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Exeter Anthrozoology as Symbiotic Ethics (EASE) Working Group

The EASE working group brings together academics and postgraduate students from diverse
disciplinary backgrounds across the University of Exeter (including anthropology, philosophy;,
sociology, geography, bioscience, psychology, animal behaviour and computer science),
whose research and teaching interests explore and address human interactions with other
living things.

EASE was founded in 2016 following a generous philanthropic donation to support the de-
velopment of our existing teaching provision and research expertise in Anthrozoology (con-
ceived broadly here as the multi-disciplinary, cross-cultural study of human interactions with
other animals).

Reframing Anthroozology as Symbiotic Ethics

The principal contention of the working group is that the recognition of other animals as
ethically significant beings is both a necessary part of a sound understanding of these inter-
actions and a moral imperative. Our particular model of qualitative Anthrozoology places
emphasis on (i) an empathetic ‘living with’ (symbiosis) or alongside other animals (either
physically, for example with companion animals, or indirectly, for example through ethical
consumerism), (ii) a respect for them as autonomous subjects, (iii) an attempt to grasp,
wherever possible, their perspectives as well as those of our human subjects, and (iv) a ho-
listic understanding of the context within which interactions occur. Moreover, we suggest that
(v) academic research concerned with understanding these trans-species interactions should
have some meaningful, practical application and ultimately improve the lives of our research
subjects. Consequently, we propose that Anthrozoology should be reframed as Symbiotic Eth-
ics, to acknowledge the intextricable connections we share with other life forms at a time
when our collective futures hang precariously in the balance.

EASE website

https://sociology.exeter.ac.uk/research/ease/
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Volume editor’s foreword:
Animal criminology
as zoozemiology

Jessica Groling

A NIMAL CRIMINOLOGY IS A FIELD OF STUDY
that lies at the intersection between the estab-
lished academic fields of Anthrozoology (the quali-
tative study of human-animal interactions) and
Criminology (the study of crime and how it is de-
fined, motivated and dealt with by society). The
particular version of Animal Criminology taught on
the MA Anthrozoology at the University of Exeter
frames Animal Criminology through the lens of Ze-
miology (from the Greek zemia, meaning harm), a
field that I have labelled Zoozemiology. The zemio-
logical lens acknowledges that other-than-human-
animals (henceforth animals) are largely disenfran-
chised in the anthropocentric socio-legal sphere and
that legalistic definitions of crime involving animals
more often frame them as property, criminals, haz-
ards and tools to be exploited than as victims of an-
thropogenic harms.

Zemiology is the study of social harms, where crime
and harm are acknowledged as social constructs
and criminological theory is recognised as the prod-
uct of a particular context and value framework.
Zoozemiology rejects a criminological enterprise
based on value-freedom and asserts that the only
way to escape a fundamentally anthropocentric
framing of the study of crime and to centre animals
and their moral worth is to focus on the study of
harm: how harms are codified, how they are em-
bedded within harmful social structures, and which

policies and practices either reproduce or challenge
them.

In doing so, Zoozemiology borrows from other harm-
based discourses and related fields, notably Green
Criminology (Beirne and South, 2007; Lynch and
Stretesky, 2003; 2014; Sollund, 2015), Nonspe-
ciesist Criminology (Beirne, 1999; Cazaux, 1999)
and Wildlife Criminology (Nurse and Wyatt, 2020),
all of which call for a study of harms irrespective of
their legal categorisation, thus broadening Animal
Criminology to include the study of socially and le-
gally accepted harms perpetrated by the various
components of the Animal-Industrial Complex, as
well as the legal but harmful/violent practices of an-
imal consumption, wildlife management, sport-
hunting, pet-keeping, and so on.

Contributions in brief

The papers in this volume highlight the need for this
zemiological lens. Some call for it explicitly, while
others expose the pitfalls of a more traditional focus
on crime defined in legalistic terms. The volume be-
gins with two papers about breed-specific legisla-
tion (BSL) in UK (Mills) and US (Malone) contexts.
Mills evidences the failures of the UK Dangerous
Dogs Act by way of a series of case studies of dogs
who are caught up in it, whose fate “has become
entangled with the fate of their guardians, regu-
lated by distinctions of social and economic capital”
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(p.11). Mills outlines the role of the media in whip-
ping-up moral panic around bull breeds, explains
the harm done by breed assessments and draws at-
tention to the social harm of stigma. Malone exam-
ines how BSL in the US context perpetuates the
myths surrounding pit bull-type dogs. She outlines
how they have been labelled dangerous according
to biological essentialisms and profiled according to
phenotypic identification, and how BSL has far-
reaching consequences for dogs and their guardi-
ans, not only in jurisdictions that have implemented
BSL but elsewhere as well. Both authors reject the
Lombrosian logic underlying the criminalisation of
particular dogs based solely on their physical char-
acteristics and highlight the physical and cultural
harms of BSL, before outlining concrete recommen-
dations and alternatives. This is particularly perti-
nent in light of recent legislation announced in the
UK to control so-called XL Bullies.

(Other-than-human) primate pet-keeping is an-
other area that is currently undergoing legal
changes in the UK, with the announcement of a new
licensing system that will require primate pet-keep-
ers to offer zoo-level standards of care. Sharma’s
paper in this volume questions the ethics of primate
pet-keeping, arguing that it is harmful to the pri-
mates themselves, as well as to their human care-
takers. Sharma lists factors that have contributed to
the popularity of primate pet-keeping and outlines
how the regulatory framework which is currently
still in effect in the UK is too ambiguous and insuf-
ficiently enforced to offer primates any real protec-
tion, which also raises concerns around the likely
impact of new regulations. Musser’s paper similarly
gets to the heart of what drives the demand for bob-
cat pet-keeping in the US and argues that the exist-
ing law is inconsistent and poorly enforced. Musser
calls on zoos and sanctuaries to lead by example
and not entice the public into keeping wild animals
as pets. Kong discusses the risks of unregulated cat-
keeping in animal holding facilities in Hong Kong,
including animal shelters, cat cafés and home
breeding facilities, arguing that many facilities in
this heterogeneous environment could fall through
the gaps if licensing systems and codes of practice
are not sufficiently inclusively worded, thus perpet-
uating existing harms.

