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Abstract
Th e past decade has seen an increase in interest relating to the correlates and determinants of 
attitudes about nonhuman animals, especially attitudes about the use or abuse of animals. How-
ever, little research has explicitly addressed individual diff erences in attitudes about the neglect 
of animals. Th e current study employs a factor-analytic approach to explore (a) whether attitudes 
about animal neglect can be reliably diff erentiated from attitudes about animal abuse and 
(b) whether the relationship between attitudes about animal neglect and animal abuse diff ers as 
a function of gender. Results indicated that attitudes about abuse and neglect can be reliably 
diff erentiated among both men and women. However, the structure of these attitudes appears to 
diff er substantially by sex. Th is paper discusses theoretical and practical implications of these 
results.

Keywords
abuse, animals, attitudes, factor structure, neglect

Introduction

Recent decades have seen an increase in interest relating to the correlates and 
determinants of attitudes about nonhuman animals (Knight, Vrij, Cherry-
man, & Nunkoosing, 2004; Pagani, Robustelli & Ascione, 2007; Signal & 
Taylor, 2006). Of particular interest within this area of study are factors relat-
ing to attitudes about cruelty toward animals. A variety of studies have exam-
ined how various factors infl uence people’s judgments about cruelty. For 
example, Allen et al. (2002) presented participants with a scenario describing 
an act of cruelty; within the scenario, the type of animal victimized was varied. 
In addition, the mood of the participant was manipulated. Results indicated 
that participants in a positive mood-state recommended harsher punishments 
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for the perpetrator of the abuse. Participants also recommended harsher pun-
ishment when the animal-victim was perceived as being more similar to 
humans (primate as compared to reptile), Similarly, Hills and Lalich (1998) 
found that participants rated perpetrators of animal maltreatment as more 
cruel if the perpetrators were depicted as being aware—rather than unaware—
of an animal’s suff ering. Sims, Chin, and Yordon (2007) reported that women 
recommended harsher punishments for acts of animal abuse than did men 
and that recommended punishments were harsher when the victim was a 
puppy compared to when the victim was a chicken.

While a signifi cant body of research has examined attitudes and beliefs 
about cruelty, very little research has addressed attitudes about a related topic: 
the neglect of animals. One study that did address the diff erence in attitudes 
about cruelty versus neglect was Sims et al. (2007). As described above, Sims 
et al. presented participants with a scenario describing acts of maltreatment 
against either a puppy or a chicken. In addition, the nature of the maltreat-
ment was varied. One set of scenarios described maltreatment as a presumably 
neglectful behavior (the animal was described as being “thin and visibly under-
weight”); another set of scenarios described the maltreatment as an overt act 
of cruelty (the animal was described as being “beaten and severely injured”). 
However, no diff erences were found in recommendations for punishment as a 
function of the nature of the maltreatment. It appeared that in the Sims et al. 
study, participants were not diff erentiating between starving an animal and 
beating an animal.

In contrast, Henry (2006) found that participants did in fact diff erentiate 
between acts of cruelty and acts that could be interpreted as neglectful. Henry 
conducted a factor analysis of the Attitudes Toward the Treatment of Animals 
Scale (ATTAS), a 23-item scale assessing participants’ responses to a variety of 
types of treatments of animals. Th e factor analysis revealed three factors emerg-
ing from the 23 items of the scale. One factor was labeled “Utilitarian” and 
refl ected diff erences in peoples’ attitudes about the utilitarian use of animals 
(using animals for food and clothing). A second factor was labeled “Cruelty” 
and refl ected diff erences in peoples’ attitudes about the intentional malicious 
abuse of animals (intentionally killing or injuring animals). A third factor was 
labeled “Caregiving” and refl ected diff erences in peoples’ attitudes about the 
appropriate care of animals (providing food, water, medical care).

