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Being in a relationship with an animal can promote the well-being of people. For many individuals, this usually takes place at home. This study reports about homes for people with mental health problems (with or without co-occurring substance use), who live in supported housing operated by public landlords, entailing tenancies that are usually stricter regarding their pet policies than ordinary homes. We thus addressed the following research questions through ethnographic fieldwork at seven distinct places: which types of human–animal relationships occur in supported housing, and how do they affect the tenants? We analyzed the collected data informed by the Grounded Theory approach and found three types of human–animal relationships within supported housing affecting the tenants differently, namely, “no animals,” “visiting animals,” and “shared/sole ownership of animals.” Animals in the buildings can stage atmospheres that promote solidarity and connectedness among people. In contrast, situations in which animals are forbidden can create emotional tensions between tenants and staff or landlords. When discussing fostering animal atmospheres and limits to keeping pets, we concluded that animals can contribute to the mental health recovery of tenants by creating acknowledgment and rootedness. Therefore, public housing services need to guarantee equal rights to the tenants as they do with every citizen, including the right to keep a pet.
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INTRODUCTION

This study reports on a study about human–animal relationships that focus on housing situations for people with mental health problems (with or without co-occurring substance use), who get assistance from community mental health services. This housing approach, termed as “supported housing or accommodations,” can differ from ordinary homes by the built environment (Friesinger et al., 2019a), whereby assisting staff can either be or not be located on-site1. The supported housing settings range from care-home-like accommodations to cozy or family-like atmospheres (Friesinger et al., 2020). The research interest for this study lies in the rights and possibilities for the tenants to establish relationships with animals in their homes and how these relationships might matter for their well-being.

In general, the opportunity to establish a relationship with an animal could be an important step for people with mental health problems on their recovery journey (Topor, 2001, p. 285–287). The process of becoming well from mental health problems should thus be considered in light of social and material situatedness (Topor et al., 2011; Duff, 2016), which goes beyond the definition of Anthony (1993) that focuses solely on an individual process. Being in a human–animal relationship thus pertains to a broader situation that includes social, material, and affective aspects relative to how this relationship might be organized within particular places. As such, dwelling places as homes stand out significantly from everyday places where people can share with pets if they can have and afford them. Another issue concerns animal welfare where animals need to be respected and treated well (LMD, 2009; Broom and Fraser, 2015; IAHAIO, 2015; Nussbaum, 2018).

As already mentioned, supported housing is usually organized as tenancy, which means that the right to have a pet is regulated by tenancy policies and agreements. As such, the landlords have the option to deny pets within their rental units. According to the Norwegian legislation, however, tenants are allowed to keep pets without permission if the pets are of no nuisance to the other residents and based on good reasons, such as social and welfare (NOU, 1993, p. 143; KMD, 2009, p. 5–2). In Norway, individuals with mental health problems (with or without co-occurring substance use) are often categorized as people with special housing needs by landlords, which allows them to reduce their tenancy rights by law, unlike ordinary tenancies (KMD, 2009, p. 11). This means that the tenancy agreements in supported housing can be more easily terminated and that tenants have less protection in losing their apartments. As such, a violation of the house rules could allow the landlord to evict a tenant. Andersen et al. (2016) argued that the house rules of supported housing are also commonly restrictive regarding pets, which contradicts both the tenancy legislation (KMD, 2009, p. 5–2) and the concept of citizenship (Rowe, 2015; Rowe and Davidson, 2016), which outlines the rights gap between tenants in supported housing and public landlords.

In a North American case study about supported housing (Hunt and Stein, 2007), the authors advocate for a pet policy that normalizes the situation of keeping a pet for tenants while meeting the concerns of staff and landlords. Furthermore, Hunt and Stein (2007) highlighted the following important themes for tenants who keep pets: “connectedness,” “responsibility,” and “emotional stability.” In a recent study, Fossey et al. (2020) found that pets help people with mental health problems to cope with experienced loneliness at home and promote companionship. From a broader view, housing studies about (older) people experiencing homelessness, disabilities, and low income showed discriminations and insecurities for companion animals regarding their tenancies (Power, 2017; Toohey and Krahn, 2018; McCabe et al., 2021).

Notwithstanding, it would be interesting to know more about the different types of human–animal relationships in supported housing and how they affect the people mostly linked to this situation, i.e., the tenants. Therefore, in this study, we wanted to grasp the human–animal relationships in supported housing from an ethnographic view.


Animals, Well-Being, and Relationships

It is well-documented that interactions and relationships with animals can have significant effects on the well-being of people, both physical and mental (Serpell, 1991; Berget, 2006; Friedmann et al., 2015). Living with a pet may have positive effects on cardiovascular health and may in some circumstances reduce stress, depression, and anxiety (Friedmann et al., 2015; Brooks et al., 2018; Friedman and Krause-Parello, 2018). Knowing that physical and mental health are inter-connected, we concluded that for many people, contact with animals has the potential to have positive effects on both health and quality of life. Wisdom et al. (2009, p. 430) indicated four elements involved in the recovery process of people connected to animals: (1) providing empathy and “therapy;” (2) providing connections that can assist in redeveloping social avenues; (3) serving as “family” in the absence of or in addition to human family members; and (4) supporting self-efficacy and strengthening a sense of empowerment. People with disabilities and psychosocial problems, and elderly people, among others, often experience loneliness and shrinking social networks. In these situations, a pet can help to compensate, as it provides contact, support, and amusement (Hart and Yamamoto, 2015), which is also applicable to people experiencing homelessness (Kerman et al., 2019).