The following five papers focus on harms involving
wildlife. Mulford’s paper outlines the peculiar legal
liminality of pheasants in the UK, reviewing several
recent legal challenges to their status. He discusses
the harms involved in the release of pheasants into
the countryside and makes a case against it on the
basis of environmental impact. Byrne continues the
focus on the UK shooting industry with a paper
about raptor persecution and driven grouse-shoot-
ing in North Yorkshire. Her paper illustrates some of
the failures and promises of partnerships working to
tackle this issue and draws attention to the prob-
lems of tackling wildlife crime in the absence of a
proper understanding of the extent of it. She con-
cludes by advocating for education and awareness-
raising to reduce tolerance for raptor persecution,
as well as an emphasis on greater deterrence
through stiffer penalties and more prosecutions, not
only of the direct perpetrators but also of their ena-
blers. Sprechler turns to the persecution of wolves
in Norway. She argues that Norwegian authorities
exhibit bias in their interpretation of the Bern Con-
vention’s stipulated obligations to promote conser-
vation. Taking a close look at the wording and in-
terpretation of legislation, Sprechler highlights how
it continues to permit the killing of critically endan-
gered wolves and ultimately calls into question the
weight of the Convention. Haratt-Slinn’s paper ex-
amines the case for legalising the trade in rhino
horn as a means of tackling the ongoing poaching
crisis. A controversial proposal that is fraught with
uncertainties around how different human stake-
holders might respond, it also requires the evalua-
tion and weighing of different harms when it comes
to the rhinos themselves. Continuing with a discus-
sion of the interrelations between the legal and ille-
gal trade in wildlife products, Querini’s paper ex-
amines boar hunting in Italy, looking at the effects
of recent legal changes and arguing that they facili-
tate exploitation and abuse, as well as a form of
‘meat laundering’.

Moving on to examine the harms involved in the an-
imal farming industry, Cowan’s paper focuses on
what she regards as the deliberate vagueness of UK
legislation governing farmed animal welfare, specif-
ically in relation to the concept of unnecessary suf-
fering. She adopts a zemiological and anti-speciesist



approach and outlines how diverse actors interpret
this concept. She argues that “[t]he extent to which
the concept of unnecessary suffering is imbued with
human self-interest means that reducing animal suf-
fering is achieved only to the limited extent that it
is profitable for business, affordable and desirable
for the consumer and inoffensive to the industry
and the public” (p.134). Matsaert goes on to dis-
cuss Carol Adams’ feminist-vegan theory and praxis
and the extent to which it could be used to argue
for the criminalisation of animal consumption. Pro-
posing that Adams’ theory could be seen as an im-
proved and more intersectional version of the link
theory (the suggestion that animal abuse is a pro-
verbial canary in the coalmine for interhuman vio-
lence) in the way that it draws connections between
varied forms of human and animal oppression, she
concludes that it could be used to defend the crimi-
nalisation of non-vegan dietary practices. However,
she draws attention to the risk of perpetuating a car-
ceral mindset. In the following paper, Stevens
“seeks to examine how the situational forces of the
industrialised, profit-driven slaughterhouse indus-
try (particularly in the US) legitimise the abuse of
animals” (p.150). Criticising link theory from a sit-
uationist and anti-speciesist perspective, she re-
views existing research into the correlations be-
tween slaughterhouse work and inter-human vio-
lence. Although she notes that these studies cannot
conclude that slaughterhouse employment causes
psychopathological impacts (as opposed to attract-
ing individuals with existing propensities for harm),
she advocates for greater attention to the ways in
which the situational forces in the slaughterhouse
desensitise workers to the act of harming other ani-
mals. Gerberich uses an explicitly green crimino-
logical approach to critique industrial animal agri-
culture in the US on the grounds of its contribution
to global warming and the lack of accountability
taken for this harm by the industry, the harms in-
flicted on humans employed in the industry, as well
as the ‘inherent criminality’ of the slaughterhouse.
She states that “[t]he reality is that most anti-cru-
elty laws do very little to address the misery and
suffering that factory farmed animals endure”
(p.163).

The penultimate paper in this volume turns to the
way in which the animal-industrial complex has
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cracked down on activists working to highlight the
harms of industrialised animal agriculture and the
use of animals in laboratories. With a focus on the
advent of ag-gag legislation and the discursive con-
struction of anti-vivisection activists as ecoterror-
ists, Buck’s paper shows how “[t]he law has been
weaponised and politicised against activists, as a
fluctuating toolkit to continue the commodification
and exploitation of animals by quashing subversion
and radical effective activism on behalf of animals”
(p.178). Walker’s contribution wraps up this vol-
ume by reiterating the distinction between the law
and morality. Evaluating Sea Shepherd Conserva-
tion Society’s (SSCS) direct action campaign to pro-
tect marine life in the Southern Ocean, Walker ar-
gues that whereas SSCS had no legal authority for
its campaign, it did have sufficient moral authority.
He concludes by questioning “if the law is insuffi-
ciently backed by moral imperative, how should in-
dividuals and potential activists relate to it?”
(p.191)

About the EASE Working Paper
Series

This volume is a thematic special issue of the Exeter
Anthrozoology as Symbiotic Ethics (EASE) Working
Paper Series, which was founded as a platform for
postgraduate researchers and early career academ-
ics to engage with the EASE aims and ethos. The
EASE Working Group reframes Anthrozoology as
Symbiotic Ethics to acknowledge the inextricable
connections humans have with other lifeforms at a
time when our collective futures hang precariously
in the balance.

Specifically, the EASE Working Group’s model of An-

throzoology places an emphasis on:

(D an empathetic ‘living with’ (symbiosis)
or alongside other animals,

(ii) a respect for other animals as autono-
mous subjects,

(iii) an attempt to grasp, wherever possible,
the perspectives of our other-than-hu-
man research subjects, as well as those
of our human subjects,

(iv) a holistic understanding of the context

which interactions

within occur,
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W) and promotion of academic research
concerned with understanding these
trans-species interactions that has
some meaningful, practical application
and ultimately improves the lives of our
research subjects.

More can be read about the EASE ethos and the
aims of the Working Paper Series in the introduction
to its inaugural volume (Hurn and Stone, 2023).

I am indebted to a wonderful team of peer-review-
ers who contributed their time and expertise in
helping to shape the papers that make up this vol-
ume, specifically Paul Keil, Kate Marx, Molly
Sumridge, Kristine Hill, Brian Rappert, Andrew
Mitchell, Jes Hooper, Louise Hayward, Robin Fiore,
Nathan Stephens-Griffin, Yancen Diemberger, Nigel
Pleasants, Katja Guenther, Alex Badman-King, Fen-
ella Eason, Emily Stone and Sam Hurn.

