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. : y breed as a crite-
ABSTRACT: Insurance companies increasingly use dog breed as a cri
. insurance coverage.
ion in determining eligibility for homeowners/renters insurance ﬂéﬁ.@.@
rion dog breed to determine
Thi i 1al of coverage based on dog .
rhis study examines denia j ic (rational/maximiz-
. jor ] nsistent with an economic (ration:
whether this behavior 1s more co . . h 4 more
ing behavior) interpretation of industry _umﬂmﬁom. or QE_:,_ s
sociological/psychological view of industry behavior. Hr_o %ﬁw y ﬁMME@?EQm
PRY ithi text of industry financial data, an
og bite literature within the con sty Hiha N
X .wr insurance company personnel. The findings indicate that (1) even 1n ca
Wi : . . Crs can-
where dog bite risk and liability are higher, the increased cost to msur e
L -
not rationally justify cancellation, and at most, justifies os._% 4 M o
increase, and (2) any liability exposure can be mitigated by EWEW mto - be
» : : . IS
other relevant factors. The conclusion is that industry behavior appea

. _, . driven b
inconsistent with an economic perspective, and is more likely to be y
other explanations of firm behavior.

. < erion
nsurance companies increasingly use breed ow mow as mw MMMMM "
| Ini igibility for homeowners/renters
in determining eligibility |
coverage (Bertolucci, 2004; Kirk, wooﬁ and Hﬂiﬂbﬁ. MOMMWW
Breed discrimination by insurance COmpanies Jmmﬂé& MM_HM s
. . tes and causing involuntary in .
consumers by increasing ra | s by o
| 111 times people demarcate
cancellation. In addition, some . e b s
1igh risk”™ decide to get rid of their dog
“high nsk” dog breed may to get <ogs when they
from obtaining msurance. | |
are repeatedly blocked s can Have 4
. Ve ] le who have strong bon
rious negative impact for peop . S Wi |
Mwmm In m%&aosu 1t contributes to the social and economic problems

] . hc unncceessary cuthana-
! 1 overpopulation and t
of companion anima
sia of dogs at shclters.
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The Role of Boundaries

an-animal boundary issues in breed

g€ policy. In addition, despite thejr
boundaries, various social and behaviora] science disciplines cop-
tribute to an H.Ew?&mo%::ma% cxplanation .
Breed Boundaries.

behavior in domestic d
these animals by

because even when breeds do

there may be too much confi
these tendencies whereas, in

category and insurance covera

dence in broad generalizations based on

fact, these tendencies actually exhibit a
great deal of variation. Perhaps more importantly, most domestic
dogs are not pure-bred (

Bonham, 2004) and the boundaries between
breeds are somewhat 1llusory.

Just as Important, boundaries between breeds are not as clear as
18 often assumed. Breed labeling has bee

shown to be Inconsistent
at shelters, with the same ani | . .

at different times (Marston
Additionally, the breeds

umber of
deaths have changed over i .

breeds may have more
owners/guardians

(Delise, 2002). To make breed boundaries a de

fining characteristic
neglects important within- .

oundaries.
Insurance Coverag

e Boundaries. Although some companies
raise premiums based on dog breed, the

majority draw a very strong
boundary between breeds, denying coverage altogether to guardians

”. Allstate and the California

Includc Mercury
s Grroup, Travelers,
and Wawanesa Insurance

Insurance Group, 11

artlord Financial Scervice
Nat lonwide,

Seleetive, Quincy Mutual
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rtolucci, 2004, Kirk, 2004, and Toutant, wccwv. >A,_A_:,m::m_ Q.Mm
WM@% that WH@ osuﬂw@ blacklist of at least somc n ﬂ_,__”_:L_EM r% ﬂ%ﬂmﬂ
] . d, American bulldog, |
Eo:.&m“ Wﬁmﬁwm\wmwww\m mwwmmmu%mmﬁm@wmw@ Bay retricver, Dalmatian,
NMM.HHM mﬂmwr@a Giant Schnauzer, Great UA_..__A_,_ o._, _M ”_mw_wwu WMMM
. es . and Spitz (Kirk, 2004).
B o M@MMHJW%NM@MMW&Homs\wsﬁo., they become sud-
ool ooﬂﬂmw@mﬁa in writing policies when :._o%.&uc?\o_. woBmM
%:MM_,M M%M a pit bull (Humane Society of the United States, 200
oW
one H.Worﬂw&m\m omwroﬁw_o perspective, the prohibitive ‘coverage
:awwwom established by insurance companies are mooB__sm_l.J\ M.Hr
w.oc 1. For anv calculable risk there is some premium __o.<o at w )
e oMrm_hMmmw becomes profitable. Therefore, a rational, pro HM.
ooé.ﬂb.mg insurer should simply adjust premiums for dog gwo&
Mwmwmmcma@sﬁbm coverage. Assuming %wﬂ SOme osm%owwﬁw.wﬁm_ww .
pe willing to pay %m adjusted E@JHWU M zoo MMS%MM oty dony-
m:msﬁm:% M@MMMW%W%WM w:wmwwm to %..mé a strong breed bound-
Bw MW&MMM%?W coverage suggests that explanations other than
at . ikely at play. |
H.maom% EH.&MWMMWWMHMMMMM :HM mwmﬁ%mwsw choices made z.saﬂ Dmﬂw
E&:&MM .ﬂu\ the insurance Ea:mﬁg.g&smqmﬁs woosmwwwm u“u.w@mw M
. bjective, quantifiable variable E.ﬁ firms ra -
mmw accou t in their decisions. Economic mm@:ﬁm. are typically
o mooow a “risk averse”, taking into account the risk HE.EEE.E
Eoﬁmr_,. X % Mowﬁwm to EmmewN@ the expected value ww Ew:.. .oroﬂo-
owowomm M.Hwooﬁsmsm cash flows for timing and risk. ﬂ:.m View 1S con-
it 8% _:w the “technical analysis” perspective on ﬁmw. that :mm;ﬂ
MMWMm M_‘E.moﬂ to rational decisions based on realistic, impersona
@oﬁo% Mw@w%pﬂ:%wwh W%%uw ._pmﬁw the most narrowly aomw@m woﬁbm_mﬁmm
of the m.wooﬁ_ sciences and this narrow perspective .:E:HMM @M% Mﬂwm
ower of the discipline. Swedberg C@m.;v g1veES _ D S
fnit of economics in relation to sociology .WSQ.Q 1Cr .
%.mbﬁosm first defines economics as the study of _hm:o:uﬂ_. .J_E_jm_:
- H?wr.wammoowo_om% also studies non-rational conduct. | _E.xcc..
oosawow ﬁw%owo:o_jmom as the study of :E_c_:_xﬁ_._._“ human _E:_#mz.“
Hg_m_cm,”mmw_am% studies human beings within a social context. The
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third definition distinguishes economics as the

