V. Muller-Paisner. 2012. Caring for the Caregiver: Analysis and Assessment of
Animal Care Professional and Organizational Wellbeing. The Kerulos Center. www.kerulos.org
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2.
3.
4.
5.

Do these attributes correspond to those cited in human caregiving settings?
Are there educational and training needs?
Do sanctuary personnel show consistent perceptions about animals?
Do sanctuary caregivers derive social and emotional support from both humans and other
animals?
6. Are animal caregiver levels of stress comparable to other professions and groups?
7. How do sanctuary caregivers feel about the workplace environment?
Participants are presently working in well-established sanctuaries (one shelter was included) and/or
they have had extensive animal caregiving experience in sanctuary and other animal care facilities
including wildlife rehabilitation and shelters. However, findings have relevance for other facilities
such as veterinary clinics since, while philosophies may differ, many of the conditions and required
skills are common to these institutions. Results were analyzed and conclusions and
recommendations provided. 3
NEE D S A S SE S SM EN T

INTRODUCTION
It is not the magnitude of our actions but the amount of love
we put into them that matters.
—Mother Teresa

Countless cats, rabbits, guinea pigs, cows, and scores of others die annually from homelessness and
abuse. Millions more live on, suffering from poor physical care and the ache of loneliness. The huge
“pet” trade in fish, turtles, snakes, parrots, and other exotic (non-indigenous) species causes
immense suffering and mortality. Most never get the chance to find the refuge and love they
deserve. Animal4 care organizations5 play a vital role in saving animals who have nowhere else to go
and, in all likelihood, would otherwise perish. These organizations influence public education and
may be credited with significantly shifting attitudes towards animals from indifference to
engagement.
Rescue and care for animals is rewarding. Most people involved in animal rescue have a strong
commitment to service. For many, it is a calling, or as one sanctuary director describes it,

Funding in part for the project was generously provided by the Summerlee Foundation. The Kerulos Center principals
on this project were (in alphabetical order): Jeffrey G. Borchers MS PhD LPC, G.A. Bradshaw PhD PhD, and Vera
Muller-Paisner LCSW.
4 The term “animal” is used as shorthand for nonhuman animal.
5 Animal care organization is used to denote sanctuaries and shelters that are devoted to animal rescue and care. Note,
however, some of the caregivers have previously worked at other institutions that housed animals including zoos and
biomedical research facilities. We preferentially use the terms animal “caregiver” and “professional” interchangeably in
lieu of “worker” in deference to one participant who thought that “worker” failed to express sufficient respect. Further,
these descriptors may include a variety of positions including sanctuary director, managers, and other roles. However,
for the most part, unless employed for a specific task such as equipment maintenance, all sanctuary employees –
volunteer and paid – participate in animal care to one degree or another.
3
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“soulwork.”6 However, the work can be deeply challenging. Caregivers see to day-to-day care and
recovery of individuals who have sustained a broad array of psychological and physical injuries.
Attributes that make good caregivers—intuition, empathy, openness, idealism, empathy, socialmindedness, dedication, personal experience of trauma— create vulnerability.7 The sensitivity of
gifted and skilled caregivers cannot be underestimated. Their ability to know and respond
appropriately to an animal’s needs depends on this sensitivity whose modalities are not recognized
by society at large. This openness brings both intimate joy and stress. One caregiver reflected,
“Sometimes listening to an animal you hear things you don’t want to.” In the face of unrelenting
suffering and ceaseless numbers of animals in need, a commitment to serve often leads to
unsustainable sacrifice psychologically, socially, physically, and fiscally. There are multiple stressors,
vulnerabilities, and barriers that can undermine wellbeing.
STRESSORS INTRINSIC TO THE PROFESSION
Of course I am in mourning for the land and water and my fellow beings. If this were not felt, I would
be so defended and so in denial, so anaesthetized, I would be insane. Yet this condition of mourning
and grieving going on in my soul, this level of continuous sadness is a reflection of what is going on in
my soul and becomes internalized and called “depression”.
—James Hillman

Animal caregivers are exposed to multiple stressors: high levels of negative outcomes (e.g., high
patient death rates and trauma), work with disempowered populations (i.e., animals), and an inability
to “help everyone” (i.e., overwhelming numbers of abused and abandoned animals). Even compared
to human populations who suffer social and fiscal marginalization (e.g., elderly, persons with
Alzheimer’s Disease, disabled children), animals are afforded less legal protection. The betweenspecies legal inequality is an intrinsic source of tension between the goals of animal care (animal
wellbeing) and those of the greater society (anthropocentric privilege). This misalignment often
undermines the ability of caregivers to protect their charges. For example, the status of animals-asproperty can impede intervention on behalf of the animal victim, where a comparable situation for
human victims of violence or neglect would permit, indeed mandate, intervention.
There are other barriers to achieving caregiver wellbeing. Strong commitment and emotional
attachment leads many animal caregivers to jeopardize or forfeit their personal wellbeing. For
example, shelters and sanctuaries rely heavily on volunteer labor and donations. As in other nonprofit service-oriented quarters, there is often a prevailing attitude that “the work itself should
compensate” for the lack of pay.8 Others, similar to a study participant, believe that, “[Animal
caregivers] must incorporate job into life as a way of life not [treat it] just [like] a 9-5 job.
[Caregivers] must be able to focus on animal agenda not a human agenda”. Certain sanctuaries
require staff to be plant-based consumers (vegan). This illustrates an important detail about animal
care communities: profession, private life, and philosophy tend to be convolved.

While not all participants required it, all quotes and identities have been held anonymous out of respect for
confidentiality. Because of our assurance of confidentiality and the fact that the sanctuary community is relatively small,
we have excluded any identifying information. All quotes are from interviews and/or survey comments.
7 See for example, V. Rohlf and P. Bennett. (2005). Perpetration-induced traumatic stress in persons who euthanize
nonhuman animals in surgeries, animal shelters, and laboratories. Society & Animals, 13(3): 201-219.
8 . Weger, B. (2011). Inspire good: non-profit marketing for a better world. Trafford Publishing.
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Staff members are frequently fiscally vulnerable relative to their human healthcare counterparts. Paid
positions typically rank well below human health are caregivers and those in commercial based
enterprises such as zoos.9 Some sanctuaries are geographically isolated, a situation that restricts
opportunities for employment, schools, and other amenities of urban life. This may also contribute
to family tensions (e.g., spouse career and employment issues).
Training in animal protection work is not offered in any institutions or university, as are
certifications and degrees in professions that objectify or exploit animals such as exotic animal
training, veterinary medicine,10 zoology, and other science programs. Absent institutional validation,
animal caregiver knowledge, experience, and skills in their (human) social contexts less appreciated
than other, credentialed fields. Other animal-oriented programs are developing, but many retain
anthropocentric rooting as in Animal Assisted Therapy (AAT).11
A fiscal “ceiling” and minimized standing in society often lead to a sense of “no future”:
I love sanctuary work more than anything, but at the age of 38, I had to think about how I
was going to support myself in the long-term and there really was no potential at [the
sanctuary]. Even if I get a degree like a veterinary nurse, it won’t help my pay in sanctuary. I
would have to go somewhere else like work in a vet clinic and that’s not the same as
sanctuary. They have completely different attitudes about animals and the pay in those jobs
is pretty poor as well (Sanctuary caregiver).
Many caregivers find themselves sacrificing self-care by staying on in an undesirable, stressful, and
often psychologically unsustainable position to remain with the animals:
Angel and I had a deep, close bond, to the point that when I went on vacation, she would stop
eating. I felt the choice was between her and me, and so every time that I just felt I couldn’t take
the work scene any more, I chose to stay with her (Sanctuary caregiver).
As an example, a recent advertisement for a San Francisco Zoo carnivore animal keeper offered $21-25 per hour
compared with $10 for the same job at a well-established and large California sanctuary; U.S. nurse average hourly wage
is $32.56. Registered Nurse Average Salary and Wages, 2001.http://www.registerednursern.com/registered-nurse-rnsalary-pay-wages-and-income-of-registered-nurses
10 As members of the American Veterinary Medicine Association (AVMA) and key stewards of animal care and policy,
veterinary professionals play pivotal political and social roles in animal protection directly as clinicians and indirectly as a
model for animal guardians and their peers. However, many AVMA positions and policies are not consonant with
animal welfare and protection. For example, while endorsing standards and guidelines that condemn abuse, cruelty, and
unnecessary use in precollege education, the AVMA nonetheless does not prohibit their use and does not exclude the
practice for university and postgraduate studies. Two recent issues underscore AVMA’s ambiguous position on animal
welfare issues: their opposition to California Proposition 2 regarding farm animal welfare and the promotions of a
“motivational training” using a fish tossing event at their convention at Pike Place’s Market, Seattle, Washington. By
appealing through scientific theory, trans-species science and empathy training provide a powerful key to help unlock
political barriers that compromise animal protection; AVMA Policy Use of Animals in Research, Testing, and Education
(Approved by the AVMA Executive Board 1983; revised November 1995; November 2007); AVMA policy;
http://www.avma.org/issues/policy/animal_welfare/precollege.asp and Use of Animals in Precollege Education
http://www.avma.org/issues/animal_welfare/avma_letter_pike_place.asp and
http://www.avma.org/issues/pike_place_presentation_faq.asp
11 Borchers, J.G., & Bradshaw, G.A. 2008. How green is my valley—and mind. Ecotherapy and the greening of
psychology. Counseling Today, pp. 38-41.
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The “unnatural” setting of captivity and nearly routine legacy of trauma and traumatic loneliness that
so many rescue animals experience underscores the poignancy and critical nature of bonds in
sanctuary. This element increases caregiving emotional complexity.
The legal and social gap between humans and nonhuman animals creates a cultural and
psychological “shear zone”: the social, economic, and psychological space of stress where conflicting
paradigms and values intersect. The lack of widespread care and recognition for non-human species
adds further pressure to those sensitive to animals’ plight. Caregivers shoulder collective grief with
continual exposure to what amounts to endless animal suffering. While an individual cat, parrot,
guinea pig or other rescue may be helped, the institutions and cultural practices that create their
suffering (i.e., farms, biomedical research, “pet” trade and industry, indifference to animals) remain
largely untouched. One shelter volunteer spoke of the toll:
I worked in a sanctuary six years. They were the six hardest years of my life. I wanted to try to
help cats rehabilitate and find a new life, a new home. I saw young, healthy, but unwanted cats,
euthanized. The cats that I worked with had been traumatized and even if we worked hard, had
even less of a chance to survive. There was so much sadness and feelings of desperation and
inadequacy among the staff. Yes, we had successes, but somehow what lingered were the
failures.
Healthcare caregivers are frequently identified with symptoms of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder
(PTSD) from repeated exposure to trauma, suffering, and death. Animal caregivers are also
diagnosed with “moral stress” as a result of the dual role imposed by circumstances. In many
instances, caregivers are simultaneously an instrument of animal salvation and euthanasia. One
sanctuary caregiver spoke about the anxiety produced when having to make a decision whether or
not to euthanize a severely traumatized Moluccan cockatoo. The bird was described as self-injurious,
angry and aggressive to asocial with other parrots, anorexic, and most of the time, day or night, he
sat in the corner of his cage, staring at the wall, refusing to come out. “His situation seemed even
more terrible, being so miserable and captive on top of it. What kind of life did he had? Were we
making him suffer more by keeping him alive?” (Sanctuary caregiver). Caregivers who endure this
“care-kill paradox” often exhibit symptoms of unresolved grief, high blood pressure, depression,
susceptibility to illness, cognitive impairment, irritability, increased conflict, aggression, suicidality,
high rates of employee turnover, and substance abuse. 12
Some caregivers feel frustrated by the limits of sanctioned means to prevent animal cruelty and are
at odds with the public whom they regard as the cause of animal suffering. This creates a
tremendous strain where the animal protection caregiver is appositionally bound by their
commitment to safeguard animal welfare while at the same time required to obey laws that
frequently deny intervention on behalf of animals in need. Internal conflict can create a “siege
mentality” and a “missionary zeal. . .[that] acts as a safeguard of animal welfare. However, it also
determines the lengths to which many sanctuary caregivers are willing to go—the theft of animals

