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I. Introduction 
 
A woman left the battered women's shelter where she had been staying to return to her abusive 
husband. [FN1] She decided to leave the shelter after receiving pictures of her husband cutting 
off her dog's ears with gardening shears. [FN2] He sent the ears too. [FN3] In another family, 
Jamie O'Farrell forced his girlfriend's daughter, Christine, to watch as he repeatedly *130 
punched his dog, Princess, in the face and kicked her across the room for chewing on his 
telephone, mini-blinds, and pornographic magazines. [FN4] O'Farrell said that it was “what you 
do to dogs or kids who don't do what they are supposed to.” [FN5] Later, O'Farrell again forced 
Christine to watch as he punched and kicked Rocko, a friend's dog. [FN6] O'Farrell also threw 



bottles at the dog so that they broke and cut Rocko's face and body. [FN7] That time, he used the 
abuse to threaten Christine. He told her that if she ever reported his sexual abuse of her, he would 
do the same to Dusty, her beloved dog. [FN8] When a different woman left her husband, she was 
unable to take her pet with her. [FN9] After the pet died a few months later, the woman woke up 
to find the frozen body of her pet, soaked in gasoline and set on fire, hanging in a tree outside her 
new home. [FN10] In a final example, Mary J. shot her abusive husband as he entered their home 
one day because he was going to force her to hold down another puppy while he had sex with it. 
[FN11] 
These true stories have common characteristics. Each has a batterer; each has victims. These 
stories are different from many common domestic violence [FN12] accounts in that the victims 
include not only wives, girlfriends, [FN13] and children, but also animals. Although research has 
continued to show that there is a high correlation between incidents of domestic violence and 
incidents of animal abuse, [FN14] Texas legislation does not reflect it. 
*131 This note provides background on the relationship between domestic violence and animal 
cruelty in order to persuade the reader that Texas law and domestic violence protocol should 
reflect the possibility, and importance, of animal abuse in order to provide adequate assistance to 
battered women. Part II of this note addresses the psychology of person and animal abuse, 
including the motivations of batterers, effects of witnessing person and/or animal abuse, and how 
a woman's decision to leave her batterer is influenced by abuse of her pet. Part III discusses 
current legislation in Texas with brief reference to the laws of other states. This section also 
offers recommendations for amendments to Texas laws and family violence protocol. There is 
particular emphasis on laws relating to protective orders, animal cruelty, and the possibility of 
interagency communication. 
 
II. Psychology of Abuse: Motivations and Effects 
 
 
A. Pets as Family Members 
Pet owners in the United States spent $36.3 billion on their pets in 2005; it is estimated that in 
2006 the figure will climb to $38.4 billion. [FN15] Furthermore, out of the over 600 pet 
cemeteries in the United States, 400 are active businesses. [FN16] To understand how animal 
abuse affects victims of domestic violence, one must recognize that, while pets are legally 
defined as personal property, [FN17] pet owners more commonly view them as family members. 
[FN18] One study showed that ninety-nine percent of cat and dog *132 owners thought of their 
pets as members of their family. [FN19] In San Francisco's Marina district, for instance, dog 
owners make appointments for their dogs to see masseurs and acupuncturists, sit for portraits, 
and have their future read by astrologers. [FN20] Local businesses cater to the “young, single, 
‘doggie’ crowd” with products like specialty dog biscuits. [FN21] The bond between domestic 
violence victims and their pets may be even more pronounced than with ordinary pet owners 
[FN22] because it is common for batterers to isolate their victims from any human friends or 
family members. [FN23] A pet may take on the companionship role that human family or friends 
normally fill due to this isolation. 
In addition to providing close, familial companionship, having pets has been shown to provide 
owners with psychological and physical benefits. Having a pet can increase survival among 
coronary artery disease patients, [FN24] decrease medication usage and doctor visits, [FN25] 
reduce loneliness, assist in making human friends, and provide comfort when “things go wrong.” 



