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Abstract 
 Th e lack of importance traditionally ascribed to human-nonhuman animal relationships in the 
social sciences has meant that while commercial sex in the human realm has been well documented, 
very few socio-cultural studies of commercial sex involving nonhuman animals have been under-
taken to date. However, the growing recognition that nonhuman, as well as human, animals are 
“actors” means that their role in the sex trade, (commercial breeding) becomes problematic and 
eminently worthy of academic attention. Th is article considers a very particular instance of com-
mercial animal sex—that practiced on stud farms in West Wales, where the breeding of autochtho-
nous Welsh cobs (hardy, stocky native ponies) is of immense political, social, economic, and 
cultural significance. Th is study found that in this context Welsh cobs are expected to embody 
specific gender ideals in what is an inherently inter-subjective relationship. Th rough their animals’ 
performances, human caregivers (owners) are able to negotiate their own ideas about gender 
roles, and these in turn determine those individual animals used for breeding and those not. 
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  Introduction 

 Th is paper was, in part, prompted by an article on the cultural study of the sex 
industry (Agustin, 2005). Agustin provides an overview of existing studies of 
commercial sex; for me, as an anthrozoologist, studies involving nonhuman 
 animals were notable by their absence. Consequently, I am concerned with delv-
ing more deeply into this poorly researched—and oft-misunderstood—field of 
human-animal interactions. Indeed, while the points made by Agustìn are 
laudable, it is important to note that humans are not the only actors involved 



in the sex industry. It could be suggested that the absence of ethnographic 
research on commercial animal sex is especially lamentable because the ani-
mals do not have a choice about their involvement. Like many of the humans 
involved in sex work, nonhuman animals are, to all intents and purposes, 
enslaved by more powerful members of society and even by the mechanisms 
of globalization (Gailey, 1999; Wallman, 2001). Consequently, there is con-
siderable merit in considering nonhuman animals as yet another exploited and 
muted group (Benthall, 2007; Fuentes, 2006; Haraway, 1991; Ritvo, 1987). 

 Th at human-animal interactions have only emerged comparatively recently 
as a legitimate sub-field within the social sciences (Aftandilian, 2007) and, in 
particular, anthropology speaks volumes. At least in the West, humans have 
shown a propensity for distancing themselves from nonhuman animals, 
regarding their direct interactions with them as less important than their rela-
tionships with other human animals (Midgley, 1994a, 1994b; Milton, 2003; 
Mullin, 1999; Serpell, 1996, 1999a, 1996b). As demonstrated by the sudden 
increase in recent years of scholarship and ethnographic material, which details 
and interprets the conflicts, cooperations and co-existences occurring on the 
human-nonhuman animal boundary (Cassidy, 2002a, 2000b, 2003, 2005; 
Dransart, 2002; Edelman, 2002; Franklin, A., 1999; Franklin, S., 2001; Gur-
ibye, 2000; Ingold, 1994a, 1994b, 1994c; Knight, 2000, 2005; Lawrence, 
1985, 1994; Leip, 2001; Manning & Serpell, 1994; Marvin, 1988; Morris, 
1998; Noske, 1993, 1997; Peace, 2002; Pink, 1997; Podberscek, Serpell, & 
Paul, 2000; Serpell, 1995, 1996; Shanklin, 1985; Willis, 1994). Anthrozool-
ogy, however, is a growth area within anthropology (Aftandilian, 2007; Knight, 
2005; Milton, 2003; Mullin, 1999, 2002). In spite of such developments, 
socio-cultural studies of animal breeding—which, under the conditions of 
domestication, is a practice orchestrated by, and for, humans—remain few 
and far between.2 Cassidy (2002a, 2000b, 2003, 2005); Franklin (1997, 
2001); and Lawrence (1985, 1994) are exceptional in the sense that they con-
sider the social and cultural aspects of horse breeding rather than the purely 
scientific or economic factors. 

 Consequently, this paper takes tentative steps toward broadening the scope 
of research, not only in anthrozoological terms but also in the cultural study 
of commercial sex in general. Agustìn (2005) could add fields, sheds, veteri-
nary surgeries, show rings, and auction houses to her list of sites involved in 
the sex industry. She could also add AV’s (artificial vaginas), Chifneys, shanks, 
twitches, stallion training, vaginal swabbing, and semen collection3 to the list 
of products and services; vets, stallion handlers, insemination technicians, 
auctioneers, owners—not to mention brood mares and stallions—to the list of 
social actors involved (p. 622). 
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 Th e issue of gender politics is also a dominant theme that is inextricably 
linked to the breeding of Welsh cobs in West Wales. Cobs are engendered 
according to culturally dominant ideas relating to desirable human character-
istics, both feminine and masculine (Trossett, 1993). Th ese human ideals are 
then projected on nonhuman animals who become inter-subjective markers 
of identity (Cassidy, 2002b). As will be demonstrated in due course, masculin-
ity in human men and their stallions is highly valued (Cassidy). Both women 
and mares are widely devalued unless they are able to subvert gender stereotypes 
and demonstrate “male” qualities such as the ability to perform in the public 
sphere, while simultaneously retaining their femininity. In this context, such an 
ability equates to fertility (Pink, 1997). I discovered the gender politics sur-
rounding Welsh cobs almost by accident and have, as will be discussed below, 
encountered them in their many guises during the course of my fieldwork.  