About the editor

Dr Jessica Groling is a Lecturer in Anthrozoology at
the University of Exeter, whose primary research in-
terests are united by the theme of transgression:
transgressive other-than-human animals (concepts
such as hybridity, pestilence, invasiveness, liminal-
ity and moral panic) and humans whose transgres-
sive actions harm or advocate for other animals. She
has a particular interest in the role of data and evi-
dence in wildlife crime policing and has worked
with a range of partners, including Badger Trust,
Natural England and ICE on projects to do with
wildlife crime reporting and mental modelling of
human-wildlife conflict. Jess is herself a wildlife
crime monitor and has served as a witness for a
number of successful prosecutions in recent years.
As a scholar-activist, she is also passionately com-
mitted to methods of crime prevention that don’t
rely on the fraught legal system. On the MA Anthro-
zoology at Exeter she convenes modules on animal
criminology, human-wildlife conflict and represen-
tations of other animals. She is also a member of the
EASE Working Group.
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Have the promises of breed-specific
legislation been borne out?
A critical evaluation of
the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991

Penny Mills

Abstract: This paper uses case studies to examine the effectiveness and impact of the UK
Dangerous Dogs Act 1991. It argues that the Act has failed in its aim of reducing the
number of dog bite injuries and has instead led to the unwarranted destruction of many
dogs, one thousand in the first five years of the Act coming into force alone, often based
solely on their appearance and the characteristics of their guardians. The use of breed-
specific legislation is argued to be punitive, operating in an arbitrary manner and out-
dated, following recent changes in breed guardianship trends and dog bite statistics. Given
the well-evidenced failure of the Act, the paper concludes that it should be repealed and
replaced with legislation and educational programmes based on behaviour rather than
breed and concentrating on the human end of the lead rather than the canine.

HE UNITED KINGDOM DANGEROUS DOGS

Act (hereafter DDA or the Act) was passed in
1991 as a response to a number of well-publicised
dog (Canis familiaris) attacks on humans, including
one child fatality (Goodwin, 1991), and growing
media attention to the ‘problem’ of out-of-control
and dangerous dogs causing fear and alarm in the
UK (Joyce, 1989; Schoon, 1990). The Act was
drafted and passed rapidly, taking only six weeks to
become law (McCarthy, 2016). The Conservative
government of the time, in their third term in
power, were led by John Major. The political and so-
cial climate was one of unrest, widespread unem-
ployment and economic turmoil, with certain
groups feeling victimised and harassed. Discourse
around benefit scroungers, underclasses and feck-
less youth was prominent (Brindle, 1989; Dodd,
1990; Thompson, 1989). Some commentators view

these particular social conditions as a catalyst for
the Act, with the designation of certain dogs and
guardians as dangerous and animalistic as a contin-
uation of Victorian concerns, bound up with the
need to control the working classes (McCarthy,
2016). The Act included breed-specific legislation
(BSL), making certain breeds of dog illegal to own.

This paper will look at the impact of the DDA on
subsequent dog attack rates and the consequences
of BSL for the dogs involved, as well as for their
guardians, using case studies to illustrate the struc-
ture of the Act and its enforcement. For consistency,
the term ‘guardian’ will be used throughout the pa-
per to indicate the human who has a primary rela-
tionship with and assumes responsibility for the
dog, except when making direct quotes from other
authors or citing legislation.
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The Act and its breed-specific pro-
visions

Section 1 of the Act made breed-specific provision
relating to “dogs bred for fighting”, originally listed
as the Pit Bull Terrier (henceforth PBT) and the Jap-
anese Tosa, with the Dogo Argentino and Fila Bra-
sileiro added by statutory instrument in August
1991 (The Dangerous Dogs [Designated Types] Order
1991).

Under Section 1 of the DDA:

(2) No person shall —

a) breed, or breed from, a dog to which this sec-
tion applies;

b) sell or exchange such a dog or offer, advertise
or expose such a dog for sale or exchange;

¢) make or offer to make a gift of such a dog or
advertise or expose such a dog as a gift;

d) allow such a dog of which he is the owner or
of which he is for the time being in charge to
be in a public place without being muzzled
and kept on a lead; or

e) abandon such a dog of which he is the owner
or, being the owner or for the time being in
charge of such a dog, allow it to stray.

(Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 c.65 Section 1)

The legislation made it an offence to be in posses-
sion of one of the named breeds, and destruction
orders could be issued to all such dogs found. Ex-
emptions were introduced following widespread
concern over these blanket measures, via an amend-
ment to the Act in 1997 (Dangerous Dogs [Amend-
ment] Act 1997). The exemptions allowed courts to
use discretion and guardians to retain their dogs if
certain conditions were met (Clayson, 1997). Dogs
could be exempted if they passed an assessment of
temperament, the legal guardian was considered ‘a
fit and proper person’, they were neutered, muz-
zled, kept on a leash in a public place and covered
by third party insurance (Dangerous Dogs (Amend-
ment) Act 1997).

This paper will now look at a number of case studies
chosen to illustrate the enforcement of the Act and
its effects on dogs and their guardians. Where pho-
tographs have not been used, the names of the dogs
have been changed to respect the anonymity of the

dogs and their guardians. Similar examples can be
seen on many animal welfare organisation websites.

Otis

Otis (figure 1) was seized shortly after the Act was
passed and his case set a precedent for future inter-
pretation and enforcement of the Act. Otis was
seized from the back of his guardian’s car in Decem-
ber 1991, following a routine traffic stop, as one of
the officers felt he looked like a banned breed (DDA
Watch, 2023). His guardian was charged with hav-
ing a banned breed of dog unmuzzled and un-
leashed in a public place. In July 1992 Otis was
found to be ‘of type’ in a magistrates’ court and a
destruction order was issued. His guardian was
found guilty of an offence under Section 1 of the
Dangerous Dogs Act 1991.