Although Henry (2006) labeled this last factor “Caregiving,” an inspection 
of the items loading on that factor indicates that a better label might be 
“Neglect.” In general, the items assessed attitudes about failures to provide 
minimal levels of care to animals. Th us, within the sample examined by Henry, 
it appeared that a distinction was being drawn between overt acts of cruelty 
and behaviors that were considered neglectful.
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It should be noted that these two factors (cruelty and neglect), while dis-
tinct, were signifi cantly correlated. Henry (2006) reported that the correlation 
between the Cruelty and Caregiving/Neglect factor was 0.60. In addition, it 
should be noted that Henry did not conduct the factor analysis of the ATTAS 
separately by sex. Th us, potential diff erences in the factor-structure of atti-
tudes among men and women were obscured.

Th e studies reviewed thus far raise a number of intriguing questions. First, 
do cruelty and neglect of animals really constitute distinct factors? And if so, 
why? What are the bases upon which people would draw a distinction between 
acts of cruelty and acts of neglect? Second, given the substantial body of 
research indicating that women are more empathetic toward animals than are 
men (Herzog, 2007), do women and men construe the relation between acts 
of cruelty and acts of neglect diff erently? Th e current study sought to use a 
factor-analytic approach to explore the relation between attitudes about ani-
mal cruelty and animal neglect separately by sex.

Methods

Participants

Participants in this study were 683 students enrolled in sections of Introduc-
tion to Psychology. Research participation was a requirement of the course. 
Of the participants, 333 (48.8%) were men; 350 (51.2%) were women. Th e 
mean age of participants was 22.64 years (SD = 6.25) with a range of 17 to 57 
years. Seventy % of participants identifi ed themselves as White; 13%, His-
panic; 15%, Black; 10%, Asian; 4%, American Indian/Alaska Native; 2%, 
Pacifi c Islander; and 4%, Other. Th ese percentages sum to more than 100% 
because participants could identify themselves as members of more than one 
race/ethnicity group.

Materials

Attitudes toward the treatment of animals survey (ATTAS). Participants com-
pleted the ATTAS as part of a broader study examining human-animal inter-
actions. Th e ATTAS is a 23-item attitude scale used to assess attitudes 
regarding the treatment of animals (Henry, 2004a, 2004b, 2006). Participants 
were asked to indicate the extent to which they would be bothered by thinking 
about a particular type of treatment of an animal. Each item was phrased, 
“How much would it bother you to think about. . . .” Items assessed a variety 
of types of treatment of animals—such as (a) failing to provide adequate food, 
shelter, or medical care; (b) using animals in medical research; (c) encouraging 



24 B. C. Henry / Society and Animals 17 (2009) 21-37

animals to fi ght; and (d) killing or hurting an animal for no apparent reason. 
Items assessed attitudes pertaining to the following:

1. companion animals (pet dogs, cats, and rabbits);
2. domestic stock animals (horses, cows, and pigs); and
3. animals in the wild (deer, rabbit, and squirrel).

Participants responded to each item on a 5-point scale ranging from 1-5: 
“None at all” to “A lot.” Th us, higher scores refl ected relatively more discom-
fort with the type of treatment specifi ed.

As described above, a previous factor analysis of the ATTAS (Henry, 2006) 
revealed that the items on the survey divided into three subscales:

1. Cruelty (eight items);
2. Utilitarian (eight items); and
3. Caregiving/Neglect (seven items).

Because the purpose of this study was to explore the relation between attitudes 
about cruelty and attitudes about neglect, only the 15 items relating to cruelty 
and neglect were analyzed here. Th ose 15 items are listed in Table 1. Th e eight 
items on the Cruelty subscale assessed individual diff erences in attitudes 
regarding the intentional harming of animals for no apparent reason. High 
scores on these items refl ected discomfort with such acts of pointless harm to 
animals. Th e seven items on the Caregiving/Neglect subscale assessed indi-
vidual diff erences in attitudes regarding a person’s responsibilities for ensuring 
the safety and well being of an animal. High scores on these items refl ected 
discomfort with the failure to meet the basic needs of an animal.