In addition, living with an animal gives structure to life. Feeding, cleaning cages, and dog walking are all valuable daily routines. For socially secluded individuals, an animal can be a mean to social interaction that may result in higher social capital (Wood et al., 2005). Talking about an animal is less threatening than exposing oneself in an interaction (Power, 2013).



From Recovery Atmospheres to Animal Geography

As already outlined, Topor et al. (2011) posited that recovery is a process of becoming well from mental health problems that is more than an individual journey, which entails seriously taking the sociomaterial aspect of recovery processes into account (Topor et al., 2020; Larsen et al., 2021). As such, the wide concept of “atmosphere” (Anderson, 2009; Böhme, 2017) might be useful. On the one hand, the concept underlines both the human and non-human parts that stage a particular atmosphere; on the other hand, it describes how space feels like a phenomenon. Duff (2016) used affective atmospheres to explain situations in which people might recover from their mental health problems, which go beyond explanations that are based on psychosocial functioning. He identified three themes of recovery atmospheres, namely, sociality, safety, and belonging, as well as hope and belief. For example, such recovery atmospheres could be linked to architectural settings at supported housing (Friesinger, 2020; Friesinger et al., 2020) or, more generally, promoting for patients at hospitals (Martin et al., 2019; Brown et al., 2020).

We might ask how do animals then appear in such affective atmospheres. The answer is linked to the broader animal geography of places such as the ones described by Philo and Wilbert (2000), which range from wild to rural or urban places. In those places, particular “atmospheres of animals” are staged (Lorimer et al., 2017), which impact the people who are in human–animal relationships. It is important to notice that people are not passively affected but contribute with their practice to the effects (Bille and Simonsen, 2021), which is a matter of all elements that stage the atmospheres, including animals.




METHODS

To examine the human–animal relationships in supported housing and their affection, the first author conducted a multisited ethnography (Marcus, 1995), which was informed by Grounded Theory (GT) (Charmaz, 2014). This study was part of a larger project2 that aimed to grasp materialities and the living situation within supported housing (Friesinger et al., 2019b, 2020; Friesinger, 2020). Animals were thereby an important subject already early in fieldwork that was further elaborated with theoretical sampling (Charmaz, 2014; Charmaz and Thornberg, 2020).

The ethnographic research ranged over a 6-month period (between 2016 and 2017) with a stay period of 1 to 2 weeks in a location at different times. Access to the seven different places in the south of Norway was granted by the local community mental health services. All participants signed informed consent forms explaining the study, its aim, and the fact that anonymity was guaranteed. Fieldwork was basically conducted in public/shared spaces of the places. However, some participating tenants did also invite the first author into their individual homes. Out of all the recruited participants of the larger research project, 30 (12 tenants, 24 staff, and four managers) participants, i.e., those who opposed to pets and those who welcomed them, were included in this study on human–animal relationships. The empirical data consisted of participant observations and ethnographic interviews, which were documented by field notes, interview transcripts, and photographs of the places.

Regarding the supported housing settings (Friesinger et al., 2019b), the seven places were operated by public landlords for people with mental health problems (with or without co-occurring substance use). Their locations were mainly semirural, with the 24/7 presence of on-site staff, and the building design highly resembled congregate settings (McPherson et al., 2018), with either small houses or apartments.

The analysis of the empirical data was informed by the GT version of Charmaz (2014) entailing going back and forth between the steps of data collection and analyses. We started with initial coding, followed by focused coding, and finally built our concept with theoretical coding, resulting in three different observed human–animal relationships that affected the people within supported housing: “no animals,” “visiting animals,” and “shared/sole ownership of animals.” These steps were carried out with the help of the software ATLAS.ti (Friese, 2019), whereby we used strategies such as memo writing and constant comparison. The shorter stays in the field with multisited ethnography made theoretical sampling sometimes challenging but was compensated through the various views which it involved. Although our findings primarily account for the sample of the study, they can be applied to similar housing or care settings beyond Norway. We pursued GT quality criteria for our study, such as “credibility” and “usefulness” (Charmaz and Thornberg, 2020), and reflected on any ethical issue that could arise.



FINDINGS

Our ethnographic research addresses the question of which types of human–animal relationships occur in supported housing and how they affect the people linked to this situation. Our findings point out the following three human–animal relationships regarding tenants of supported housing: “no animals,” “visiting animals,” and “shared/sole ownership of animals.” The human–animal relationships are inter-sections between different elements: people, animals, places, and regulations (including the broader situation). In sum, people can be tenants, staff, and managers who possess different biographies and resources; animals can be wild birds or pets such as dogs or cats; places can be buildings with different architectural designs; and regulations can be pet policies and house rules.