The fight for Otis continued but repeated judgments
did not grant his freedom. In 1993 the Court of Ap-
peal ruled that for the purposes of the DDA the back
seat of a car on a public highway could be consid-
ered a public place, making the initial seizure of Otis
lawful (London Criminal Courts and Solicitors’ As-
sociation, 1993). A judicial review held in June
1994 ruled that it was not necessary for the prose-
cution to provide any evidence of breed. This con-
firmed Section 5(5) of the Act, which reverses the
burden of proof relating to the dog’s type. In addi-
tion, the case of Brock v DPP established that a dog
was a pit bull:

[...] so long as its characteristics substantially
conformed to the standard set for the breed by
the American Dog Breeders Association
(ABDA), even though it did not meet the
standard in every respect, (R v Crown Court at
Knightsbridge ex parte Dunne; Brocke v Direc-
tor of Public Prosecutions [1993] 4 AIl ER
491) (The Crown Prosecution Service, 2021).
This made the DDA unprecedented in UK legisla-
tion, as it reversed the presumption of innocence. In
January 1996, the European Commission further
found that the ruling was in keeping with the Euro-
pean Convention on Human Rights (EHRLR, 1996).

From a lay perspective, the seizure of Otis, a dog
peacefully sleeping in a car, may seem bizarre, but
Cohen’s (2002) work on folk devils and moral pan-
ics is useful in analysing such events. Following Co-
hen, the DDA contributed to the categorisation of



certain types of dogs and their guardians as danger-
ous and threatening. The attacks were newsworthy
in a number of ways: they represented bad news
and the impact was high on both those attacked and
on the local communities involved (Galtung and
Ruge 1965; Harcup and O’Neill, 2017). The attacks
were surprising in the context of dogs being viewed
as domestic family pets but also contributed to the
discourses of the time, linking gang activity, dog
fighting and a growing underclass that potentially
threatened social stability (Harding, 2012).

There were calls for action from both media and
politicians, with certain types of dogs and guardians
becoming folk devils and the generation of moral
panic requiring state intervention in the form of leg-
islation and criminalisation. This was achieved by
the DDA. In this case, though, the very existence of
some animals was being questioned, alongside a
continued focus on young men as a cause of moral
panic and site of pervasive threat (Cohen, 2002).

However, both Harding (2012) and Maher and Pier-
point (2011) point out the positive aspects of dog
guardianship for marginalised groups and the
downplaying of these in discourses surrounding
dangerous dogs. Maher and Pierpoint (2011) argue
that young men also gain companionship and a fo-
cus for socialising with their dogs. They describe the
evidence linking bull breed ownership with crimi-
nality as vague and inconclusive, with dogs poten-
tially providing social capital for their guardians
within their own social groups.

Researchers such as McCarthy (2016: 565) view the
DDA as the latest in a long tradition of targeting and
labelling of the working classes as lacking and de-
generate, particularly in reference to young men:

Constructions of dangerous dogs have also fil-
tered into the conduct of the owners, who as a
consequence of owning a certain breed of
banned dog can be subject to punishment by
the state.
I agree with McCarthy (2016: 566) that the govern-
ment of the day were keen to ensure the ‘Green
Welly Brigade’ were not affected by the legislation
being applied to their family companions or work-
ing dogs. The notion of the Green Welly Brigade is
taken from a comment made by the then Home Sec-
retary, Kenneth Baker, when the legislation was be-
ing developed (Hallsworth, 2011: 401). The phrase
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encapsulates Baker’s aim to introduce legislation
which targeted undesirable dogs and their guardi-
ans whilst leaving uncensored those seen as legiti-
mate animal guardians and allowing the continua-
tion of their activities and lifestyles unquestioned. It
has been argued that this desire to leave some sec-
tions of society untouched by the Act was responsi-
ble for the reluctance to introduce mandatory regis-
tration (Goodwin, 1991; Sage, 1991; Schoon
1990). Podberscek (1994) points out that PBTs were
recent incomers to the UK and thus less supported
by pedigree Kennel Club affiliation and working his-
tory than breeds such as German Shepherds.

Hallsworth (2011) continues this argument, point-
ing out the lack of voices to speak up for PBTs and
viewing the legislation as part of a wider class war,
with echoes of the unrespectable poor. He sees the
Act “as direct expression of the disproportionate
and unequal power relations that humans exercise
over animals in their care” (Hallsworth, 2011: 401).
He goes further, accusing the UK government of at-
tempting a canine genocide, stating that “[t]he vic-
tim here is a dog that has found itself subject to a
staggering degree of inhumanity on the part of so-
ciety that has lost all moral bearings in relation to
its relations with non-humans” (2011: 392).

It seems then that Otis may have been one of the
first casualties of a politicised and media-driven
panic concerning the dangerousness of certain dogs
and their guardians. Otis was killed on 8% February
1996 after four years of solitary confinement and
multiple legal arguments (DDA Watch, 2023).

Tyrone

Tyrone provides an example of the arbitrary yet
rigid nature of the Act. Tyrone featured in The Dog
Rescuers, a Channel 5 programme that followed the
work of RSPCA officers (BBC, 2014). Following his
rescue, Tyrone was assessed and accepted as a
trainee police dog by the Avon and Somerset police
force. Unfortunately, the force’s Dog Liaison Officer
identified Tyrone as a PBT-type and he was returned
to the RSPCA kennels and killed (BBC, 2014).

Assessment of type is usually carried out by Dog Li-
aison Officers working for the local police or coun-
cil, with independent assessors sometimes em-
ployed where there is doubt or disagreement. As-
sessment of seized dogs centres around a series of
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measurements and ratios, taken from a 1972 Amer-
ican breed type leaflet, the Pit Bull Gazette (What
Do They Know, 2019). DEFRA guidance for enforc-
ers states that while “the law does not require a sus-
pected PBT to fit the description perfectly, it does
require there to be a substantial number of charac-
teristics present so that it can be considered ‘more’
PBT than any other type of dog” (DEFRA, 2009: 14).

The identification guidelines provide no guidance
for the assessment of temperament, despite this be-
ing a central component of the American Pit Bull
Gazette breed description on which the UK guide-
lines were based (What Do They Know, 2019). An
assessment of temperament is usually made along-
side assessment of type, with the outcome of one
potentially affecting the outcome of the other and
the recommendations made. For Tyrone, despite
having a second chance at life and the potential to
act as an ambassador for bull breeds, his life was
ended based on his physical measurements. He was
killed for his physical attributes, despite having be-
haved impeccably.

This case also highlights another common issue: the
difficulty faced by both guardians and authorities in
knowing whether a dog may be considered a PBT.
Webster and Farnworth (2019) found that the abil-
ity to identify banned breeds of dog was very low
amongst the UK public, with even those working
with dogs struggling at times to identify PBT dogs
correctly. Hoffman et al. (2014) produced similar
findings in their comparison between the abilities of
UK and US shelter workers in identifying PBTs,
highlighting that in the UK dogs were more likely to
be classified as Staffordshire Bull Terriers than PBTs
by shelter workers than in the US. They also noted
that shelter staff would often categorise dogs as an-
other similar breed, rather than PBT, in an effort to
improve chances of rehoming.