McDiarmid, Jr., H. (2000, January 30). At area animal shelters, care often entail killing: Euthanasia taking toll on
caregivers too. Detroit Free Press.
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considered to be living in bad homes—in the name of animal welfare.” 13 Such acts can destabilize
an organization by causing internal conflict or contribute to institutional insularity.
Legal segregation and exploitation of animals and marginalization of their advocates may also foster
a sense of insularity that characterizes many sanctuaries—a kind of self-imposed separation in
reaction to rejection/marginalized status of nonhumans that further heightens a sense of isolation.
Common to other organizations, this atmosphere can increase by the “founder effect”14 15 which, in
itself, can polarize relationships between staff and leadership.
On numerous occasions during initial interviews, staff members reported that “sanctuaries
desperately need to start caring about the caregivers” but that “sanctuary administration does not
want to go into it, but the caregivers do and need this support.” One caregiver confided:
If the director knew I was talking to you, I would probably get fired. Even when we are
trying to make things better and address internal issues, it is taken like criticism when all we
are trying to do is make the place run well for the animals.
This sentiment was echoed on multiple occasions by participating caregivers during this study’s
preliminary interviews. In these two cases, the sanctuary director declined from participation and did
not “allow” staff to participate. For example, the survey used in this study was designed to elicit
opinions and viewpoints from sanctuaries for the purpose of cultivating greater support for them
and their work. Further, participants were also assured complete confidentiality. Nevertheless,
organization directors responded on several occasions, “we don’t have any problems” and “humans
are not important, the animals are.” When informed that the survey takes only 30 minutes and could
be completed on personal time, another director insisted, “my staff does not have time for a
survey.” In these cases, staff members were not asked nor were they allowed the option to
participate on their own time.
MODELS OF AND STRESS ASSOCIATED WITH SOCIAL IDENTITY
A Yup’ik Eskimo handed me a scrap of paper whereon was penciled, ‘I am a Puffin!’….Here was a
man who effortlessly negotiated the porous, wafer-thin membrane separating Homo from the
Other...Still alive...Standing before me…Symmetrical, convergent consciousness: the world before.
—Calvin Luther Martin

Mental health professionals and traumatologists consider social resources (the ability to seek and
obtain comfort and support from others), crucial for maintaining psychological wellbeing and stress
mediation. 16 In corollary, a lack of social support is a leading factor in undermining wellbeing.
Access and inclination to reach out for social support relates to a sense of connection and selfidentity. Both relate to social identity. Thus, who and who animal caregivers relate to others will
Nicola Taylor. (2004). In It for the Nonhuman Animals: Animal Welfare, Moral Certainty, and Disagreements. Society & Animals,
Volume 12 (4), 317-339.
14 Drucker, P.F. 1992. Managing the Non-Profit Organization: Principles and Practices. Collins.
15 Yet, it is important to note that at times, the “founder’ effect” may not apply for the same reasons as other non-profit
organizations. Again, the marginalization of animals and the lack of resources directed to their protection and care make
it frequently difficult to find substitutes who can succeed the founder. There is no formal or educational “seedbed” from
which to draw as in other non-profit areas.
16 Herman, J. (1992). Trauma and Recovery, Basic Books.
13
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affect their capacity to negotiate stress. We explored this dimension from two conceptual
perspectives: social identity theory and trans-species identity.
Social Identity Theory (SIT) In general terms, self-identity may be understood as how we regard
ourselves and those with whom we share our lives. Identity shapes our decisions and relationships.
Social identity is a widely studied and generally highly regarded theory of identity formation in the
context of group association and intergroup relations. Central to this concept is the idea that people
formulate their self-descriptions, as well as their mental constructs of others, by the groups with
which they identify.17
SIT is comprised as having two sociocognitive processes. The first process is identified as
categorization, whereby individuals tend to sort themselves and others into groups as a means to
reduce the uncertainty inherently experienced in social interactions. The second process involves the
tendency of an individual to affirm the value of the group in which he or she belongs reflective of an
intrinsic, fundamental need to enhance one’s own self-esteem. Our sense of self is sociallydependent, where “social” needs to be interpreted broadly (see below in discussion of ecocentrism
and trans-species).18
Self-categorization theory, which followed the development of SIT, maintains that people define
themselves based on multiple, abstract categories, such as interpersonal (self in comparison to other
individuals) and intergroup (comparing the group within which one is a member to another outside
group). The context of the situation determines the salience of the category used for comparison.19
These theories indicate that identity formation is a developing, changeable self-definition peculiar to
the individual.
Occupational identity is a highly significant in the lives of most modern, western individuals where
there is a tendency to cultivate a positive identity within the workplace. Positive identities can be
constructed through “the number, diversity, and quality of relationships that an individual has at
work.”20 Social resources serve to strengthen employees by increasing their resilience to stress and
hardship. Numerous studies document the benefits of building diverse, high quality relationships of
employees within organizations. Social relationships are associated with improved physical and
psychological health, increased job involvement, greater creativity, and improved performance in

Sluss, D.M., & Ashforth, B.E. (2008). How relational and organizational identification converge: Processes and
conditions. Organization Science, 19: 807-823; Sluss, D.M., & Ashforth, B.E. (2007). Relational identity and identification:
Defining ourselves through work relationships. Academy of Management Review, 32: 9-32; Kreiner, G.E., Ashforth, B.E., &
Sluss, D.M. (2006). Identity dynamics in occupational dirty work: Integrating social identity and system justification
perspectives. Organization Science, 17: 619-636.
18 Greenfield, P., Keller, H., Fugligni, A., & Maynard, A. (2003). Cultural pathways through universal development.
Annual Reviews of Psychology, 54, 461–490; Bradshaw, G.A., Capaldo, T, Lindner, L & G. Grow. (2009). Developmental
context effects on bicultural post-trauma self repair in Chimpanzees. Developmental Psychology, 45, 1376-1388; Bradshaw,
G.A. (2009). Elephants on the edge: What animals teach us about humanity. New Haven: Yale University Press.
19 Reynolds, K. J., Turner, J.C., Branscombe, N. R., Mavor, K. I., Bizumic, B., & Subasic, E. (2010). Interactionism in
personality and social psychology: An integrated approach to understanding the mind and behaviour. European Journal of
Personality, 24, 458-482.
20 Dutton, J.E., Roberts, L.M., & Bednar, J.S. (2010). Pathways for positive identity construction at work: Four types of
positive identity and the building of social resources. Academy of Management Review, 35 (2): 265-293.
17
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independent work.21 A better sense of self and confidence enhances motivation and performance
and expand athe capacity to deal with stress.22 This occurs when members of a group are reassured
and given support and value from their in-group domain, particularly in times of crisis or acute
stress. In the context of animal caregiving, we may interpret “performance” as the ability and
capacity to provide high quality care, care that includes more than food and shelter but love.
Mixed Species’ Communities Millennia of the west’s imposed separation of humans from other animals
has been engrained in law, custom, language, and other aspects of existence. We live in a kind of
species No Man’s Land, similar to WWII Morocco portrayed in the film Casablanca, where rules and
interpersonal expectations are uncertain.23 People who work with animals and spend considerable
time with nonhuman species – those informally or professionally involved in animal welfare,
protection, research, and advocacy - participate in a multi-species society, but they are not
homogeneous in perception, values, and motivations. Indeed, “animal people” have widely varied
lifestyles and philosophies that are reflected in personal habits (e.g., plant-based/animal eaters) and
organizational political philosophies (e.g. compare philosophies and activities of People For Ethical
Treatment of Animals with those of the Humane Society of the United States). Social identity and
self-identity vary accordingly.
Trans-species Identity There is an added dimensionality to social identity in the case of animal care
professionals, namely, the possibility of a trans-species identity, a sense of self and identity that is not
defined by species bounds.24 In certain indigenous cultures, the sense of self is not anthropocentric,
but ecocentric, inclusive of nonhumans, such as the Yup’ik of whom Calvin Luther Martin writes.25
A trans-species identity derives from a prosocial experience: identity based in positive processes of
attachment (love and care) where values, sense of self, and community include other species. This
understanding is commensurate with science.
Culturally and neurobiologically, our sense of self reflects the environment in which our minds
develop. Who we are and how we envision ourselves are a function of what we inherit and what we
experience. Our minds and brains are shaped by those who raise us and whom we encounter.
Rudyard Kipling’s Mowgli is one example: a young boy whose psyche reflects the rich tapestry of
wildlife cultures in which he was raised - black leopard, snake, wolf, and monkey. This cross-species
fluidity is vividly documented in multiple scientific studies describing humans, parrots, elephants,
and chimpanzees who experience cross-fostering (i.e., raised by someone other than their own
species) and show a distinct affinity for relationships, identity and cultural values reflective of their
Ryff, C. D. & Singer, B. (2002) From social structure to biology: integrative science in pursuit of human health and
well-being. In Handbook of positive psychology (ed. C. R. Snyder & S. J. Lopez), pp. 541–555. New York: Oxford University
Press.
22 van Laar, C. Derks, B. Ellemers, N. and Bleeker, D. 2010. Valuing Social Identity: Consequences for Motivation and
Performance in Low-Status Groups, Journal of Social Issues 66(3), 602-611.
21

Yarborough, A. 2010. Trans-species living: An interview with Gay Bradshaw;
http://animalvisions.wordpress.com/2010/09/17/trans-species-living-an-interview-with-gay-bradshaw/; Bradshaw,
G.A. 2009. Transformation through service: trans-species psychology and its implications for ecotherapy. Ecotherapy.
(eds.) L. Buzzell and C. Chalquist. Sierra Club, 157-165
24 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trans-species_psychology
25 Kirmayer, L. (2007). Psychotherapy and the cultural concept of the person; Transcultural Psychiatry, 44, 232–
257;Greenfield, P., Keller, H., Fugligni, A., & Maynard, A. (2003). Cultural pathways through universal development.
Annual Reviews of Psychology, 54, 461–490.
23
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adoptive families. The identification with their non-biological species may be so dominant that
conspecifics are eschewed as was the instance of Billy Jo, a human cross-fostered chimpanzee. His
identity was clearly (and tragically because of unfolding circumstances) rooted in human culture.26
A trans-species sense of self does not require the disidentification with one’s biological origins, but
merely a non-exclusionary, non-prejudicial attitude that transcends external form. Natural historian
and author of Grizzly Heart, Charlie Russell, describes his relationship with bears and sense of self
this way:
I consider bears, elk, and other animals like equals. We have different jobs as it were, but we
live in the same community and what they are up to is at least as important as what I am
doing or likely more so. There are some with whom I am particularly close and others I am
not - much the same way I feel about humans. I know I am a human - there’s a lot about me
that is clearly human and not bear or elk, but there’s also a lot that I relate to and share with
the wildlife. I don’t really think about who I am and who “they” are, just assume we are
generally on the same wavelength and that any benign interaction with each other is
completely normal. I guess I am not that hung up on what people look like on the outside.
It’s what’s inside that counts.
Some caregivers expressed a distinct preference for the values and culture of non-human species.
This affinity has influenced their careers.
For me, it's about the individual as we have both individual personalities and a group
personality – for example, a shy bear may become very outgoing when in a group . . . and
return to his/her shyness if/when not a group situation. . . I am definitely a person who
prefers to be with bears than people and definitely have a strong relationship and empathy
with them compared with people.27
This fluidity of self and lack of preoccupation with human identity contrasts with other “animal
people” - individuals who may spend time with and resources on animals but retain or are deeply
invested in a human identity. Behavior and philosophy are not driven by a sense of shared identity
with other animals but by other reasons. Empathy may derive from an explicit acknowledgement of
shared identity or be of a kind that is more limited in its scope. For example, there may be a sense of
shared experience (e.g., pain, grief, and other emotions), but no sense of shared identity. One
volunteer stated, “I am not an ‘animal person’, but I was drawn to help animals in sanctuary as a
social justice issue. Anyone who is treated cruelly and discriminated against should be protected.”
In some cases, feeling close to a nonhuman animal may be fostered through disindentification with
humans either because of personal experience (e.g., trauma) or rejection of society’s treatment of
nonhuman animals.28 Sanctuaries exist to aid and protect animals who have suffered at human
hands. Further, most of what brings animals to sanctuary (e.g., biomedical testing, pet trade, food
Candland, ibid; Bradshaw et al. 2009 ibid, Bradshaw et al 2009 ibid
The species identity has been changed to protect anonymity of professional interviewed.
28 Bernstein, J. (2005). Living in the borderland: The pathological and the sacred in our understanding of consciousness. BrunnerRoutledge; Bradshaw, G.A. (2009). Elephants on the edge: What animals teach us about humanity. New Haven: Yale University
Press.
26
27