Each of the three human–animal relationships affects the tenants in different ways. For example, the presence of animals can stage affective atmospheres in the buildings, whereas situations with the absence of animals can affect the tenants regarding emotional debates, memories, and desires. In the following, we presented each relation and its affection more thoroughly.


No Animals Welcome

In our research settings, animals were often not present in supported housing due to no-pet policies and some people not wanting them. No-pet policies were linked to institutional healthcare services in which a manager tried to explain by drawing a line between their supported housing units and care homes within the municipality. During fieldwork, some staff denied any institutional linkage and underlined that the housing units were not meant to be psychiatric wards, which meant that “everything [was] allowed in the apartments.” However, according to the staff, an exception was “to keep a pet.”

This pet restriction was literally confirmed by some of the local house rules, but many tenancy agreements conveyed an unclear pet restriction. This ambiguous pet ban was already pointed out by Andersen et al. (2016). Nonetheless, some of the tenants reported that they could not risk getting evicted if their pets were not clearly approved. This avoidance to keep a pet has to be observed in light of the introduced context, whereby tenants of supported housing have fewer rights and less protection concerning their tenancies than ordinary ones (KMD, 2009, p. 11).

No-pet policies in supported housing are also explained by possible allergic reactions. A manager stated that “the no-pet rule is generally justified because we need to include recent societal developments, whereas people are allergic for several reasons, and we need to consider this also within supported housing.” For example, an allergic staff was used as a reason in one case in which a tenant was denied a dog who criticized the issue as insubstantial because “people could else pollute the indoor environment such as by smoking.” Another manager explained that pets are inappropriate in supported housing because people are physically close to each other without an opportunity for social distancing. Furthermore, the housing unit is a workplace. In this case, the housing setting was designed as congregated apartments, which played an important role: on the one hand, this type of built environment leads to on-site located staff who need a room for themselves to retrieve according to the working environment act; on the other hand, this building design leads to a spatial structure where tenants share common rooms such as dining and living rooms beside their own apartments. In contrast, independent apartments or houses represent more extensive autonomy for the tenants (Friesinger et al., 2019a), whereby allergy-related reasons might play a minor role than in such congregate types.

Nevertheless, some tenants disliked pets such as dogs and did not want co-tenants to get one. For example, some former homeless tenants articulated that they “d[id] not want to have pets around because they [were] too much to deal with.” Similarly, some of the staff informed that pets were restricted because the tenants were not able to take care of pets by themselves and stated: “Otherwise, we need to do it.” Even though a tenant had a pet earlier, such as a guinea pig, the staff needed to apply again by the municipal landlord for them to keep it. The staff expressed for cases similar to this that they “need[ed] to double-check if the tenant [was] capable of keeping animals.”

Overall, several managers and staff defended the no-pet policies and were supported by some tenants who had had negative experiences with pets or cotenants who did not take proper care of their pets. Allergy as a reason to deny pets was thereby linked to the built environment of the supported housing setting.

The absence of pets in supported housing due to restrictions was not only an important theme in discussing tenancies but also particularly affected tenants who desired a pet. For example, a tenant who had many nurturing experiences of former human–animal relationships expressed a deep longing for a pet. Furthermore, the tenant highlighted the importance of being able to keep a pet because when you are in a mental health crisis, “a pet connects you to reality.” Other tenants who wanted a pet also expressed the need for a private apartment and the desire to move away from the restrictions. The pet restrictions were also evident in the materials around the places, such as an empty birdcage that a tenant openly positioned before the entrance door (Figure 1) or a large cat pictogram as wall decoration in an apartment which expressed the strong connection of tenant to cats. In both cases, the tenants criticized the pet ban and fought for their rights to have a pet.


[image: Figure 1]
FIGURE 1. The empty birdcage.


In sum, tenants who were denied keeping a pet expressed a general dissatisfaction with their housing situation that was associated with the lack of equal tenancies rights and the feeling of not being respected. Some tenants stood up for their rights to keep a pet and were occasionally supported by staff, while other tenants surrendered.



Animals That Visit the Place

A special type of human–animal relationships occurred when animals visited the place of residence. On the one hand, wild animals such as birds could be found in the outside area of the places; on the other hand, pets owned by others than the tenants came to visit. At several places, there were bird feeders mounted around the housing sites. For example, a staff stated that they made bird feeders together with the tenants and decorated a tree in the garden to create a lively atmosphere (Figure 2). The motives changed according to the annual seasons, and even vegetables were grown at the bottom of the tree. During fieldwork, tenants were observed watching the birds while they smoked or waited outside. Some tenants even organized their own bird feeders to support birds during the wintertime.


[image: Figure 2]
FIGURE 2. Bird feeders in the garden.


Another alternative was that staff who owned pets, such as dogs, brought them to the places so that interested tenants could get in touch with them. Tenants in housing situations with pet restrictions appreciated such visiting pets. A manager positively valued staff who took their own pets with them “because the tenants can thus meet animals even though they do not own one and can get in touch with them.” Despite the benefits of meeting an animal at home, some tenants stressed that this still meant not having equal tenancies rights.