[FN26] Additionally, one study found that ninety-seven percent of the 13,000 people surveyed 
thought it was good for children to have pets because they provide pleasure and companionship 
while teaching gentleness and responsibility. [FN27] Given these benefits and the fact that most 
pets are viewed as family members, one wonders about the motivation behind the abuse. 
 
*133 B. Motivations and Correlations: Person and Animal Abuse 
When we hear about men who wrap duct tape around a cat's entire body and leave it in its litter 
box for his wife to find, [FN28] beat a dog until it is unconscious and then bury it alive, [FN29] 
or twist a cow's tail until it breaks and bleeds, [FN30] we wonder why anyone would choose to 
do these things. The answer is simple. Animal abuse is just another way for batterers to assert 
power and control over their victims [FN31]--be they pet, woman, or, most often, both. Most of 
the motivations for battering pets are the same as those for battering women, including 
discipline, retaliation, demonstration of power or omnipotence, and instillation of fear and the 
habit of compliance. [FN32] Furthermore, cruelty to animals has been recognized as a warning 
sign for future interpersonal violence. [FN33] Ascione argues that while there may not be a 
causal relationship between domestic violence and animal abuse, abuse of animals may increase 
the likelihood of interpersonal violence. [FN34] This is because animal abuse may result in the 
desensitization of the abuser to the negative emotive effects often felt by others viewing 
suffering, as well as result in the desensitization of the abuser to suffering and a reduction in his 
ability to empathize with either animal or human victims. [FN35] 
 
*134 C. Animal Abuse as a Tool for Person Abuse 
Once the interpersonal violence begins, a batterer can use animal abuse as a tool for either 
psychological or physical abuse. One example of this type of physical abuse is striking the victim 
with the animal--for instance, when a puppy or a frozen squirrel is used as a weapon. [FN36] 
Another example is when an attack dog is turned loose on the victim, or when the victim is 
forced to have sex with the family dog or snake. [FN37] 
Instances in which animal abuse is used to psychologically torture the human victims differ from 
those involving physical abuse in that there is no direct contact between the animal and human 
victims' bodies. [FN38] When a batterer forces a woman to watch as he tortures her pet, it 
emphasizes the idea that he has all the power in the relationship. [FN39] She can do nothing to 
protect her pet; or, taking it a step further, she could do nothing to protect herself should he 
decide to torture her as well. [FN40] It is easy to see how motivations such as discipline and 
retaliation are satisfied through animal abuse. The abuser might, explain to his human victim that 
people or animals are abused when they do not obey, as O'Farrell did to his girlfriend's daughter, 
[FN41] or that the animal will be tortured or killed if the victim ever tries to leave. [FN42] 
Similarly, killing a pet increases a woman's feeling of isolation because her batterer has likely 
forced her to sever relationships with friends and family, leaving only the bond she had with her 
pet. [FN43] All of the violence resulting from these different motivations leads to increased fear 
and an increased likelihood that the victim will attempt to change her behavior in order to 
appease her abuser. [FN44] This power over his victim is, of course, the purpose of the batterer's 
manipulative actions. [FN45] 
 
*135 D. Effects of Witnessing Person and/or Animal Abuse 
Besides the increased fear, isolation, and compliance with a batterer's rules, unintentional effects 
of witnessing animal abuse have been noted. For instance, a victim may make the traumatic 



decision to take the animal to the pound, [FN46] or worse, kill the animal herself before more 
harm can come to it. [FN47] Victims may react to the loss or death of their pets with intense 
anger--a dangerous emotion when primary coping mechanisms for abuse victims include denial 
or intentionally flat affect. [FN48] As with domestic violence in general, children may imitate 
actions of the abuser, thereby increasing the chances that not only aggression towards humans 
will be passed on from generation to generation, [FN49] but also the propensity to engage in 
animal cruelty. [FN50] Finally, it follows that the effects generally experienced by child 
witnesses of domestic violence are likely present in situations where their pets, as well as their 
mothers, are abused. [FN51] One study indicated that effects of domestic violence on children 
may include stuttering, headaches, stomachaches, asthma, bed-wetting, suicidal behavior, 
clinging behavior, aggressive behavior, passivity, insomnia, phobias, withdrawal, anxiety, or 
depression. [FN52] 
 