11

production, neglect) is legally and socially condoned. In reflecting on her preference of being with
animals over humans, one caregiver commented,
It’s hard to feel very good about the species that has caused the problem I am trying to fix
day-in day-out. Some days I am ashamed to be a human. And frankly, compared to animals,
most humans offer so little in terms of love, support, and honesty.
In these cases, a negative experience with conspecifics is a dominant factor in motivating work with
nonhuman animals.
Impacts of Human Self Identity on Animals in Sanctuary The discussion of caregiver self-identity is more
than academic. How we see ourselves and others influences how we treat others. Feeling kinship,
affinity to, and group identification with non-human animals (if the latter are also open and positive
toward such a relationship) fosters mutual psychological comfort and assurance. On the other hand,
a relationship grounded in wounding begins a relationship in very different way, one that potentially
marginalizes an animal, who in most cases, particularly in rescue and sanctuary, is psychologically
vulnerable and traumatized. A sanctuary professional commenting on many people who come to
volunteer and work in sanctuary:
Very often these are people seeking self-fulfillment, needing to heal something within
themselves by helping to heal the animals, needing to belong to something and to be
important somewhere...
In some cases, then animal residents offer a kind of psychological and emotional bandage for a
wounded human soul who may or may not feel a sense of deep empathetic connection grounded in
shared identity.
The disregard of the intrinsic psychological inequality imposed on animals by humans has been the
primary source of criticism by animal advocates about ecotherapy programs and Animal Assisted
Therapy (AAT).29 Animals are finely tuned to read and absorb emotions. Domesticated animals such
as dogs and horses have been shaped by human breeding, rearing, and care practices to respond to
human needs. Wildlife who end up in sanctuary either because of injury or as victims of captive
industry are vulnerable to human affect and behaviour – they are entirely dependent on human care.
A number of sanctuary caregivers expressed frustration working with people who come to sanctuary
primarily as a means to his/her own end rather than a commitment to service.
When we work in Rescue, we rescue many humans as well. . .[however] I believe that when
we put our Self between animals and our mission, we can lose sight of our goals. It's not
about us!
Human experience of trauma does not preclude ethical interactions with animals. However, it is
critical for the caregiver or guardian to be keenly aware of their psychological state so as not to
project damage on an animal held captive and in recovery themselves.
29

Knowles, K.D. (2012). Heal by healing: Animal care as animal therapy. Ecotherapy Newsletter. Spring Issue p. 7;
Bradshaw, G.A. 2009. Transformation through service: trans-species psychology and its implications for
ecotherapy. Ecotherapy. (eds.) L. Buzzell and C. Chalquist. Sierra Club, 157-165.
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In reality, people are motivated to work in sanctuary and other animal-related fields by one or
multiple factors. Similar to within-species bicultural identities30, trans-species identities vary along a
continuum as do the feelings that motivate cross-group relationships. Further, social and self identity
may vary with situation. Sanctuary generally requires caregivers to embrace more than one identity.
Sanctuary caregivers play multiple roles: caregiver, culture broker, therapist, advocate, friend,
“parent” (e.g., in the case of orphans), authority, and teacher.31 Each relationship engages a different
persona and part of a one’s self. For example, as culture brokers, caregivers help animals bridge
personal experiences and cultures with those of other residents and people in sanctuary. Additional
to an understanding of an individual, this requires objective knowledge (i.e., natural history, ecology,
sociology) and a cross-species, bicultural perspective and, if not an identification, deep connection to
other- than-human sensibilities.
Outside the “animal world”, a trans-species identity can be challenging. Psychoanalyst Jerome
Bernstein describes these individuals “borderlanders”. Their landscape is species-porous.32 Bernstein
lists ten attributes characteristics of trans-species borderlanders:
1. Borderland personalities have a deep and primary connection to nature. Most are more
comfortable in relationship with animals than with people.
2. All have transrational experiences such as communicating with plants and animals and
somatic identification with earth’s suffering.
3. Many have experienced trauma as children or adults. Many have not.
4. Unlike the Borderline personality, the Borderland personality has a stable identity.
5. Most hide their Borderland nature – often including from their therapist -- for fear of being
branded “crazy” or weird. This leads to living parallel and camouflaged lives -- their hidden
life in the Borderland (which is their primary identification), and their life in the mundane
world.33
6. Most feel isolated and lack a sense of community and belonging because they are unaware
that there are many others like them.
7. All experience their Borderland reality as sacred.
8. Most tend to be hypersensitive on the somatic level. Many experience Environmental Illness.
But, many do not.
9. 100% of all Borderland personalities with whom I have had contact say they would not give
up that connection if they could – even if it were to diminish their suffering.
10. Although many would identify with being Nature’s “canaries,” most are at a loss as to the
imperative for transformation that they have been given.34
Disidentification with society can lead to poor self-esteem, despair, and undermine work efficacy:

see Padilla, A. M. (2006). Bicultural development. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral
Sciences, 28, 467–497.
31 Buckley, C. and G. A. Bradshaw. 2010. The art of cultural brokerage: recreating the elephant-human relationship and
community. Spring Journal, 83, 35-59.
30
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Berstein, J. ibid.

Oliver, K. 2011. Pet lovers pathologized, New York Times. http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/10/30/thepathology-of-dependence-on-animals/?ref=opinion; October 30, 2011.
34 http://www.borderlanders.com/content/profile-borderland-personality
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Good people quit sanctuary— not only because they cannot take the day-in and day-out of
animal suffering but also because they begin to feel like part of the problem (Sanctuary
professional).
Undervalued groups such as borderlanders often experience negative effects of social identity in the
broader context of society, such as disparate wages, invalidation of cultural values, hostility, and
isolation. Social marginalization of animals leads many animal protection caregivers to feel
“silenced” by denial concerning widespread animal suffering. One sanctuary caregiver commented:
Aside from a couple of co-caregivers, most people, including my family, don’t really get why
I do what I do. If I try and tell them about animalss plight and the terrible things that
happens to them, I get ‘I don’t want to hear about it’ or ‘That’s just the way life is’ Or ‘What
about human children? Don’t they need our help first?’ So, I have learned to steer away from
the subject, keep the conversation ‘safe’, and keep closed up.
Individuals not infrequently express a sense of “no exit,” nowhere to “escape,” and no source of
validation and camaraderie except fellow animal protection associates who are also struggling
psychologically.35 These individuals feel that they have neither adequate at-work or in-home
emotional and social support, an issue that has potentially adverse impacts on animals outside
sanctuary as well.36
From this perspective, within-sanctuary support is predicted to provide a critical factor in the wellbeing and effectiveness of caregivers, especially those who experience less support for their
occupations outside the sanctuary environment. The workplace may be, therefore, both a source and
attenuator of stress. Feeling connected to others offers protective and healing effects on well being.
EDUCATION AND CONDUCT STANDARDS
By three methods we may learn wisdom: First, by reflection, which is noblest;
Second, by imitation, which is easiest; and third by experience, which is the
bitterest.
—Confucius

Sanctuary and shelter caregivers with extensive animal experience possess details of animal
psychology, communication, behavior, social interactions, and natural history that are not typically
found in academic venues. Until recently, animals were not considered to have emotional,
psychological, and spiritual capacities, nor are individuals valued. In contrast to animal protection
that values the individual, most science is interested in species and universals. As a result, much of
sanctuary’s extremely valuable knowledge is either marginalized or dismissed as “anecdotal” because
it is not collectively codified or sanctioned by academic institutions. While considerable, formidable
expertise exists within animal care organizations, its perpetuation and implementation are
jeopardized by the absence of a common, lasting communication medium that transcends personnel
turnover.
Shelter caregiver. Anonymous, pers. comm., June 14, 2010.
Rogelberg, S.G., Natalie DiGiacomo, N, Reeve, C.L., Spitzmüller, C., Clark, O., Schultz, L., Walker, A., Gill, P., and
Carter, N. (2007). What Shelters Can Do about Euthanasia-Related Stress: An Examination of Recommendations from
those on the Front Line. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 10, 331-347.
35
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In contrast to human health care and social work, the animal care community lacks a codified
professional course of education and standards, ethics, and common knowledge base that support
community coherence and continuity of expertise, depersonalize epistemic disagreements, and
provide consensual governance. Shared vocabulary and concepts within and across organizations
strengthen community ties and support. A common systematic knowledge base also helps diffuse
conflict by functioning as a “third party” to judge contrasting opinions concerning care practices.
Just as public attitudes towards and knowledge of animals are diverse, fluid, and volatile, so are those
within the animal welfare and protection communities. As a result, dysfunctional and disruptive
coping strategies can pervade interpersonal and organizational dynamics and corrode work
performance. The recent development of accrediting structures and processes for animal sanctuaries
has made significant inroads. However, there is still an educational deficit.
Historically, animal care caregivers are mostly volunteers without formal training in animal medicine
or other animal-related fields. Often many began study in these fields but were put-off and disturbed
at the ways in which animals are portrayed and used.37 Shelter and sanctuary knowledge is typically
vested in one or a limited number of individuals, verbally transmitted, and undocumented. Despite
in-depth expertise, without formal degrees, animal welfare caregivers often feel (and are)
disrespected by degreed professionals. These individuals express that they are frequently beset by a
sense of under-achievement, incompetence, and low self-esteem. Resultant high turnover or the
sudden loss of organization leader leaves an organization vulnerable by creating a deficit in valuable
experience and knowledge. Generally, caregiving staff may receive training in animal handling and
husbandry, but little to none in fundamental issues of animal welfare and health, and critically,
traumatology and stress physiology. One caregiver noted:
Most everything that I learned was hands-on learning. A lot of what we need to do is not in
books, but it would really help to have some formal training so we could communicate
better with the vets or even each other. And because I don’t have a degree or any kind of
‘paper’ that tells people what I now, what I say often gets ignored – even by other sanctuary
people unless they know me” (sanctuary caregiver).
However, as recognition of animal psychological complexity and appreciation for animal in general
increases, there is a concomitant demand for greater knowledge and training for animal caregivers.
Some sanctuary professionals even suggested that it was, “vital to have an undergrad degree or
college level in biological concepts. . . and vital to have an onsite apprenticeship program. . . [as well
as be] willing to make extensive observations and notes” (sanctuary professional).
Well-established, well–regarded sanctuaries and accredited sanctuaries may have diverse
philosophies and procedures (e.g., policies governing human-wildlife relationships, euthanasia).
Symmetrically, there are equally diverse attitudes about humans and what comprises appropriate
conduct in sanctuary. For example, a sanctuary director recounted that during a visit by an animal
advocacy group, a severely traumatized and abused animal was rescued and brought to sanctuary.
A number of people who took the survey said that they started out in veterinary school and/or animal-related science
but quit because they perceived the “means” (the use of cats and dogs for educational and biomedical experimentation)
in direct violation of “ends” (animal protection).
37
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However, his injuries were too extreme and he died suddenly, in great anguish. The staff was upset
at the tragedy and several members were crying, as was the director. The sanctuary director was
taken aside and chastised by the animal advocate group director for the former’s unprofessional
behavior and told never to show emotions in front of the staff. The sanctuary director disagreed,
saying that the staff was close, and maintained that showing emotions in no way jeopardized animal
care or health, but rather helped heal and process the shock of the violence they had witnessed. In
fact, she said, sharing warmth and care honored the animal and strengthened camaraderie and
relationships.
IM PAC T S
Beauty saves. Beauty heals. Beauty motivates. Beauty unites.
Beauty returns us to our origins,
and here lies the ultimate act of saving, of healing, of overcoming dualism.
—Matthew Fox