Shared or Sole Ownership of Pets

The third type of human–animal relationship that appeared in the visited places was animals that were owned either solely by a tenant or by several tenants and staff together. For example, at one residential place, the tenants and staff formerly kept chicken but did not continue after the chicken died due to the additional work to handle them and tenants losing interest. Furthermore, the municipal mental health service reorganization entailed that staff was occupied with other tasks than green care; hence, the chicken cage was abandoned.

Nevertheless, pets could be found where they were shared by the tenants and staff within some of the visited supported accommodations, which entailed a collective responsibility to take care of them. For example, one tenant held the main ownership for a cat, but everybody at the place looked after it, especially when the official owner was admitted to the hospital.

Furthermore, the presence of pets could stage affective atmospheres at the residential places that were appreciated by the tenants. For example, the first author observed a cat walking through the common area of a housing setting with apartments. On its way through the halls, the purring cat was stroked by several tenants who waited for dinner and got a piece of sausage from the staff at the kitchen door. A staff stated within this fellowship: “It is the best therapy to have a cat around,” which was confirmed by the surrounding people. The staff moreover underlined that having a cat meant to be able to take responsibility, whereas a tenant considered the fact that pets were allowed as a key quality of this accommodation. In another congregate setting, cats and dogs were not allowed, whereas fish was welcomed. In a situation where a tenant was agitated, the staff succeeded in calming them down by reminding them to look after their fish.

Turning to the small colocated houses, some tenants expressed that they own cats and even dogs without any problems. Nevertheless, the pets needed to be approved by the public landlord first. A tenant emphasized the solidarity among tenants in helping each other look after a cat when they were not present. The cat “M” could thereby wander freely around at the place, which not only created an inter-connectedness (fellowship) between people (Figure 3) but also promoted a place attachment in the way the tenant explained: “My beloved cat knows the place best.” The cat lived at the place for more than a decade and was described as extremely cuddly and therapeutic in terms of understanding the condition of the owner, whereby both took care of each other.


[image: Figure 3]
FIGURE 3. The wandering cat “M”.





DISCUSSION

The ethnographic research found three types of relationships, namely, “no animals,” “visiting animals,” and “shared/sole ownership of animals,” at supported housing for people with mental health problems (with or without co-occurring substance use). The influences of these three types of human–animal relationships range from positive to negative impacts on people within those places. In the following, we first discussed which positive influences human–animal relationships may have on tenants of supported housing under the lens of recovery atmospheres. Second, we discussed the possible limits to keeping pets in supported housing.


Fostering Animal Atmospheres

Our findings reveal that the presence of both visiting and owned animals at supported housing can stage, together with the people and the place, a unique affective atmosphere. We might wonder whether these animal atmospheres help foster the mental health recovery of tenants. To this aim, we compared our findings with those relative to the recovery atmospheres introduced by Duff (2016), which involved different issues (i.e., sociality, safety and belonging, as well as hope and belief). To begin with sociality, we observed that tenants and staff described an inter-connectedness that both shared and individual ownership of a cat could establish within the housing. This inter-connectedness revealed a social mutuality that conveyed collective responsibility for the cat beyond the duty of an individual to look after a pet. These acts of solidarity such as caring for the cat “M” by the pet owner and other tenants can be described as “more-than-human solidarity” outlined by Rock and Degeling (2015), in which caring is a broader concern than the commitments of people including other species and places. Nonetheless, the expressions of tenants indicated that a pet such as cat “M” was a social companion that helped coping with loneliness. The so-outlined fostering version of sociality within such animal atmospheres for people with mental health problems can also be found in the introduced literature; for example, pets can create responsibility, social capital, and connectedness (Hunt and Stein, 2007; Brooks et al., 2018; Kerman et al., 2019; Fossey et al., 2020).

Furthermore, the issues of safety and belonging can be identified in the example of the cat that helped create an emotional rootedness to the place by thoroughly knowing the neighborhood over the years. Some tenants stated to feel well or safe with a pet that grounded their life and helped them cope with unpleasant conditions. Similarly, stability for tenants was already an important finding in the study of Hunt and Stein (2007) about pets in supported housing. In other words, pets in supported housing can, together with materialities, stage atmospheres where tenants feel safe at home (Friesinger et al., 2020). Animals are part of a broader geography (Philo and Wilbert, 2000) and, furthermore, as visiting animals, they can contribute to tenants feeling well in their homes, as reported in our findings.

Finally, the issues of hope and belief could be observed both in situations with existing and absent human–animal relationships in our findings. Tenants who longed to have a pet and reported previous experiences of human–animal relationships hoped to get better, to some extent, from their mental health problems with the help of a pet. Additionally, they expressed a belief in life as meaningful, although local pet policies denied them to keep a pet. Visiting animals could thereby underline the belief that changes in life are possible for the tenants in terms of a journey of recovering and managing a life with contradictions (Topor, 2001). However, visiting animals still underscore the rights gap that tenants face in supported housing as a marginalized group (Andersen et al., 2016). Therefore, endorsing pet ownership might contribute to a recovering citizenship (Rowe, 2015; Rowe and Davidson, 2016) in terms of the acknowledgment of the equal rights of tenants in supported housing. In such cases, the tenants in our study expressed a feeling of confidence that was linked to their bond with the pet and to a social identity as pet owners who managed to take care of pets and themselves.