E. A Woman's Decision to Leave 
Finally, one of the most important effects of cruelty to animals in *136 domestic violence 
situations, for purposes of this note, is how it affects a victim's decision to leave her batterer. For 
example, when an abuser harms a pet through apparently negligent or careless actions, a victim 
will be hesitant to leave the animal behind; [FN53] this trepidation would assumedly increase 
when the animal abuse has obviously been intentional. Shelter workers have many stories about 
women who felt they could not seek safety at a shelter because they were not allowed to take 
their pets with them. [FN54] One study found that nearly twenty-five percent of the 101 battered 
women surveyed had delayed their search for shelter out of fear for their pets. [FN55] 
Meanwhile, other women enter shelters only to return home a short time later [FN56] in response 
to the legitimate fear that their abusers will torture or kill the animals that are left behind. [FN57] 
Victims of domestic violence face overwhelming obstacles in leaving their abusers, including 
financial dependence on batterers, denial, and believed cultural stereotypes (i.e., the idea of 
machismo entitles Mexican men to beat their wives or girlfriends). [FN58] Fear of retaliation is 
an obstacle deserving of special note because violence often intensifies when victims try to 
leave. [FN59] This separation violence is the batterer's reaction to the victim's attempt to gain 
independence from his control, and it leads to heightened risk of murder of the victim, any 
children, [FN60] and, arguably, their pets. Because the fear of retaliation against pets can cause a 
delay in seeking shelter, [FN61] it is apparent that ensuring the safety of pets is a necessary part 
of realizing true safety for victims of domestic violence. As long as pets are publicly ignored, 
victims will continue to make the *137 decision to stay, sacrificing their own physical and 
psychological health in an attempt to protect their animals, despite the possible resources 
available to help themselves. [FN62] 
 
III. Legislation & Protocol: Recommended Changes 
 
Texas must respect the emotional attachment victims have to their pets by including animals in 
protective orders, available causes of action against abusers, and domestic violence and animal 
shelter protocol. 
 
A. Protective Orders 
In Texas, a victim is entitled to a protective order if “the court finds that family violence has 
occurred and is likely to occur in the future.” [FN63] Family violence includes violence in dating 