This uncertainty and subjective assessment of breed
type is particularly unsatisfactory when applied to
very young puppies, with organisations such as the
RSPCA (2023) pointing out the damage done to
puppies seized and held in kennels for long periods
at a crucial time for their development and sociali-
sation. They, along with others, have also raised
concerns around the welfare of dogs in police ken-
nels and the ability of such kennels to meet the dogs’
needs, pointing to the potential conflict between the

DDA and the Animal Welfare Act 2006. Some dog
behaviourists have called for an independent in-
spection regime (Howell, 2023). In other cases, vets
have highlighted the inability of kennel staff to dis-
tinguish between behavioural issues and neurologi-
cal illness requiring urgent treatment (Shepherd,
2010).

Lack of knowledge about the Act in general was
noted by Oxley et al. (2012) in their study, which
contacted UK dog guardians and interested parties
via online forums and convenience sampling in lo-
cations commonly used for dog walking. They
found that 21.4% of those questioned could not
name a single banned breed and that 81.9% felt that
the Act should be improved and more information
be made available. This finding supports my conten-
tion that for many PBT guardians their dog is a fam-
ily companion rather than a PBT. The situation of
PBTs as mixed-breed, non-pedigree dogs means that
many are available at relatively low cost from local
or accidental litters and with potentially no indica-
tions at birth that they may grow to be an illegal
breed. This could be argued to feed into the political
and class-based aspects of folk devil narratives, with
guardians of PBT-type dogs judged as being of lower
income and living in more economically-deprived
areas (McCarthy, 2016: 565).

Tyson: An exempted dog

Tyson’s (figure 2) story highlights the difficulties
faced by exempted dogs and the rescue organisa-
tions trying to preserve life and rehome those
caught in this legislative web. Tyson is an exempted
dog who, due to a legal change in 2015 (The Dan-
gerous Dogs Exemption Schemes [England and Wales]
Order 2015), can now be rehomed with a new
keeper, provided they can meet the exemption con-
ditions and prove their involvement with the dog
prior to the transfer of guardianship (The Crown
Prosecution Service, 2021). Proving exemption and
complying with the requirements may incur consid-
erable expenses for legal fees, independent assess-
ments and veterinary costs for neutering and insur-
ance. For dogs who are allowed home, they and
their guardians may face considerable stigma due to
the requirements for the dog to be muzzled and on
lead in all public spaces.



Patronek, Twining and Arluke (2000) studied the
stigma associated with PBT guardianship in the US.
Stigma, as conceptualised by Goffman (2009), pro-
vides another way to frame the experiences of PBTs
and their guardians under the DDA. Goffman
(2009: 14) proposes three different types of stigma:

First there are abominations of the body — the
various physical deformities. Next there are
blemishes of individual character [...]. Finally
there are the tribal stigma of race, nation and
religion.
For the PBT, all three of Goffman’s stigma types
seem to be present, with defects of character and
membership of an undesirable class ascribed purely
on their physical characteristics. Patronek, Twining
and Arluke (2000) found several methods used to
try and manage breed stigma, including passing the
dog off as another breed, debunking adverse media,
use of humour, restricting behaviour perceived as
breed-typical and becoming breed ambassadors.
These methods bear comparison with the excusing
tactics used by guardians when their dogs fail to
meet behavioural expectations, as described by
Sanders (1990). However, in the case of the PBT
there has been no rule-breaking or boundary-cross-
ing other than their existence. Of course, what is
stigmatising for one group may be viewed positively
by another. Some find satisfaction and advantage in
the guardianship of a large, powerful breed of dog,
in much the same way as others do by owning a
pedigree breed (Harding, 2012). For others, the vil-
ified position and vulnerability of the pit bull may
lead to empathy and a desire to protect and posi-
tively represent the dogs. Since the introduction of
the Act, many groups have appeared, advocating,
offering advice and calling for the end of BSL on be-
half of banned dogs and their guardians, exhibiting
what Goffman (2009: 137) describes as “in-group
alignment”.

For Tyson, life goes on, albeit in a restricted and un-
certain way. However, the fuzziness of the BSL PBT
boundaries also leads to the branding of many large
cross-breed dogs, accompanied by guardians with
little observable social capital (Bourdieu and
Wacquant, 2013), as dangerous, with sometimes fa-
tal consequences for the animals involved.
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Mel and Midge

Mel and Midge were not direct victims of BSL but
are an example of the inappropriate invocation of
the DDA, the danger of overzealous enforcement
and the subjective nature of judgements surround-
ing dogs in the UK today. Mel and Midge (hereafter
M&M) were shot by armed police officers following
reports of an altercation between them and another
dog whose guardian was injured. The case caused a
social media storm, followed by a burst of main-
stream media criticism of the killings and protests
from activist and animal welfare groups (Animal
Rising, 2023; Jolly, 2023; Price and Prosser, 2023;
Prosser, 2023). Video footage emerged (Burn,
2023) which showed the other dogs and their
guardian uninjured, and M&M seemingly showing
no aggressive behaviour, being led back to their boat
by their guardian. They were followed by police
who eventually killed both dogs and charged their
guardian with an offence under the DDA.

The case of M&M illustrates the arbitrary and sub-
jective nature of assigning breed type and charac-
teristics based only on a spontaneous assessment of
both dog and guardian by officers on the ground.
This potentially leads to a whole cohort of dogs who
are “not considered a useful dog in society” (Pod-
berscek, 1994: 239). Podberscek argues that dogs
such as these exist on a tightrope, with attacks on
humans perceived as extreme forms of betrayal by
a companion animal considered a family member.
This theme fits with Mouton et al.’s (2019) conten-
tion that attacks by dogs are often reported as devi-
ancy on the part of both animal and guardian rather
than a health issue. There are indicators of this in
the reporting of the M&M case, with the guardian’s
homelessness being reported but unexplored, along
with previous conflicts with other dogs and a dis-
qualification from guardianship. We are reminded
that the guardian does not quite fit the ‘responsible’
stereotype. This point is illustrated in DEFRA
(2009) guidance on dangerous dogs, where the as-
sociation of breed choice and criminality are made
explicit:
Enforcers should be aware that often there is a
link between people involved in the irrespon-

sible ownership of dogs or illegal breeding and
selling of s1 prohibited dogs and other anti-so-
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cial or criminal behaviour or activities. There-
fore the police service is best placed to investi-
gate allegations and suspected offences under
this Act.
A further example of this is the requirement for the
guardian of any banned breed to be a fit and proper
person. Qualities suggested by the Sentencing
Council (2016) may include the absence of criminal
convictions or penalty notices, suitable premises
and no previous breaches of court orders. This is an
example of the conflation of human behaviour with
that of the other-than-human animal and a feature
of the tendency to portray these dogs and their
guardians as dangerous and criminal.