On the Cruelty items, women (Mean = 4.48, SD = 0.60) scored higher 
than did men (Mean = 3.93, SD = 0.77), t (681) = -10.32, p < .01.) Likewise, 
on the Caregiving/Neglect items, women (Mean = 4.42, SD = 0.53) scored 
higher than did men (Mean = 3.83, SD = 0.73), t (681) = -12.27, p < .01.) Age 
was not correlated with scores on either the Cruelty items (r = 0.07, ns) or the 
Caregiving/neglect items (r = 0.03, ns)

Results

Bivariate Correlations

As mentioned in the Introduction, one rationale for undertaking these analy-
ses was that previous research had revealed strong correlations between scores 
on the Cruelty and Caregiving/Neglect subscales of the ATTAS. Th e same was 
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Table 1. Items Loading on the Cruelty and Neglect Subscales of the 
ATTAS (Henry, 2006)

Cruelty

 1 How much would it bother you to think about someone intentionally 
killing a domestic stock animal (e.g., horse, cow, pig, etc.) other than for food 
or to help the animal because it was hurt, old, or sick?

 2 How much would it bother you to think about someone intentionally 
killing a wild animal (e.g., deer, rabbit, squirrel, etc.) other than for food, 
while hunting, or to help the animal because it was hurt or sick?

 3 How much would it bother you to think about someone intentionally 
killing a companion animal (e.g., pet dog, cat, rabbit, etc.) other than to help 
the animal because it was hurt, old or sick?

 8 How much would it bother you to think about someone intentionally 
hurting a domestic stock animal (e.g., horse, cow, pig, etc.) other than for 
training, branding, etc?

 9 How much would it bother you to think about someone intentionally 
hurting a wild animal (e.g., deer, rabbit, squirrel, etc.)? 

10 How much would it bother you to think about someone intentionally 
hurting a companion animal (e.g., pet dog, cat, rabbit, etc.) other than for 
training? 

13 How much would it bother you to think about someone using dogs or 
cats in research that results in serious injury, illness, or death of the animal?

23 How much would it bother you to think about someone intentionally 
encouraging or causing animals to fi ght one another (e.g., dog fi ghting, cock 
fi ghting, etc.)? 

Caregiving/Neglect

 7 How much would it bother you to think about someone intentionally 
killing (i.e., euthanizing) a companion animal or domestic stock animal 
because the owner is unable to care for it (e.g., the person is moving out of 
state and cannot take the animal to their new home.)?

11 How much would it bother you to think about someone having sexual 
contact with an animal?
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true of scores within this sample. Among men, the correlation between the 
two subscales was r = 0.62 (p < .01); among women, the correlation was 
r = 0.51 (p < .01). To further examine the reasons for the substantial overlap 
between the Cruelty and Caregiving/Neglect items, principle components fac-
tor-analyses of the 15 items (separately by sex) were conducted.

Factor Structure of Neglect and Cruelty Items Among Men

Th e 15 cruelty and neglect items were entered into a principle components 
factor analysis with varimax rotation. Factors with eigenvalues greater that 
1.00 were selected. Th ree factors emerged, accounting for 58.8% of the vari-
ability in responses. Factor loadings for the items are presented in Table 2. In 
Table 2, factor loadings of .30 or greater are in bold. Th e items loading on 
each of the three factors are presented graphically in Figure 1.

A number of things are worth noting in this analysis. First, consistent with 
the fi ndings of Henry (2006), items relating to neglect tended to load on a 
separate factor more than did items relating to cruelty. Th ree neglect items in 
particular (“leaving domestic stock animals outside without shelter,” “leaving 
companion animals outside without shelter,” and “leaving a companion ani-
mal in a locked car”) had very strong loadings on Factor II and weak loadings 
on Factors I and III.

Likewise, three cruelty items in particular (“intentionally killing a domestic 
stock animal,” “intentionally killing a wild animal,” and “intentionally killing 

16 How much would it bother you to think about someone failing to provide 
medical care for a companion animal that is clearly injured or ill?

17  How much would it bother you to think about someone failing to pro-
vide domestic stock animals or companion animals with food or water for 
24 hours? 

18 How much would it bother you to think about someone leaving domestic 
stock animals outside without shelter for 24 hours?

19  How much would it bother you to think about someone leaving compan-
ion animals outside without shelter for 24 hours? 