relationships and between household members, and is defined as acts that are “intended to result 
in physical harm, bodily injury, assault, or sexual assault or that is a threat that reasonably places 
the member in fear of imminent physical harm, bodily injury, assault, or sexual assault.” [FN64] 
Although threats of physical injury or bodily harm are included in this statute, there is no direct 
mention of psychological abuse. This is problematic because many victims assert that their 
psychological abuse was at least as harmful as the physical abuse, if not more so. [FN65] 
Furthermore, given that all batterers who engage in physical abuse also engage in psychological 
abuse, [FN66] and that a main objective of domestic violence is psychological control over the 
victim, [FN67] a court's finding of non-physical abuse should give rise to entitlement to a 
protective order. One cannot forget that threats of violence to pets can have a psychological 
impact to such an extent that a woman would risk her own safety to protect the animal. [FN68] 
Therefore, when a batterer uses threats of, or actual abuse of a pet as a tool of psychological 
torture, the human victim should be entitled to a *138 protective order. The protective order is 
necessary not only to guard the victim from further psychological abuse, but also to protect her 
from the escalation of violence that would probably result in injury to her and any children in the 
relationship. [FN69] 
In order to provide this protection, the family violence statute must be amended in one of two 
ways. One approach would be to change the definition of either “family” [FN70] or “household” 
[FN71] to include animals, thereby incorporating animal abuse into the criteria for eligibility of a 
protective order. [FN72] Changing the definition in this manner does not put animals on par with 
humans or give animals the same rights as humans. Rather, it asserts that pets are not ordinary 
personal property and are entitled to additional protection. This change reflects the fact that most 
owners regard their pets as family members. [FN73] Alternatively, the definition of “family 
violence” could be changed to include acts of violence against an animal. In so doing, the 
legislature would publicly acknowledge the fact that violence to an animal should be considered 
a direct threat to a human victim's future physical safety and present psychological well-being. 
Similarly, among the listed items that the court can compel in a protective order, [FN74] a 
specific requirement should be listed regarding possession of animals. The purpose of such a 
requirement is to decrease the likelihood that batterers will be able to continue their 
psychological abuse and attempted control over their victims through the torture, or threat of 
torture, to animals. The item could be placed under Texas Family Code § 85.021(1)(A) [FN75] 
simply by changing the language from “prohibit a party from removing a child who is a member 
of the family or household” to “prohibit a party from removing a child or animal who is a 
member of the family or household.” That is assuming, of course, that the recommended *139 
change to the definition of either “family” or “household” was also made. 
If no change in the definition of either “family” or “household” is made, then prohibition of 
possession of an animal by a batterer could be ordered by the court under § 85.022(b) [FN76] by 
adding an additional subsection with language specific to possession of animals. For example, 
the new language could prohibit the batterer from “going near an animal currently, or formerly, 
possessed by the person protected by an order, or a member of the family or household of a 
person protected by an order.” 
If the court finds that there has been animal abuse, in addition to the person abuse required in the 
present definition of family violence, the abuser should be denied all property rights to the 
family's animals. If the applicant for the protective order does not want to keep the animals, they 
should be sold, sent to a shelter, or humanely destroyed (if it is in the best interest of the animal) 
in accordance with the animal cruelty regulations under the Texas Health and Safety Code. 



[FN77] Change in Texas legislation is definitely possible, especially if legislators are willing to 
look to other states' statutes for guidance. For instance, Maine recently passed the first statute in 
the nation that expressly allows judges to consider animal abuse in protective orders. [FN78] 
 
B. Animal Seizure 
In addition to changes in the wording of the Family Code sections on protective orders, minor 
amendments to the Texas Health and Safety Code could lessen domestic violence victims' 
anxiety about the safety of their pets. Currently, a peace officer or animal control officer may 
apply for a warrant to seize an animal where there is reason to believe it “has been, is being, or 
may be cruelly treated.” [FN79] In interpreting this statute, the District Court for the Eastern 
District of Texas stated that “the Texas Legislature has not directed that an animal control officer 
must secure a warrant prior to impounding mistreated animals” and that “the obligation to do so 
remains discretionary.” [FN80] This interpretation of the statute should not only be codified, but 
also expanded to include, in addition to animal control officers, peace officers, and officers of 
Child Protective Services (CPS). 
Codification of the Eastern District's opinion would give statewide authority to the approved 
officers to seize animals at the first sign of abuse, *140 even without a warrant. This immediately 
takes the animal victim of domestic violence out of harm's way, perhaps giving a human victim 
of domestic violence an opportunity to seek safety for herself without worrying about the well-
being of an animal that would have otherwise been left behind. 
The expansion of authority to include peace officers and CPS caseworkers is necessary to 
increase the chances of removal of animal victims from violent environments. Because instances 
of child abuse and domestic violence often occur in the same households as animal abuse, 
[FN81] peace officers and CPS officers occasionally see signs of animal abuse, or even witness 
the abuse firsthand. When this occurs, they should have the authority to remove the animal, or 
apply for a warrant for animal control to do so, not only for the animal's safety, but also for the 
safety and psychological well-being of other family members. When law enforcement takes 
action against animal abuse, it serves as a sign to batterers that neither abuse to animals, nor 
abuse to people, will be tolerated. It is also a necessary precondition for required interventions 
aimed at preventing the intergenerational spread of animal abuse and escalation of violence from 
animals to humans. [FN82] 
 