Coverage of cases such as M&M'’s also illustrates the
capacity of social media to challenge dominant dis-
courses. Where van Dijk (1993: 249) highlights “the
role of discourse in the (re)production and chal-
lenge of dominance”, as imposed from above and
resisted from below, social media storms can be
seen as challenges to top-down discourse (Araujo
and van der Meer, 2020). The case of M&M cer-
tainly shows the power of social media to circulate
stories widely. It also illustrates the importance and
influence of language and discourse in defining the
issue. However, like mainstream news, social media
moves on quickly, and as Cohen (2011: 240) states,
“serious issues [are] now surrendered to the aes-
thetics of Twitter — sporadic, mindless and staccato
yelps rather than the heavy, doom-laden and pro-
tracted howls of the classic moral panic”.

Thus, whilst social media may represent the democ-
ratisation of media (Chadwick, 2017), its impact on
eventual outcomes may be negligible due to the
speed with which attention moves on. It may be that
the power of the M&M story was its illustration of
the unseen aspects of the enforcement of the Act,
highlighting that judgement and life or death deci-
sions could be made purely on appearance. It shone
light on the speed with which dogs can be destroyed
based on subjective assessment at a high stress mo-
ment. M&M did not appear to be monsters in the
videos that were circulated, but even when video
footage seems irrefutable, outcomes may differ
widely depending on the perceived circumstances
of the individuals concerned and their ability to
frame events to be supportive, requiring access to

social capital and knowledge (Bourdieu, 1989;
Bourdieu and Wacquant, 2013).

Has it worked?

Based on all the measures presented here, the Act
has not succeeded. Early on, Klaassen et al. (1996)
compared hospital attendance rates for dog bites at
an urban Accident and Emergency department for
the years 1991 and 1994, finding that the Act had
no impact on attendance rates. A more recent study
by Tulloch et al. (2021: 9), which examined hospital
episode data for the years between 1998 and 2018,
found the following:

The Incidence of dog bites in children has
stayed consistently high over twenty years,
whilst incidence in adults has tripled. Despite
sustained education and preventative cam-
paigns across large parts of society, the issue of
dog bites continues to grow.
In a separate study, Tulloch et al. (2023) found that
deaths from dog attacks had remained stable be-
tween 2001 and 2021, with 81% of bites resulting
in death inflicted within the home. The authors
acknowledge methodological issues related to the
use of hospital data, calling for improved methods
of recording data on dog bite incidents. It should be
mentioned that deaths from dog bites have shown a
marked increase during 2022, including 10 fatali-
ties (Tulloch and Westgarth, 2023), although it is
too early to know whether this is a trend that may
continue. Banned breeds are also not dying out,
with 3595 dogs on the exempt register according to
DEFRA (2022), a number not decreasing despite
mandatory neutering.

The way forward: Responsible
guardianship

The failure of the DDA to reduce dog bite rates and
a recent increase in attack-related fatalities has led
to calls for a change in approach in recent years
(British Veterinary Society, 2022; The Blue Cross,
2023; The Kennel Club, 2023). The All-Party Parlia-
mentary Dog Advisory Welfare Group (APDAWG)
has been meeting since 2018 and commissioning re-
search into ways of reducing dog bite rates (Nurse
et al., 2021). Results from these activities, alongside
observation of approaches in other countries, such
as those described by Mouton et al. (2019), have led



to calls for a move away from BSL towards respon-
sible dog ownership. The APDAWG-commissioned
report (Nurse et al., 2021) calls for greater public
education, dog registration, improved recording
and greater use of preventative enforcement
measures. Other suggestions include further regula-
tion of those who provide training to dogs and
guardians and a statutory duty to be placed on au-
thorities in relation to enforcement. Parkinson, Her-
ring and Gould (2023) follow a similar pattern,
highlighting the limitations of the DDA but also the
underlying perceptions and discourses surrounding
canine behaviour and the lack of consensus and po-
tential over-confidence of dog guardians in their be-
lief that their dog would never be aggressive. Both
studies call for better education and public infor-
mation, along with an end to BSL.

The Calgary approach (The City of Calgary News-
room, 2021) to reducing dog bites, which also
places responsible ownership at its heart, has been
recognised as having value. There are pilot pro-
grammes, such as Taking the Lead (Merseyside Po-
lice, 2023), currently underway that are based on
education and empowerment rather than censure
and prohibition. As an extension of or replacement
for BSL, in an effort to decrease dog bite rates, the
concept of responsible guardianship is an attractive
one. It carries echoes of good citizenship and social
contracts. There is a danger, however, that it be-
comes another slogan, devoid of practical applica-
tion and precise meaning, or that it reinforces the
differential application of sanctions against the
‘wrong sort’ of dogs and their families. Westgarth et
al. (2019) question the very concept of responsible
dog guardianship, pointing out that in their study
most guardians self-identified as responsible whilst
simultaneously exhibiting a wide range of behav-
iours in relation to their companions.

It seems, then, that the fate of some dogs, bull
breeds in particular, has become entangled with the
fate of their guardians, regulated by distinctions of
social and economic capital (Bourdieu and
Wacquant, 2013). Kenneth Baker (1993) succeeded
in producing legislation that enables the tight con-
trol and punishment of a wide range of dog guardi-
ans whilst not disrupting the activities of the Green
Welly Brigade. Some argue that the protection of
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this group is also the reason behind the sudden re-
cent withdrawal of the proposed Kept Animals Bill
(Swinford, 2023) and is reflected in different legal
outcomes for defendants from different social
groups (Murray, 2023; Press Association, 2013). If
responsible guardianship is to create change then it
needs to encompass dogs of all types and their
guardians, families and trainers, recognising the
huge variations in individual characteristics and cul-
tural approaches that can exist, whilst retaining a
central aim of the protection of all animals from hu-
man harm.