  Methodology 

 Th e current paper is based on five years of participant observation living as a 
member of a rural farming community in Ceredigion, West Wales. It is also 
the product of my own experiences as a Welsh cob caregiver (owner), breeder, 
producer, and exhibitor (Ellis, 2004; Okely & Callaway, 1992; Reed-Danahay, 
1997). Indeed, during my first year in the field I spent time working as a 
groom for one of my informants. While in his employ I “fell in love” (Cassidy, 
2005) with one of his horses and, after much negotiation, he allowed me to buy 
her. Consequently, I became the proud owner of a Welsh cob mare and at once 
found myself entwined in webs of reciprocal exchanges with my fellow Welsh 
cob enthusiasts, all of whom co-existed within the local equestrian sub-culture. 
Indeed, Ceredigion is colloquially referred to by my informants as “Welsh cob 
country” in recognition of the fact that the breed is widely thought to have 
originated from the area (Hurn, 2007). Moreover, almost all farms have some 
link—past and present—with the breeding of these particular nonhuman ani-
mals. Some studs have a longer historical association than others (Davies, 2001) 
and, as a result, have developed a reputation based on this connection. Th is 
also translates into competitive success, because the old cob families are the 
ones who dominate the showing circuit as both exhibitors and judges. 

 Well-known studs and the horses they produce represent an important 
element of conspicuous consumption in the local community (Agustìn, 2005, 
p. 23), with stud farms, showing arenas and sales rings representing sites where 
this consumption becomes meaningfully articulated and translated into pres-
tige and/or monetary wealth. However, as with the “puticlubes” (whoring 
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clubs) or “hoteles de plaza” described by Agustìn (2005, p. 623), visitors to 
studs are not required to purchase sex per se, as the service of a stud stallion is 
only one of the ‘products’ on offer. In many cases the end product of the sexual 
act, which is always procreative, will be the main draw. Indeed, most studs 
make their reputation on the quality of their stallion’s “stock”,4 which is usu-
ally sold on at a young age. However, the main focus of this paper is the act of 
purchasing sex—the cost of using a stallion and the factors that lead a mare’s 
owner to choose one stallion over another. Th ese choices are determined for 
many of my informants by their attitudes toward gender, and toward what 
they regard as acceptable treatment of their equine charges.  

  Exploitation for Economic Gain? 

 With the exception of companion animal-keeping (pet-keeping) in Western 
societies, it could be argued that the vast majority of human interactions with 
domesticated animals are exploitative and commercially motivated. Indeed, 
the act of domestication automatically places humans and animals in an 
unequal relationship: Noske (1997); Serpell, (1996); Budiansky (1992); and 
Clark (2007), who argue that domestication is actually mutually beneficial. 
Th e animals we eat, as well as those who are used for fur, hide, scientific 
research, or entertainment are bred by humans for human gain (Tuan, 1984). 
Although not as commercially significant as the production of livestock for 
human consumption, animal breeding is big business. With stud fees ranging 
from £150 to nearly £300,000 (that’s “price-per-shag,” to use the words of one 
of my informants), it seems an area worthy of anthropological attention for its 
economic significance alone. 

 In horse breeding, the high end of the stud-fee market is the thoroughbred 
racehorse, as Cassidy (2002a) notes: 

 Th oroughbred stallions are periodically valued at more than their weight in gold. 
Fusiachi Pegasus, for example, the runaway winner of the 2000 Kentucky Derby, 
recently changed hands for £60 million. Th e value of a stallion depends upon the 
covering fee he can command. Storm Cat, the most expensive stallion in the world 
today costs $400,000 (£277,000), per covering . . . If he produces 70 live foals this year 
(a conservative estimate) he will earn his owner $28 million (£19.4 million). (p. 2) 

 Since the publication of Cassidy’s (2002a) paper, Storm Cat’s stud fee has 
increased to a staggering $500,000 (Stallions, 2006a). Unlike their thorough-
bred cousins, however, whose stud fees tend to be based on their racing ability, 
Welsh cob stud fees and the enrolment of individual animals into breeding 
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programs are usually determined according to their success in the show ring 
(or the success of their close relatives) and their ability to live up to certain 
gender stereotypes. In the Welsh cob market, a high-end stallion can com-
mand a fee in the region of £500 (Stallions, 2006b). If a stallion covers—
on average—20 mares in a season (a conservative estimate), he will earn 
£8,000. Considering that the average agricultural wage in Ceredigion is 
between £8,944 and £11,024 gross per annum—based on the National Agri-
cultural Minimum Wage Rates for Adults of £4.30-£5.10 per hour and a 
40-hour week—(Agricultural Wages Board for England and Wales, 2006), 
then ownership of a successful cob stallion could effectively double his owner’s 
annual income. If offspring can then be sold on for upward of £1,000 as year-
lings—their value increasing with age—then cob breeding, aside from its 
immense cultural importance in this rural area—becomes a rather lucrative 
“hobble.”5 

 However, these economic gains must usually be offset against other, less 
tangible costs. Th e life of a (male) stud animal is often regarded as enviable 
(usually from a male perspective), as exemplified by the following quote from 
an informant with reference to his own stallion: “What a life! I know what I’d 
want to come back as if I ever get reincarnated!” In reality, the sexually “entire” 
status of a stud stallion brings with it certain disadvantages. As with the human 
sex industry (Agustìn, 2005, p. 618) in the commercial trade in animal sex, 
financial gain is usually only possible at the expense of the animal’s rights. 
Th ese rights are set out in the Animal Welfare Bill (2005) [the Bill]. According 
to the Bill: 

 A person commits an offence if he [sic] does not take such steps as are reasonable in all 
the circumstances to ensure that the needs of an animal for which he is responsible are 
met to the extent required by good practice. (2) For the purposes of this Act, an ani-
mal’s needs shall be taken to include [amongst others]—(a) its need for a suitable 
environment, (b) its need for a suitable diet, (c) its need to be able to exhibit normal 
behavior patterns, (d) any need it has to be housed with, or apart from, other animals, 
and (e) its need to be protected from pain, suffering, injury and disease. (p. 8). 