C. Causes of Action/Enforcement 
When abuse has been committed, there are several courses of action a victim might pursue. First, 
if the abuser violates a protective order by commission of an act prohibited by the order, he can 
be punished for contempt of court with either a fine, or up to one year in jail, or both. [FN83] 
Because abusers regularly attempt to scare their victims into returning through the torture, death, 
or threats of torture and death, to pets, [FN84] the courts must recognize this as exactly the kind 
of threatening behavior that is in violation of a protective order. No wording in the current 
protective order statute needs to be changed. It would be sufficient for judges to recognize 
actions against victims' animals as direct threats to the victim, [FN85] *141 or at least as 
“conduct . . . reasonably likely to . . . alarm, abuse, [or] torment.” [FN86] 
An abuser who tortures animals to psychologically abuse a human could be charged with animal 
cruelty. Texas' current animal cruelty statute reads, in relevant part: 
(a) A person commits an offense if the person intentionally or knowingly: 
(1) tortures an animal; 



(2) fails unreasonably to provide necessary food, care, or shelter for an animal in the person's 
custody; . . . 
(5) kills, seriously injures, or administers poison to an animal, other than cattle, horses, sheep, 
swine, or goats, belonging to another without legal authority or the owner's effective consent; . . . 
(9) injures an animal, other than cattle, horses, sheep, swine, or goats, belonging to another 
without legal authority or the owner's effective consent; . . . . [FN87] 
Unfortunately, the wording of this statute may cause problems in domestic violence situations. 
First, this statute allows an owner of an animal to “kill, seriously, injure, or administer poison” to 
his own animal. Because Texas is a community property state, [FN88] and animals are legally 
defined as personal property, [FN89] this allows abusers to successfully make the argument that 
the animal is his property as well as his wife's; [FN90] and, therefore, he is entitled to kill, 
seriously injure, or poison the animal. The fact that an abuser can threaten to kill, injure, or 
poison a pet, carry out that threat, and not be held accountable is unacceptable. We have given no 
recourse to victims of domestic violence in this situation unless the conduct toward the animal is 
so egregious that it can be labeled torture. 
Witnesses to animal abuse experience detrimental psychological effects that should be taken into 
account in drafting legislation. By allowing owners to seriously injure their animals, the state 
continues to permit use of animal cruelty as a tool for manipulation and control. [FN91] When a 
victim finds out that she cannot seek justice for the death, injury, or poisoning of her beloved 
animal, it can be one of the most demoralizing, *142 and frightening, moments. At that time, 
there is not only a realization that the abuser will go without punishment for his emotionally 
traumatizing conduct, but also the re-enforcement of the idea that the abuser is powerful [FN92] 
and could possibly get away with the physical and psychological torture of his human victims. 
This may contribute to a woman's decision not to leave her abuser for fear of further reprisals. 
[FN93] 
Second, given the negative effects of animal abuse, not only on the animal victim, but also on the 
human victims who may be forced to witness or take part in the conduct, [FN94] the penalty 
level associated with the crime of animal cruelty in Texas is inappropriate. Texas is among the 
forty-one states making cruelty to animals a felony offense under certain circumstances. Still, in 
Texas, intentionally or knowingly failing to provide food, care, or shelter to an animal in the 
person's custody, or injuring an animal without the owner's consent, is only a Class A 
misdemeanor unless the person has already been convicted of cruelty to animals twice, in which 
case it is a state jail felony. [FN95] This means that, in terms of animal cruelty, if an abuser 
carries out his threat to feed and milk only “his half” of the herd if the victim leaves him, [FN96] 
the resulting deaths of the victim's half of the herd would only be a misdemeanor. Fortunately, 
killing, severely injuring, or poisoning animals (without consent of the owner), or torturing them 
are state jail felonies the first time the person is convicted. [FN97] If the person has been 
convicted of these offenses twice before, then a third offence is a third-degree felony [FN98] 
punishable by imprisonment of two to ten years and a fine of up to $10,000. [FN99] Although 
these crimes are punishable as felonies, important changes must be made. 
The Texas animal cruelty statute should be amended so that situations in which an animal is used 
to threaten or torment a person are addressed specifically. The statute should also mandate 
relinquishment of any rights to the animals that were abused and prohibition of ownership or 
possession of any other animals in the future. These amendments would show that Texans refuse 
to allow animals to be used as a means for torturing victims of domestic violence, even if an 
abuser's livelihood (e.g. a rancher or animal trainer) is put in jeopardy. 