Conclusion

The Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 has not succeeded in
its aim of reducing the number of dog attacks. It
continues to be a contentious piece of legislation
that I argue owes as much to a desire to regulate
certain sections of the human population as to
achieving lasting change in the way dogs are both
controlled and cared for in the UK. The position of
PBTs, having no official breed recognition or affilia-
tion, and their association with criminality and low
social status, helps to render them targets for con-
trol and elimination via the Act (Hallsworth, 2011).

The lack of definition applied to these dogs pushes
them beyond the borders of acceptability, outside
the usual boundaries of society and beyond the so-
cial contract. BSL helps to create as ‘other’ a whole
class of dogs, who are, as McCarthy (2016: 567)
states, “guilty unless proven safe and under control”
as soon as they are born. The requirement to de-
stroy any PBT found homeless deprives them of
even the status of a rescue dog, deeming them un-
worthy of both companion animal and even prop-
erty status and rendering them killable waste.

Interventions to reduce rates of dog bites or attacks
need to consider the health of the dogs concerned
as a primary outcome, alongside the wellbeing of
the humans with whom they share their lives. Sadly,
despite the current work on more effective ap-
proaches to reducing levels of dog bite injury in the
UK, the Prime Minister announced on 15" Septem-
ber 2023 that another breed would be added to the
DDA. This has already led to protests and wide-
spread expression of concern from animal welfare
groups and dog owners (Dogs Trust, 2023; RSPCA,
2023; The Blue Cross, 2023). It is again the case
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that these dogs have no breed standard, meaning
that identification may remain subjective and any
large bull breed dog may be made a target of con-
trol. On past evidence, it seems unlikely that this
approach will lead to a rapid reduction in dog at-
tacks but will instead result in the loss of lives and
loving relationships between humans and canines
who have committed no crime but to look a certain
way.
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Figure 1. Photograph of Otis.
Reproduced with kind permission from DDA Watch (2023).

Figure 2. Photograph of Tyson.
Reproduced with kind permission from DDA Watch (2023).
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Dangerous dogs? Pit bulls and breed-
specific legislation in the US

Mariah Malone

Abstract: Regulation of dog ownership according to breed, referred to as breed-specific
legislation (BSL), has become increasingly controversial in recent years. Ostensibly imple-
mented to reduce the rate of dog bite-related injuries and fatalities in humans, the efficacy
and ethics of breed-discriminatory policies have come into question as BSL has become
more prevalent. Although there is significant divergence in the exact parameters of BSL,
breed-discriminatory policies overwhelmingly label pit bull-type dogs as dangerous, result-
ing in the criminalisation of dogs that align with the pit bull phenotype, regardless of their
behaviour. This perpetuates the mythology surrounding pit bull-type dogs. This breed-based
approach to the identification and prosecution of dangerous dogs is unsubstantiated and
has proven ineffective. Breed-neutral approaches can successfully mitigate dog bite-related
injuries and fatalities without targeting and punishing dogs due to their appearance alone.

HE TERM BREED-SPECIFIC LEGISLATION

(BSL) refers to any legislation which regulates
the ownership of certain dogs on the basis of breed
alone. Known alternatively, and perhaps more accu-
rately, as breed-discriminatory legislation, BSL
places restrictions or even prohibitions on certain
breeds and breed mixes which are considered dan-
gerous or potentially dangerous (National Canine
Research Council, NCRC, 2020a). First enacted in
the United States during the 1980s, the ostensible
intention of breed-specific legislation is to reduce
the incidence of dog bite-related injuries and fatali-
ties in humans (Jones, 2017). Currently, while it is
not federally enforced and thus not established na-
tion-wide, breed-specific legislation is implemented
in many states, counties and cities across the US
(DogsBite.org, 2021; NCRC, 2020b).

The imposition of breed-specific legislation is highly
controversial. In recent years, many organisations,
including the American Society for the Prevention
of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA, 2022), the American
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Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA, 2022), the
American Veterinary Society of Animal Behavior
(AVSAB, 2014) and the Humane Society of the
United States (HSUS, 2023), have publicly de-
nounced BSL due to concerns regarding both the ef-
ficacy and ethics of breed-discriminatory policies.
Nevertheless, some prominent non-profit organisa-
tions, including People for the Ethical Treatment of
Animals (PETA, 2023) and DogsBite.org (2023), are
vocal advocates for breed-specific policies, exhort-
ing their necessity. These opposing narratives are in-
finitely reiterated, with conflicting opinions saturat-
ing the media and permeating American culture (Ili-
opoulou, Carleton and Reese, 2019).

This paper will examine the realities of existing
breed-specific legislation within the US context: ex-
ploring inconsistencies in how dangerous dogs are
defined and identified, exposing inherent bias by
analysing how ambiguous and sensationalist lan-
guage criminalises and mythologises pit bull-type
dogs, deconstructing problematic assumptions and
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misconceptions behind common justifications for
breed-based approaches, investigating the conse-
quences of BSL, and finally proposing breed-neutral
alternatives for the mitigation of dog bite-related in-
cidents.

Breed-discriminatory policies

Analysing breed-discriminatory policies is a com-
plex issue. Since breed-specific legislation is not im-
plemented nationally, the exact parameters diverge
considerably between areas of enforcement, which
means there are a significant number of variables to
account for when evaluating across contexts. In
many places, BSL constitutes an outright breed ban.
In other words, the specified breeds or mixes may
not be kept for any reason within the boundaries of
the enforcing city, county or state. In some in-
stances, prohibited breeds are even restricted from
travelling through areas with BSL (Walden, 2012).
Alternatively, BSL may entail particular regulations
surrounding the included breeds and mixes. Dogs
may need to be sterilised by a certain age, kept
leashed and muzzled in public and have a form of
permanent identification (such as canine tattoos or
microchips); owners may be compelled to obtain
special permits or liability insurance; and properties
containing ‘dangerous’ dogs (which can be required
to meet precise confinement specifications) may
have to be posted with warning signs (NCRC,
2020a; Walden, 2012). Some policies also establish
age minimums for ownership or handling of the
specified breeds and mixes and incorporate manda-
tory training for owners and their dogs (NCRC,
2020a). Disparity also exists across the penalties for
violations. Offending owners may simply be fined,
or they may face criminal prosecution and incarcer-
ation, dogs may be seized, impounded or even eu-
thanised if determined to be of a designated ‘dan-
gerous’ breed or mix, and if owners cannot present
evidence to the contrary (or ensure their ability to
swiftly and permanently relocate the dog), they
may not be able to recover their companion (Wal-
den, 2012).