 Some of these points are regularly violated. For example, to perform in the 
show ring, where their reputation (and, therefore, stud fee) is determined, it is 
thought that stallions need to be overfed to the point of obesity (Hurn, 2007), 
so that fatty deposits along the neck (crest) give the animal a more imposing 
presence. Th is practice is exemplified in the photograph of a previous show 
Champion (Figure 1), where the over-developed crest is particularly visible. 
Monaghan (1999) and Wacquant (1995) describe similar practices involved in 
male body-building sub-culture.6 Further, stallions used for breeding purposes are, 
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in the main, kept in a permanent state of isolation and housed in 12' × 12' 
loose boxes. Th e stallions emerge only to put on a show in front of prospective 
punters (mare owners) or to cover (the term used to refer to the sexual act)—a 
process that is over in a matter of minutes. Admittedly, some stallions are 
allowed to “run with mares,” (live outdoors with female companions). How-
ever, the vast majority of my informants, and especially those with more than 
one stallion, tended to “keep them in,” especially during the showing season. 
Explanations tended to be functional—that it was easier to keep weight on 
them (“he runs himself ragged if he’s out—pacing up and down by the gate”) 
or that it was safer: 

 [I]t’s difficult, no impossible, to keep stallions contained in a field. If they smell a 
mare, they’ll think nothing of walking through barbed wire to get to her, and rip 
themselves to pieces in the process. I spent a fortune getting the vet to stitch up Hywel 
after he jumped the bloody fence to get in with next door’s mares. 

 Nonetheless, because horses are naturally herd animals, the practice of keeping 
stallions in solitary confinement causes significant stress, often resulting in the 

 Figure 1. Overly developed crest on a prize-winning stallion at the 2005 Lampeter 
Stallion Show. (Photo courtesy Anthony Booth) 
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development of abnormal behavioral conditions (McBride, 2004, pp. 16-18). 
Consequently, when they see a mare or are taken to shows, the stallions become 
extremely aroused and difficult to handle. Th e significance of this will be 
returned to later, once the ethical issues have been addressed.  

  Th e Ethics of Commercial Animal Sex 

 Th e ethics of commercial animal sex and the method of covering used reveal 
much about how people perceive nonhuman animals. One stud proprietor 
with whom I am acquainted habitually sedates his primary brood mare for 
covering. Because she objects so strongly to the process, even under sedation, 
she has to be twitched (a form of restraint involving twisting the sensitive top 
lip until blood flow to the area is stemmed, whereupon endorphins are released 
into the blood stream) and physically restrained by at least two handlers. I was 
advised by the stud owner that I should not be present during this mare’s cov-
ering because I was, in his words, “too sensitive.” However, he felt no qualms 
about subjecting her to what, in my book at least, constituted rape. From his 
perspective, the mare was fulfilling her biological destiny (which was equated 
with her femaleness), and he was exercising his right, as a human male, to 
selectively control the breeding process (Haraway, 2003). 

 Although he claimed to regard the mare in anthropomorphic terms,7 attrib-
uting some degree of agency and sentience to her: “She’s a bloody bitch—if 
you take your eye off her for a second she’ll have you. She knows what’s going 
on.” Th is was relative to his ability to control the situation and, in particular, 
to control her fertility for his own ends—a culturally acceptable human privi-
lege. Ritvo (1987) discusses how such discourse serves to corroborate many 
Cartesian dualisms and Judaeo-Christian hierarchies between human and 
nonhuman animals. However, this stud owner was aware that—for me—the 
controlled reproduction of horses purely for financial gain was immensely 
problematic. I was, however, in the minority, as mares belonging to most com-
mercial Welsh cob breeders will spend most of their adult lives in a perpetual 
state of pregnancy and nursing, being covered on their foaling heat (9 days after 
giving birth). Th us, they become—in the eyes of some informants who have a 
less utilitarian attitude toward animals—“baby making machines” [sic]. 

 Before progressing, a distinction needs to be made here between two groups 
of cob breeders—the majority of stud owners who breed year in, year out for 
financial gain and the pursuit of fame (Hurn, 2007) and those who occasion-
ally breed from a beloved pet for sentimental reasons.8 Th e former category is 
the focus of this paper. Indeed, as noted by Agustìn (2005), the sex industry 
“operates in a complex socio-cultural context in which the meaning of buying 
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and selling sex is not always the same” (p. 619). In both the aforementioned 
categories of cob breeding, however, the sex is always commercial in the sense 
that stallions must be licensed, thereby incurring a cost to the owner but, more 
important, because access to the stallion is limited to those who can afford to 
pay the stud fee, regardless of whether the offspring will be sold on.9 

 As noted above, I personally fall into the second category of cob breeders. I 
have one cob mare who is of great sentimental value to me. I have had numer-
ous discussions with informants who are engaged in commercial cob breeding 
over what a “waste” my mare is. Indeed, one of my former employers, who was 
also her breeder, could not understand why I wanted to buy her following an 
accident that saw me out of the saddle for more than a year: 

 If you’re not going to ride her, and you’re not going to breed from her, what good is she 
to you? She’s just going to be stood empty [not pregnant] in a field costing you money. 