20 How much would it bother you to think about someone leaving a com-
panion animal in a locked car with the windows cracked with an outside 
temperature of 70° for one hour? 

Table 1. (cont.)
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Table 2. Th ree Factor Solution for Men

I II III

 1 Intentionally killing a domestic stock animal (e.g., 
horse, cow, pig, etc.) other than for food or to help the 
animal because it was hurt, old, or sick?

.28 .09 .85

 2 Intentionally killing a wild animal (e.g., deer, rabbit, 
squirrel, etc.) other than for food, while hunting, or to 
help the animal because it was hurt or sick?

.27 .10 .84

 3 Intentionally killing a companion animal (e.g., pet 
dog, cat, rabbit,etc.) other than to help the animal 
because it was hurt, old or sick?

.12 .15 .80

 7 Intentionally killing (i.e., euthanizing) a companion 
animal or domestic stock animal because the owner is 
unable to care for it (e.g., the person is moving out of 
state and cannot take the animal to their new home.)?

.64 .08 .16

 8 Intentionally hurting a domestic stock animal (e.g., 
horse, cow, pig, etc.) other than for training, branding, etc?

.76 .14 .23

 9 Intentionally hurting a wild animal (e.g., deer, rab-
bit, squirrel, etc.)? 

.77 .09 .22

10 Intentionally hurting a companion animal (e.g., pet 
dog, cat, rabbit, etc.) other than for training? 

.77 .17 .14

11 Having sexual contact with an animal? .25 .17 .25
13 Using dogs or cats in research that results in serious 
injury, illness, or death of the animal?

.52 .40 .15

16 Failing to provide medical care for a companion ani-
mal that is clearly injured or ill?

.59 .48 .13

17 Failing to provide domestic stock animals or com-
panion animals with food or water for 24 hours? 

.44 .61 .15

18 Leaving domestic stock animals outside without 
shelter for 24 hours?

.07 .89 .13

19 Leaving companion animals outside without shelter 
for 24 hours? 

.08 .86 .09

20 Leaving a companion animal in a locked car with 
the windows cracked with an outside temperature of 70° 
for one hour? 

.27 .59 .09

23 Intentionally encouraging or causing animals to fi ght 
one another (e.g., dog fi ghting, cock fi ghting, etc.)? 

.52 .30 .25
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a companion animal”) had very strong loadings on Factor III and weak load-
ings on Factors I and II. Finally, four items (“euthanizing a companion animal 
or stock animal,” “intentionally hurting a domestic stock animal,” “intention-
ally hurting a wild animal,” and “intentionally hurting a companion animal”) 
had strong loadings on Factor I and weak loadings on Factors II and III.

Th us, in this analysis, men appeared to diff erentiate between diff erent types 
of treatments of animals on the basis of the severity of harm suff ered by the 
animals. Factor III appears to capture those items in which the animal suff ers 
death as a result of an intentional, malicious act. With the exception of the 
item relating to euthanizing an animal, Factor I appears to capture those items 
in which the animal is hurt but not killed. It is possible that men were likely 
to judge euthanasia less harshly because, even though it involves the death of 
the animal, it lacks the malicious nature of the items loading on Factor III. 
Factor II appears to capture those items in which there is the possibility of 
harm to the animal due to the neglect of the animal but in which the harm is 
not immediate.

It is worth noting the four items that loaded both on the “harm” factor 
(Factor I) and the neglect (or “possible harm”) factor (Factor II). Th ree of these 
items are “failing to provide medical care for a companion animal,” “failing to 
provide domestic stock animals or companion animals with food or water,” 

Figure 1. Items loading on Factors I, II, and III (men)

Factor III
Killing stock
Killing wild animal
Killing companion
 animal

Factor I
Euthanizing companion

animal
Hurting stock
Hurting wild animal
Hurting companion

animal Factor II

Research
Medical care
Food and water
Fighting

Leaving stock outside
Leaving companion animals outside
Leaving companion animal in locked car
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and “encouraging or causing animals to fi ght one another”; all represent situ-
ations in which suff ering on the animal’s part, though not overtly specifi ed, is 
a likely outcome,. Th e fourth item (“using dogs or cats in research that results 
in serious injury, illness, or death”), on the other hand, does specify that the 
animal will suff er. It might be that individuals held mixed views on the use of 
animals in research—concerned about the suff ering of the animal but, at the 
same time, making allowance for the fact that the suff ering might be in some 
way “justifi ed” by the benefi ts that might result from the research.