Together, our findings showed that animals, particularly pets, are entangled in recovery atmospheres for tenants in supported housing. It is important to highlight with the study by Bille and Simonsen (2021) that atmospheres, in general, are not static phenomena but involving practices. This means for supported housing that the fostering of animal atmospheres needs to be actively orchestrated, especially in light of the existing rights gap for tenants in supported housing. Another question concerns why animal atmospheres are so unique. An answer might be found in the biophilia hypothesis (Wilson, 1984), i.e., the hypothesis that humans are naturally bonded to nature and, as such, to animals, which explains the impact of animals on the well-being of people (Friedmann et al., 2015). Other explanations draw on social support in interactions or attachment theories (Fine and Weaver, 2018). However, especially cats, dogs, and horses are outstanding animals because they were domesticated through human history.

Animal welfare and ethics might be another reason why animal atmospheres are unique: they remind humans to principles that we treat each other with respect. The foundation of animal welfare can range from an anthropocentric approach to a utilitarian or capabilities approach (Nussbaum, 2018). In her capabilities approach, Nussbaum (2018) advocated for the fundamental rights of animals. In our opinion, tenants of supported housing are more than capable of keeping pets but lack the rights to do so like everybody else. Therefore, capabilities as suggested should be applied to all humans and animals sharing the same world, whereby supported housing should not be an exception.



Limits to Keeping Pets in Supported Housing

In the context of the recovering bond between humans and animals such as outlined with fostering animal atmospheres, we might ask why more tenants of supported housing do not have pets. Hence, in the following, the potential barriers at the inter-section of societal, organizational, and individual reasons are discussed.

National and local tenancy policies and agreements regulate the rights to have a pet as tenants of supported housing (Hunt and Stein, 2007; KMD, 2009; Andersen et al., 2016). A rights gap is evident between the public landlords and tenants. Our findings confirmed that these landlords are so powerful by law practices (KMD, 2009, p. 11) that the tenants have hardly any chance to argue for a good reason if landlords, together with staff and managers, disagree with them. This rights gap contradicts the fundamental ideas of the equal rights of tenants that are proposed by the models of supported housing and recovering citizenship (Rowe and Davidson, 2016; Sylvestre et al., 2017). Moreover, the assessment by staff and management of whether a tenant is capable of keeping a pet properly or not might be further linked to the practices of stigmatization and marginalization in terms of the tenant being merely seeded as a psychiatric patient (Sayce, 1998, 2016). Tenants from our study reported that they did not feel equally treated, which was not only a matter of paternalistic rules but also the discriminations such as similarly described in other studies about companion animals (Power, 2017; Toohey and Krahn, 2018; McCabe et al., 2021). To compare, people in ordinary tenancies or as homeowners do not need to demonstrate their abilities in advance to keep a pet. However, our findings showed that tenants in supported housing could keep pets properly by themselves or together without any problems while conforming to animal welfare principles (IAHAIO, 2015).

Nevertheless, Berget et al. (2018) pointed out that animal welfare is a hindrance for people who are afraid of the responsibility involved if the pet gets sick. As such, the guidelines as suggested by Hunt and Stein (2007) might be a solution. Specifically, staff could help tenants in animal welfare issues, and we showed that the staff and the tenants kept a cat together in some places. However, we could interpret our study cases in a way that public landlords, managers, and staff might misuse animal welfare or potential allergic reactions as an excuse not to favor pets in supporting housing even though the applying tenants have good reasons. Community mental health services involving public landlords should aim to promote the well-being of people (Prilleltensky, 2005) and therefore need to facilitate that tenants can keep pets in supported housing. However, community services could help to address several challenges of providing pet-friendly housing that is affordable for tenants by addressing the needs of both people and their pets (Toohey et al., 2017).

The proposal of a tenant to keep a pet should be considered individually both in light of animal welfare principles and good reasons such as benefits of the human–animal relationship on the physical and psychosocial health (Wisdom et al., 2009; Friedmann et al., 2015; Brooks et al., 2018; Friedman and Krause-Parello, 2018). As such, Section 11 in the Norwegian Tenancy Act (KMD, 2009) or similar reductions in tenancy rights should be considered terminated because they produce inequalities by dividing tenants into first- and second-level classes concerning their rights. Argumentations that staff might be allergic to pets should have minor weight in considering a proposal of tenants. Hence, the interest of employees in and their attitude to animals in homes should be emphasized in staff employment. The tenants should, moreover, have real chances to appeal the decisions of the landlords. These recommendations would strengthen the rights of tenants toward a recovering citizenship (Rowe, 2015; Rowe and Davidson, 2016) in which people are understood and treated as equal. For example, Zimolag and Krupa (2009) showed that people with continuous mental health problems, who own a pet, had higher social community integration.