 I plan on breeding from her at some point, but my motivation is—to use 
Milton’s (2005) terminology—purely “egomorphic.” Milton argues that the 
term anthropomorphism “implies attributing characteristics to things” whereas 
egomorphism (understanding nonhuman animals) “is achieved by perceiving char-
acteristics in things [including nonhuman animals]” (Milton, p. 260). Th erefore, 
anthropomorphism is flawed because it suggests “that ‘the sole way in which a 
person can attribute intentions to another animal (human or nonhuman) is by 
inference from his or her individual case’.” (Morris, Fidler, & Costall, 2000, 
p. 151, cited in Milton, 2005, p. 260). Egomorphism on the other hand “implies 
that I understand my cat, or a humpback whale, or my human friends on the 
perception that they are ‘like me’ rather than ‘human-like’ ” (Milton, p. 261). 

 In practical terms, I empathize with the fact that my mare experiences what 
I recognize as broodiness, exemplified in her reactions to foals (she whickers to 
them in a maternal manner and has to be forcibly dragged away). I am keen 
too for her to be covered naturally (that is, turned out in a field with a stallion) 
as opposed to in-hand, thus giving her the opportunity to refuse if she does 
not take to the stallion I chose as a suitable mate for her. 

 I had assumed that my removal from the livestock industry (in the sense 
that I kept horses for fun as opposed to financial gain) afforded me the luxury 
of egomorphic thought (Arluke, 1994; Serpell, 1999b). Th is assumption was 
based on the fact that many of my cob-breeding informants were also farmers 
involved in the production of sheep and (to a lesser degree) cattle. Th is required 
some form of distancing device—Milton (2005) discusses anthropomorphism 
as a distancing device. However, such a sentiment is also echoed, to some 
extent, by Cassidy (2002b, pp. 155, 156), whose informants strongly believe 
that—for coverings to result in successful offspring—the mare and stallion 
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need to “fall in love.” Combined with the belief that the physical act of sex is 
essential for transferring energy and the vital, race-winning characteristics 
from the father to the newly conceived offspring, this is the primary reason for 
the thoroughbred industry’s refusal to accept artificial insemination as a repro-
ductive technique (Cassidy, 2005, pp. 154-157). In commercial cob breeding, 
on the other hand, love has nothing to do with sex. If a mare takes to the stal-
lion she is covered by, then it makes the process easier for all concerned. If she 
does not, then there is little she can do about it. Th e situation is always in the 
hands of the human (usually male) agents who choose procreative pairings 
based on their knowledge of the show records of key individuals and their 
lineages—with particular emphasis on male ancestors. 

 Indeed, Cassidy (2002b) states that sales catalogs devote “a disproportionate 
amount of space to the dam (female) line,” which her informant explained, 

 . . . on the grounds that the dam line is the weakness that must be shored up by being 
associated with successful relatives, as if to reassure potential buyers that the mare will 
not detract too much from the ability of the stallion in his offspring. (p. 147) 

 With regard to my own mare, I am frequently asked, “who’s she by.” Th e ques-
tioner means: Who is her father, or sire, or who bred her, or which humans 
orchestrated the mating of her parents. Almost never, however, am I asked, 
“who’s she out of,” that is, who is her mother, or dam. I usually reply, “she’s by 
Dimbeth Sion, out of a Gwenllan mare.”10 

 With cobs, as with Cassidy’s (2002b) thoroughbreds, sale and show catalogs 
always list the stud of origin as well as the exhibit’s sire, dam, and dam sire 
(father, mother, and mother’s father). Descent is, without exception, traced 
patrilineally. However, an alternative explanation was unexpectedly given to 
me by an informant when I asked why mares seldom win the Prince of Wales 
Cup, the highest accolade for a Welsh cob at the annual Royal Welsh Show. It 
is here that the importance accorded to gender becomes apparent: 

 It’s down to biology [sic] and numbers—it takes more time and money to show mares, 
especially if she’s in foal or has a foal at foot [sic], and there are fewer stallions, so they 
get more of a reputation. Th ere’s hundreds, no thousands of mares and geldings [cas-
trated males] for every one stallion. And stallions have always got more presence 
because they’re natural show-offs—they’re like all men [sic]—they want to get laid!  

  Ready, Willing and Able! 

 Visitors to most cob studs will be personally introduced to one or two stallions 
(although the bigger studs have more), but the fields full of brood mares and 
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youngstock rarely receive more than a passing comment and a cursory glance. 
A stud visit usually entails the exhibition of each individual stallion in his 
stable. Th ey will then be taken out one by one and put through their paces. 
Ridiculous as it sounds, now the thought has been committed to paper, I am 
always struck by the similarities between this practice and brothel windows in 
red light districts in Amsterdam. Th ere, women dance in solitary booths, hop-
ing to lure punters by exhibiting desirable qualities and attributes—physical 
elements of femaleness (breasts and genitalia), overtly displaying their recep-
tiveness for sex. 

 Th at stallions are receptive for sex is unmistakable. Due to their enforced 
isolation, stallions usually emerge from their stables at the trot, with a fully erect 
penis, eyes scanning the horizon for potential mates (or rivals), and screeching 
loudly. Th e stallions do not consciously demonstrate their masculinity as such 
but rather the characteristics—both physical and temperamental—that epito-
mize cultural ideals of masculinity and that mare owners hope will be transferred 
to their offspring (Cassidy, 2002b, pp. 144-154). Although these characteristics 
are present in more natural contexts, the stallions’ behaviors are shaped by 
their human owners in order to emphasize the animals’ sexual prowess. 