Stress may be conceptualized as any misalignment between an individual and their environment. Not
all stress is detrimental. In fact, it is part of the ebb and flow of life itself. However, while an
individual may be able to sustain competence in certain areas of her/his life, over the long term,
chronic or severe stress diminishes the capacity to retain whole mental and physical health and
undermines our essential capacity to feel joy. Socially and neurobiologically, stress transmits across
boundaries and generations: personal, families, institutions, cultures, and species.38 Stress does not
exist or generate in a void. When stress goes unattended or without adequate management, a
situation can evolve that confounds one’s original intents and goals. The quality and resilience of any
activity or work depends on resource availability to and knowledge and skills of caregivers to carry
out their work. This ability is highly contingent on personal and organizational function and health.
Organizational health is described as an organization’s ability to achieve its goals by creating an
environment that simultaneously cultivates high performance and supports caregiver physical,
psychological, and social wellbeing. “High performance” does not have to relate to modern
industrial society’s concept of “productivity,” but rather any way of being and functioning that
supports a certain goal and philosophy. In the case of animal caregiving, “high performance” may be
interpreted as finding an optimum balance between quality and quantity of animal care. Defining
and achieving this balance can be a source of stress, as the organization faces the inherent tradeoffs
between the need to provide focused, quality care for animals and the need to help as many animals
as possible.
Providing good health care depends on how well individuals and their associated institutions are able
to negotiate working conditions and can meet the needs of staff necessary to carry out their work
well. Research on human healthcare reveals that “fundamental problems in the collective behavior
of. . . caring professionals” are responsible for extensive patient mortality and injury.39 Many
Meaney, M. J. (2001). Maternal care, gene expression, and the transmission of individual differences in stress reactivity
across generations. Annual Reviews of Neuroscience, 24: 1161–1192.
39 Rogelberg, S.G., Natalie DiGiacomo, N, Reeve, C.L., Spitzmüller, C., Clark, O., Schultz, L., Walker, A., Gill, P., and
Carter, N. (2007). What shelters can do about euthanasia-related stress: An examination of recommendations from those
on the front line. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 10, 331-347; A. Arluke, A. (1994). Managing emotions in an
animal shelter. In A. Manning & J. Serpell (Eds.), Animals & human society (pp. 145–165). New York: Routledge; Reeve,
38
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contributing factors are stress-related, such as burnout, compassion fatigue, trauma, personal and
organizational fiscal strain, miscommunication, interpersonal conflict, broken protocols, lack of
organizational support, incompetence, poor teamwork, disrespect, and abusive behavior.
Annually, one in twenty human hospital patients are administered a wrong medication, 3.5 million
patients contract infection from a caregiver who failed to take appropriate precautions, and 195,000
patients die as a result of caregiver mistakes.40 To our knowledge, there are no comparable studies
on sanctuaries, but anecdotal evidence suggests similar issues exist in sanctuaries. A director
described one incident:
‘Pat’ was dedicated to the animals. However, one day after arguing with her supervisor, she left
and did not feed the animals as she was supposed to and chose not to tell anyone. This resulted
in one dog dying because he had not received his medications. It could have been avoided if
their issues were dealt with.
Preliminary interviews showed that, similar to many other kinds of organizations where staff and
management are strictly demarcated, a strain can develop. A number of survey participants and
interviewees made comments such as these: “If we could only get the board of directors to stop
micromanaging the day to day activities”, “Good caregivers tend to feel strongly that if left to their
own devices unencumbered by management and the human agenda they would be able to offer
much more to their animals”, and “I wish communications and plans for the animals and the
sanctuary were more freely discussed with the volunteers.”
Human healthcare organizations commonly provide their staff (e.g., nurses, social caregivers,
hospice caregivers, family caregivers) some level of institutional resources as support to offset the
stresses deriving from intrinsic (e.g., client trauma) and extrinsic (e.g., fiscal and legal shortfalls)
sources. In recognition of the negative correlation relationship between performance and workplace
stress, human hospitals and other helping organizations offer health and stress management
programs, and encourage high standards for professional behavior via frequent performance
assessments.41 Resources include counseling, continuing education in subjects related to their work,
training in conflict resolution and interpersonal skills, and self-care tools. However, for cultural and
fiscal reasons, these resources are not usually made available to animal caregivers and their
organizations by funders.

C. L., Rogelberg, S. G., Spitzmüller, C. & DiGiacomo, N. (2005). The “caring-killing” paradox: Euthanasia-related strain
among animal shelter caregivers. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 35(1), 119-143.
40 Linda H. Aiken, Sean P. Clarke, Douglas M. Sloane, Julie Sochalski, Jeffrey H. Silber. (2002). Hospital Nurse Staffing
and Patient Mortality, Nurse Burnout, and Job Dissatisfaction. JAMA.288:1987-1993.; David Maxfield, Joseph Grenny,
Ron McMillan, Kerry Patterson, Al Switzler. (2005). Silence kills: The seven crucial conversations in healthcare. Vital Smarts
Industry Watch.
41 Sandra L. Bloom. (2007). Organizational Stress as A Barrier To Trauma-Sensitive Change and System Transformation.
National Technical Assistance Center for State Mental Health Planning (NTAC) Publications and Reports, National
Association of State Mental Health Program Directors; Sandra L. Bloom (2003). Caring for the Caregiver: Avoiding and
Treating Vicarious Traumatization. In A. Giardino, E. Datner and J. Asher (Eds.), Sexual Assault: Victimization Across the
Lifespan. Maryland Heights, MO: GW Medical Publishing. (459-470); Joan Marion Mikalson. (2004). Capturing complexity
in conflict: A critical ethnography of nonprofit organization development through a social justice lens. Doctoral Dissertation, University of
Massachusetts. Paper AAI3118317
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RE MED IE S
If we want to make a significant contribution to the history of our peoples . . . we have to
redesign our theoretical and practical tools, but redesign them from the standpoint of the
lives of our own people: form their sufferings, their aspirations, and their struggles.
—Ignacio Martin-Baro

Animal welfare researchers state, “the emotional, organizational, and motivational bases and
structures of those who work with animals deserve our attention.”42 The animal care community
itself has begun to speak more openly about the importance of organizational cultural change, of
being able to “function effectively, to cope adequately, to change appropriately, and to grow from
within so that energies are not diverted from animals. One sanctuary caregiver put it this way: “I
believe that compassion and patience are necessary qualities to nurture within ourselves - not just
toward the animals but toward the humans who come to our sanctuaries because they want to take
care of animals.”
Animal care caregivers have asked for ways to address stress and suggest solutions that include
creating and promoting adequate management support, science education relating to animal
psychology and rehabilitation, counseling, crisis debriefing, stress and coping seminars, training in
improved communication, morale-boosting initiatives, and employee appreciation. Skills and
knowledge are as necessary as “heart”:
Although we rescue with our hearts, I'm afraid that the strength of our efforts and the
survival of our organizations require... education and intelligence. . . If one does not have the
ability to analyze information, organize and execute a strategic plan and communicate
effectively and respectably, an organization will fall into chaos, people will turn away,
support will be lost and animals will lose (sanctuary professional).
Our organization receives multiple requests weekly for training and education on animal trauma,
human caregiver self-care, and trauma recovery.
A few organizations offer information concerning work-related stress.43 However, most curricula
focus on compassion fatigue (defined as “the impact on animal professionals who themselves
experience feelings of fear, pain, and suffering as a result of caretaking and being exposed to
traumatized animals”).44 There are multiple other, important topics that pertain to the caregiver as
Taylor 2004 ibid.
http://www.humanesociety.org/
44 See for example Nujhuis, M. 2011. Do environmentalists need shrinks? Grist. http://www.grist.org/living/2011-0622-do-environmentalists-need-shrinks; HSUS .2001. Compassion fatigue in the animal care field,
http://humanesocietyuniversity.org/academics/sce/workshops/compassionfatigue.aspx; Figley, C.R. & Roop,
R.G.(2006). Compassion Fatigue in the Animal-Care Community. Humane Society Press.
42
43

18

well as their animal charges including mechanisms of stress and trauma recovery, trauma
susceptibility, self-care methods, interpersonal conflict and communication, animal welfare and
ethics issues and organization resilience – all of which are rendered much more complex in light of
trans-species identity issues. Critically, research studies underscore that organizational dysfunction
and vulnerability is not “just a personal problem,” but often a problem of organizational
development gone awry that calls for systemic solutions. Efforts to address human resource issues are
rewarding. Non-profits who “dare to address conflict” and commit to systemic changes are able to
“to clarify organizational identity, identify contradictions between their implicit values and explicit
mission, and unravel routines and reform relationships to reorganize and reclaim their
organizations.”45
The Global Federation of Animal Sanctuaries (GFAS)—recently evolved from its predecessor, The
Association of Animal Sanctuaries (TAOS)—represents an effort to address some of these issues.46
GFAS provides an unprecedented cutting-edge accreditation process promoting standards of
excellence to strengthen and support the work of animal sanctuaries. GFAS standards primarily
focus on physical facilities and animal care procedures. Only two, governing authority and staffing,
relate directly to human motivation and performance. Considerable on-site and personalized
mentoring is offered by GFAS but with the proliferation of shelters and sanctuaries, the process is
becoming time and cost prohibitive.
Necessarily, the dire needs of animals in crisis have overshadowed attention to the role of human
resource quality. All animal rescue organizations are pressed to care for as many animals as possible:
there are literally over 26 billion animals in captivity in the U.S.47 and while only a fraction will have
the opportunity for rescue, the numbers are overwhelming. Resources for animal care are limited
and have become increasingly so in the current of economic instability. The numbers of animals in
need have skyrocketed with collapse of sanctuaries, shelters, and other types of facilities (e.g.,
breeding centers) additional to loss of animal guardian home and income that has increased animal
abandonment or relinquishment.
The roles of sanctuaries have expanded. Albeit slow relative to need, public attitudes and law
concerning animal welfare are improving. Science has reluctantly admitted that animals are sentient
and have the capacity to suffer. Both augur for accelerating positive change in animal protection
arenas. Public and institutional regard for sanctuaries and shelters has improved comparably. The
critical and increasingly prominent role of animal care organizations in animal rescue, education,
advocacy, policy, and law compel a comprehensive approach to governance function, and support
for guaranteeing institutional resilience.
Animal care organizations offer a model of service and compassion for society. By embodying ways
of living that treat animals with respect and dignity, sanctuary professionals serve as exemplars
leading human culture from domination to service. Animal care professionals hold invaluable, indepth knowledge typically excluded from academic literature (e.g., see however, increasing interest in
Joan Marion Mikalson. (2004). Capturing complexity in conflict: A critical ethnography of nonprofit organization development through
a social justice lens. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Massachusetts. Paper AAI3118317
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such journals as Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science). The fact that many sanctuary
professionals do not hold post-graduate degrees or simply do not have the time to engage in
academic venues excludes them from policy and decision making that affect animal lives. As a result,
they and their knowledge are marginalized, dismissed, and excluded to the detriment of animal
welfare. Animal care caregivers need resources to help them maintain high levels of individual and
organizational performance in the face of demanding and stressful work environments.i The Caring
for the Caregiver study went to representatives of the sanctuary community to delve into these issues
more deeply and elicit their viewpoints.