Texas would not be alone in making these changes. For instance, in Maine, one way a person 
violates the cruelty to animals statute is if he *143 “kills or tortures an animal to frighten or 
intimidate a person or forces a person to injure or kill an animal.” [FN100] The attorney for the 
state has discretion whether to prosecute the violator civilly or criminally. [FN101] Under a civil 
conviction, the court can prohibit the violator from owning, possessing, or having an animal on 
his premises permanently. [FN102] In addition, the Maine criminal statute, unlike that of Texas, 
includes the crime of aggravated cruelty to animals in which there is no exception for the killing 
or injuring of an animal based on ownership. [FN103] Other states where courts can prohibit 
ownership or possession of animals for some period of time include Alaska, Delaware, 
Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Tennessee, Utah, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. 
[FN104] The recommended changes to the Texas animal cruelty statute must be made if the state 
is to take psychological abuse through the use of animals seriously. In doing so, it is stating that 
all types of domestic violence, no matter how they are committed, are worthy of stringent 
criminal penalties. 
To conclude this discussion of causes of action, brief mention of the tort of intentional infliction 
of emotional distress must be made. [FN105] In a 1993 decision, a plurality of the Texas 
Supreme Court voted to recognize the tort of intentional infliction of emotional distress (IIED) in 
the marital context. [FN106] Arguments against the use of the tort under marital circumstances 
still seem to have won out. Since Twyman, IIED has been used only as a “gap-filler” tort that 
cannot be used “to circumvent the limitations placed on the recovery of mental anguish damages 
under more *144 established tort doctrines.” [FN107] In his concurring and dissenting opinion in 
Twyman, Chief Justice Phillips argued against the recognition of the tort between spouses. 
[FN108] He reasoned that it would be difficult for a court to distinguish between actionable 
claims and those inherent in the marriage relationship since “[w]hen discord arises, it is 
inevitable that the parties will suffer emotional distress.” [FN109] The problem with this 
reasoning is that the difference between everyday marital discord and actions like sending a 
spouse pictures of a dead pet or an audiotape of a pet being tortured [FN110] does not seem hard 
to discern. The legislature should trust the courts in their ability to differentiate between those 
spouses deserving of relief because they have indeed suffered severe emotional distress at the 
hand of their partner, and those filing frivolous causes of action. [FN111] 
 
D. Interagency Endeavors and Shelter Protocol 
Animal abuse has been described as a problem worth examining from an ecological perspective. 
[FN112] It is a problem on individual, interpersonal, and societal levels because it has been 
linked to mental disorders, family violence, and issues of public health. [FN113] In accepting 
animal abuse as a problem connected to domestic violence and child abuse, [FN114] one also 
accepts the need for domestic violence and child abuse personnel to work in concert with animal 
welfare advocates. 
The best way for agencies to work together is through cross-reporting. *145 Through cross-
reporting, social workers for CPS would be trained to recognize animal abuse and would have a 
duty to report it. [FN115] In the same way, animal control officers would be trained to recognize 
and report child abuse and partner abuse; just as peace officers would be trained to recognize 
animal abuse in addition to other forms of family violence. [FN116] The benefits of cross-
reporting include overcoming societal indifference to animal abuse and domestic violence, 
[FN117] earlier exposure of abuse, and a better conception of what personal and environmental 
factors contribute to these acts of abuse--perhaps resulting in higher success rates of 