 Cobs also can become metaphors for their owners’ sexual prowess. For 
example, several of my (male) informants would joke about the link between 
an acquaintance’s infertile stallion (who had to be gelded) and the acquain-
tance’s own effeminacy—even going so far as to question his sexuality. Indeed, 
Cassidy (2002b) argues that the relationship between stallions and their own-
ers/handlers equates to “an inter-subjectivity whereby gains or losses in status 
of the racehorse accrue to those with whom it is associated” (p. 124). In the 
world of Welsh cob breeding, where stallion rankings are based on perfor-
mance (of stallions and their offspring) in the show ring,11 this has perhaps 
even more resonance, as showing is inherently subjective compared with the 
outcomes of racetrack competition.12 In order to be successful in the show 
ring, Welsh cobs need to perform in a certain way, as do their handlers.  

  Showing Affiliations and Performing Gender 

 Indeed, it is perhaps no coincidence that the one and only time my own cob mare 
won in the show ring was when my (male) partner showed her and the father of 
a close friend, whose stallion had recently serviced one of his mares, was judging. 
I had shown my mare several times myself without being placed, despite her 
“stamp”13 and illustrious pedigree. Perhaps the most telling instance was at the 
Royal Welsh Show where we were pulled in 43rd place out of 45 exhibits! 
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I could not help noticing that accompanying me in the back row were 4 of the 
5 other female handlers, with one exception whose horse was pulled in 10th—it 
transpired that she was the daughter of a famous local cob breeder. I asked 
several informants if this was coincidence and was informed that 

 women don’t run cobs in-hand. Th ey can’t hang on to them for one thing. It’s a man’s 
job. You need to be strong and be able to run like the wind. You need to wind ‘em up 
to get a good show, and then they go bonkers.14 

 Indeed, due to their enforced isolation, as discussed above, most stallions get 
excited and difficult to handle at shows, as exemplified in Figure 2. Th is behav-
ior is regarded as appropriately masculine, as the horse pictured won his class 
against a host of other, more tractable animals. Because her horse was behav-
ing in a much more sedate manner, the exhibit belonging to the female han-
dler who was placed—referred to above—stood out from the other, highly 
ranked animals shown by male handlers. As another (male) informant com-
mented; “She didn’t deserved to get placed—she didn’t put on a good show. 
She was only pulled in ‘cos the judge knew who her father was.” 

 I also noticed, following on from the preceding quotes, that male handlers 
did indeed wind up their exhibits by shouting, whooping, hissing, and flicking 
them surreptitiously with whips; female handlers were more intent on keeping 
their charges as quiet as possible. I experienced this myself during my first trip 
as an exhibitor to the Royal Welsh. I had entered my own mare in the “in-
hand” section. Th is involved leading her around the ring at walk and then 
trot before the judge then inspected her and the other 45 entrants in the class 
individually. Even though it is “correct” to show Welsh cob mares in a white 
rope or nylon halter (Figures 3 and 4), I had opted to show mine in a bitted 
bridle which is only technically correct for stallions and colts (young uncas-
trated males over one-year-old. (Figures 1 and 2). My reasoning was simple: 
It afforded me a greater degree of control, because—much as the feminist in 
me loathes to admit it—I am not strong enough or fast enough to hang onto, 
and run stride-for-stride with, a cob in full flow. Indeed, this decision was 
based on my only other experience with her in the show ring. On this occa-
sion, she was correctly attired in a halter but responded adversely to the wind 
ups of my fellow exhibitors and got away from me in the ring. I simply could 
not stop her. She proceeded to break through the barriers enclosing the ring 
and cavort around the showground for 10 minutes until I was able to be 
re-united with her! 

 I had no intention of humiliating myself and potentially risking her safety 
(and the safety of the spectators) again. However, even with the added control 
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that the bitted bridle afforded me, I was still dragged around the ring because 
she got so wound up by the shouting and whip cracking all around. As I stood 
with the other female handlers in the back lines, we discussed how infuriating 
we found the situation. One commented through gritted teeth: “Th ese bloody 
men, shouting and waving their sticks around. It does my head in—I can’t 

 Figure 2. An exuberant stallion at the 2005 Lampeter Stallion Show. (Photo courtesy 
Anthony Booth) 
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 Figure 3. Th e top three cobs and their male handlers in a ‘barren mare and gelding 
class’. (Photo courtesy of Samantha Hurn) 

 Figure 4. A female handler running with a cob mare who was eventually pulled in in 
11th place. Note that the last four horses are being handled by women. Th e young 
woman on the left-hand side of the photograph is the ring steward. (Photo courtesy 

Samantha Hurn) 
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hold the horse with all that going on—it’s bloody dangerous—bloody irre-
sponsible.” However, male informants unanimously responded with the senti-
ment, “if you can’t stand the heat . . .” 

 At subsequent shows, I studied the cob line-ups and found that (with a few 
notable exceptions) the horses shown by women were seldom in the ribbons,—
even when, on occasion, the judges themselves were women (Figures 3 and 4). 
More relevant though was that true to my male informant’s words, the female 
handlers never exhibited what I have heard referred to by many as “showman-
ship”—the hyped-up performance of what could certainly be described as 
male bravado (Brandes, 1980, 1981; Pink, 1997; Marvin, 1988). 