Describing ‘dangerous dogs’

In addition to these policy discrepancies, breed-spe-
cific legislation exhibits variation in the classifica-
tion of ‘dangerous’ dogs. While there is no standard
list of breeds included in BSL, there are severa

breeds and breed types which are commonly speci-
fied: wolf hybrids and wolf-like breeds, working and
guardian breeds, mastiffs and bully breeds (Jones,
2017). Often, mixes or apparent mixes of these
breeds are also included, as are a number of other
informal breeds within these categories that are not
officially recognised by kennel clubs, such as the
American Bandogge, Catahoula Bull Dog, Fila Bra-
sileiro, Presa Mallorquin and Wolfhound (NCRC,
2020a). However, pit bulls are overwhelmingly the
primary targets of breed-specific legislation (Bar-
nett, 2017). The term ‘pit bull’ refers not to an Indi-
vidual breed but rather to a type. It incorporates
several defined breeds: predominately the Ameri-
can Pit Bull Terrier, the American Staffordshire Ter-
rier and the Staffordshire Bull Terrier (Jones, 2017).
These three breeds are related, but a number of
other similar breeds are often labelled as pit bulls
and this ambiguity is not always clarified in breed-
specific legislation (Walden, 2012). Additionally,
breed-discriminatory policies often rely on vague
phrasing to incorporate mixed-breed dogs into their
definitions (Barnett, 2017). The Sparta Municipal
Code, for Sparta, Tennessee, defines the pit bull as
“[a]lny dog which has the appearance and charac-
teristics of being predominantly of the breeds of bull
terrier, Staffordshire bull terrier, American pit bull
terrier, American Staffordshire terrier, and any other
breed commonly known as pit bulls, pit bull dogs or
pit bull terriers; or a combination of any of these
breeds”.

Reference to American Kennel Club (AKC) and
United Kennel Club (UKC) standards is also com-
monly utilised, with any dogs that ‘substantially
conform’ to the established breed standards for
American Pit Bull Terriers, American Staffordshire
Terriers, and/or Staffordshire Bull Terriers, or which
“[display] the majority of physical traits” of one or
more of those breeds (The Municipal Code of Council
Bluffs, Iowa; Independence, Missouri, Code of Ordi-
nances $S3.03.006) in that they are ‘partially’ identi-
fiable as such (Enumclaw, Washington, Municipal
Code; Wheeling, West Virginia, Municipal Code),
qualifying as pit bulls. This wording casts a signifi-
cantly wider net: according to the official breed
standards, all three breeds are muscular, with short,
smooth coats (most colours and markings are al-



lowed) and collectively they range in size from ap-
proximately 24-70 pounds (AKC 2022a; 2022b;
UKC, 2017). Numerous other recognised breeds ex-
ist within these parameters and innumerable mixed-
breed dogs meet these criteria. Nevertheless, some
breed-discriminatory policies expand their defini-
tions further, noting that “deficiencies in the dog’s
conformance to [these] standards [...] shall not be
construed to indicate that the subject dog is not a
pit bull terrier” (Melvindale, Michigan, Municipal
Code; see also Miami-Dade County, Florida, Munici-
pal Code). Thus, virtually any dog could be consid-
ered a pit bull under such legislation.

The ‘pit bull’ phenotype

By focusing solely on physical characteristics, breed-
specific legislation reduces pit bulls to an imprecise
set of physical attributes, essentially criminalising
the pit bull phenotype. In practice, this results in the
prosecution of dogs based on appearance alone, re-
gardless of their temperament and behaviour. This
is clearly evidenced in the BSL of Wheeling, West
Virginia (Wheeling, West Virginia, Municipal Code),
where a “vicious dog” is defined as any dog that has
either killed or caused injury to a person or domes-
tic animal, or one which merely “belongs to the
breed that Is commonly known as a pit bull terrier”
(defined as any American Pit Bull Terrier, American
Staffordshire Terrier, Staffordshire Bull Terrier or
apparent mix of those breeds), regardless of
whether they have ever been involved in an incident
resulting in injury to a person or other animal. The
designation of pit bull-types as automatically vi-
cious is especially egregious considering that police
dogs in the same jurisdiction, including those which
are deliberately trained to attack humans, are ex-
empt from classification as vicious, irrespective of
breed, and even if they have killed a person in the
line of duty (Wheeling, West Virginia, Municipal
Code). Such exemptions are not uncommon and em-
phasise the focus on appearance over behaviour.

This phenotype profiling is not entirely distinct from
breed-based discrimination, as breeds are largely
defined by conformation. However, while inter-
breed disparities in canine behaviour make breed
alone an unreliable predictor (Hammond et al.,
2022; Morrill et al., 2022), purebred dogs are at
least intended to exhibit certain temperament and
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behavioural tendencies consistent with their breed.
For example, the formal standards for American Pit
Bull Terriers, American Staffordshire Terriers and
Staffordshire Bull Terriers (the same standards of-
ten referenced in BSL) include established temper-
ament and behaviour traits: all three breeds are sup-
posed to be exceptionally friendly towards humans
(both adults and children, whether strangers or fa-
miliar individuals), so much that either shyness or
aggression towards people is considered a fault
(AKC, 2022a; 2022b; UKC, 2017). Suggesting that
“any canine (purebred or hybrid) which exhibits
[the] phenotypical characteristics” of pit bull breeds
poses an “unacceptable risk” to public safety
(Melvindale, Michigan, Municipal Code) implies that
those characteristics are somehow indicative of
temperament and behaviour. Specifically; it suggests
that they are predictive of aggression towards hu-
mans.

Some municipalities also attempt to rationalise
breed-discriminatory policies by arguing that the
physicality of pit bull breeds poses a greater risk to
public safety (i.e., pit bull types have the ability to
cause greater harm according to their physique)
(Barnett, 2017). However, rather than being empir-
ically supported, this justification is rooted in the
mythology surrounding pit bull-type dogs. It has
been claimed that they are impervious to pain, have
special teeth and locking jaws and can even exert a
bite force in excess of 1000 pounds per square inch
(psi), despite the fact that the average bite force of
domestic dogs is between 200-450 psi (Delise,
2007). Though these assertions are unsubstantiated
and have in fact been disproven, they are still refer-
enced in existing policies (Swann, 2010). The
breed-specific legislation in Melvindale, Michigan,
cites the pit bull’s “massive canine jaws”, which can
purportedly “crush a victim with up