Arguing that visiting animals could be a compromise still entails an asymmetric relation in which professionals are in charge. However, tenants with low resources or who are not often at home might benefit from the human–animal relationship based on the shared ownership of a pet. Finally, materialities could be better designed to allow and endorse pets in supported housing, such as cat doors or house designs that reduce nuisance by installing soundproof walls. The findings outlined that building designs that involved a high degree of independence and autonomy were better in facilitating pets. The latter must be observed in light of housing location and neighborhood qualities, including people, animals, and materials (Philo and Wilbert, 2000; Lorimer et al., 2017; Friesinger et al., 2019a).

An individual issue is that not all people are fond of pets and do want one, which needs to be considered by landlords as well but not solely (Toohey et al., 2017). Another issue concerns the suitability of animal type linked to the housing situation of a person. It seems that in our Norwegian settings cats were more likely to be found; a possible reason could be less noise and the fact that they are easier to handle, as shown by our examples. In sum, limits to keeping pets in supported housing are complex and linked, on the one hand, to local social practices at the residential places and, on the other hand, to cultural and political frames for people with mental health problems still involving exclusion tendencies (Sayce, 2016).




CONCLUSION

Our study pointed out that in supported housing for people with mental health problems (with or without co-occurring substance use), relationships with no animal, visiting animals, and animals that were shared or solely owned were present. While tenants expressed a general dissatisfaction in places where animals were not welcomed, places with pets could be associated with fostering atmospheres for mental health recovery. Such fostering animal atmospheres based on the human–animal relationships were the results of an inter-section of people, animals, places, and rules whereby pets could create acknowledgment and rootedness. However, there still are rights gaps between tenants and landlords that go beyond pet allowance, especially when it comes to good reasons for keeping animals. We, therefore, criticized the paternalistic ideas and stressed the strengthening of the rights of tenants of public housing, which include keeping pets in compliance with animal welfare toward a recovering citizenship (Rowe and Davidson, 2016).
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1For more details, McPherson et al. (2018) offered a supported housing classification.

2The Norwegian Centre for Research Data, approval number 50067.



REFERENCES

 Andersen, A. J. W., Larsen, I. B., and Topor, A. (2016). Caring through discipline? Analyzing house rules in community mental health services in Norway. Scand. Psychol. 3. doi: 10.15714/scandpsychol.3.e1


 Anderson, B. (2009). Affective atmospheres. Emot. Space Soc. 2, 77–81. doi: 10.1016/j.emospa.2009.08.005


 Anthony, W. A. (1993). Recovery from mental illness: the guiding vision of the mental health service system in the 1990s. Psychosoc. Rehabil. J. 16, 11–23. doi: 10.1037/h0095655


 Berget, B. (2006). Animal-assisted therapy: effects on persons with psychiatric disorders working with farm animals = Dyreassistert terapi : effekter av arbeid med husdyr for mennesker med psykiske lidelser (Ph.D. thesis), Norwegian University of Life Sciences, Oslo, Norway.


 Berget, B., Krøger, E., and Thorød, A. B. (2018). Antrozoologi: samspill mellom dyr og menneske. Oslo: Universitetsforl. Available online at: https://www.nb.no/search?q=oaiid:oai:nb.bibsys.no:999919917893902202&mediatype=bøker (accessed February 16, 2021).


 Bille, M., and Simonsen, K. (2021). Atmospheric practices: on affecting and being affected. Space Cult. 24, 295–309. doi: 10.1177/1206331218819711


 Böhme, G. (2017). Atmospheric Architectures: The Aesthetics of Felt Spaces. London: Bloomsbury Publishing. doi: 10.5040/9781474258111


 Brooks, H. L., Rushton, K., Lovell, K., Bee, P., Walker, L., Grant, L., et al. (2018). The power of support from companion animals for people living with mental health problems: a systematic review and narrative synthesis of the evidence. BMC Psychiatry 18:31. doi: 10.1186/s12888-018-1613-2

 Broom, D. M., and Fraser, A. F. (2015). Domestic Animal Behaviour and Welfare. 5th Edn. Wallingford, UK; Boston, MA: CABI. doi: 10.1079/9781780645391.0000


 Brown, N., Buse, C., Lewis, A., Martin, D., and Nettleton, S. (2020). Air care: an ‘aerography' of breath, buildings and bugs in the cystic fibrosis clinic. Sociol. Health Illn. 42, 972–986. doi: 10.1111/1467-9566.13104

 Charmaz, K. (2014). Constructing Grounded Theory, 2nd Edition. London; Thousand Oaks, Calif: Sage.