 In response to my questioning of this and my general observation that “cob 
culture” was a male dominated arena, another informant explained: 

 I think it probably goes back to farming, when horses were used in agriculture. It 
would’ve been the men who were out in the fields, ploughing with the horse, riding 
up into the mountains to check the sheep on the back of a cob. Th ey did all the heavy 
work. Th e women would’ve done the lighter stuff—poultry, looking after the lambs 
and stuff, cooking. Th is is a very traditional area. It’s only really since English women 
have moved in ‘round here that you see women having anything to do with the horses, 
and most of them ride, not show in hand. It’s something men have had in common—it’s 
part of who we are—we like to show off our cobs—they are part of our culture, our 
life. We see a bit of ourselves in our cobs. All cobs are expected to behave like stallions, 
they have to have stamp. Th at’s why most women don’t handle them—even the mares. 
Th e mares who do well at showing are the real bitches, the ones who act like stallions. 
Th at’s why [my] Mam never had anything to do with the horses—she was bloody 
scared of them. Even the brood mares were wild with us.  

  Negotiating Gender and Sex 

 In shows such as the Royal Welsh, the classes in which horses can be entered 
are split according to the animals’ sexual/reproductive status. Stallions com-
pete against stallions, brood mares against brood mares, and colts against colts 
of the same age. However, barren mares and geldings are always put into the 
same category. In this instance, Haraway’s (2003) concept, “natureculture” 
exemplifies the fusion of nature and culture that occurs in the breeding of 
domestic animals and in particular, the removal of inactive or incomplete 
individuals from the sphere of reproduction. In the eyes of cob breeders, their 
exclusion from commercial breeding renders barren mares and geldings sexual 
anomalies, inhabiting the liminal space of natureculture. Th is is a temporary 
measure in the case of the former, who can easily be put “in foal” when eco-
nomic or other constraints allow; however, it is a permanent condition in the 
case of the latter, whose involuntary rite of passage from sexually intact colt or 
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stallion to eunuch unceremoniously ends (usually even before it has begun) 
his participation in commercial breeding. Indeed, although it is worth noting 
that geldings are valuable commodities who are usually sold on as riding or 
driving animals because the act of castration renders them more placid and 
tractable (and therefore emasculated in the eyes of my informants), what is 
most pertinent is that any competitive success they may achieve in these 
spheres is attributed to their sire, as they are incapable of proving their own 
worth reproductively. 

 In terms of commercial cob breeding then, it appears that masculine, pro-
creative performativity sells. In other words, animals who are successful in the 
show ring are those with the higher stud fees; consequently, their stock becomes 
more valuable. Th e animals who excel in the show ring are those who exem-
plify the masculine characteristics of the stallion and who are deemed able to 
pass on their performative ability to their offspring. Mares too are measured 
not only in terms of their stamp—that they emulate stallions, “have balls” in the 
metaphorical sense that they are “brave and assertive” (Pink, 1997, p. 51)—but 
also in terms of their reproductive ability, their biologically ascribed, natural 
femaleness. Indeed, successful mares (in competition terms) are the ones capa-
ble of negotiating an inherent contradiction by emulating stallions, even when 
they have a foal at foot. Pink’s study of women bullfighters in Andalusia presents 
an interesting comparative and raises an important question that is directly 
relevant to the masculine world of Welsh cob showing. Do female performers 
“subvert the ritual . . . or do they create a different ritual”? (Pink, p. 51).  

  Subverting the Ritual? 

 Th is question is equally applicable to the role of female handlers who dress in 
masculine attire—trousers, shirt, tie, and waistcoat—when showing cobs in-
hand; only rarely does this result in competitive success for them. Th e female 
handlers are usually incapable of subverting the (in-hand) ritual15—their sex 
(lack of physical strength and speed) prevents them. As Cassidy (2002a) 
notes, “women who ‘make it’ in racing are often described as unfeminine” 
(p. 152) because they are “strident and self-assured” (Cassidy, 2002b, p. 35). 
However, in some instances, female cobs (as well as racehorses and female 
handlers) are capable of “subverting the ritual” through their successful exhibi-
tion of masculinity. According to Cassidy’s (2002b) informant,..“good race mares 
rarely make good broodmares,” as the following example reveals: 

. . . . She was a right bitch, she wasn’t having any of it. She thought she was a stallion. I 
s’pose that’s why she was so good. She was used to beating colts and she didn’t want to 
be a mother. 



38 S. Hurn / Society and Animals 16 (2008) 23-44

 Th e good racemare is an anomaly because she excels in a male-dominated 
sphere. Tony Cassidy’s [informant] attributed her difficulty at stud to her own 
gender confusion. (p. 151) 

 Indeed, primarily because they are so few and far between, existing in a “male-
dominated sphere.” female winners of the Prince of Wales cup (or female han-
dlers of Prince of Wales winners) are potentially subversive anomalies in the 
eyes of human Welsh cob breeders. However, unlike thoroughbred race mares, 
cob mares are doubly subversive; they must perform as stallions not only to 
succeed in the showring but also to be successful mothers—as exemplified by 
the following description of a mare from the famous Fronarth Stud: 