Th e results of the three-factor solution suggest that men diff erentiate 
between acts of cruelty and acts of neglect. However, the men in this sample 
also diff erentiated between behaviors that result in the death of an animal 
and behaviors that result in injury to an animal. In order to examine how 
the “death” and “injury” items grouped together relative to the neglect (or 
“possible harm”) items, a second principle components factor analysis was 
undertaken. In this analysis, items were forced onto only two factors. Results 
are presented in Table 3. As seen in Table 3, all seven of the “death” and 
“injury” items had loadings greater than .50 on Factor I, with much weaker 
loadings on Factor II. In contrast, the three neglect items all had loadings 
greater than .60 on Factor II. Th ese results indicate that the “injury” items 
were more strongly related to the “death” items than they were to the neglect 
items.

Table 3. Two Factor Solution for Men

I II

 1 Intentionally killing a domestic stock animal (e.g., horse, 
cow, pig, etc.) other than for food or to help the animal because 
it was hurt, old, or sick?

.81 .04

 2 Intentionally killing a wild animal (e.g., deer, rabbit, squir-
rel, etc.) other than for food, while hunting, or to help the ani-
mal because it was hurt or sick?

.79 .05

 3 Intentionally killing a companion animal (e.g., pet dog, cat, 
rabbit,etc.) other than to help the animal because it was hurt, 
old or sick?

.66 .06

 7 Intentionally killing (i.e., euthanizing) a companion animal 
or domestic stock animal because the owner is unable to care for 
it (e.g., the person is moving out of state and cannot take the 
animal to their new home.)?

.54 .24
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I II

 8 Intentionally hurting a domestic stock animal (e.g., horse, 
cow, pig, etc.) other than for training, branding, etc?

.66 .32

 9 Intentionally hurting a wild animal (e.g., deer, rabbit, squir-
rel, etc.)? 

.67 .29

10 Intentionally hurting a companion animal (e.g., pet dog, 
cat, rabbit, etc.) other than for training? 

.60 .37

11 Having sexual contact with an animal? .33 .20
13 Using dogs or cats in research that results in serious injury, 
illness, or death of the animal?

.42 .51

16 Failing to provide medical care for a companion animal that 
is clearly injured or ill?

.44 .61

17 Failing to provide domestic stock animals or companion 
animals with food or water for 24 hours? 

.34 .69

18 Leaving domestic stock animals outside without shelter for 
24 hours?

.05 .84

19 Leaving companion animals outside without shelter for 
24 hours? 

.04 .81

20 Leaving a companion animal in a locked car with the win-
dows cracked with an outside temperature of 70° for one hour? 

.19 .62

23 Intentionally encouraging or causing animals to fi ght one 
another (e.g., dog fi ghting, cock fi ghting, etc.)? 

.50 .40

Finally, as a further check on the relation between the “death,” “injury,” and 
“neglect” items, scales were constructed using factors loadings from the three-
factor solution. Th e four injury items that had loaded clearly on Factor I were 
averaged into an injury scale; the three neglect items that had loaded clearly 
on Factor II were averaged into a neglect scale; and the three items that had 
loaded clearly on Factor III were averaged into a death scale. Th e bivariate 
correlations between these scales are presented in Table 4. Consistent with the 
two-factor solution described above, the injury scale was more strongly 
correlated with the death scale (r = 0.49) than it was with the neglect scale 
(r = 0.36). In addition, the death scale was only moderately correlated with the 
neglect scale (r = 0.28.) Recall that the original correlation between the cruelty 
and neglect subscales was r = 0.62.