 Charmaz, K., and Thornberg, R. (2020). The pursuit of quality in grounded theory. Qual. Res. Psychol. 0, 1–23. doi: 10.1080/14780887.2020.1780357


 Duff, C. (2016). Atmospheres of recovery: assemblages of health. Environ. Plan. Econ. Space 48, 58–74. doi: 10.1177/0308518X15603222


 Fine, A. H., and Weaver, S. J. (2018). “The human–animal bond and animal-assisted intervention,” in Oxford Textbook of Nature and Public Health, eds. M. van den Bosch and W. Bird (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 132–138. doi: 10.1093/med/9780198725916.003.0028


 Fossey, E., Harvey, C., and McDermott, F. (2020). Housing and support narratives of people experiencing mental health issues: making my place, my home. Front. Psychiatry 10:939. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00939

 Friedman, E., and Krause-Parello, C. (2018). Companion animals and human health: benefits, challenges, and the road ahead for human-animal interaction. Rev. Sci. Tech. Int. Off. Epizoot. 37, 71–82. doi: 10.20506/rst.37.1.2741

 Friedmann, E., Son, H., and Saleem, M. (2015). “Chapter 7 - the animal–human bond: health and wellness,” in Handbook on Animal-Assisted Therapy, 4th Edn, ed. A. H. Fine (San Diego: Academic Press), 73–88. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-12-801292-5.00007-9


 Friese, S. (2019). “Grounded Theory Analysis and CAQDAS: A Happy Pairing or Remodeling GT to QDA?,” in The SAGE Handbook of Current Developments in Grounded Theory, eds A. Bryant, and K. Charmaz (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications Ltd), 282–313. doi: 10.4135/9781526436061.n16


 Friesinger, J. G. (2020). Materialities matter : an exploration of supported housing for people with mental health problems. Available online at: https://uia.brage.unit.no/uia-xmlui/handle/11250/2655383 (accessed July 12, 2020).


 Friesinger, J. G., Topor, A., Bøe, T. D., and Larsen, I. B. (2019a). Studies regarding supported housing and the built environment for people with mental health problems: a mixed-methods literature review. Health Place 57, 44–53. doi: 10.1016/j.healthplace.2019.03.006

 Friesinger, J. G., Topor, A., Bøe, T. D., and Larsen, I. B. (2019b). The ambiguous influences of fire safety on people with mental health problems in supported housing. Palgrave Commun. 5:22. doi: 10.1057/s41599-019-0230-0


 Friesinger, J. G., Topor, A., Bøe, T. D., and Larsen, I. B. (2020). Materialities in supported housing for people with mental health problems: a blurry picture of the tenants. Sociol. Health Illn. 42, 1742–1758. doi: 10.1111/1467-9566.13162

 Hart, L. A., and Yamamoto, M. (2015). “Chapter 6 - Recruiting Psychosocial Health Effects of Animals for Families and Communities: Transition to Practice,” in Handbook on Animal-Assisted Therapy, 4th Edn, ed. A. H. Fine (San Diego: Academic Press), 53–72. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-12-801292-5.00006-7


 Hunt, M. G., and Stein, C. H. (2007). Who let the dogs in? A pets policy for a supported housing organization. Am. J. Psychiatr. Rehabil. 10, 163–183. doi: 10.1080/15487760701508250


 IAHAIO (2015). “The IAHAIO definitions for animal-assisted intervention and guidelines for wellness of animals involved,” in Handbook on Animal-Assisted Therapy, 4th Edn, ed. A. H. Fine (San Diego: Academic Press), 415–418. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-12-801292-5.15001-1


 Kerman, N., Gran-Ruaz, S., and Lem, M. (2019). Pet ownership and homelessness: a scoping review. J. Soc. Distress Homelessness 28, 106–114. doi: 10.1080/10530789.2019.1650325


 KMD (2009). The Tenancy Act. Oslo: Ministry of Local Government and Modernisation. Available online at: https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/the-tenancy-act/id270390/ (accessed April 10, 2017).


 Larsen, I. B., Friesinger, J. G., Strømland, M., and Topor, A. (2021). You realise you are better when you want to live, want to go out, want to see people: recovery as assemblage. Int. J. Soc. Psychiatry. doi: 10.1177/00207640211019452. [Epub ahead of print].

 LMD (2009). Animal Welfare Act. Ministry of Agriculture and Food. Available online at: https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/animal-welfare-act/id571188/ (accessed March 5, 2021).


 Lorimer, J., Hodgetts, T., and Barua, M. (2017). Animals' atmospheres. Prog. Hum. Geogr. 43, 26–45. doi: 10.1177/0309132517731254


 Marcus, G. E. (1995). Ethnography in/of the world system: the emergence of multi-sited ethnography. Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 24, 95–117. doi: 10.1146/annurev.an.24.100195.000523


 Martin, D., Nettleton, S., and Buse, C. (2019). Affecting care: maggie's centres and the orchestration of architectural atmospheres. Soc. Sci. Med. 240:112563. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.112563

 McCabe, E., Brown, C. A., Tan, M. C., Gross, D. P., Wilson, D. M., Carr, E., et al. (2021). Does fido have a foot in the door? Social housing companion animal policies and policy decision-making in a Canadian city. Hous. Soc. 0, 1–22. doi: 10.1080/08882746.2021.1881745


 McPherson, P., Krotofil, J., and Killaspy, H. (2018). What Works? Toward a New Classification System for Mental Health Supported Accommodation Services: The Simple Taxonomy for Supported Accommodation (STAX-SA). Int. J. Environ. Res. Public. Health 15:190. doi: 10.3390/ijerph15020190

 NOU (1993). Lov om husleieavtaler:utredning fra et utvalg oppnevnt ved kongelig resolusjon 9. februar 1990; avgitt til Kommunal- og arbeidsdepartmentet 9. februar 1993. Oslo: Ministry of Local Government and Modernisation.