 Fronarth Boneddiges has been Youngstock Champion at Lampeter, Glanusk, North-
leach, Th ree Counties Malvern and Royal Welsh shows. At Th e Royal Welsh she has 
been a winner 4 times, once Female Champion, twice Reserve Female Champion and 
in 1999 was George Prince of Wales Cup winner and Supreme Royal Welsh Cham-
pion. She is the mother of Fronarth Victor [famous stallion and Royal Welsh winner]. 
Boneddiges has been Champion at numerous major shows including—Royal of Eng-
land, Th ree Counties Malvern, Northleach—twice, Pembroke County, Meirioneth, 
United Counties, Aberystwyth and Cardigan. (Jones, 2006)  

  Sex and Gender in Public And Private 

 In the world of commercial animal sex, my research has demonstrated that, 
for Welsh cobs at least, their enrolment in the sex trade is related to their 
embodiment of certain culturally determined, gendered characteristics, with 
an emphasis on heterosexual masculinity leading to procreative reproduc-
tion—as per the traditional anthropological discussions relating to sex and 
gender in, for example, the rural Mediterranean (Pink, 1997; Peristiany, 
1965). As my own research (and Cassidy’s in terms of thoroughbreds) demon-
strates, the cultural factors governing commercial animal breeding vary enor-
mously between both geographical regions and breeds from within the same 
species. In terms of the breeding of Welsh cobs, my research, in line with 
Cassidy’s, has found that masculine performativity is the criterion against 
which cobs are valued, and that females (mares) are successful only when 
they are able to emulate stallions by exhibiting the same, culturally valued 
masculine characteristics. However, cob mares differ from their thorough-
bred relatives due to their ability to successfully combine masculine performa-
tivity with motherhood. It appears that the masculinity of the horse/handler 
pairing in the show ring is also an important criterion, as women handlers 
and the feminine (slighter and more placid) mares consistently fail to get 
placed.16 
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 Th is is in stark contrast to the number of women who are engaged behind 
the scenes in the day-to-day preparation of individual animals for the show 
ring. In this respect, another ethnographic context presents itself as a useful 
comparison. Indeed, considerable anthropological attention has been paid to 
the gendered division of labor when it comes to the care of nonhuman animals 
(pigs) in traditional New Guinean societies. Papuan women have tended to be 
given responsibility for the day-to-day welfare of their porcine charges, yet 
have limited control over the fates of said animals. Decisions regarding pigs 
are—or at least traditionally were—made by their husbands or male relatives, 
resulting in the alienation of women from the products of their labor (Dwyer & 
Minnegal, 2005; Josephides, 1983; Strathern, 1988). In contemporary rural 
Ceredigion, women also tend to train and “produce” horses for competition, 
while their male partners ultimately take decisions regarding the exhibition 
and sale of these animals (notable exceptions are bachelors, who produce their 
own horses and men whose “missus”17 have no interest in horses). In this, as in 
the animal realm, control resides in male hands. 

 Th is is not to say that women are unable to regain or assert some element of 
control or that this is applicable in all contexts. However, because—for many 
of my informants—the male members of their partnerships were the primary 
bread winners, they assumed dominant roles; it is here that the inter-subjective 
relationship between my informants and their equine counterparts ultimately 
crystallizes. Although foals and youngstock can be sold on, there is a limit to 
the number of offspring a mare can produce. Stallions, on the other hand, are 
capable of covering several mares a day; so, in economic terms, they are also 
the primary bread winners. Th is affords them a dominant position in what is 
still regarded as an “mpoverished” part of the United Kingdom where agricul-
ture is the dominant source of income for my informants.  

  Conclusion 

 Th is paper has attempted to raise awareness of the wealth of future areas of 
study in commercial sex outside the immediately apparent human realms. 
Like numerous human sex workers, many nonhuman animals are forced into 
having sex (often against their will) for the financial gain of their caretakers. 
Although the paper has focused on the breeding of a specific type of animal in 
the geographical region from whence the breed originated, many of the themes 
raised here could also be applicable in other ethnographic contexts (Gray, 2002; 
Ritvo, 1987; Yarwood & Evans, 1998). Moreover, the association between sex 
and gender for my informants and how these associations are projected onto 
nonhuman animals clearly demonstrate the importance of Anthrozoology for 
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contributing to anthropological knowledge of human cultures. Nonhuman 
animals act as significant markers of identity, and to understand the ways in 
which they are perceived by members of a particular cultural group serves as a 
window into the self-perceptions of those informants (Mullin, 1999).  

Notes

 1. I would like to take this opportunity to express my sincere thanks to Clinton Sanders and 
the anonymous reviewers whose extremely constructive comments on earlier drafts of this paper 
have proved invaluable. I do, however, take full responsibility for any remaining errors. 

 2.  Sex between humans and nonhuman animals (zoophilia) has been dealt with elsewhere 
(Cassidy, 2007) and falls beyond the scope of the current endeavor. 

 3.  A Chifney is a metal bit which, when placed in a stallion’s mouth, offers the handler a 
greater degree of control (Cassidy, 2002b, p. 130). Shanks are chains clipped to the Chifney and 
attached to leather leads, and a twitch is a tourniquet, often fashioned from pieces of baling 
twine, which is applied to the nose as a means of calming the mare, who may become agitated 
by the stallion’s approach (Cassidy, 2002b: p. 133). In many cases where semen is collected for 
the purpose of AI, stallions have to be trained to copulate with a dummy mare. See Stallions 
(2006a, 2006b) for more information (accessed 31st March 2006). 

 4.  Th e terminology here is incredibly important. Animals are “stock” (from “livestock”) 
which is indicative of the hierarchical, utilitarian relationship between humans and animals 
which dominates horse breeding. 