PROJ E CT PH ILO SO P HY

One touch of nature makes all the world kin. – John Muir

In keeping with The Kerulos Center’s commitment to knowledge-making from trans-species (i.e.,
humans and other animals) and trans-community (e.g., sanctuary, research, tribal and western
science) perspectives, the project process was framed by the principles of Participatory Action
Research (PAR).48 Conventional scientific research and pedagological models typically privilege
humans and researchers through exclusive language and protocols and limit access of subjects to
decision making, problem identification, and meaning making. By involving the subjects of research
as partners in study form, process, and evaluation, PAR engages people in “’skillful means’: the cocreation of knowledge is evidence-based and action oriented. The term skillful means is our
adaptation of the Buddhist concept of upaya-kaushalya, also known as the craft of compassion. It
refers to the art of helping others realize the potential within a situation, and create a shift in
understanding and action. It implies a twofold caring structure—careful and caring.” 49
The relationship between research and sanctuary is historically ambivalent for several reasons.
Reflective of society in general, higher education institutions remain anthropocentric and use
concepts and methods that exploit animals. Mice, cats, rays, fish, monkeys, birds, and myriad other
animals are routinely used in lieu of human experimental subjects as animal models. “The use of
animal models (including chimpanzees) is a long-standing research practice precisely because they
are acknowledged as being so similar to humans in foundational ways. . .Researchers and regulatory
agencies maintain that “animals are sufficiently similar to be a source of relevant data, but not
sufficiently similar in the attributes necessary for identical moral standing”. 50 In other words,
animals are considered similar enough to humans to experiment on, but not enough like humans to
protect.
Even in the absence of invasive experiments, and when they share similar goals, namely, protect and
increase the wellbeing of nonhuman animals, institutional objectives of researchers and those of
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Participatory_action_research; Savage-Rumbaugh, S. Wamba, K. Wamba,P. and
Wamba, N. (2007). “Welfare of Apes in Captive Environments: Comments on, and by, a Specific Group of Apes,”
Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science (10)1: 7–19.Bradshaw, G.A. 2011. An ape among many: Animal co-authorship and
trans-species epistemic authority. Configurations, 18 (1-2), 15-30
49 SAS 2. 2012. http://www.sas2.net/sas2-dialogue-home-page
50 Capaldo, T. and G.A. Bradshaw. (2011). The bioethics of Great Apes: Psychiatric injury and duty of care. Animals &
Society Policy Series.
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sanctuary are not always congruent. Researchers and animal protection professionals also use
different language, typically have different skills and backgrounds, and are grounded in different
philosophies.51 The majority of studies, even behavioral and cognitive, are designed to serve humans
and human agendas, not those of other species. Although there are exceptions, generally speaking, a
researcher’s “clients” are funders and peers.
In contrast, sanctuaries and shelters focus on individual animal wellbeing; indeed these organizations
exist to counter what is promulgated generally by anthropocentrism and often by research in
particular. Sanctuaries provide refuge for animals who have been abused and exploited by
researchers: their “clients” are animals.52 A PAR approach helps bridge these differences by
grounding enquiry in mutual interest and to address both the functions of research and those of
hands-on animal care. In this spirit, and to optimize use of resources committed to this work, we
created an online survey for animal caregivers that were provided a forum for active contribution.

PROJ E CT IM PL EM EN TA TI ON

SURVEY CONTENT AND ADMINISTRATION
The foregoing analysis on literature and preliminary interviews with sanctuary caregivers informed
the Caring for the Caregiver online survey (See Appendix I). It was designed to explore seven main
questions:
1. What are key attributes necessary for effective caregiving of animals in sanctuary?
2. Do these attributes correspond to those cited in human caregiving settings?
3. Are there educational and training needs?
4. Do sanctuary personnel show consistent perceptions about animals?
5. Do sanctuary caregivers derive social and emotional support from both humans and other
animals?
6. Are animal caregiver levels of stress comparable to other professions and
groups?
7. How do sanctuary caregivers feel about the workplace environment?
We examined numerous approaches and assessment tools designed for similar caregiving settings
such as family in-home caregivers, nurses, and hospice. Survey components conformed to the
elements identified in the Needs Assessment (summarized above).

http://www.sanctuaryfederation.org/gfas/for-sanctuaries/criteria-verified-sanctuary/
Sanctuaries are prohibited from making any resident animals available for participation in research studies unless the
studies are strictly observational and do not interfere with the normal daily activities of individual animals. An exception
may be made, with approval of an appropriate decision-making body of the sanctuary if: 1) it is determined that the
health and welfare interests of the individual animal are best served by participating in a new treatment study, and 2)
there is reason to believe that outcome of the study will be a tangible benefit for the individual animal involved, and 3)
the study does not prevent normal activities of daily living. Naturally, interventions that cause pain or distress are
unacceptable.
51
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The Caring for the Caregiver survey included response items from a combination of: (1) existing
surveys (Professional Quality of Life, the Areas of Worklife Survey, and (2) a survey of our own
construction, the trans-species Bicultural Competence and Identity Survey (tBCIS). A pilot group completed
the initial draft survey and, based on their suggestions, a revised version was crafted for general use
with sanctuary staff.
Outreach entailed contacting sanctuaries (and one shelter) with a record of longevity and/or GFAS53
accreditation and individuals who had extensive experience in sanctuary and other caregiving
settings. We invited their participation in a confidential survey protocol utilizing an online service,
SurveyGizmo.com.© After agreeing to take the survey, individuals were sent formal letters of
introduction and explanation with a unique confidential password to access their private online
workspace. Participants were informed that the survey results would be made available to them for
comment in the form of a report.
A total of 39 participants completed the survey, taking, on average, one-half hour to complete. In
addition to the main survey, a second ancillary survey was administered by an undergraduate
university student intern to examine relationships between trans-species identity and the grief
associated with companion animal loss.54
SURVEY COMPONENTS AND DEVELOPMENT
The combined Caring for the Caregiver survey contained items grouped into five categories, Caregiver
Effectiveness (Research Questions 1 and 2), Training and Education (Research Question 3), Perception of
Animals (Research Question 4), Trauma and Stress (Research Questions 5, 6), and Workplace
Environment (Research Question 7):
I. Caregiver effectiveness – Participants were asked to provide what they regarded as the ten most
important qualities for effective animal care. The purpose was twofold: (1) to develop a baseline of
what were considered to be critical features of successful animal caregiving and (2) shape this and
other analyses. These responses were compared with those identified by human health caregivers.
II. Training and Education – Participants were asked to evaluate if any of seven areas of education and
training would increase their effectiveness as animal caregivers: (1) animal medicine, psychology, and
culture; (2) animal emotions, stress, and trauma; (3) animal welfare issues; (4) interspecies/communication; (5) coping with work stress, animal trauma, and compassion fatigue; (6)
interpersonal skills and communication; and (7) self-care methods.
III. Perception of Animals – This category consists of items from the trans-species Bicultural Competence and
Identity Survey (tBCIS). Items in the tBCIS were designed to explore social support and trans-species
variables and derived from an extended literature review and multiple preliminary interviews with
sanctuary professionals and other animal caregivers.

Global Federation of Animal Sanctuaries, www.sanctuaryfederation.org
Lonsbery., C. (2011). The Role of Self-Identity in Prolonged Grief and the Human-Animal Bond. McNair Fellow
Report.
53

54

22

The tBCIS contains a series of questions pertaining to participants’ perception of animals, their own
social identity, and the role of human relationships with animals in sanctuary. Specifically, tBCIS
consists of seven subscales that measure perceptions of: (1) animal-human comparability; (2)
knowledge of animals; (3) social support; (4) self-perception with animals; (5) animal-human bonds;
(6) animal autonomy; and (7) species identity.
IV. Trauma and stress – This category of survey items
sought to evaluate levels of stress associated with
sanctuary and compare levels reported relative to other
professions and groups. We selected a well-established
tool for measuring trauma and stress associated with
caregiving professions, the Professional Quality of Life
survey (ProQOL-5).55 This thirty-question instrument
evaluates three main components of caregiver quality
of life, compassion satisfaction (positive aspect), burnout
(negative aspect) and compassion fatigue (negative aspect).
Compassion fatigue is “the negative aspect of helping
those who experience traumatic stress and suffering”.56
It measures both burnout (exhaustion, frustration, anger
and depression) and secondary traumatic stress (a negative
feeling driven by fear and either direct (primary) or
indirect (secondary) work‐related trauma).57
Compassion satisfaction, on the other hand, is
about the pleasure you derive from being able to
do your work. For example, you may feel like it is a
pleasure to help others through what you do at
work. You may feel positively about your
colleagues or your ability to contribute to the work
setting or even the greater good of society through
your work with people who need care. 58

AREAS OF WORK LIFE
Individuals experiencing burnout or
compassion fatigue are sometimes
“mismatched” with their organization in
one or more areas of worklife:
Workload – A manageable workload
provides the opportunity to do what one
enjoys, to pursue career objectives, and to
develop professionally.
Control – The opportunity to make
choices and decisions, to solve problems,
and to contribute to the fulfillment of
responsibilities.
Reward – Recognition—financial and
social—for contributions on the job.
Community – The quality of an
organization’s social environment.
Fairness – The extent to which the
organization has consistent and equitable
rules for everyone.
Values – Personal values and ethics
congruent with those of the organization.
Source: Mind Garden.com. Retrieved October 4,
(2011). from
http://www.mindgarden.com/products/
aws.htm#data2

V. Workplace environment – To address organizational, or systemic factors of professional quality of
life, we coupled ProQOL-5 with another well-established “off the shelf” instrument, the Areas of
Worklife Survey (AWS). The AWS evaluates six aspects of a person’s congruence with the workplace
in terms of workload, control, fairness, rewards, community, and values.59 (See inset)

Stamm, B.H. (2010). The concise ProQOL manual, 2nd Ed. Pocatello. Retrieved February 5, 2010 from
http://www.proqol.org
56 Stamm (2010)
55
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Stamm ibid

Stamm ibid
59 Leiter, M. P., & Maslach, C. (2004). Areas of work life: A structured approach to organizational predictors of job
burnout. In P. L. Perrewe & D. C. Ganster (Eds.), Research in occupational stress and well-being (Vol. 3, 91-134). Oxford:
Elsevier.
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This “coupled” approach embodied in the survey (person plus workplace environment) parallels
most contemporary research in the area of caregiver engagement and burnout. To understand the
causal factors of individual wellbeing and performance, current theoretical models account for both
personal and organizational attributes in order to understand the forces that engender positive and
negative experiences in the workplace.
ADJUNCT PROJECT: STRESS MONITORING AND REDUCTION FOR CAREGIVERS AND ANIMALS
In addition to the research questions addressed by the Caring for the Caregiver survey, we also
undertook to investigate Methods of Stress Monitoring and Reduction for Caregivers and Their Animal Charges
(see Appendix II). We did this for three reasons. First, we sought to provide a pedagogical tool for
caregivers to understand the relationship between their psychological state and that of the animals in
their care. Second, we wished to provide a tool to help staff learn how to regulate self and affect.
Finally, our aim was to help legitimize in the eyes of sanctuaries, shelters, and veterinarians, the
critical impact that human psychological states and relationships have on animals in rescue. Analysis
of this adjunct project is beyond the scope of the present project, but we will pursue this in the
future.
PROJ E CT RE S ULT S

PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHICS
The Caring for the Caregiver Project enlisted a total of 39 respondents to the online survey
described above. These individuals were associated with 21 sanctuaries and one shelter, all but two
of which are based in the U S. Survey participants were mainly female (35) and Caucasian, with one
individual reporting as “multi-racial.” Almost half (15) of survey participants stated they were
employed elsewhere in addition to their role at the sanctuary/shelter.
The majority of participants have been in animal service for more than ten years, with high site
fidelity, possessed bachelors or higher degrees, were fully employed at the organizations, and were
between the ages of 35-54 (Figure 1).
Job description Although all participants currently work in the area of animal protection, their
experience with animals included other settings such as sanctuary, shelter, research facility, rescue,
foster care, veterinary/medical clinic, wildlife rehabilitation, entertainment, zoo, and private homes.
All participants had experience in caregiving, but their present job recapitulated various past and
present roles such as vet tech, manager, CEO, volunteer coordinator, sanctuary founder, senior
animal caregiver, wildlife rehabilitation consultant, and zookeeper. A number have specialized in
certain species as elephants, chimpanzees, and bears. Multiple participants answered that their job
encompassed “everything and anything.”
RESEARCH QUESTIONS EXPLORED
I.