Table 3. (cont.)
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Table 4. Bivariate Correlations Among Subscales for Men

Death Injury

Injury .49
Neglect .28 .36

Factor Structure of Neglect and Cruelty Items among Women

Th e 15 cruelty and neglect items were entered into a principle components 
factor analysis with varimax rotation. Factors with eigenvalues greater that 
1.00 were selected. Th ree factors emerged, accounting for 56.4% of the vari-
ability in responses. Factor loadings for the items are presented in Table 5. In 
Table 5, factor loadings of .30 or greater are in bold. Th e items loading on 
each of the three factors are presented graphically in Figure 2.

Table 5. Th ree Factor Solution for Women

I II III

Intentionally killing a domestic stock animal (e.g., 
horse, cow, pig, etc.) other than for food or to help 
the animal because it was hurt, old, or sick?

.87 −.01 −.01

Intentionally killing a wild animal (e.g., deer, rab-
bit, squirrel, etc.) other than for food, while hunt-
ing, or to help the animal because it was hurt or 
sick?

.87 .13 −.03

Intentionally killing a companion animal (e.g., pet 
dog, cat, rabbit, etc.) other than to help the animal 
because it was hurt, old or sick?

.67 .07 .12

Intentionally killing (i.e., euthanizing) a compan-
ion animal or domestic stock animal because the 
owner is unable to care for it (e.g., the person is 
moving out of state and cannot take the animal to 
their new home.)?

.46 .12 .28

Intentionally hurting a domestic stock animal (e.g., 
horse, cow, pig, etc.) other than for training, brand-
ing, etc?

.64 .14 .37

Intentionally hurting a wild animal (e.g., deer, rab-
bit, squirrel, etc.)? 

.60 .22 .28
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I II III

Intentionally hurting a companion animal (e.g., pet 
dog, cat, rabbit, etc.) other than for training? 

.56 .23 .53

Having sexual contact with an animal? −.01 −.06 .78
Using dogs or cats in research that results in serious 
injury, illness, or death of the animal?

.37 .26 .44

Failing to provide medical care for a companion 
animal that is clearly injured or ill?

.19 .53 .51

Failing to provide domestic stock animals or com-
panion animals with food or water for 24 hours? 

.18 .64 .37

Leaving domestic stock animals outside without 
shelter for 24 hours?

.10 .83 −.04

Leaving companion animals outside without shelter 
for 24 hours? 

.13 .83 .21

Leaving a companion animal in a locked car with 
the windows cracked with an outside temperature 
of 70° for one hour? 

.05 .62 −.01

Intentionally encouraging or causing animals to 
fi ght one another (e.g., dog fi ghting, cock fi ghting, 
etc.)? 

.38 .25 .51

Table 5. (cont.)

Figure 2. Items loading on Factors I, II, and III (women)

Factor I
Killing stock
Killing wild animal
Killing companion

animal
Euthanizing companion

animal
Hurting wild animal
Hurting stock

Factor III

Hurting companion
animal

Research
Fighting

Factor II

Leaving companion animals outside
Leaving companion animal in locked car

Leaving stock outside

Medical care
Sexual contact

Food and water
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As was the case with men, among women three items relating to neglect (“leav-
ing domestic stock animals outside without shelter,” “leaving companion 
animals outside without shelter,” and “leaving a companion animal in a 
locked car”) emerged with strong loadings on Factor II and weak loadings on 
Factors I and III. However, inconsistent with the fi ndings for men, women 
appeared to show less diff erentiation when evaluating behaviors relating to the 
death or injury of an animal. Of the seven items that loaded on either the 
“death” or “injury” factor for men, fi ve had strong loadings on Factor I for 
women; the other two had the highest loadings on Factor I with secondary 
loadings on Factor III. Th us, women were not diff erentiating between injury 
and death to the same extent that men were.

In order to further examine the relation between the cruelty and neglect 
items among women, scales were constructed using factor loadings from 
the three-factor solution. Th e seven death/injury items that had loaded on 
Factors I or III were averaged into a “cruelty” scale; and the three neglect items 
that had loaded clearly on Factor II were averaged into a neglect scale. Th e 
bivariate correlations between these scales was r = 0.29, p < .01. Recall that the 
original correlation between the cruelty and neglect subscales was r = 0.51.