interventions. [FN118] The American Humane Association, Latham Foundation, and the 
Humane Society of the United States have already held conferences, printed numerous articles, 
and conducted training workshops for the purpose of facilitating cross-training and reporting. 
[FN119] 
Texas should require statewide cross-training of child abuse, domestic violence, and animal 
welfare personnel and mandate cross-reporting and systematic recording of information in a 
statewide database. To counter the argument that cost may prevent implementation of these 
recommended regulations, it should be noted: (1) that although CPS resources are limited to an 
extent that not all reports of child abuse are investigated, repeal of reporting laws has not been 
advocated; [FN120] and, (2) there is a real possibility that interagency communication and 
training will result in increased efficiency because these forms of violence often include common 
victims and perpetrators. [FN121] Indeed, cross-reporting has been judged by some to be 
important enough that local shelters, agencies, and even schools should take part in referring 
cases and maintaining statistics until a reporting system is put into place. [FN122] 
Besides referring cases, Texas animal and domestic violence shelters can work together to help 
domestic violence victims find safety for their pets. Ascione's Safe Havens for Pets provides 
guidelines and recommendations for programs providing shelter for the pets of battered women. 
[FN123] Issues particular to sheltering pets for victims of domestic *146 violence include safety 
(of shelter staff, animals, and victims), confidentiality, pet ownership (most victims do not want 
to give up their pets permanently), publicity, and post-shelter housing (if the victim decides to 
return to her abuser, a move likely to result in further animal cruelty). [FN124] When these 
issues are added to the everyday animal shelter challenges such as having adequate space, access 
to veterinary care, and funding for shelter programs, taking on the added concerns related to 
animals of victims of domestic violence may seem overwhelming. For instance, while some 
domestic violence shelters are able to house pets throughout the owner's stay, others can only 
offer temporary animal housing in pet carriers, or no pet housing at all due to possible staff and 
victim allergies, public building regulations, or financial difficulties. [FN125] 
Still, there are animal shelters nationwide that have committed themselves to helping abused 
women by offering safety for their pets. For instance, in Texas, the Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals of Texas and Austin Pets Alive! both provide short-term foster care for pets 
of domestic violence victims. [FN126] These shelters provide an invaluable service to the 
women who might have otherwise decided not to seek shelter for themselves or safety for their 
animals because they feared having to surrender their pets permanently. 
 
IV. Conclusion 
 
Much is to be done if the use of animal abuse as a form of domestic violence is to be stopped and 
aid is to be provided to victims in their fight for justice and safety. Texas must recognize that 
pets are often considered family members by victims of domestic violence and adjust the laws 
and personal perspectives accordingly. The link between interpersonal violence and animal abuse 
must be publicly acknowledged, especially the fact that animal abuse is a weapon often used by 
batterers. The adverse impact of this psychological abuse on a woman's decision to seek safety 
must be acknowledged. Changing laws governing protective orders and animal seizure so that 
they specifically address the unique connection between domestic violence and animal abuse 
could aid a woman in making the decision to seek shelter. Amending animal cruelty statutes and 
allowing the use of the tort of intentional infliction of emotional distress in these circumstances 



could provide a powerful morale booster for victims by demonstrating that their batterer is not 
omnipotent after all. Persons *147 committed to justice for the these victims must advocate for 
change in agency protocol to provide for cross-reporting between CPS, law enforcement, 
domestic violence caseworkers, and animal control. They must also support those domestic 
violence and animal shelters that have taken on the task of aiding victims by providing safety for 
their pets and encourage other shelters to do the same. 
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