Caregiver Effectiveness - Question 1: What are key attributes necessary for effective
caregiving of animals in sanctuary? Question 2: Do these attributes correspond to those cited
in human caregiving settings?
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In human health care, a broad consensus is emerging about how to provide patient-centered care, an
approach that considers cultural traditions, personal preferences and values, family situations, social
circumstances, and lifestyles. This is in contrast to the conventional “medical model” that tends to
depersonalize care, exclude family, and retain near absolute authority. We have adapted current
research in this area, specifically studies exploring the qualities of effective family caregivers for
persons with dementia syndromes where extensive study of caregiving approaches has been
undertaken.60 This research focuses beyond caregiver psychological and physical health to include
caregiver skills in responding to the care recipient’s disease-related disabilities. It also includes
relational and emotional aspects of caregiving in addition to cognitive skills.
Our approach was to perform a subjective content analysis of participants’ free-text responses to the
statement, List five or more skills or qualities that you believe an animal caregiver must have in order to provide
high-quality care to animals in sanctuaries and shelters. Response sentences and phrases were then
categorized by similarity of theme and assigned a category name (Table 1). Each of the resulting 28
categories were then further grouped into seven categories identified by Farran et al. (2009) in their
Caregiver Assessment of Behavioral Skill-Self Report (CABS-SR, see Table 2 in Farran et al., 2009), an
assessment tool constructed for human human health caregivers. For example, flexibility,
persistence, empathy, compassion, committed to service, good work ethic, physical and mental
resilience, judgment, committed to animal protection, self-efficacy, good organizational skills
corresponded to the CABS-SR’s Category 2: Caregiver Personal Qualities, including Caregiver Self-Efficacy.
The qualifications are quite demanding and encompass a broad range of skills and capacities that
lead to animal wellbeing and require “total knowledge of animal and their care.” This level of care
includes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Deep “objective” knowledge (e.g., Category 1: medical, animal natural and personal history)
Highly developed personal qualities including self-efficacy (Category 2)
Interpersonal skills with animals and humans (Category 3)
Excel in general approach to caregiving (e.g., good strategic skills, Category 4)
Commitment to patient/animal-centered care (Category 5)
Capacity to manage one’s own emotions and engage self-care effectively (Category 6)
Manage social and other resources effectively (e.g., engage in advocacy and be competent to
elicit medical expertise when needed, Category 7).

Notably, the majority of these skills are acquired primarily “on the job,” not by training or education
and are provided by either volunteers or staff who are typically paid little more than minimum wages
with no benefits.61
II.

Training and Education - Question 3: Are there educational and training needs?

Farran, C.J., McCann, J.J., Fogg, L.G. & Etkin, C.D. (2009).Developing a Measurement Strategy for Assessing Family
Caregiver Skills: Conceptual Issues. Alzheimer Care Today, 10(3):129-139.
60

Current U.S. minimum wage as of July, 2009, is $7.25; United States Department of Labor. 2012.
http://www.dol.gov/whd/minimumwage.htm.
61
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Concurring with our preliminary interviews, nearly all surveyed participants responded that it would
be Effective or Very Effective to provide education and training in all identified seven areas of (i) animal
psychology, medicine, culture, ecology; (ii) animal trauma and stress; (iii) animal welfare issues; (iv)
inter-species (human-animal) communication; (v) coping with work stress, trauma, and compassion
fatigue; (vi) interpersonal skills; and (vii) self-care methods (Figure 2). Such education and training is
considered important to increase caregiving quality and efficacy. These categories correspond to
caregiver attributes identified in the Caregiver Effectiveness Attributes portion of the survey (see
Caregiver Effectiveness Questions 1 and 2, and Table 1).
III.

Perception of Animals - Question 4: Do sanctuary personnel show consistent perceptions
about animals?

In contrast to Questions 1-3, there was far less consensus around the question of perception about
animals among sanctuary personnel. In the tBCIS section of the Caring for the Caregiver survey,
participants were asked a series of questions grouped into seven subscales: (i) animal-human
comparability; (ii) knowledge of animals; (iii) social support; (iv) self-perception with animals; (v)
animal-human bonds; (vi) animal autonomy; and (vii) species identity:
(i) Animal-human comparability – Overall, the majority agreed (Agree to Strongly Agree) with the concept
of animal-human comparability (Figure 3). Most agreed that human and nonhuman animals should
have the same rights and share similar capacities to feel emotions, intellect, and suffer as humans.
Interestingly, whereas the majority agreed that science has shown that animals have same emotions
and feeling as humans (item 23), the majority disagreed or found it “hard to decide” whether science
has demonstrated that animals have similar mental capacities as humans (item 7); that is, people were
more certain that science had “proven” that humans and other animals share the same emotions, but
fewer believed that science had “proven” equivalent mental capacities. This suggests that individuals
see a difference between what they know and experience even though it may contrast with perceived
collective beliefs (i.e., science) and also reveals an unfamiliarly with science. A few participants
commented that they had difficulty with the language of “comparable” or “same” – that is, they said
that animals were different than people and so it was inaccurate to use the word “same.” These
responses indicated that sharing a common foundation in science would aid some of this confusion.
(ii) Knowledge of animals – The majority considered that possessing objective knowledge (e.g., reading
articles and books and watching documentaries) of animals was important to their work (Agree to
Strongly Agree; Figure 4). These responses concur with expressed desire for education and training
(see section II above). However, participants also believed that personal observations of individual
animals was critical. For example, most agreed that watching body language of animal residents and
paying attention to individuality was very important (Agree to Strongly Agree).
(iii) Social support – In general, most respondents indicated (Strongly Agree to Agreed) that they have
access to social support, but there is still significant variation (Figure 5). For some items, there was
substantive divergence in responses. For example, responses for items 10, 46, and 49 reveal a
dichotomy, suggesting that many caregivers seek and receive unconditional emotional support not
from humans, but from companion animals. There is further indications that animal caregivers
generally have a different social group identification than, say, the public at large (e.g., the majority
identify with “animal people” (item 12); see also below (vii) Species Identity).
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(iv) Self-perception with animals – Respondents answered almost uniformly that they agreed (Strongly
Agree to Agree) with the items on this subscale (Figure 6): the majority feel that animal rescue and care
work is personally positive and that they play a positive role for animals. One exception is item 27
where Hard to Decide was selected by 10 respondents. This may reflects a limited resources (time,
staffing) or capacity (cognitive, emotional) to “break away” from an animal experiencing difficulties
(health, conflict).
(v) Animal-human bonds – These questions explore how human-animal bonds are perceived with an
emphasis on the human bond with wildlife, both captive and free-living (Figure 7). Questions about
the human-animal bond elicited contrasting responses that reflected differing values and beliefs
about animals. For example, whereas the majority feel an animal’s relationship with humans very
important (item 37) and that captive wildlife and domesticated animal relationships with people as
important as with their own species (item 4), they also felt that that forming relationships with freeliving wildlife is unhealthy (item 42) and had mixed opinions concerning humans - captive wildlife
bonds (item 6). This set of items reveals a cultural and philosophical “edge” where on one side the
human-animal bond is seen as a positive for the animal and on the other, a negative. It is also suggestive
of an equally ambivalent attitude towards humans.
(vi) Animal autonomy – Survey items about animal autonomy elicited mostly agreement (Strongly Agree
– Agree), with one exception (item 36; Figure 8).
(vii) Species identity – While most participants reported that they feel very connected to resident
animals, feel deep empathy when an animal is suffering, and believe that are able to feel what an
animal is feeling (Agree to Strongly Agree), the remaining responses to other questions showed the
greatest variability among all survey questions (Figure 9). This variability related most directly to
species identity. For example:
Generally, responses revealed significant levels of empathy with animals (Strongly Agree to Agree)
If an animal in my care is suffering I feel emotional pain 96%
I can always feel what an animal is feeling
72%
I feel deeply connected with animal residents
93%
In the second category, human disidentification, there is considerable variation. Some animal caregivers
feel much more affinity to nonhuman animals than their own species.
I spend most of my time with animals and in nature.
Strongly agree 18%; Agree 46%; Hard to decide 10 %
Others feel a social and self-identity expressed as a shared, trans-species identity:
I am more comfortable with animals than with humans.
Strongly agree: 23%; Agree: 36%; Hard to decide: 21%;
I do not fit into human society.
Strongly agree: 5%; Agree:5%; Hard to decide: 10%
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I feel more animal than human.
Strongly agree: 5%; Agree: 10%; Hard to decide 23%
IV.

Trauma and Stress - Question 5. Do sanctuary caregivers derive social and emotional
support from both humans and other animals? Question 6. Are animal caregiver levels of
stress comparable to other professions and groups on average?

Levels of stress and trauma among survey participants were explored using the Professional Quality
of Life (ProQOL-5) scale. ProQOL is a screening tool designed to assess an individual’s degree of
compassion satisfaction (CS), burnout (BO), and secondary traumatic stress (STS).62
ProQOL norms have been established based on over 1200 case studies, and are represented in
Figure 10 as 75th and 25th percentile cutoff scores. Average normalized scores on all three scales are
50%.

Compassion Satisfaction – According to Stamm et al. (2010),63“Compassion satisfaction is

characterized by feeling satisfied by one’s job and from the helping itself.”64 For individuals with CS
scores below 40 (below the 25th percentile red line), they suggest
you may either find problems with your job, or there may be some other reason—for example,
you might derive your satisfaction from activities.
Seven of 39 survey participants fit this description (Figure 10).

Burnout – In the same vein, Stamm et al. (2010) address burnout:
If you score above 57 you may wish to think about what at work makes you feel like you are not
effective in your position. Your score may reflect your mood; perhaps you were having a “bad
day” or are in need of some time off. If the high score persists or if it is reflective of other
worries, it may be a cause for concern.
They describe burnout as “the part of compassion fatigue that is characterized by feelings of
unhappiness, disconnectedness, and insensitivity to the work environment.” In the Caring for the
Caregiver survey, ProQOL BO subscale scores of 12 of the 39 participants exceeded the 75th
percentile, three of which were only slightly above the cutoff score.

Secondary Traumatic Stress – Nine survey respondents had scores above the 75th percentile

cutoff for STS (Figure 10). According to Stamm et al. (2010), caregivers scoring high on the STS
scale “report feeling trapped, on edge, exhausted, overwhelmed, and infected by others’ trauma.”
For such individuals, they suggest,
Stamm, B.H. & Figley, C.R. & Figley, K. R. (2010, November). Provider Resiliency: A Train-the-Trainer Mini Course
on Compassion Satisfaction and Compassion Fatigue. International Society for Traumatic Stress Studies. Montreal,
Quebeque, Canada.
63 See http://proqol.org
62
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you may want to take some time to think about what at work may be frightening to you or if
there is some other reason for the elevated score. While higher scores do not mean that you do
have a problem, they are an indication that you may want to examine how you feel about your
work and your work environment. You may wish to discuss this with your supervisor, a
colleague, or a health care professional.