Discussion

While a substantial body of research has been directed at understanding the 
determinants of attitudes about animals in general and animal abuse in par-
ticular, little research has focused on individual diff erences in attitudes about 
animal neglect. Th e current study suggests that attitudes about abuse and 
neglect can be reliably diff erentiated among both men and women. However, 
the structure of these attitudes appears to diff er substantially by sex.

Among men, the items that were originally viewed as being related to cru-
elty (those items relating to the intentional killing or injuring of animals) 
divided into two factors. It appears that the primary determinant of this dis-
tinction is the amount of harm suff ered by the animal: Items related to the 
killing of animals loaded on one factor, and items related to the injury of ani-
mals loaded on a separate factor. Notice that the type of animal involved did 
not appear to infl uence the structure of these factors. Items related to compan-
ion animals, domestic stock animals, and wild animals were represented on 
both factors.

Among men, the greatest area of overlap across factors was found on those 
items that refl ected likely, but not defi nitive, harm to animals. Th ese items, 
such as using animals in research or causing animals to fi ght, loaded both on 
the “injury” and the neglect factors. In contrast, items that refl ected possible 
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harm—such as leaving an animal in a locked car on a warm day—loaded only 
on the neglect factor. Th us, men appeared to be diff erentiating between these 
various behaviors on the basis of the perceived degree of harm suff ered by the 
animal.

Th e factor structure for women diff ered somewhat from that for men. 
Although women diff erentiated between behaviors that represented explicit 
harm to animals from those that represented possible harm to animals, they 
did not diff erentiate between death and injury. Further, those items that 
bridged the gap between “injury” and neglect among men were more clearly 
linked to the cruelty factor among women. Previous research (Herzog, 2007) 
has indicated that women are more empathetic toward animals than are men. 
Th e current research suggests that, not only do men and women diff er with 
regard to their absolute level of empathy, but also that men and women diff er 
with regard to the structure of their attitudes. Women appear to have a broader 
scope of what constitutes cruelty than do men.

Th e reason for this sex diff erence is not immediately apparent and warrants 
further exploration. One possibility is that the greater diff erentiation on the 
part of men refl ects the relatively lower levels of empathy observed among 
men compared to women. Lower levels of empathy may result in men judging 
acts of violence diff erently, depending on the impact on the victim. In con-
trast, among women, any act of violence—regardless of the impact on the 
victim—may be viewed as essentially the same. Th is interpretation is consis-
tent with the results of Pakaslahti and Keltikangas-Jarvinen (1997). Th ese 
authors reported that—among a sample of adolescents—when presented with 
descriptors of aggressive behaviors, boys were more likely than girls to legiti-
mize the aggression by focusing on factors that might “excuse” the aggression. 
In contrast, regardless of possible extenuating or justifying circumstances, girls 
were more likely to view acts of aggression as wrong. Similarly, among chil-
dren, Perry, Perry, and Rasmussen (1986) demonstrated that girls perceived 
aggression as being more harmful to victims than did boys and anticipated 
greater punishment in response to aggression than did boys. Taken together, 
these fi ndings suggest that women are likely to have stronger and broader 
moral strictures against aggression than do men.

Th ese structural diff erences might be important to the extent that these 
attitudes are related to behavior. Th us, it may be that, depending upon the 
extent of harm they believe an animal will suff er as a consequence, some men 
may be willing to engage in certain types of behaviors. Th is hypothesis implies 
that cruelty-and neglect-related attitudes are indeed predictors of overt behav-
ior. An extensive psychological literature has arisen around the question of 
attitude-behavior consistency (Crano & Prislin, 2006). For example, research 
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has indicated that attitude-behavior consistency is greatest when those atti-
tudes are relatively strong (Cooke & Sheeran, 2004). Attitudinal characteris-
tics such as accessibility, how easily the attitude is brought to mind (Fazio & 
Williams, 1986) and temporal stability (deCosta, Dibonaventura & Chap-
man, 2005) have been shown to predict attitude-behavior consistency. Fur-
ther, research has indicated that attitude-behavior consistency is strongest 
when the attitudes are perceived to conform to group norms (Smith, Hogg, 
Martin & Terry, 2007). Taken together, these fi ndings suggest potentially 
fruitful avenues for future research within the human-nonhuman animal 
interaction fi eld. Based on broader social-psychological research, it would be 
expected that attitudes toward animals would predict behavior toward animals 
when the attitudes in question were strongly held, of longer duration, and 
perceived as generally supported within the peer group.