study of the non-
Institutional context of society,

while sociology studies institutional
content. Unfortunately, all three of these definitions leave econom-

1Ics severely disadvantaged in what should be ijts primary content

area, the study of the economy (including firm behavior). Much of

what happens in the cconomy mvolves non-rational behavior, social
contexts, and institutional content. This can be

with breed discrimination by insurance compani
the most likely explanations for insurer behavior are considered
“out of bounds” by the discipline. At the Same time, economics is

not given to psychological explanations, which allows for faulty
individual perception to lead to biased estimates of risk.

seen 1n particular
es, where many of

Psychological Explanations for Dog Breed Discrimination

Attribution Theory. The ori
ory by Heider (1958), gives so
can be biased. Attribution th
individuals assign causes to

ginal formulation of sttribution the-
me insight into why risk assessments

€ory concerns the process by which

w<mamﬁﬁm5%m5m3:w9 E@mv.
E..Ewas.osﬁwwoa\mmoo_uom?ma by psychologists is highly individ-
ualistic and thought of as a cognitive process rather than as a social
process (Crittenden, 1983). It has been argued th .

ry could benefit from merging with the sociolo
symbolic interactionism where behavior is guid

construction of reality (Stryker & Gottlieb, 198

From psychology’s attribution theory one
the question of breed and dog bites
underestimate

gical framework of

ed by the subjective
1).

feature relevant to
18 the finding that people tend to
the influence of situational factors, and overestimate
the impact of personal disposition (Kelley, 1967). If the
disposition” of a dog is treated in the

process as a human’s personal dis

“personal
same way in the attribution

position, then this will be overem-
phasized in attributing causality to dog bites (while the relevance of

E@mmgmmoséﬂ.z_um underemphasized). Judgers are also less likely
to attribute personal responsibility for negative outcomes to actors
with whom they share behaviors and dispositions (Jones & Nisbett,
1971). Thus, if decision-makers at an Insurance company do not
own a “dangcrous breed” dog, they might be more likely to attrib-

ute blame (o actory keeping those breeds. On the other hand, if
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nsurers attribute risk to mere dog ownership or lack ol dog, :.:_:_Mmm
H : sople also ha
and the decision-makers are among the many people who also

a poorly trained dog at home, a negative attribution of blame would

less likely to be made. o o 1
e >5o§ww relevant feature from attribution theory 1s (that rcspon

sibility for serious accidents tends to be Qmoma c:c.::c_. :W _W_oﬁﬂm
or perpetrators involved, rather than accepting the _EMJ_Z‘ owm ot
outside, or even random forces, could Uw the causc. m:c._ﬂ. ﬁ”_ s Mwi
tects people from the conclusion that a stmilar ace

066). This might apply to dog bites
n to them (Walster, 1966) o8B e

tive pro

could happe P!
where the breed of the perpetrator (dog) can be blamed,

accepting the possibility than any dog might ES at any M._ Mwﬂg&@m
Psychology of Risk. The @m%owowomu.\ of Em.w percep _.._ _ 500,

the gap between actual risk and @ﬁ..ooz.@a risk qﬁow:o%w&cw ow
Implicit in this is the notion that E@Hm ﬁcmﬁm an oEoM:/\M e o
risk. The “psychometric” i@éamn meﬂ %%%%MMMWM&M MM HWM o

ial paradigms (Bradoury, . s with-

MM MMMMOMWEMF _ucm QEM allows for personal bias 1n EQWBMMQM
While the psychometric school mo.._ﬂboéﬁam,wm 9&. even mw,m@ _H @qmq
ments are subject to bias (Slovic, Fischhoff, Lichtenstein, ]

1984), generally the focus of any possibility of bias tends to be on

blic (Bradbury, 1989). | |
. @ME w%ﬁozgﬁ and relevant concept in the psychological study

of risk bias is the “availability rmczmmo.: AHéHmW% & Wmﬁﬁmam%u
1973). When analyzing risk or when estimating the frequency ol a

trait in a population, people often try to u_.momz one or BMR mm:mm
examples. If cases are cognitively available, a hazard may

experience.

Sociological Explanations for Dog Breed Discrimination

Social Construction of Risk. moﬂo_omwo& @Mvgsﬁ:ﬂmdow MMM
reject the wm%oroﬁomwoa “risk perception” mowwﬁ; Oﬂ ﬁrﬂ:mdﬂ_: M ause
risk is viewed as not existing Ea@wos@@:&\ from :_o | _._:_ .H O o__,
vation of risk and its social construction. Instcad, the soctology

. A . ;. i » ¥ FAVAVV
{in a social structure lines, 1990).
rick treats risk as cembedded in a social structure (Sl {

A T

i
7
.
¥
3
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Perceptions of risk are dependent on social representations that
define our way of viewing the world and the events that take place
(Kirby, 1990). Sociologists increasingly view risk as socially con-
structed rather than something which can be objectively measured
(Tierney, 1999). From the sociological perspective, scientific facts
are not really facts at all, but rather, are inseparable from the course
of scientific inquiry which creates them (Lynch, 1985). The image
of risk assessment as rational and capable of finding objective truth
1s at odds with this perspective (Wynne, 1982).

The causes of risk that are absent from accounts of those risks
also have an important impact on its social construction (Stallings,
1990; Gustield, 1981). In the case of dog bites, while media
accounts often mention the breed, and to some extent a narrative,
which may include whether the dog was confined or chained, other
variables known to be important—- such as spay/neuter status,
training, and the level/nature of the dog’s history of human interac-
tion are absent. At issue here is that a virtually infinite number of
other variables which are deemed unimportant in our society (color
of dog, ambient temperature, what the person bitten recently ate or
smelled like, etc.) are normally excluded. These actions frame and
limit the possible factors people are likely to consider important in
estimating risk.

It 1s 1mportant to note that from the sociological perspective,
experts are just as subjective in their view of risk as laypeople.
Regardless of the expertise of the judger, truths do not exist inde-
pendent of people and their social context, and bias, irrational
action, and narrow interest group behavior affect the judgment of
experts (Otway & Thomas, 1982; Plough & Krimsky, 1987). Even
if 1t 1s not truly objective, the use of expert technical analysis has
value for claims-makers in risk arenas because it creates an author-
itative appearance and allows the findings to be conveyed with the
status of “fact” (McMullan & Eyles, 1999). Sociologists also chal-
lenge the notion that past accidents can be used to project future
risk. From a sociological perspective, social change continually
modifics societal and individual vulnerability levels (Tierney,
1999). Risk levels arc continually in flux, a fact that has in the past
causcd problems for the supposcdly objective risk estimates of the
msurance industry.

Oreanizational “Decision-making.” I'rom a sociological per-
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spective, decision-makers at oﬁmmimma@mu En_:ﬁ:_k_m _:Ev _M_ EM
insurance industry, behave in a way that 1 co.m; thou m_:no_ :w@ MMWV
of social representations rather than rationality. <~=“_m:w: AE H H.rm
found in evaluating the Challenger mwmom shuttlc a_v,ﬁ_w@. w '€
decisions leading to the incident were the * ?omcﬁm o__ow:w_.ﬁw oM:a
tingencies, political battles, ﬁ:mogoé_wmm@a o::_(:,mf o W w_ ne
formal and informal internal @m&oEmam ﬁWmﬁuussmowccﬂ oﬁ .
determination of goals and their achievement. m:,::m:._up a.wo «
Ermann (1999) studied the actions at Ford 7\_.08_. Oo.._ ca HMH 0
safety issues with the Pinto and ?Eﬂ that contrary to S_o CO mon
media narrative of executives mooﬂ.uﬂsm. the _o.mm ﬁm, consumer ve
in a highly rational amoral o&oﬁEmu in reality waamwmsmsm and
behaviors were shaped by organizational, industry, ms.a cga Rm&s
tory contexts.” Additionally, the frames and w@ﬁowﬁ._o:m H@mmw wmmm.
decisions can greatly differ between the actors @:Es an om,mm e
tion and its own clients (Irvine, 2003). The &m@.ﬂ@boo” oﬁn o
Irvine’s study set at an animal shelter may be g&o&.mﬁ %_8 m,Mm ..
to breed discrimination because it concerns oﬁmﬂwmﬁosm percep
tions of behaviors of pets and their owners/ .mﬂmwm_mbm.. S
The fit of an organization’s “myths” with its EmsEﬂosﬂ mbw :
ronment has survival value in itself. These myths may w.@ $. en w-
eranted as legitimate and can have value to help an onmENﬂmg m%%m
vive, aside from any impact they have on ﬁE.W. oﬁoog.@m ( w@%@ -
Rowan, 1991). Even when actors in oH.mmENmaoﬁ wm:@ww M Mwmos..
making decisions, they are S%Em:& moﬁ.Em moooa_sm to :wm Hrogmm
al behavioral scripts, and their thinking 1S guided by E@Em sc e
which are dependent on their social @sﬂﬁoﬁs@a AUHZmeMo.._ . mosw
Powell & Dimaggio, 1991). In fact, the entire .o@boo? of “decis "
making” 1s arguably an inaccurate Rwamm.@sﬂmﬂow of ﬁ&ﬂ ﬂwswmsm_
do. Rather, managers and firms take actions based on insti aﬁ on
scripts or standard operating procedures and omﬁ.y H@Hmﬁﬁwa fhelr
actions 1n terms of mmowmmos-gmiwm after the fact in order to ra
. ir actions (Laroche, 1995). |
EHN@MMMMMM\ im.mw.a. In defining social problems such mw aoﬁmownﬂmu
sociology emphasizes that these problems are .oos.m,, __do ‘ EM
“claims-making activities” (Nichols, G@d. Zmﬁﬂﬁn _f 2&_ | .mc,_,_:
construction of these problems, often via Ew usc ol __:: ror s .:_ | _,:_
(Johnson, 1995) or “typifying examples” ol _g_.:_g_s_:r#: m“,ﬂﬁ_\ﬁ_:.pv\m _.__.__]
Best, 1995). These storics and examples are very ollen dissemmat.

cultural frame (Binder, |
Gamson and Maodipliana ( 1OK9) an
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ed by mass media. The mass medija tends
with particularly strong narrative potenti
examples of a problem exist (Nichols, 19
tion is shaped by their assumptions about

human interest (Schudson, 1989). In the case of dog bites, those
bites that can be blamed on a stereotyped “dangerous breed,” partic-
ularly a dog that has been trained to be aggressive, might make for
stronger narratives, even when they are not a typical case. A sensa-

tional case of a deadly dog bite might also make 2 particularly
strong narrative, even if this type of case makes up a small minori-
ty of dog bite hospitalizations or medical claims.

The impact of news media results not S0 much from its outright
Statements, as it does from its role in selection and application of the
cultural lenses (Binder, 1993). Framing of an issue by the media cre-
ates a dominant reading of the text, making it diffi
comprehend it differently (Entman, 1991). Public

ing media discourse, draws on a collective vocab
ideas, and accepted words

(Misra, et al, 2003).

The media is also one of the most
social construction of risk (Short,

opinions about risky technologies being associated with increased
news coverage of those technologies (Mazur, 1981). In its coverage
of risk and other news events, successful narratives in the media
tend to create links between events organizing them into patterns,
and these patterns often propose or umply a causal explanation
(Stallings, 1990). Furthermore, media accounts that are successful
with the public tend to overwhelmingly be monocausal in nature,
with the accounts tending to identify individuals as the causal
agents, rather than physical or social forces (Gusfield, 1981). In the
case of dog bites, the linking factor often 1dentified by th .

breed. Accounts 1dentifying breed as the cause of dog bit
attributes of a successful media account

and focus on a trait of the individu
defined as “ndividuals™).

Frames

to focus on certain stories
al, even when many other
97). Media news presenta-

narrative, storytelling, and

cult for readers to
discourse, includ-

ulary of symbols,
that construct the meaning of an issue

s have the
in that they are monocausal

al (assuming the dogs can be

imposed on events also have a greater chance of suc-
cess when they resonate with an intcrpretive schema of the larger

Y93). In the debate over nuclear cnergy,
rue that “progress™ is a powerful



64 Journal of Social and Ecological Boundaries

o1d American belicls. It is possi-

frame that resonated with deeply h
onate powerfully in a culture

ble that the “breed” trame would res

where race differences are of significance.
Vet the media also exists within society, and has ils own frame

which it must rely upon selecting and presenting ncws accounts,
thus perpetuating that frame (Goffiman, 1974). These framcs are per-
spectives for seeing events and interactions that arc orounded 1 a

view of the world that is taken for granted (Berger & Luckman,

1966). Media frames can reflect racial views of socicty. In studying

media depictions of welfare, Misra et al (2003) found that racialized
images of welfare dependency were deeply embedded in the media
discourse. It is quite possible that the frames in dog bitc news COV-
erage are also differentiated by the race of the patties involved.
Stereotyping and Effects of Gender/Race. Binder (1993) argues
that discourse about potentially “harmful” music lyrics 1s affected

by opinions of the populations represented by these groups (1.€.
whether it was “white” music of “plack” music). The racially-

charged frames in this case Were argued to tap 1nto the audience’s
fears and anxieties and their perceptions of what white youths and
black youths were like. A similar situation might occur 1n the case
of dog breeds, since pit bulls owners are often described in reports
as white thugs, poor urban blacks, or Latinos who try t0 keep their
dogs as “mean as possible” (Hearne, 1991). _
According to status construction theory, due to Tresource
inequality, otherwise neutral individual characteristics such as racc
and gender can obtain “status value” when these visible characteris-
tics are correlated with resource inequality (Ridgeway, 1991, 1997).
These status characteristics then become generalized so that an ind1-
vidual with one status statc (such as being black) may be assumed
to be inferior and less worthy 1n general. Although this is not postu-
lated in the original theoretical framework, it is possible that this
generalization process may extend to devaluing the behaviors and
choices the “lower status”™ group is associated with, such as owner-

ship of pit bulls.
Another interesting parallel n theory

crimination is the concept of “cumulativ
1944). In this conceptualization, there is a vicl

ons where prejudice by whites reducc
1 (urn, reinforees the PIC)-

on racism to breed dis-
e causation” (Myrdal,
ous circle created n

race relati ¢ the socioeconom-
ic status of blacks or another race. This,

i
=
]
>
.m
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Mmﬁmﬁ_wmmﬂ) M%m.ﬁmﬁ of the whites and perpetuates the cycle
y, a cycle 1s created i breed stereotypi |
tation of aggression in a certain d TPNE, el an exXpec-
. og breed causes that d
be kept, trained, and bred b . A
, : y those seeking aggressive d
perpetuating the cycle. Yet, while we s, e
| | c. Yet, can speculate about the w
in which dog breed discrimination is socially constructed, mSam%%M

data can be utiliz

ed to measure potential irrati
L | irrational effs
discrimination on the insurance market wcts of reed

Methodology

Wh . .
- Eww_uwmowmmﬂwﬁ @M@amm omp dogs might have somewhat higher bite
: study sought to answer the question, ‘I |
coverage based on dog breed a rati o Lo
. | rational economic r .

(as 1s typically assumed withi 1scipli P 1o

1ithin the discipline of e .
| . conomics), or does
H 2
M :M%Mﬂ:_% Mo E_w m%ﬁo: better explained by alternative vimém of
irm behavior?’ First, we exami .

; . | . , mined prior research on
_(. M m @how%ﬂm mﬁﬂ sampling methodology and results. Then we used
Emﬁm:wu mw M_owﬁmw The first was to examine publicly available

industry financial data in conjunct: ! . .
il research Thie oo ~conjunction with prior dog bite

. . This prior dog bite research has b
cited 1n support of breed discriminati e edueny
| 1scrimination, vet it h

H . . Y as never been ana-
OM_N%M MMMEM Mro context of mdustry financial information. The sec

odology was to conduct intervi fi tative inpuf
o e o0 OBy e | lews for qualitative input

ry representatives. It was predi
b e I ent: . predicted that results
gies would indicate less su
. | . pport for the econom-
1Cc perspective on breed discriminati : -
10n by msurance compani
seem to strengthen an argument 1 . prnics, an
. in support of :

chological explanations. o soctological and psy-

Analysis of Insurance Industry and Risk Research

B . .
mooof_ixmmhw WW»@UMB. Most studies conducted on dog bites that
eed have used an unmatched

ecount for dreed . ed survey methodology.
unmatched” in the sense that .

of dogs from thc - _ lon 1 sed to Obtain relova
Irom the general population 1s not used t .

| Coes from i | 0 obtain relevan

MQ::,E__ :_c data such as breed bite frequency. One important m?‘,.:.g.m&._H

¢ with these studies is that no statistical conclusions can be drawn




without some kind of control group. A publication by thc Amcrican

Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA) Canine Aggression Task
Force points out that simply obtaining bite statistics by breed with-
out a control group can be misleading (Amcrican Vetermary
Medical Association Canine Aggression Task Force, 1991). If nine
attacks are from pit bulls and seven are from Labradors, this does
not in any way tell you whether pit pulls or Labradors ar¢ more like-
ly to attack, because pit bulls may be more common in the study

area’s general population.

By far, the most commo
discrimination by journalists W
insurance industry, was sponsor
Control (CDC) (Sacks, ¢t al, 2000

1989). While many insurance Comp
the CDC studies used an unmatched m

focus of the CDC study 1s Jlimited to fat

tack of a control group, the CDC’s researc
dog bite mortality risk However, when it used for a different

e such as general liability risk, the results of this research can
offer a very misleading picture. To begin with, the data 1s based on
an average of 16.5 fatalities per ycar, while the study’s authors esti-

mate that in 1994 there werc 800,000 dog bite injuries requiring

medical care. _
According to the CDC data, the breeds that caused the greatest

number of fatalities between 1979 and 1998 were pit bulls, followed
by Rottweilers and then by German Shepherds. In fact, combined,
these three breeds make up most of the dog bite fatalities in the CDC
study. However, the authors point out several reasons why their
breed fatality statistics may be biased. The authors rely on news
reports and not all fatalities were included in the data. Since attacks
by one breed may he more newsworthy than others, certain breeds
may be overrepresented. In addition, the authors point out that dog
breed is subjective and attacks may be attributed with a bias towards

breeds with a reputation for agEression.
Several other studies have examined dog bite risk by breed.

Avner and Baker (1991) used mjury data from a children’s hospital
in Philadelphia and reported that German Shepherds caused the

most injurics followed by pit bulls, Rottweilers, and Dobermans. A
study ol severce tacks in South Carolina countics by Wright (1985)

nly cited public data to justify breed
riting newspaper articles, and by the
ed by the U.S. Centcr for Disease
and Sacks, Sattin, and Bonzo,
anies appear to rely on this data,
ethodology. Furthermore, the
al dog attacks. Despite the
h may help in understand-

ing
purpos
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MMMMMMMEMJOWHH Staffordshire terriers (pit bulls), St. Bernards, and
5002) %w “M M %WOE@ most frequently attacking breeds. U.mzmm
s ﬁm. Ve : _oow.oa .m: fatal dog attacks. Using the period
o 10 wﬁ M results indicated that pit bulls, Rottweilers and
oenma m:momm Hrmu were the three breeds most frequently involved
oA attack . This study also found that a quarter of attacks came
x amed dogs, and that 95% of fatal dog attack
neutered dogs. g allacks were by
G .
o_ommwmmwmm_._mmwwm mewmu and &\EmE (1994) improved on the method-
oo deseriver above v% E&:ﬁsm a matching comparison group
i e St vhich lowed s awbors oo
. pecific breeds 1t
MMWD MNMMM:W omﬁa relevant ﬂmw factors. Their chﬂwmw%hmmmﬁww
e Owowa M.rm were 3.4 cB@m as hkely to bite as other dogs
T 1o gwém were 5.5 times as likely to bite as other mommw
Repey were the .%@Eoﬁ commonly biting breeds in their sample
oL orS an %M. ulls were lumped under “other breeds” Wmomﬁmm.
A M h.._m_momm mua general population dogs from these
Qoo were toc mw ws their m.z.,_&\ to conduct valid statistical tests
o éurm w\# o.mx.,. of biting dogs came from these 2099..
times as likely to bite, msma\m:Mow QMWMMM .MME@BQ iy tine By
| . | gs were 4.0
W_M_ww\mmw Mwwwwcwrogm.@a dogs were 3.3 times as likely to wmws MMMM
o w2 H.o_. E_B@m. were m.m. times as likely to bite, ommwsoa
ety 16 w:m“ ) M%Mw HMM _MM@G to bite, male dogs were 3.0 times as
oY Em@_w\ o ogs who had at least one litter were 7.0
| A separate study with a matched sample
MMMMJ Wmm conducted in Australia Aﬁro%w mwﬁhﬁ Wwwvmﬁw%wﬁw Wﬂw% -
o MSEWMM AWBBOS .aomm to attack 1n their study region to UM
otber doae me. H.Mb ers, which were 4.7 times as likely to attack as
Woﬁémzﬁw o wm_w m.r%r@am were 2.5 times as likely to attack
S s v ¢ 2.2 times as likely to attack, and bull terriers w _,
cely to attack. o
. _M”_wnﬂ.o%mqm_\_ _.owi_ﬂ_ of these studies suggest that certain breeds
e _:._._,J:_m .:.V attack than others. However, the bounda
n_______:_ .:ﬂ.m A riﬁ 15 _:_\.xu.\ .:_.:_ __E. predominance ol a given breed o.”._M
e lromeregion to repron, tme o time, and study (o study _,:_H_ -
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gesting that the cause of aggressive behavior may Fﬁwo more 1o do
with the nature and actions of the dog owners/ guardians m:m why
they keep certain breeds, rather than lying solely with the inherent
nature of the breed itself. The studies highlight many other factors
that have been found to be associated with higher bitc risk and

Ing o houschold with this type of dog increases expected claims cost
by 8%. Stated another way, insurance companies can expect to pay
an __.,::._.m:@_._m_ 8 cents for every claims dollar paid if they insure a
very high risk dog, even assuming they do nothing to mitigate this
risk. Ol course, insurance companies have other expenses outside of

should be equally relevant to insurance companies such as m_,\oﬁ._ﬁm- claims. These indirect costs associated with dog bites can be esti-
tion, chaining, and training. Furthermore, the two maa_m.m with a malced by allocating the total costs of settling claims and the costs of
matching sample from the general population allow that increased . company operations proportionally to all sources of claims. If any-
risk to be put into context. Although some dogs appear to have an thing, this is an overestimate of indirect claims costs, since some
‘hereased risk for biting, the highest risk that has been demonstrat- | _.ooﬁm from company operations cannot be attributed 8u claims even
ed statistically for any breed 18 5.5 times as high as the average aom._ mndircctly. When indirect claims costs are added to the direct costs
of dog bites, and this is then compared to total costs using industry
Insurance Industry Financial Data . mmm.m w.oﬂ the H:mcwmboo Intormation Institute, the total added cost of
a g risk dog is just 5.9 cents for every dollar of total homeown-
According to an estimate from the Insurance Hbmonﬁm&o: _ oI5 msurance expenses. This would imply that the highest amount
Institute, a source of data on the insurance market and an organiza- _ Insurcrs mro:_ﬂ I mmmo:mE% be able to justify for incr easing premi-
tion backed by the insurance industry, insurance liability claims | wﬁﬁm for a family M.SE a Emr risk dog is approximately 6%. This is
involving dog bites totaled $345.5 million in No.ow Qﬂmﬂmcmm r@mm than Em routine premium increase many insurance customers
Information Institute, 2004a). However, the net premimums éﬁ:.ﬁﬁ in ave 9.6@5@50@& In recent years, and would not pose a significant
2002 for the property and casualty industry were $369.7 g:_.oP hardship on o:.mSEQ,mw. Furthermore, since this 6% is allocated
more than a thousand times higher than claims involving dog bite- based on both direct and indirect costs, 1t already takes into account

related injuries (Seifert, 2004). | | administrative mxwosmwm. and the fact that insurers expect to make a
The same report by the Insurance Information Institute also profit. Therefore, outright cancellation of insurance by carriers

states that dog bite liability makes up “almost one-quarter’” of home- 1 appears to be unjustified based on industry financial data.

owner’s insurance liability claims. This again may sound large | FmE..m I helps to put the cost of dog bites to the homeowners
when stated without financial context. Liability claims make up msurance 5@%5\ In perspectives. The data presented is intended to
only a small portion of homeowner’s insurance claims. In 2001, 72 give a sampling of rmm..mam H..mEQ. than an exhaustive list. As indicat-
cents for every dollar of premiums earned went to property mmﬁmmﬁ ed, m. number of one-time disasters have cost the Insurance industry
while five cents for every dollar of premiums earned went to liabil- ten times, or even fifty times, as much as the annual costs of dog
ity claims (Insurance Information Institute, 2004b). Excluding other bites. In addition, many regular annual homeowners’ insurance

e M R 1 6

expenses and looking just at claims, this implies that only 6.5% of costs are a level of magnitude larger.
211 homeowners insurance claims paid go to liability claims. ﬂ, ém . NQQE_@ dog bite payouts by Insurance companies increased by
combine this figure with the fact that a quarter, at most, of all liabil- % . 70 Ay _wwﬂém@: 1995 and 2002, premiums for homeowners’ insur-
ity claims are dog bite-related, this implies that only 1.6% at most .,_:,oc _so_..ommem_ .3\ 66.8% over that same period’. Therefore, the cost
of every dollar in homeowners insurance claims paid went to dog 0l A_:.r.. bites to Insurance companies constituted a smaller portion of
bite costs premiuums recetved in 2002 than it was in 1995,

RBascd on the rescarch previously cited. the highest risk breeds Analyvsis of Pit Bull Risk. Onc posstble counterargument that

are about five times as likely to bife as other dogs. Therelore, tsur- can be made reparding the financial analysis ollered here is that

gy ' CITEI It 1 . "1
Gershman, Sacks, and Wripht (1994) and Thompson (1997). (he
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only rescarch studies with a matching control group to allow for
computing an odds ratio, do not include pit bulls.

In recent years, pit bulls have been singled out by the media as
having (he most notorious reputation for aggression. Dog owners
themscelves experience the effects of this stigmatization (Arluke &
Patronck, 2000). The data on dog-bite fatalities do confirm that the
breed most commonly involved in fatal attacks in recent years have
been pit bulls. Just how dangerous are pit bulls relative to other
dogs? According to the CDC, fatality data that is often cited by the
Insurance industry (Sacks, et al, 2000), 31.9% of all dog bite fatali-
ties between 1979 and 1998 came from pit bulls (either purebred or
crossbred). Although there are no refereed journal-published esti-
mates of the pit bull population to allow calculation of a bite risk,
there are some other published estimates. In Nevius (2004)
researcher Alan Beck gives an estimate for the pit bull population of
6% of the general dog population in the United States. Beck bases
this estimate on American Kennel Club registrations by breed. It
should be noted that Beck is not an advocate for pit bulls, so there
appears to be no motive for giving an upward-biased population
estimate. In fact, Beck is firmly on the side of people who claim that
pit bulls are a dangerous breed. Beck’s conclusion that pit bulls
present a greater fatality risk than the average dog is
However, the question here is whether this risk is sufficient to jJusti-
fy the strict eligibility boundary created by many msurance compa-
nies. Using Beck’s pit bull population esti
year fatality rates from Sacks, et al (2000), a rate can be calculated
as the bite incidence relative to the breed’s prevalence in the gener-
al population. According to this calculation, pit bulls are 5.3 times
as likely as the average dog to be the cause of a fatal bite. This 1

reasonable.

stent with the prior conclusion
breed (even a pit bull) justified at most,
ance companies.

The liability cost calculation for pit bulls is also likely to be
overestimated for a number of reasons. First, there is good reason to
believe that the percentage ol dog bite fatalities from pit bulls is
higher than is (he pereentage of dog bite
s, when pit bulls attack, their atincks

that keeping a “dangerous”
a 6% rate increase by insur

injurics from pit bulls. That
are more likely (o cause deatls
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ue i . se pit bulls to be 0402@9.@%58&
OT SCrious EWNWMW%@M omw %HMWEM conclusions regarding %mﬁw
e cw:m from bites of all levels of severity. Data H.,SE 5@. @Wm_ ~
S Hw\.um Health (1999) supports the hypothesis that pit ac
U@wmaaoba to be more severe. The data from the study omo\ omw
ke SM bites in general shows that pit bulls om:m@a only q.. % 0
B ﬁr:@ data on bites severe enough to require hospitaliza-
Ew mﬁmowmumq same study indicates that 13.8% of the mﬁmowm. ﬁwﬁ.m
ron m.o.B_Uﬁ mm@ As already noted, the data smmos.m:% on @:H %,\
@,oB. w: .s&om.aw a much higher percentage of pit _ussmlaw,m.m M
e an E_U -year period. Although Texas may be somewhat Hw & -
i HEM%%\swmos& average, 1t appears that the | wﬁdoammowﬂ @E
ent than lv increases as we move up in severity of attac . 10 "
wczm mﬁom e uiring medical care”, to “attacks that require omMH
M,E m@mo;m H. mmnmﬁ& attacks.” Therefore, using fatal mnmo.wm as the
S:Nm_..moz wﬂ&mﬁﬂm risk by breed may greatly Em.mﬁ the Ems_a.mwww.
WMMM?MH%% from pit bulls. Although fatal mﬁmﬁ_mmo MM%M.% HMMH% Hm o
T . I insurance pol .
5\ et anmm M_MM WH%%“,MNM NM, Wwoouooo (Insurance Haogwﬂ_om,
rmﬂﬁw owmmw&mm Therefore, based on the average mE\.EmH. SEHM mw,ow _
wwmm_@?@, fatalities multiplied by the Bmﬁﬂ%. rmwﬂ%\o MM Mw mw\_ﬁ o
licv. the total cost to insurers irom mmﬁm:_.uwm 1S NO e et
@w _o%m he total dog bite claims cost. This suggests tha 9
. \o. ot ¢ om laims cost is from injuries less severe than a m.mﬁm m y. _
T Ma reason the pit bull risk may be oéwmﬁﬁma am_bmbmmﬂ m
ity 1 > wwmmm that much of this data relies on media moo@ﬂ%%ﬂ. _U MwE-
e fthe most frequently cited study (Sacks et. al., 2 ) e
mc%oﬁm. g te. this may cause pit bull attacks to be o<9.m5ﬁa. 1S
.m@?wm E&oﬂ @woc:aﬁ.u\ between pit bulls and other breeds 15 <mm.cm
N Mwmgwcwmwwﬂmos of breed may be determined c%.HrM mmwﬁmwrwmwﬁ
i : . labeled as “pit bull™.
mmma@mmﬁ.ﬁms MMMWWM%MMMWMM some pit bull m@wﬁﬁ@.m omcmmm mw
words, 1 WS | bite injury, it is highly likely that media with a mﬂ_
mm<§.om AM.RM%, frame and a desire to create a strong narrative wi
gerou Ire ad
el Mu h.wmm w@mwﬁ”wmww Mﬂmmm pit bulls may be o<o._.w58a 1S :_wm,ﬁ p_wm
6% mmcﬂw used for analysts herc Q.:ﬁ o_._m_:.z__ﬁ_ .:_:_,J \./:__.__M_E,f“”?r
fimate) mav be 100 low. Beek considers his numbes ,. P
._UT:_HHMV:H;“NQ_ +“hroad” definition of pit bulls. However, fiie 6o
CCS sed .
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mition ol *pit bull” used in media accounts will also be broad. Beck
usces AKC registrations as a basis for his number. If there are more
non-AKC-registered or mixed breed dogs that are pit bulls than
other breeds, this will cause the pit bull population to be underesti-
matcd. There is good reason to believe that this may be the case with
pit bulls. We know that a portion of pit bull guardians/owners are
peoplc who use the dogs for fighting (Forsythe & Evans, 1998).
Thesc scgments of the population may be less likely to register their
animal with the AKC. An independent analysis of this issue was
conducted by counting all dogs available by breed over a six month
period at a major national website for dog adoptions (petfinder: com)
which lists tens of thousands of dogs from a wide range of sources.
According to this data, 12.3% of the dogs available during that peri-
od fall under a broad classification of dogs that could be labeled “pit
bulls.”” This is double Beck’s number and would therefore translate
nto a smaller relative cost to insure pit bulls.
A tourth reason why the risk of pit bulls may be overestimated
s that in addition to other issues from using fatalities as a basis for
estimating liability, there is a difference between dog bite liability
and dog bites. The demographics of pit bull ownership may cause
these households to be underinsureds.
Perhaps the most important point here is that even 1f the esti-
mates for pit bull costs are somewhat underestimated, they at least

give some guidance as to the reasonable range of possible costs.
Even if the expected liability cost for insurance companies under a
technical risk calculation paradigm is double or t

riple that calculat-
ed here, it still remains a relatively minor cost,

and one that cannot
rationally justify policy coverage denial or cancellation.

Industry Interviews. In addition to analyzing insurance indus-
try financial data, a separate component of the present study includ-
ed mterviewing individual insurance company representatives and
industry trade group representatives. Personnel from the following
companies and organizations were interviewed: Allstate, State
Farm, Hartford Financial Services, Nationwide, Liberty Mutual
Insurance Group, Travelers, Mercury Insurance, the Insurance
Information Institute, the American Insurance Association, and the

Property Insurers Association of America. Most commonly, the
company representative agreeing, (o p

articipate in the interview was
the director or g repre

sentative from the public affairs department.
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The four representatives from three ndustry trade organizations
speaking on the matter included three public affairs representatives
and a staff economust.

In terms of what the actual company policy was regarding
msuring houscholds with dogs, five of the eight companies indicat-
ed that they did use breed as a factor, two claimed that there was no
official policy and that 1t was determined at a regional levelix, while
one company said they absolutely do not take breed into account.
The 1nsurance industry trade organization representatives, consis-
tent with the companies interviewed, all indicated that most, but not
all, companies did take dog breed ito account, though they did not
have specific information on individual company policies.

When asked the basis for discrimination by dog breed, four of
the eight mnsurance companies, and two of the three trade groups,
specifically cited the CDC dog bite fatality study as their basis for
discriminating by breed (it should be noted again that the CDC
report itself clearly indicates that the study results are not suited for
this purpose).

Three companies indicated that they may have some actual
company experience or data to back up their policy, however, two
representatives were tentative and unwilling to commit to the fact
that they had actuarial data supporting their policy, while the third
gave both the CDC study and their own imnternal data equally as sup-
port for their policy of discrimination. When asked what their inter-
nal data showed, this last company representative indicated that
their data showed that certain breeds have higher bite risk than other
breeds, and that their own claims experience was consistent with the
CDC data regarding breeds.

None of the companies mterviewed used spay/neuter as a fac-
tor. One company indicated that chaining was a factor under their
underwriting policy, one company indicated that certain regions
might use chaining as a factor, and a trade group indicated that they
did know for a fact that some companies use chaining in their under-
writing determination. This 1s also consistent with the statement of
one 1nsurance industry representative quoted in an article as saying
that keeping a dog chained will work 1n a customer’s lavor when
they judge a dog’s risk (MSN, 2004)!0. (It should be noted, howev-
er, that in all of thesc cascs, chaming was utilized i the opposile
dircction ol what the scientific Titerature suppests). Additionally,
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that people can be strongly biased by media accounts!4, such as
those that characterize certain breeds as dangerous. Firm decision-
makers have also been shown to often do what economists call “sat-
isficing” (Simon, 1959)15. Overwhelmed with excessive amounts of
information, and too many options or decisions, managers tend to
find a “good enough” solution to their business problems rather than
looking for the optimal solution. Therefore, if insurance companies
arc performing adequately while discriminating by breed, managers
may decide not to focus their limited attention on this 1ssue.

The most likely forces driving insurance companies to discrim-
inate by breed appear to be sociological. Risk perceptions in the
insurance industry appear to be framed by social representations. [t
appears to be taken as a given by the industry that breed is appropri-
ate as the primary construct used to define dog bite risk; the only
question within this frame then becomes which breeds are high risk.
This perspective may blind organizations from secing other vari-
ables that may be equally important.

Even when firms do take other variables into account, prevail-
ing social representations appear to have caused them to not account
for them properly. The response by industry personnel to the chain-
ing issue suggests that “under control/out of control” may be a res-
onant social theme for judging pet behavior in our society.
Therefore, industry personnel may assume that dogs who are
chained or otherwise confined are “under control” and unlikely to
bite. However, dogs chained and confined long-term often develop
“frustration aggression” and several studies previously cited ndi-
cate that chained dogs are actually at higher risk of biting. No stud-
ies exist indicating a lower risk of dog bites from chaining. In fact,
Gershman, Sacks, and Wright (1994) found regularly chained dogs
to be 2.4 times as likely to bite.

In addition, data from a study of 431 fatal attacks found that
despite numerous fatal pit bull attacks, between 1965 and 2002,
there were no cases of a fatal attack from any neutered American pit
bull terrier (Delise, 2002). A policy ot adjusting rates for
spay/neuter could help msurance companies reduce their risk expo-
sure. Yet, this was noticeably absent from the statcmentls ol the
industry representatives interviewed. It is possible this 1s because
the spay/ncuter factor is outside of (heir socially constructed frame
for what defines dog bite risk.
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that this risk still makes up a relatively minor portion of the expect-
ed value of claims risk for that homeowner. Using existing research
on breed risk, and estimating how many insured households have
dogs, the present study has estimated a range for how much more 18
reasonable to charge in a premium when a high risk breed 1s pres-
ent. It is likely that even the highest risk breeds can reasonably jus-

tify only a modest premium increase (under 10%).

Therefore, from an economic perspective, the creation of strict
boundaries based on breed for who 1s eligible for insurance cover-
age is of questionable merit. Furthermore, the fact that clear dis-
crimination of this nature exists in insurance markets seems to go

against traditional economic disciplinary assumptions of rationality,
and appear to be more consistent with psychological and sociologi-

cal explanations of behavior.

Notes

1. The authors mention that only one dog bite incident was from a pit
bull. However, this was affected by a Denver ban on new pit bulls in
1989.

2. However, there was only a small sample of guard/attack trained dogs
so this particular variable was not statistically significant.

3. In fact, in 2003 average homeowners insurance premiums increased by
7.3% over all according to “Facts and Statistics: Homeowners
Insurance,” Insurance Information Institute, data as of September 28,
2004.

4. Data for this table is estimated based on “The Changing Homeowners
Insurance Marketplace”, Advocate, American Insurance Association,
Washington DC, July 23, 2004; and “Facts and
Statistics:Homeowners Insurance”, Insurance Information Institute,
data as of September 28, 2004, http:///www.111.org/media/facts/stats-

byissue/homeowners.
5. Calculation based on Insurance Information Institute (2004a) and

Standard and Poor’s (Seifert, 2004) data.

6. The study included all bites that broke the skin and would cause “most
prudent and reasonable people to seek medical care for treatment of
the wound, without consideration for rabies prevention alonc”, as
well as attacks where the person has extreme difficully ferminating

the attack.
7. Because this represents dogs in need ol adoption, this extimute will

WQWE@ 2005). Most of the dogs ;
Sw H.Emzoam and pit bulls. If these
HUS 18 also consistent with them ¢

14. For &mocmaomm of some
. wa\“@w Camerer (1995)
. As origmally discussed H.w

of these biases ge

¢ Tv
and Cooper, ( 1989). Y & Kabneman
Simon (1959)
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