ProQOL Scale Scores in Combination
For individuals who score beyond the red-line limits in Figure 10, Stamm et al. (2010) offer warnings
typical of a screening tool, including the possibility of mental health diagnosis. But what of people
whose scores are “red-lined” in more than one ProQOL subscale? Again, Stamm et al. (2010) offer
guidance for sanctuary professionals whose concerns include any potential emotional fallout from
humans to animals.
Caring for the Caregiver respondents fall into three of the five subscale combinations described by
Stamm et al.(2010) as described below. Here, we applied a conservative interpretation of scores for
combinations. Low and moderate to low scores are equated to the 25th percentile cutoff, while high
corresponds to the 75th percentile cutoff score:
1. High compassion satisfaction/moderate to low burnout/moderate to low secondary traumatic
stress
Two out of the 39 survey participants scored in this zone, what Stamm et al. (2010) call a “most
positive result.” They describe these individuals as persons who receive
positive reinforcement from their work. They carry no significant concerns about being “bogged
down” or inability to be efficacious in their work—either as an individual or within their
organization. They do not suffer any noteworthy fears resulting from their work. These persons
may benefit from engagement, opportunities for continuing education, and other opportunities
to grow in their position. They are likely good influences on their colleagues and their
organization.
2. High burnout/moderate to low compassion satisfaction/moderate to low secondary traumatic
stress
Only one survey respondent fit this combination. Stamm et al. (2010) describe
People who score high on burnout, in any combination with the other scales, are at risk as
individuals and may also put their organizations in high‐risk situations. Burnout is a feeling of
inefficacy. In the work setting, this may be a result of personal or organizational factors. The
prototype burnout is associated with high workloads and poor system function.
3. High secondary traumatic stress/high burnout/low compassion satisfaction
Four survey participants fit this category of distress. As Stamm et al. (2010) put it,
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Not only does the person feel overwhelmed and useless in the work setting, they are literally
frightened by it. People with this combination of scores are probably helped most by being
removed from their current work setting. Assessment for PTSD and depression is important.
Treatment for either or both may have positive outcomes, but a return to an unmodified work
situation is unlikely to be fruitful. However, if the person is willing, it may be that he or she can
change the efficacy by addressing their own skills and systems (such as additional training) or by
working with the organization to identify a reorganized work assignment.
In total, eight of the 39 individuals (21%) who took the Caring for the Caregiver warrant some type of
organizational and/or health care attention based on the screening capabilities of ProQOL-5. This is
not an insignificant percentage in light of the fact that participating sanctuaries are considered longestablished and stable organizations.
V.

Workplace Environment - Question 7. How do sanctuary caregivers feel about the
workplace environment?

A sanctuary caregiver’s level of compassion satisfaction, burnout, and secondary traumatic stress
stem not just from personal factors, but also the organization. The demands of a job are often not
controlled by caregivers; as such, our survey participants’ subjective assessment of the workplace
“climate” is crucial to understanding the current cognitive and emotional states of animal caregivers.
To address this research question, we utilized the Areas of Worklife Survey (AWS).65 This
instrument was designed to be used in conjunction with other measures of caregiver engagement
and burnout, in our case, ProQOL-5. The normative sample used to construct the AWS was based
on a sample of 8,609 individuals (61% female, 31% male, 8% unspecified) employed mainly at
hospital (45%) and university (26%).
Compared to norms, the mean scores of Caring for the Caregiver participants are generally higher,
with the exception of workload (i.e., a greater subjective workload) that is somewhat lower (Table 2).66
Scores in fairness, values, and reward categories are notably higher than norms, possibly reflecting this
survey’s focus on older, well-established organizations that may offer relatively greater stability and
security to caregivers. It is also a hallmark of the animal care profession that rewards are often
socially substantive (e.g., recognition among peers), if not financially so.
In keeping with current research trends in the area of work engagement and professional burnout,
we explored the potential mismatches between the organization and the individual caregiver.
Pearson’s correlations (Table 3) and linear regression analysis (Figure 11) was used to explore the
relationship between areas of worklife (AWS) and professional quality of life (ProQOL).

Regression Results

Leiter, M. P., & Maslach, C. (2004). ibid
In AWS, higher scores indicate a greater degree of participant “congruence” with the workplace in each of the
categories. For example, a higher Workload score indicates greater satisfaction with one’s existing workload.
65

66
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ProQOL subscale t-scores67 (compassion satisfaction, burnout, and secondary traumatic stress) and total tscores were regressed on each of the six areas of worklife: workload, control, rewards, community, fairness,
and values. Of the resulting equations, two were statistically significant (Figure 11):
1. PROQOL TOTAL SCORE = 249.33 – 16.2*WORKLOAD – 8.09*COMMUNITY; F6, 31 =
6.07, p<0.001 (accounts for 54% of variance in ProQOL Total Score).
2. BURNOUT = 96.0 – 7.93*WORKLOAD – 4.35*COMMUNITY; F6, 31 = 7.54, p<0.001;
(accounts for 59% of variance in Burnout).
The two regression equations are highly statistically significant, and suggest that over half the
variability in overall professional quality of life of participants as measured by ProQOL-5 is
determined by workload and the sense of community they feel. Burnout, in this case, appears to be a
major factor in the professional quality of life.
As seen in Table 3, secondary traumatic stress is only weakly related to areas of worklife, yet figures
significantly for the four participants with problematic PrQOL-5 scores (i.e., high secondary
traumatic stress/high burnout/low compassion satisfaction; see Trauma and Stress, Question 6).
This, plus the modest amount of variance accounted for by the regression equations (54% and 59%),
suggests that external factors not measured in this project (e.g., family and previous employment
history) may be more significant determinants of secondary traumatic stress susceptibility in these
individuals than the internal factors of their current work life.

Statistical Summary
A more coherent picture of how areas of worklife (i.e., workplace stressors) influence professional
quality of life is possible when the data from the current study are considered in light of a current
theoretical model of burnout (Figure 12). Burnout is a complex phenomenon, one “associated with
feelings of hopelessness and difficulties in dealing with work or in doing your job effectively.” 68
These feelings include exhaustion, frustration, anger, and depression. The foregoing linear regression
analysis cannot capture the complex interdependencies among AWS variables, yet points definitively
to a prominent role for excessive workload in creating burnout.
In like fashion, the regression analysis has revealed that Community— the quality of an
organization’s social environment—is a significant influence in mitigating burnout. Yet our data
reflect only “middling” Community scores relative to the AWS normative mean (Table 3), and the
regression equations reveal no other significant relationships between burnout and other AWS
factors (control, reward, fairness, values). This appears somewhat odds with a correlation matrix
(Table 3) that depicts significant relationships between burnout and each of the six AWS factors.
A likely explanation for this incongruity is the significant positive intercorrelations that exist among
AWS variables, e.g., Fairness versus Values (r=0.82, p<0.001). These intercorrelations are captured
In ProQOL, raw scores are transformed into t-scores such that the mean score for each scale is 50 with standard
deviation 10.
68 Stamm et al. (2010) ibid
67
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in the complex interdependencies of the Leiter and Maslach (2004) model (Figure 12). Their model
of cause and effect is supported by ample data, and for our purposes, suggests a coherent framework
for this project’s data, the size of which precludes the type of structural analysis undertaken by Leiter
and Maslach.
In summary, we maintain that the negative effects of workload as seen in the ProQOL scores
(especially burnout) are mitigated by the positives of the workplace environment of animal care
caregivers. This includes social reward, a sense of fairness, and congruence in values with the
sanctuary/shelter.

CO N CLU S IO NS

Attributes identified by participants as key for effective animal caregiving concur with those in
similar human health and caring giving professions. Survey participants concur that caregiver
wellbeing and efficacy would profit from educational and training in diverse areas that relate to
animal care and personal wellbeing. Overall, compared with other professions, participants showed
greater positive attitudes toward their work environment and greater resilience to trauma and stress.
Relative to other professions animal caregivers indicate: higher workload, relatively same sense of
control over work, greater reward in work, relatively same sense of community, treated with much
greater fairness, and values are respected and congruent.
In short, sanctuary personnel believe in their organizations and missions. Like many home care
providers, nurses, and hospice professionals, sanctuary caregivers have adopted a patient-centered
philosophy of practice. However, in contrast to nurses (who may or may not be aligned with their
organization’s philosophy and operations), sanctuary caregivers in this study show that they are
committed to sanctuary and its mission. The negative effects of workload as seen in the ProQOL
scores (especially burnout) are mitigated by the positives of the workplace environment of animal
care caregivers. This includes social reward, a sense of fairness, and congruence in values with
organizational missions.
However, it is important to note that more than twenty percent (one-fifth) of surveyed individuals
indicated an acute vulnerability to stress, and by the standards of the health care community, are in
need of support. This does not preclude a need for support for other staff, but suggests a particular
vulnerability at this time. Further, the surveyed individuals are not necessarily typical of all
sanctuaries and shelters because they work at long-standing, stable organizations. As such, they are
more “buffered” than those in newer or less well-established organizations.

RE CO MM EN DAT IO N S

Given the overlap between human health care and sanctuary/shelter professionals, programs and
resources designed specifically to support human health care professionals would likewise benefit
animal caregivers and increase sanctuary resilience. Topics would include: (i) animal psychology,
medicine, culture, ecology; (ii) animal trauma and stress; (iii) animal welfare issues; (iv) inter-species
(human-animal) communication; (v) coping with work stress, trauma, and compassion fatigue; (vi)
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interpersonal skills; and (vii) self-care methods.
It is our recommendation that such a program be developed and become part of the sanctuary
accreditation process. In so doing, it will highlight the wellbeing of sanctuary caregivers and
organizations as deserving of support and attention from foundations. As discussed earlier, a higher
profile for this issue would help create an exemplar cadre of animal protection professionals who
can communicate effectively and exert influence in policy and law.
The Kerulos Center intends to create a specialized curriculum for sanctuary professionals, building
on our new online, self-paced education program, Being Sanctuary (www.beingsanctuary.org). The
curriculum teaches the Ten Principles of Sanctuary69 as a healthful method to support animal care
and human self-care. It is our intent to tailor a special version of Being Sanctuary to create two
educational tracks: one for volunteers and the other for sanctuary professionals.
The course is online and self-paced, both accommodating individual schedules. At course
completion, enrollees take a final exam and are issued a certificate of completion. Our goal is also to
host online social networking that facilitates the exchange of information, questions and answers
from various “experts,” and other modalities of building community.
Both the volunteer and sanctuary professional series will include a practicum, a “hands-on”
internship with an established, participating sanctuary. These types of educational requirements may
then be considered as part of the sanctuary accreditation process. In so doing, we hope to nurture a
strong, supported, and informed cadre of animal care professionals who can staff sanctuaries and
serve as role models grounded in an ethically and scientifically rigorous set of animal protection
principles.