A practical implication of this study is that researchers who are investigating 
issues relating to animal cruelty need to consider the types of items included 
in attitudinal surveys. Surveys that are heavily oriented toward items involving 
the death of an animal may be answered diff erently by men from surveys ori-
ented toward items involving the injury of animals. Further, researchers inves-
tigating animal neglect must recognize that men appear to view behaviors 
associated with probable harm to animals diff erently from how they view 
behaviors associated with possible harm to animals. A researcher who wants to 
clearly distinguish between cruelty attitudes and neglect attitudes would per-
haps want to focus on death-related behaviors to assess cruelty and on possi-
ble-harm items to assess neglect.

It should be noted that although this study examined the structure of atti-
tudes, it did not address the issue of factors that infl uence the development of 
those attitudes. Further research could assess correlates of individual diff er-
ences in neglect attitudes. In general, attitudes about animals have been shown 
to be related to factors such as history of pet ownership (Pagani et al., 2007); 
demographic characteristics (Signal & Taylor, 2006); and attributions regard-
ing animal mind (Knight et al., 2004). However, the extent to which these 
factors infl uence individual defi nitions of cruelty and neglect remains unclear. 
Based on information derived from the current study, it appears that level of 
harm (and likelihood of harm) is a signifi cant determinant of the structure of 
these attitudes.

Other factors, such as the intentionality of the behavior, also deserve to 
be addressed. Recall that Hills and Lalich (1998) found that a perpetrator’s 
level of awareness of suff ering infl uenced perceptions of that person: Th ose 
who were described as being aware of the animal’s suff ering were judged 
more harshly than those who were described as being ignorant of the animal’s 
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suff ering. Th is factor may shed light on the fi ndings of Sims et al. (2007). Sims 
et al. presented participants with a scenario describing acts of maltreatment 
against either a puppy or a chicken. In one set of scenarios, the maltreatment 
was described as a presumably neglectful behavior (the animal was described 
as being “thin and visibly underweight”); in another set of scenarios, the mal-
treatment was described as an overt act of cruelty (the animal was described as 
being “beaten and severely injured”). However, no diff erences were found in 
recommendations for punishment as a function of the nature of the maltreat-
ment. It is possible that neglect behaviors (failing to provide adequate food for 
an animal) may be viewed diff erently, depending on the motivations of the 
caregiver (an owner who is unable to provide adequate food because of eco-
nomic reasons versus an owner who intentionally withholds food from an 
animal). Th e impact that the perceived intentionality of an act has on how 
that act is construed is a topic that deserves further attention.

It should be noted that this study is based on factor-analyses of a limited set 
of items drawn from a single survey. Th e nature of factor analysis as a statistical 
procedure is that the factors are determined by the items included. Future 
research utilizing a broader range of cruelty and neglect items would be worth-
while for understanding the relations between these sets of attitudes.

Conclusion

In summary, the current study demonstrates that cruelty and neglect attitudes 
can be distinguished among both men and women. However, the structure of 
the cruelty attitudes diff ers as a function of sex, with men holding a more dif-
ferentiated view of the types of behaviors constituting cruelty than do women. 
Th e relatively high correlations previously observed between cruelty and 
neglect attitudes are likely due to those areas of overlap involving behaviors 
that are associated with probable, but not explicit, harm to animals. When 
those items are removed from the cruelty scales, the correlations between cru-
elty and neglect attitudes drop substantially. Future research should explore 
the nature of the sex diff erences in attitude structure, as well as factors infl u-
encing the scope of behaviors that are defi ned as cruelty versus neglect across 
sexes.
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