 Nussbaum, M. C. (2018). Working with and for animals: getting the theoretical framework right. J. Hum. Dev. Capab. 19, 2–18. doi: 10.1080/19452829.2017.1418963


 Philo, C., and Wilbert, C. (2000). Animal Spaces, Beastly Places: New Geographies of Human-animal Relations. Oxford: Routledge.


 Power, E. R. (2013). Dogs and practices of community and neighboring. Anthrozoös 26, 579–591. doi: 10.2752/175303713X13795775536011


 Power, E. R. (2017). Renting with pets: a pathway to housing insecurity? Hous. Stud. 32, 336–360. doi: 10.1080/02673037.2016.1210095


 Prilleltensky, I. (2005). Promoting well-being: time for a paradigm shift in health and human services. Scand. J. Public Health 33, 53–60. doi: 10.1080/14034950510033381

 Rock, M. J., and Degeling, C. (2015). Public health ethics and more-than-human solidarity. Soc. Sci. Med. 129, 61–67. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.05.050

 Rowe, M. (2015). Citizenship and Mental Health. Oxford: Oxford University Press.


 Rowe, M., and Davidson, L. (2016). Recovering citizenship. Isr. J. Psychiatry Relat. Sci. 53, 14–20.


 Sayce, L. (1998). Stigma, discrimination and social exclusion: what's in a word? J. Ment. Health 7, 331–343. doi: 10.1080/09638239817932

 Sayce, L. (2016). From Psychiatric Patient to Citizen Revisited. London; New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan. doi: 10.1007/978-1-137-36042-7


 Serpell, J. (1991). Beneficial effects of pet ownership on some aspects of human health and behaviour. J. R. Soc. Med. 84, 717–720. doi: 10.1177/014107689108401208

 Sylvestre, J., Nelson, G. B., and Aubry, T. (eds)., (2017). Housing, Citizenship, and Communities for People With Serious Mental Illness: Theory, Research, Practice, and Policy Perspectives. New York, NY, United States of America: Oxford University Press. doi: 10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190265601.001.0001


 Toohey, A. M., Hewson, J. A., Adams, C. L., and Rock, M. J. (2017). When ‘Places' include pets: broadening the scope of relational approaches to promoting aging-in-place. J. Sociol. Soc. Welf. 44, 119–145. Available online at: https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/jssw/vol44/iss3/7


 Toohey, A. M., and Krahn, T. M. (2018). ‘Simply to be let in': opening the doors to lower-income older adults and their companion animals. J. Public Health 40, 661–665. doi: 10.1093/pubmed/fdx111

 Topor, A. (2001). Managing the contradictions Recovery from severe mental disorders. Stockholm: Department of Social Work, Stockholm University. Available online at: http://su.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:302582/FULLTEXT01.pdf (accessed January 30, 2020).


 Topor, A., Borg, M., Di Girolamo, S., and Davidson, L. (2011). Not just an individual journey: social aspects of recovery. Int. J. Soc. Psychiatry 57, 90–99. doi: 10.1177/0020764009345062

 Topor, A., Larsen, I. B., and Bøe, T. D. (2020). Recovery: Stressing the Social Basis of the Process. Mad Am. Available online at: https://www.madinamerica.com/2020/06/recovery-social-basis/ (accessed November 30, 2020).


 Wilson, E. O. (1984). Biophilia. Revised ed. Edn. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.


 Wisdom, J. P., Saedi, G. A., and Green, C. A. (2009). Another breed of “service” animals: STARS study findings about pet ownership and recovery from serious mental illness. Am. J. Orthopsychiatry 79, 430–436. doi: 10.1037/a0016812

 Wood, L., Giles-Corti, B., and Bulsara, M. (2005). The pet connection: pets as a conduit for social capital? Soc. Sci. Med. 61, 1159–1173. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2005.01.017

 Zimolag, U., and Krupa, T. (2009). Pet Ownership as a meaningful community occupation for people with serious mental illness. Am. J. Occup. Ther. 63, 126–137. doi: 10.5014/ajot.63.2.126

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher's Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2021 Friesinger, Birkeland and Thorød. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.



OPS/images/fpsyg-12-712133-g003.gif





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Human-Animal Relationships in Supported Housing: Animal Atmospheres for Mental Health Recovery



		Introduction



		Animals, Well-Being, and Relationships



		From Recovery Atmospheres to Animal Geography







		Methods



		Findings



		No Animals Welcome



		Animals That Visit the Place



		Shared or Sole Ownership of Pets







		Discussion



		Fostering Animal Atmospheres



		Limits to Keeping Pets in Supported Housing







		Conclusion



		Data Availability Statement



		Ethics Statement



		Author Contributions



		Footnotes



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology

Human-Animal Relationships in
Supported Housing: Animal
Atmospheres for Mental Health
Recovery





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-712133-g001.gif





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-712133-g002.gif









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology





