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Abstract

The aim of this dissertation is to assess the impact that the Dangerous dogs act 1991 (DDA) has had on reducing dog attacks and ensuring public safety. The researcher has carried out ample analysis of studies and academic literature encompassing the DDA as well as data collected from participants to aid the answering of the study objectives.

Since the Acts enactment there is much debate on how the DDA is achieving its objectives as almost three decades since it was introduced, dog attacks and fatalities are still being reported.

Findings within this study through substantial research indicate that while the act has contributed to raising awareness of dangerous dogs, its breed specific legislation is proving to be ineffective as the act fails to take into consideration irresponsible ownership which could lead to the individual dog’s behaviour regardless of its breed. 

The research that has been carried out in this study through a mixed method approach provides an insight into the direction the DDA should consider when it comes down to banned breeds such as a focus on owner responsibility and behavioural assessments rather than a death sentence for the animal. 

This study concludes with recommendations for a more comprehensive revision of the DDA which is weighed more towards an evidence-based approach to dog control legislation. 
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[bookmark: _Toc194923738]Chapter 1. Introduction
The purpose of this dissertation is to assess if a piece of legislation known as the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991(DDA), which has been created by the Department for Environmental, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) is effective in relation to public safety, dog attacks and human fatalities due to dog attacks. The Act was intended to lower attacks from dogs on humans, promoting public safety.  Since this act has been created, dog attacks have risen, calling for the act to be revised as it is not working as intended, it is penalising the animal where the worst-case scenario would be euthanasia of the animal. This is due to several factors such as a banned breed dog is not authorised to be rehomed and would therefore be put down. This study aims to conduct research into identifying where the problem lies within the DDA, if there is one.  This chapter of the dissertation aims to provide the background for this study and to provide context into why research is needed in this area surrounding the DDA.

[bookmark: _Toc194923739]1.1 Background
The Dangerous Dogs Act was created with public safety in mind however, since its enactment, it has faced criticisms stating that dog attacks and human deaths by dog attacks have only risen, questioning its effectiveness regarding what the act was intended for.

As the Dangerous Dogs Act was intended to safeguard the public, there are arguments against the act calling for it to be completely revised to be fair and effective and to promote responsible dog ownership.

Information from Bleasdale-Hill and Dickinson (2016) states that the dangerous dogs act was created due to growing media coverage regarding the horrific continuous dog attacks mainly on small children who sustained serious consequential injuries as a result. These reports at the time, have sparked an understandable concern from the public throughout the country. The UK government then introduced the Dangerous Dogs Act shortly after the latest dog attack. 

Due to these attacks, there was a growing negative perception of breeds such as the Pitbull Terrier due to their aggression, strength and their association with dog fighting. The Government sought to combat this by creating the DDA. 
The DDA is perceived by many to be a rushed piece of legislation which has led to controversy as the DDA focused more heavily on Breed specific Legislation (BSL) rather than owner responsibility. The DDA remains a debated animal law, and it has been called to be reformed, this is an objective reason as to why this study is being conducted.


[bookmark: _Toc194923740]1.2 Research rational 
Despite the DDA being in force since 1991, reports indicate that dog related incidents have risen suggesting that there are potential shortcomings regarding the acts ability in achieving its mission objectives. There is information to suggest that the act unfairly targets banned breeds rather than addressing owner responsibility as an issue. Some dog’s behaviour can be as a direct result to poor training which can be a core contributor when it comes down to the dog’s behaviour. 
The research conducted within this study provides a critical evaluation of whether the DDA is successful in reducing dog related incidents and promoting public safety. Understanding the effectiveness of the DDA is crucial so that issues can be identified to inform future policy decisions ensuring laws relating to dogs are fair for both the dog and owner and are effective in safeguarding the public which was the original reason for the DDA’s enactment.
[bookmark: _Toc194923741]1.3 Aims and Objectives
This study will aim to review the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 to compare information regarding its effectiveness on public safety as well as its included specific sections which form the act by 
answering the following aims and objectives.
1. To assess the effectiveness of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 regarding how it has reduced dog related incidents and attacks whilst promoting public safety which is the reason the act was introduced.
2. To analyse the social impact the act has had on general dog owners and owners of banned breeds within the United Kingdom.
3. To evaluate the implications for banned breeds under the act and how everyday life has affected the welfare of the dog. 
4. The aim by answering these objectives throughout this study is to achieve a better insight into the DDA and if it is an effective piece of legislation that befits the public, dogs and their owners.

[bookmark: _Toc194923742]1.4 Structure 
Within this dissertation and in order to evidence the completion of its aims and objectives, all chapters within, will take a part in completing the dissertation objectives.
Chapter two of this study will provide an analysis of existing research, studies and theories relevant to the specific topic surrounding the DDA. This chapter will discuss key themes, identify gaps in the research and demonstrate an understanding and knowledge of information that contributes to the Dissertation objectives.
Chapter three will discuss and compare quantitative, qualitative or mixed method approaches and explain how these methods will be used. It will explain why this approach will be suitable for this study to reach objectives.
Chapter four will aim to analyse all the data the researcher has collected through literature and public participation which was explained in chapter three. The information collected will be analysed to identify gaps in existing research or identify common themes which could be further explored for future research to be conducted.
Chapter five will be the final chapter in this dissertation and will conclude the study by summarising key findings stating what has been gained from the research. It will also identify that the study objectives have been addressed and answered and will recommend areas that would be beneficial to further research around the DDA.

[bookmark: _Toc194923743]1.5 Conclusion 
This chapter has successfully identified and explained the background into the DDA and what the dissertation aims to achieve which is to assess the effectiveness of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 regarding how it has reduced dog related incidents and attacks promoting public safety which is the reason the act was introduced. It has also explained the structure to which this dissertation will be set out to answer the aims and objectives of this study.
The next chapter will be the Literature review which will aim to collect information from existing research and academic literature surrounding the DDA to show an understanding of the dissertation topic area.





















[bookmark: _Toc194923744]Chapter 2, Literature review.
[bookmark: _Toc194923745]2.1 Introduction.
The Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 (DDA) was enacted in the United Kingdom in response to the rising public concern relating to dog attacks and the aggressive behaviour of some dogs. The legislation created within this act specifically bans certain breeds which have been identified as being dangerous in nature. 

Information from Bleasdale-Hill and Dickinson (2016) states that the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 was created due to growing media coverage regarding the horrific continuous dog attacks, mainly on small children, who sustained serious consequential injuries as a result. These reports have sparked an understandable concern from the public throughout the country.  This review explores the implications of the DDA on banned breeds, dog owners, and the public, drawing on various academic works.

[bookmark: _Hlk175482539]The Governments answer was the creation of the DDA. Prior to the creation of this act, any dog incident would be resolved through a civil route, meaning the aggrieved or impacted party would settle issues regarding dog incidents through the courts themselves. After the introduction of the DDA, Police were then equipped with new powers that enabled them to take control of the dog in question by seizing it. The police could then decide to retain the dog for further consideration once an investigation to the alleged incident had been completed or have it destroyed (evidence permitting) which was a big jump from their powers previous. (Bleasdale-Hill and Dickinson, 2016)

Within the DDA there is section 1, it states that four breeds of dog are banned from being able to be owned by a person in the United Kingdom. These dogs are the Pit Bull Terrier, Japanese Tosa, Fila Brasileiro and the Dogo Argentino. They have been placed on the banned breed list as they are typically bred for fighting and deemed to be a danger to the public as well as being involved in human attacks, primarily the Pit Bull Terrier. These breeds are prohibited from any person purchasing one due to their dangerous nature and unpredictable behaviour. (Limb M, 2018) 

The XL Bully was later added to this section where it became illegal to own from the 1st February 2024. The XL Bully has been added to the list due to its unpredictable nature of violence. It is the largest of the four types of American Bully which are standard, pocket, classic and XL (RSPCA, 2024). According to information from the (BBC, 2025) The XL Bully has been responsible for several high-profile attacks on humans. Below are a few examples reported by the BBC.
1. A 65-year-old woman attempted to stop her two XL Bully’s fighting and received catastrophic injuries and unfortunately passed away. 
2. A 17-month-old toddler lost their life from an XL Bully attack one week after purchasing the dog. 
3. A 10-year-old boy lost his life due to severe injuries sustained by their pet which was an XL Bully.
These instances along with many more regarding the breed could not go unheard by the Government and the XL bully was placed as a section 1 breed within the act. 

Section 1(c) of the DDA further enforces authority (secretary of state) to ban a breed if they are or appear to possess characteristics of a prohibited dog or to be bred for fighting. If a dog can be identified as meeting this threshold than it can be placed under section 1 of the DDA and have the sanctions applied to it and the owner. (Legislation.gov.uk)
[bookmark: _Toc194923746]2.1 Effects on dog owners.
Under the DDA, dog owners are now responsible and accountable for determining the type of dog they are purchasing. Dog owners should not purchase a breed from the banned list as they and the seller would be breaking the law in doing so. The issue with this is that a purchaser may not be able to recognise that the dog they are about to purchase could potentially be on the banned breed list especially if they are a puppy which can cause complications for the owner later. (Bleasdale-Hill and Dickinson 2016). 

Regarding these banned breeds, section 1 of the DDA also states that no person can import, breed from, buy, sell, or give away (gift) any of these breeds. This puts these breeds at risk of significant decline due to the owner facing legal risks associated with possessing these breeds. (Oxley, 2012) But what does that mean for the owners of the breeds already residing in the UK? For owners of banned breeds, the DDA creates a complex legal environment. Various restrictions have been put in place within the DDA to promote good dog ownership and public safety. These are that any owner who has a dog that falls into the banned breed list would have to have the dog sterilised/neutered, microchipped, registered, muzzled in public, always kept on a lead to enable full control of the dog whilst out in public spaces and insure their dog. This would mean that these dogs would not be able to run around off the lead for the rest of their natural lives, which could in itself be argued as cruel, especially if the banned breed is a well-behaved dog that has been raised correctly and does not fit the narrative of a dangerous dog but is deemed to be because of what it looks like. It also imposes a significant financial burden to owners, who must navigate all costs themselves and adhere to the above compliance measures which can deter responsible ownership. (Webster and Farnworth, 2018)
The DDA does cover all other breeds who are dangerously out of control and cause injury or death to humans. This relates to Section 3 of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991, which makes it illegal for an owner or a person in charge of a dog to have a dog which is dangerously out of control, this can be any dog not just banned breeds, (Oxley, 2012), However these breeds are not governed by the same restrictions as section 1, banned breeds. This puts pressure not only on the owner but also has an impact on the police. 
The police now have more powers to seize a section 1 dog or a dog out of control due to the DDA. Demand on police officers to now attend all dog related calls is a push due to staffing numbers as well as the financial implication of having to kennel seized dogs. The combined reported amount of money incurred to 29 police authorities in England and Wales in 2010, to kennel dogs suspected of being dangerous was £3.7 million. (BBC, 2025) Could this number be dramatically decreased if each dog was successfully trained through responsible ownership under the DDA?

[bookmark: _Toc194923747]2.2 Impact on banned breeds.
The detrimental issue for the forenamed banned breeds is that the DDA recognises these breeds simply by their appearance alone. Arguably, these breeds have been chosen to become fighting dogs due to their inherited strength, potential aggression and can be highly dangerous. However, it is argued that they have become this way through human (owner) directive, purely for one purpose and from a very young age. This is for the dog fighting scene. (Webster and Farnworth, 2018)
It can be identified from (The veterinary record, 2014) that the DDA can have a detrimental effect on a dogs welfare. This study has already highlighted that a section 1 dog must be kept on a lead in public spaces and muzzled. A welfare concern to a dog that is constantly leashed and muzzled is that this action is likely to reduce the dogs ability to carry out its normal behaviours as it is now physically restricted which can negatively impact the dogs welfare. “The need to be able to exhibit normal behaviour patterns is one of the five welfare needs under Section 9 of the Animal Welfare Act 2006”. 
The Animal Welfare Act 2006 is a piece of comprehensive legislation which consolidates animal laws to ensure that the welfare and needs of an animals welfare are met. A key provision within this act states that this includes the allowing of normal expression of behaviours, which if muzzled in public prevents this from being a possibility.
 A section 1 dog runs into further complications if it is given up by its owner to a rescue shelter. The DDA states that a section 1 dog cannot be rehomed by a rescue organisation. If an owner gives up a section 1 dog, to a rescue centre, then the dog must be euthanised regardless of its health. This highlights the question of if this is a necessary action simply due to what breed the dog is. 
Banned breeds are also currently becoming intrinsically linked to antisocial behaviour where they are used simply as a tool of masculinity and violence amongst people who wish to adopt such a persona. These dogs are not being cared for in a way that would suggest good owner etiquette and will suffer as a result either by way of seizure by authorities if an offence has been committed or the dog is injured because of human directive. (Malloy, 2024).
Information from (The British Veterinary Association, 2010) states that there is overwhelming support to have the DDA revised so that it is not so detrimental to a section 1 breed. It states that the DDA has failed as it has not achieved what it has set out to do and that it was a “kneejerk piece of legislation which was rushed through in its haste”. This is having a detrimental effect on banned breeds as the dog can be seized because of poor ownership and through no fault of its own, its involvement in crime or antisocial behaviour. Once a section 1 dog has been seized and its previous owner has been deemed as not suitable, the dog cannot be released back to them. As it stands within the DDA, there is no option for a section 1 breed to be rehomed and would have to be euthanised.

[bookmark: _Toc194923748]2.3 Statistic and public awareness.
[bookmark: _Hlk193967260]According to a report conducted by the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA). In the five years since the DDA was created there was no considerable reduction in dog attacks or bites in the UK. Within this five-year period, dog bites were still on the rise which could question if the DDA is even fit for purpose, especially regarding its evaluation on which breeds were deemed dangerous and the restrictions put on said dangerous breeds. It was reported to be many other breeds not on the list responsible for many attacks on humans. Examples are German Shepard, Jack Russel Terriers and Chihuahuas. In fact, an increase of aggression towards humans were found to be in a variety of breeds such as Cocker Spaniels, Belgian Shepard, Catalan sheepdogs and beagles. From 1991 to 1996, there was 30 fatalities registered in dog related incidents, 16 were children and 14 were adults. 21 of these incidents were caused by dogs not on the banned breed list. (RSPCA, 2016) This information raises and argument that the DDA is a flawed piece of legislation that has not protected the public from all breeds of dogs as it has planned. The fact that only five years on from the enactment of the DDA public fatalities were still occurring and not declining suggests that the DDA is not working as intended. The purpose was to protect the public but the DDA’s heavy push on Breed Specific Legislation (BSL) seems to have detracted away from the intention to protect the public from all dogs.
[bookmark: _Hlk179126827]The DDA was revised in 2014 which extended the legislation to cover dog attacks committed within private property, as before it only covered attacks in a public space. This was implemented due to the number of attacks within people’s homes. The DDA also introduced larger sentences or fines being handed out to the owner of a dog that has been involved in a dog attack. (The veterinary record, 2014)
 “the maximum prison sentences in England and Wales for allowing a dog to attack someone have now been increased to up to 14 years (previously two years) for a fatal attack; up to five years (previously two years) for injury; and up to three years if an assistance dog is attacked.” (The veterinary record, 2014)
In respect of the DDA and its restrictions that were implemented with public safety in mind, the overall goal was to prevent further dog attacks and strengthen public confidence especially with the ever-present media coverage that was picking up speed and reach. “Between 2005 and 2017, the number of recorded dog attack-related hospitalisations had risen by 81 percent, proving that the act is not working” (The veterinary record, 2014). Out of these findings, only 20 percent of the attacks were relating to section 1 dogs.  
Information taken from the (Office for National Statistics, 2023) states that between 2019 and 2023 the number of deaths registered between these years, where the underlying cause of death was bitten or struck by a dog was 31 human deaths recorded in England and Wales. The number of deaths here are 3 more than what was recorded from 1991 to 1996. These statistics indicate that the DDA needs to act on the research and statistics available to employ policy change as the current stance the DDA is adopting isn’t working as human deaths are still rising as a result of dog attacks, regardless of the DDA being in force. The research and statistics should show a decrease in dog related human fatalities and incidents as this is the reason DEFRA created the legislation initially.

[bookmark: _Toc194923749]2.4 Effectiveness of the dangerous dogs act 1991.
The effectiveness of the DDA in enhancing public safety is a continuous topic. Numerous studies indicate that breed specific legislation has not significantly reduced incidents of dog attacks. A complete overhaul of the DDA is required as it has failed to remotely protect the public and is pushing for more owner responsibility regarding their own dog’s behaviour. It is believed that the Act focuses more on an incident after one has occurred as opposed to preventing it from occurring in the first place. (the veterinary record 2013)

[bookmark: _Toc194923750]2.5 Conclusion. 
The research conducted in this chapter is able to identify that the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 has had significant implications for banned breeds, their owners, and public safety. It’s fair to say that these implications were not intentional but have become a byproduct of the act over time. While intended to protect the public from dangerous dogs, the legislation has led to stigmatisation of banned breeds under section 1, pressure and distress to owners of banned breeds, and questionable effectiveness in reducing dog attacks. The DDA is largely focused on breed specific legislation and may detract from the wider issue of canine aggression in general regarding all breeds and responsible dog ownership. Public education and a focus on individual dog behaviour could be included to promote an effective framework for ensuring public safety and welfare for all dogs and their owners.
The next chapter of this study is the Methodology review. It will analyse the research methods used within this study relating to the DDA. The chapter will evaluate strategy, data collection, ethical considerations and limitations to assist in justifying the chosen methodology.
[bookmark: _Toc194923751]Chapter 3, Methodology.
[bookmark: _Toc194923752]3. Introduction.
This chapters aims to provide an overview of the method research used throughout this dissertation. The study will examine the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 (DDA) to address its effectiveness through quantitative data collection to find a better understanding of the impact of the DDA on public safety, banned breeds, and owner responsibility. Previous studies have predominantly focused on dog behaviour or owner behaviour having an impact on one or the other. This research seeks to address public perception of the DDA and the welfare of the dog and or owner as a direct result of the DDA’s involvement.

[bookmark: _Toc194923753]3.1 research strategy.
The research strategy method selected is a multiple-choice questionnaire which will be able to be sent through a closed social media group. The questionnaire will collect quantitative data which will incorporate a mixed method approach within the questions asked. A mixed method approach is a research strategy which incorporates the collection of qualitative and quantitative within a single study. For example, there will be a free text option for two questions that the participant can answer within if the question pertains to them. This, if answered, could provide a qualitative insight from the participants, albeit a small portion of the questionnaire. This could benefit this study from another narrative. (Creswell, 2014) argues that including quantitative and qualitative data methods through a mixed method approach could provide the researcher with a targeted understanding of the information collected.
This questionnaire will act as a primary tool to collect data allowing to gather a better insight and understanding of the research problem as to whether the public believe the DDA is fit for purpose when it comes to public safety, animal and owner welfare, and knowledge of the act itself.  The questionnaire will include 12 questions that relates to the DDA, and the objectives set out within this dissertation, which will allow to build on variables and hypotheses. The questionnaire is not very long and will take a short amount of time to complete to encourage a higher response rate. The questions have been styled so that the responses are less likely to be open to interpretation when collecting the data. The questionnaire will be distributed through a closed social media account via Facebook in the hope it will target a large scope of people on a voluntary basis. 
Surveys and questionnaires are widley regarded as effective tools for collecting quantitative data in research. (Bryman, 2016) speaks of the advantages of how a questionnaire can capture responses which allows the researcher to systematically analyse data as questionnaires are more familiar to people. By forming a structured questionnaire, results from this can be collected for the purpose of shedding light around the research objectives and to find out a broader shape of answers and statistics regarding the subject matter.

[bookmark: _Toc194923754]3.2 Data collection.
Much of the data that will be collected, will be quantitative as the intention will be dealing with numbers as opposed to dealing with words and literature. Findings will be transferred into a visual aid for the reader by way of graphs or charts to further put into context data that has been collected regarding the objectives of this dissertation. 
[bookmark: _Toc194923755]3.3 Ethical considerations.
Ethical consideration will be upheld throughout this study and will conform to the ethical guidance from the University of Wales Trinity St David. There will be informed consent for all participants where their participation is completely voluntary, and participants will receive clear information as to what the questionnaire has been created for and that no personal data will be retrieved or requested from the questionnaire. All data retrieved from the questionnaire will be securely stored and available to only the researcher. All data received will be stored on a password protected device linked to Gwent Police Organisation which complies with data protection regulations, such as GDPR. 
[bookmark: _Toc194923756]3.4 limitations and potential problems.
All research can run into unforeseen problems. This study is using a questionnaire to collect data regarding the research area and study objectives. There is a chance that there may not be enough involvement from participants that could limit the comparable evidence to form an argument or identify new hypothesis. 
[bookmark: _Toc194923757]3.5 Conclusion.
In conclusion, this research methodology aims to show and outline the investigation into the objectives regarding the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 by the collection of quantitative data. This research will hopefully provide an insight of the perception of the DDA and potential concerns within the act from participants. The collection of data will be able to provide meaningful and measurable findings that are objective across different types of people whether they are an owner of a dog or not.




















[bookmark: _Toc194923758]4. Chapter Four: Data Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc194923759]4.1 Introduction
The previous chapter aimed to outline the methodology and research parameters of how Information is going to be collect.
This chapter of the dissertation aims to showcase the researcher’s findings of the method explained in the previous chapter, to obtain information from volunteers by way of a questionnaire. The aim is to analyse the data collected through the questionnaire and measure the findings against the dissertation objective:

To analyse the social impact the act has had on general dog owners and owners of a banned breeds within the United Kingdom.

[bookmark: _Toc194923760]4.2 Data Analysis 
Data analysis is the system process of collecting and transforming data and information where the research findings gathered can support in decision making, summarising and evaluating data. (ORI, no date)

The data has been collected from a questionnaire created on Microsoft forms and was created with the respondent’s time in mind. The questionnaire has twelve questions in total, three of which were free hand text boxes where the participant could type an answer if they so wished, and nine questions were multiple choice.

The questions would take approximately 3 minutes to complete depending on how much the respondent would like to write within the boxes available to them.  The following visual figures of results throughout this dissertation have been extracted from the information provided by Microsoft Forms Package as a result of the questionnaire.
An unanswered copy of the questionnaire itself can be found in Appendix A which shows the format and questions that were asked.
[bookmark: _Toc194923761]4.3 Demographic 
The participants were first categorised by if they are a dog owner or not. This enabled the researcher to ascertain if the DDA has affected or had an impact on a person’s view of the legislation or if the objective within this dissertation affected them as dog owner or not. This question was added to ascertain if you need to be a dog owner to be affected by the DDA.

The questionnaire was sent to closed social media groups and colleagues of Gwent Police, including the K9 unit. A total of 46 people responded to the questionnaire and 52% of participants were dog owners as shown in the figure below.

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc194924507]Figure 1
Question two was, Do you own a dog from the banned breed list. Not one respondent owned a dog on the banned breed list which meant that all information through the rest of the questionnaire would be from the perception of a person, who does not own a banned breed but may have been involved in an incident which included a dangerous dog or a general knowledge regarding the DDA.  
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc194924508]Figure 2
[bookmark: _Toc194923762]4.4 Questionnaire Findings.
When analysing the responses which were of multiple choice, there was a split between variables, two in particular. Where the largest percentage of respondents answered that they had Heard of it.
According to (Bryman and Cramer, 2004) when asking a sample of people a multiple-choice question, each available answer to choose from would be classed as an Ordinal variable because we can categorise the answers in rank order.
In this questions case, the variables categorise the level of familiarisation for the DDA from Very familiar which scored 4% to not familiar at all which scored 9%. 48% of respondents chose the answer Heard of it and 38% were somewhat familiar with the DDA. Do these findings suggest that more awareness is needed regarding the DDA as 57% weren’t familiar with the act causing their perception of it to be one of a low and uninformed. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc194924509]Figure 3

4.4.2 As a dog owner, how has the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 impacted you personally?
This question was one where the respondent could manually input their answer on how they have been affected by the act or banned breed. I will add below a few responses depicting how the participants have been directly involved with the DDA or with banned breeds.

This would be Qualitative data analysis as it focuses on non-numerical data. In this case textual content from the participants. This method will gain an insight to the human experiences the participants have regarding firsthand knowledge and uncover other meanings attributed to the participants experiences of the DDA. (Wong, 2008)




Respondent 12 states that they have had a first-hand incident regarding a section 1 banned breed where it almost killed their family dog and feels the DDA failed them. 

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc194924510]Figure 4
Figure 4 Respondent 12

Respondent 22 states that they have had financial loss and personal loss as a banned breed attacked their horse and killed three of their sheep. Respondent 22 is a dog owner.

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc194924511]Figure 5
Figure 5 respondent 22

Respondent 25 details that they are a dog grooming service who as a result of the stigma attached to banned breeds in this case the XL BULLY, they need to be booked in at the end of the day as customers are afraid to take they dogs to the business where there may be a banned breed also at the salon.  

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc194924512]Figure 6
Figure 6 Respondent 25



Respondent 28 is a dog owner and states that as a result of information from the DDA it has enabled them to become more aware of potential dangers with other breed and will take action upon spotting danger by crossing the road

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc194924513]Figure 7
Figure 7 respondent 28

Respondent 7 feels that they and their dog are safer when out walking the dog in parks etc as a result of the DDA being in place

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc194924514]Figure 8
Figure 8 respondent 7

4.4.3 What measures do you believe would be more effective in preventing dog attacks?
This question provided the participant with multiple choice options of preferred prevention tactics. The participant in this case could select all that apply to their thought process or preferred method of prevention. 

42 out of the 46 participants selected, Stricter penalties for owners. 31 of the 46 participants also selected More rigorous enforcement. This indicates that the participants feel that the DDA is not fulfilling expectations of owner responsibility if these answers were selected.[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc194924515]Figure 9
[bookmark: _Hlk194924826]Figure 9 What measures do you believe would be more effective in preventing dog attacks
[bookmark: _Toc194923763]4.5 Conclusion
This chapter has achieved its objective:
To analyse the social impact the act has had on general dog owners and owners of a banned breeds within the United Kingdom.
In conclusion, the questionnaire has captured the impact of the general public’s involvement with dangerous dogs and how the DDA has had an impact them on a personal level.
Although the DDA has had a positive impact, it’s fair to say that people still feel let down. Whether that’s a result of fatal incidents and incurring a financial cost as a result of dog attacks on their animals or businesses, such as dog groomers having to cater for banned breeds to satisfy its customers who simply see the stigma attached to the banned breed as a result of its nature and status in society. As a result, a large portion of participants would like to see more done by the DDA by way of enforcement, awareness, training and penalties.
[bookmark: _Toc194923764]Chapter 5, Findings and conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc194923765]5.1 Introduction
The previous chapter analysed data compiled for this study, this chapter aims to provide a conclusion to the findings of research and data collected, regarding the aims and objectives of this dissertation which are:
To assess the effectiveness of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 regarding how it has reduced dog related incidents and attacks promoting public safety which is the reason the act was introduced.
To analyse the social impact the act has had on general dog owners and owners of a banned breeds within the United Kingdom.
To evaluate the implications for banned breeds under the act and how everyday life has affected the welfare of the dog.
This dissertation has aimed to assess the effectiveness of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991, regarding how it has reduced dog related incidents and attacks promoting public safety, as well as the implications that have been posed on dogs welfare because of legislations and to better understand if the DDA is fit for purpose. The research throughout this dissertation suggests that the act was introduced to enhance public safety, however, the act has come up against some unintended consequences. Certain statistics within this study have evidenced that the DDA hasn’t achieved its goals questioning its effectiveness and that owners of banned breeds have been subjected to restrictions that are having a detrimental effect on the welfare of the dog, owner and public. 
When analysing the research that has been conducted, it has highlighted some important key results when answering the dissertation objectives. 

[bookmark: _Toc194923766]5.2 Main findings.
The DDA has taken to legislative measures to reduce dog related incidents as mentioned in the literature review, by banning certain breeds from the United Kingdom that have been perceived as being dangerous. The DDA is imposing stricter rules regulations on owners and providing more powers to local authorities and police regarding dog control and seizures. However, there are statistics that have been published and included in this study by the (RSPCA, 2016) and (The Veterinary Record, 2014), identifying that dog related attacks have only risen since the DDA’s creation, evidencing the DDA is not working as intended to protect the public. It would seem from the research that the DDA has not had the desired effect it was intended for as it hasn’t decreased attacks and that they have only continued to rise as have fatalities relating to dog attacks on humans. As attacks have only risen with the DDA in place this primarily answers the objective question when assess the effectiveness of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 regarding how it has reduced dog related incidents and attacks promoting public safety which is the reason the act was introduced.


A contradiction has been found within the literature review that the DDA requires a banned breed dog to be leashed and muzzled whilst in public. The animal welfare act and information from the RSPCA suggests that prolonged and continuous use of a muzzle can have a negative effect and impact on a dogs welfare. 
Critically evaluating the decision made by the DDA that banned breeds are to be leashed and muzzled whilst in public for the rest of their lives, leads to the argument that muzzling can cause a degree of discomfort for a dog, especially if they are muzzled for extended periods. A muzzle can restrict the dog from carrying out natural behaviours such as panting to control their temperature, socialising with other dogs and eating and drinking. These restrictions that have been put in place limit the dogs socialisation opportunities which further hinders the dog’s quality of life, in turn having a detrimental effect on the dogs existence. Also, within the literature review of this study, information from the (Dogs Trust, 2024) corroborates this by mentioning that, where a dog lacks the ability to perform normal physical behaviours in its life, can only have a negative effect on the dogs welfare. A counter argument to this would be that the primary justification for muzzling banned breed is of a preventative measure, to reduce the risk of an attack as banned breeds have been identified as being disproportionately involved in causing attacks. Whilst training and overall good ownership is important, this cannot completely eliminate the risk to the public and muzzling provides an extra layer of protection. 
This successfully answers the objective question of; to evaluate the implications for banned breeds under the act and how everyday life has affected the welfare of the dog.


There are a number of people who feel let down by the DDA. During research conducted from a questionnaire within the results chapter of this dissertation, participants have articulated their own dog related incidents and have formed their own conclusion that the DDA was of no help or assistance to them. Others indicated that the DDA had raised their awareness in relation to dog and owner safety. For a piece of legislation which holds in its hands the safety of the public and animal welfare, there should be no discrepancy of what the DDA relates to and wants to achieve. The research conducted and information collected from the questionnaire doesn’t show a broad knowledge or understanding of the act unless a person has been directly involved in an incident where the act has then become apparent to them due to their current position. 
The information collected from participants of the questionnaire that was distributed has answered the objective question of; to analyse the social impact the act has had on general dog owners and owners of a banned breeds within the United Kingdom. 

[bookmark: _Toc194923767]5.3 limitations 
During the collection of data within this study, there was limited information regarding the most recent addition to the banned breed list which is the XL Bully. This breed was placed as a section 1 banned breed in February 2024 due to media coverage of the breeds aggressive behaviour and many incidents spanning the UK sometime of a fatal nature. More time may be needed to ascertain if there are more studies that have been created regarding this new banned breed.
There was not a large participant rate when answering the questionnaire. Although the data retrieved from this was informative and more than adequate, it would have been more advantageous to this study if there were more participants to collect data from. The questionnaire would have also benefit from participation of owner of banned breeds.

[bookmark: _Toc194923768]5.4 Recommendations
Given the findings within this study, there is an identifiable need for a policy reform that helps model legislation towards act awareness. Where it is clear what the DDA expects from dog owners ensuring individuals follow the legal requirements to avoid penalties or violations under the act, owner responsibility where dog owners comply with legal requirements such as muzzling or micro chipping and to achieve a fair balance between legislative approaches and animal welfare. 
This study has identified that there are targeted rules regarding the banned breeds which could be explored to achieve a more behavioural based assessment of the dog instead of a death sentence or restrictions in terms of muzzling which could have a detrimental effect on animal welfare. 
A main recommendation would be for a more comprehensive strategy to be implemented regarding education to the public whereby the DDA is known more widely to promote its intentions and on a larger scale than what it is running at currently. More awareness of the law and its implications could have a desired effect and promote good ownership. 
Ultimately this research has highlighted the unintentional consequences of the DDA. Some of these consequences are flaws relating to public safety as data collected shows a lack of knowledge by the participants in respect of education. There are also flaws relating to animal welfare where a banned breed can be euthanised as it cannot be rehomed regardless of its behavioural nature. The DDA appears to target certain breeds rather than the behaviour of individual dogs or responsibility of the owners. There is evidence that the act is needed, however a policy change within the DDA needs to be implemented. The onus should be placed on dog responsible ownership rather than breed specific legislation as the issues have not been solved since the enactment of the DDA. This should be to achieve a safer and fairer environment to the public, dogs and dog owners, ensuring a balance that can be carried forward effectively. Responsible ownership of dogs would not only enhance public safety but bring forward awareness that benefits the dog’s wellbeing. As it stands, there are shortcomings in the DDA that need to be addressed for the act to work for all. 
Further research could be obtained in future studies regarding the XL bully breed. This is the newest addition to the banned breed list and further information could be sought around this breed on how the dog and its owners are coping with the restrictions placed upon it and how the breeds statistics add to the current climate of dog related attacks and fatalities.

[bookmark: _Toc194923769]5.5 Conclusion
This dissertation has aimed to answer its research objective to assess the effectiveness of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 regarding how it has reduced dog related incidents and attacks promoting public safety which is the reason the act was introduced, with chapter one explaining the reasons and rational behind the dissertation, chapter two collected information from a broader academic field from current and available studies where the researcher was able to evaluate the information collectively to shape the studies approach on previous findings. Chapter three explained what methods would be used within this study and chapter four and five articulated the researchers’ findings from the data collected to make an informed rational into the objectives providing recommendations into further research of the topic area.

Overall, whilst the DDA has successfully implemented Breed Specific Legislation and legislation regarding dogs out of control of any breed, its effectiveness in lowering dog related attacks remains questionable. Considering this was the reason for the DDA’s creation it must be deemed as failing the public interests until such a time where there is a significant drop in dog related incidents proving the DDA has got it right. By adopting some points included throughout study such as, leading away from BSL, favouring behaviour-based assessments, and owner focused regulations to ensure their dog is trained to a standard where risk is as regarded as low, could provide a better formular for a successful piece of legislation which not only benefits the public but has a beneficial effect on the dogs wellbeing. 
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Appendix A unanswered questionnaire.
Assessment of the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991
1. Are you a dog owner? Required to answer. Single choice. 
· Yes
· No

2. Do you own a dog from the banned breed list? Required to answer. Single choice. 
· Yes
· No

3. Has the welfare of your banned breed been hindered whilst in public and private spaces and if so how? Required to answer. Multi Line Text. 
Enter your answer
4. What is your familiarity with the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991? Required to answer. Single choice. 
· Very familiar
· Somewhat familiar
· Heard of it
· Not familiar at all

5. Do you believe the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 is effective in reducing dog attacks? Required to answer. Single choice. 
· Very effective
· Somewhat effective
· Neither effective nor ineffective
· Somewhat ineffective
· Very ineffective

6. What changes, if any, would you suggest to improve the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991? Required to answer. Multi Line Text. 
Enter your answer
7. Do you think the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 unfairly targets specific breeds? Required to answer. Single choice. 
· Strongly agree
· Agree
· Neutral
· Disagree
· Strongly disagree

8. Do you feel safer knowing that the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 is in place?Required to answer. Single choice. 
· Much safer
· Somewhat safer
· Not much difference
· Somewhat less safe
· Much less safe

9. What measures do you believe would be more effective in preventing dog attacks? (Select all that apply) Required to answer. Multiple choice. 
· Stricter penalties for owners
· Mandatory training for certain breeds
· Increased public awareness
· More rigorous enforcement
· None of the above

10. Do you agree with the current list of banned breeds under the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991? Required to answer. Single choice. 
· Strongly agree
· Agree
· Neutral
· Disagree
· Strongly disagree

11. As a dog owner, how has the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 impacted you personally? Required to answer. Multi Line Text. 
Enter your answer
12. Do you think there should be more community programs focused on responsible dog ownership? Required to answer. Single choice. 
· Strongly agree
· Agree
· Neutral
· Disagree
· Strongly disagree
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