69

Bradshaw, G.A. & Jill Robinson. 2010. The Journey Home: Recovery and Renewal in Sanctuaries. American Antivivisection Society Magazine, Special Issue: Animal Sanctuaries - A Place to Call Home, Volumes 3 and 4, p. 18-20.
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APPENDIX I: CARING F OR THE CAREGIVER SURVEY

For information about survey content, please contact the Kerulos Center
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APPENDIX II: PILOT RESEARCH
STRESS REDUCTION AND MONITORING FOR CAREGIVERS AND ANIMALS
During initial interviews and resonant with extant literature, sanctuary professionals cited stress as a
key factor affecting their work and the need for dealing with animals stress and their own self-care.
Caregivers are exposed to high levels of stress both as part of the job and through transmission by
the animal who are rescued. Symmetrically, caregiver stress may be transmitted to rescued animals.
To maximize healing and care efficacy, stress reduction is critical for successful sanctuary function.
For this reason, we sought innovative ways in which both human and animal stress and their
interrelationship can be monitored and addressed.
There are studies regarding level of contact between human staff and shelter dogs70, but not with a
baseline of stress levels in both. We are in dialogue with several shelters and research veterinarians to
develop a study that will measure human caregiver, rescue animal at the facility, and their
relationship to evaluate such attributes as empathy/aggression, peer pressure and team work.
Exclusive of blood samples, there are a variety of relatively non-invasive sources to assess stress in
animals including cortisol levels in saliva, urine, and feces that quantify stress in dogs71. However,
these sources may either raise stress or give only momentary readings. Discussions with Dr. Steven
Lamb, Cornell University, concurred noting that dogs who are stressed, typically can provide little
saliva and that these samples only monitor stress at the moment.
We researched other methods and found that samples of hair provide basal cortisol measurements
and are non-invasive and more accurate. Importantly, dog, cat, and possibly horse and other animals
(although because of their shortness may be somewhat limited) hair gives a longitudinal assessment
of stress over time. A longitudinal assessment would be very useful to see if shelter/sanctuary stress
declines with time and if it is correlated with psychological and behavioral change. Measurements of
hair follicles are costly, however, although it is a cutting edge procedure that will enhance the
information that we know about trauma and its chronicity. If this approach is feasible, it might be
used coupled to a survey of caregivers to look at how closely coupled human and animal stressors
are. We did not pursue further because of fund and time constraints. However, we felt that a pilot
study might be worthwhile for pedagogical purposes to underscore the relationship between
caregiver and animal charge psychological states. Generally, stress effects (e.g., the negative effects
of an injured animal being exposed to screams of other distressed animals as well as smell of dying
and death), stress transmission,72 and the caregiver-patient relationship are not well appreciated in
neither human nor animal health care communities.

Coppola, CL, Grandin, T, and Enns, RM. (2006). Human interaction and cortisol: Can human contact reduce stress
for shelter dogs? Physiology & Behavior , 87:537-541.
71 Bennett A.,Hayssen V. (2010). Measuring cortisol in hair and saliva from dogs: coat color and pigment differences.
Domestic Animal Endocrinology, 39: 171-180.
70

72

Meaney, M. J. (2001). Maternal care, gene expression, and the transmission of individual differences in stress reactivity across
generations. Annual Reviews of Neuroscience, 24: 1161–1192.
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FIG UR ES AN D TA BL E S

Figure 1. Age distribution of survey participants.

Figure 2. Educational and training needs as perceived by participants.
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Figure 3. Reponses on the Animal-Human Comparability subscale in the
tBCIS portion of the Caring for the Caregiver survey.

Figure 4. Reponses on the Knowledge of Animals subscale in the tBCIS portion of
the Caring for the Caregiver survey.
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Figure 5. Reponses on the Social Support subscale in the tBCIS portion of
the Caring for the Caregiver survey.

Figure 6. Reponses on the Self-perception with Animals subscale in the tBCIS
portion of the Caring for the Caregiver survey.
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Figure 7. Reponses on the Animal-Human Bonds subscale in the tBCIS
portion of the Caring for the Caregiver survey.

Figure 8. Reponses on the Animal Autonomy subscale in the tBCIS portion
of the Caring for the Caregiver survey.
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Figure 9. Responses on the Empathy and Human Disidentification items within the
tBCIS Species Identity subscale.
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Figure 10. Plots of participant t-scores on three scales of ProQOL-5. Norms for ProQOL-5
consist of 75th and 25th percentile cutoff scores, represented here as red and green lines. Note:
The Compassion Satisfaction subscale is inverted from the others, with the red 25th percentile line
signifying the risk associated with low scores.
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Figure 11. Two statistically-significant regression equations indicate that levels of Burnout and
ProQOL Total Score can be predicted by Workload and Community. The relative size and levels of
statistical significance of the regression coefficients suggest that Workload exerts greater
influence than Community.
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Figure 12. Causal model of interrelationships among Areas of Worklife (AWS) variables and
their influence on the Burnout subscale of the ProQOL-5. Adapted from Leiter, M. P., &
Maslach, C. (2004). Areas of work life: A structured approach to organizational predictors of
job burnout. In P. L. Perrewe & D. C. Ganster (Eds.), Research in occupational stress and well-being
(Vol. 3, 91-134). Oxford: Elsevier.
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Table 1. Animal caregiver attributes identified by sanctuary professionals categorized according to the
Caregiver Assessment of Behavioral Skill-Self Report (CABS-SR) of Farran et al. (2009).
Caregiver
Assessment of
Behavioral
Skill-Self
Report
(CABS-SR)

Description of CABS-SR Category
(modified for animal care)

Categories from
Farran et al.,
2009
Category 1
Knowledge and
Attitudes about
Disease/Sympt
oms

Good understanding of medical knowledge
and positive attitude toward learning about
caregiving responsibilities.
Knowledge about the injury or disease from
which the animal suffers and of how the issue
affects everyday life and emotions.

Caring for
Caregiver:
Skills/Attribut
es Needed to
Provide High
Quality Care
to Animals
(categories
derived from
participant
responses).
Experience and
knowledge
pertaining to
animal care and
welfare
Understanding
animal needs

Knowledge of natural and personal history of
the animal.
Prior experience working with this species.

Category 2
Caregiver
Personal
Qualities,
including
Caregiver SelfEfficacy

Insight, commitment, creativity, flexibility,
persistence, patience, sense of humor, ability to
reframe experiences, decision-making abilities
and analytical abilities.

Understanding of
stress and trauma
Flexibility
Persistence
Empathy
Compassion
Committed to
service

Physical and
mental endurance
Good work ethic
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Relevant participant
responses

Animal natural and personal
history; psychology;
biosafety; education;
intelligence; total knowledge
of animal and their care
Be able to communicate on
nonhuman terms; education
about the specific animal
species; understanding of the
negative impact of shelter
care on animals, animal
enrichment, and animal
behavior; knowledge of the
very best care for the species
Appreciate stress effects on
rescue animals
Flexible; openness to work at
unscheduled times when
unexpected needs arise
Go beyond call of duty;
commitment to continued
education;
Good listening skills;
empathy
Nurturing; compassion;
sense of connection with
animals
Absence of ego; selflessness;
ability to put the sanctuary
animal first; not afraid of
getting germs or dirty; goal
to heal animal not self;
animal-centric; willingness to
do any job; motivation to
help animals; goal of
exceeding minimal standard
of care in all things animal
related; dedication
Physical stamina; physically
fit; healthy physically and
mentally
Attention to detail; maturity;

Committed to
animal
welfare/protectio
n
Good judgment
Self-efficacy

Organizational
skills
Category 3
Caregiver
Relationships,
Including Past
and Present
Between
Caregiver and
Patient/Animal
Resident

Open communication with residents, creative
in getting help, flexible in negotiating
alternatives.

Interpersonal
skills with
humans

Relational skills
with
nonhumans/bicu
lturalism
Respectful
Ability to form
positive bonds
and trust with
animals
Category 4
General
Approaches to
Caregiving

Ability to handle daily tasks, knowledge of
patient’s strengths and limitations, focusing on
patient’s current needs, knowing how to make
basic requests to the patient, assisting patient
to have fulfilling quality of life, proactive in
patient’s care, focusing on physical and mental
strengths rather than impairment, vast
collection of ideas for daily care, allows patient
to make choices and remain engaged)
(unskilled caregivers tend to be more strict
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Innovation
Analytical/critical
/strategic
thinking

good work ethic;
commitment to care in all
climates, conditions, and
times of day; ability to follow
established care protocols;
trustworthy; good time
manager
Understanding and
knowledge of animal-related
issues
Exercise safe and sound
judgment; ability to see the
big picture
Self-sufficiency; willingness
to educate oneself about the
animals one cares for and
where they come from
Highly developed record
keeping skills; good
organizer
Team player; communicate
and work well with humans;
good communication skills
with coworkers; willingness
to follow protocol; conflict
resolution skills; able to
relate to many types of
people; professional, mature,
and diplomatic demeanor;
optimistic attitude and
diligent, supportive, and
harmonious work ethic;
sense of humor
Ability to relate well to
nonhumans; sensitivity to the
animal’s condition;
Openness to the wisdom of
others; respect for colleagues
and peers
Intuitive; ability to establish
trust, bonding, and
connection on animals’
terms and time frames;
ability to focus on animal
agenda, not human agenda
Eagerness to learn;
willingness to educate self
about animals; creative
Think ahead; organize
strategically; be able to see
big picture; ability to analyze,
organize, and execute a plan;
ability to prioritize, manage
time

Category 5
Patient
Centered Care

Category 6
Management of
Caregiver
Emotions

Category 7
Management of
Family and
Community
Resources

with their actions and tend to view the day as
something to “get through”)
Giving the patient “just the right challenges,”
function as a “detective,” accept the impaired
individual “as is,” assess impaired individual’s
strengths and set realistic expectations, focus
on strengths instead of limitations, think of
care as an activity vs. task. Less skilled
caregivers focus on the disease, offer taskcentered care, and have difficulty
understanding the connections between the
disease, caregiver interactions, and behavioral
symptoms).
Skilled caregivers tend to use higher order skills
and perceptions, build upon character
strengths from previous difficult experiences,
accept their life situation at some level, and
integrate these experiences into their “life
platter,” they have the ability to reframe life
experiences, are able to balance the caregiving
process with their own self care needs, draw
upon their sense of spirituality, life meaning,
and investing in others. Less skilled caregivers
have more difficulty accepting “what is,” are
more overwhelmed, tend to get bogged down
by emotions, resist adapting their attitudes, and
resist adapting to the inevitable. Their feelings
and history may interfere with caregiving.
Skilled caregivers are good at “marshalling
resources,” open to resource possibilities,
receptive to seeking out support from others.
They know how to get information about
available resources, know how to navigate the
system, and know how to get what they need
from outside resources. They view other
providers as potential collaborators, rather than
competitors, and understand that care
provided by others might be the best care.
They use multiple resources and approaches.
Less skilled caregivers may have had
“stormier” past relationships, are less
knowledgeable about how to acquire info, and
have more difficulty negotiating with service
providers
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Well-developed
observational
skills

Respect for
individuality of
animals
Ability to selfcare effectively
Patience
Mindfulness

Advocacy

Medical
consultation
Relational skills
with
medical/ancillary
/community
support

Understanding animal needs;
ability to observe, recognize,
respond appropriately and to
document all physical,
emotional, and mental
behaviors, nuances, group
dynamics, changes in
routines, rhythms, etc.
Recognition and
understanding of each
animal’s personality and
individualism;
Knowing one’s stress limits;
Ability to say “no”; self-care
skills
Forgiveness; patience
Serenity in presence of
animals; emotionally
balanced; focus;

Ability to advocate for the
animal to ensure his/her
safety and proper
care/placement without
alienating humans; able to
know when to ask for help;
resourcefulness
Ability to recognize when to
notify a vet and ability to
assist if necessary
Ability to establish and
maintain positive
professional relationships
with vets, management,
vendors, and members

Table 2. Mean scores and standard deviations on
responses by categories of the Areas of Worklife
Survey. Higher scores indicate a higher degree of
participant “congruence” with their workplace in
each of the categories. For example, a higher
workload score indicates greater satisfaction with
current demands at work.

Workload
Control
Reward
Community
Fairness
Values

mean
2.50
3.49
3.61
3.52
3.48
4.12

s.d.
0.64
1.01
0.90
0.85
0.96
0.83

normative
mean
2.87
3.36
3.20
3.46
2.84
3.42

normative
s.d.
0.84
0.89
0.93
0.84
0.83
0.74

Table 3. Pearson’s correlations and standard
deviations, ProQOL subscales versus Areas of
Worklife subscales (*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001).
AWLS
ProQOL
Workload
Control
Reward
Community
Fairness
Values

Compassion
Satisfaction
0.30
0.36*
0.53***
0.32
0.55***
0.45**
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Burnout
0.57***
-0.38*
-0.47**
-0.49**
-0.51***
-0.48**

Secondary
Traumatic
Stress
-0.40*
-0.26
-0.26
-0.22
-0.23
-0.16