 5.  “Hobble” was the term frequently used by my informants to refer to the generation of 
cash income. 

 6.  Th is point falls beyond the scope of the current research, but it is important to note that 
a common cause of illness and premature death in show animals is dietary-induced laminitis 
(Green, 2005). As one of my informants noted with reference to the first cob show if the year, 
the Lampeter Stallion Show, “most of the horses there will have been stuffed with food over the 
winter—forced into condition [the term used to describe an animal’s weight]. Th ey’ll be jump-
ing out of their skins ‘cos of all the protein, oated up to the eyeballs. Th en you won’t see them 
again all summer, they’ll be off their feet.” Th is last comment is referring to the debilitating 
effects of laminitis, the main symptom of which is tenderness in the feet resulting in immobility 
due to the protein overload in the horse’s system. 

 7.  Here, following Regan, I take anthropomorphism to mean the attribution of what are 
perceived to be exclusively human characteristics to nonhumans (Milton, 2005, p. 259), which, 
as Milton notes, is a distancing concept par excellence (pp. 265-268). 

 8.  Th is is not to suggest that commercial breeders do not form sentimental attachments to 
their animals. Indeed, as one informant stated; “All the breeders I know love their mares—they’re 
part of the family.” However, he agreed that although they were part of the extended family, they 
were still ‘stock’ and therefore subordinate to the human members. 

 9.  Indeed, amongst the traditional Welsh cob breeders I have studied, even family and 
friends are expected to pay for a stallion’s services. 

10.  Dimbeth Sion is the only stallion who has won both the ridden and driven Cob stallion 
classes at the Royal Welsh Show, although he has never won the coveted Prince of Wales. Gwenl-
lan refers to the stud of the same name, in particular their most famous stallion, Gwenllan 
Sam—a prolific stock getter, who is in the unusual position of having a Prince of Wales winner 
in his Dam, Gwenllan Sali. 
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11.  At the end of every year the Welsh Pony and Cob Society produces a league table of stal-
lions based on performance in the show ring. 

12.  Th is is not to suggest that the outcomes of horse races cannot be determined by human 
interference (Cassidy, 2005).

13.  Th e term used to refer to the “presence” or attitude of an animal in the show ring, which, 
combined with “type” (correct conformation and action), is what judges look for in show 
 animals.

14.  As one informant revealed to me “you know what some bois [boys] do to make the cobs 
all fired up? Stick ginger, you know, up their arse [sic]. Th at makes ‘em go.” 

15.  Th ey have successfully ‘created another ritual’ in the form of ridden showing classes, 
where female riders always outnumber and outperform male riders. However, this falls beyond 
the scope of the current paper. 

16.  It would be interesting here to do further study on the perceptions of “alternative sexu-
alities” within cob-culture. In the course of my research, I have heard informants refer to some 
successful handlers, breeders and judges as “benders” (gay). However, this term does not appear 
to be used in a hostile manner, rather as another explanation for why certain judges place the 
animals belonging to their ‘friends’ over others. 

17.  Slang for female partners. 

   References 

 Aftandilian, D. (Ed.). (2007). What are the animals to us? Approaches from science, religion, folk-
lore, literature, and art. Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press. 

 Agricultural Wages Board for England and Wales. (2006). Agricultural wages order 2005. Number 1. 
Retrieved March 31. 2006 from http://www.defra.gov.uk/farm/working/agwages/pdf/awo05.pdf. 

 Agustìn, L. M. (2005). Th e cultural study of commercial sex. Sexualities, 8 (5), 618-631. 
 Animal Welfare Bill. (2005). Duty of person responsible for animal to ensure welfare. www.publica-

tions.parliament.uk/pa/cm200506/cmbills/058/2006058.pdf—accessed 31 March 2006). 
 Arluke, A. (1994). Managing emotions in an animal shelter. In A. Manning & J. Serpell (Eds.), 

Animals and human society (pp. 145-165). London: Routledge. 
 Benthall, J. (2007). Animal liberation and rights. Anthropology Today, 23 (2), 1-3. 
 Brandes, S. (1981). Like wounded stags: Male sexual ideology in an Andalusian town. In S. Ortner & 

H. Whitehead (Eds.), Sexual meanings: Th e cultural construction of gender and sexuality 
(pp. 216-240). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 ——. (1980). Metaphors of masculinity: Sex and status in Andalusian folklore. Philadelphia: Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania Press. 

 Budiansky, S. (1992). Th e covenant of the wild: Why animals chose domestication. London:  Weidenfeld & 
Nicholson. 

 Cassidy, R. (2007). Zoosex. Stimulus Response (Animals), 18, 84-91. 
 ——. (2005). Falling in love with horses: Th e international thoroughbred auction. Society & 

Animals, 13 (1), 51-68. 
 ——. (2003). Turf wars: Arab dimensions to British racehorse breeding. Anthropology Today, 19 

(3), 13-18. 
 ——. (2002a). Th e social practice of racehorse breeding. Society & Animals, (2), 151-171. 
 ——. (2002b). Th e sport of kings: Kinship, class and thoroughbred breeding in Newmarket. Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 Clark, N. (2007). Animal interface: Th e generosity of domestication. In R. Cassidy & M. Mullin 

(Eds.), Where the wild things are now: Domestication reconsidered (pp. 49-70). Oxford: Berg. 



42 S. Hurn / Society and Animals 16 (2008) 23-44

 Davies, W. D. (2001). One hundred glorious years. Th e Welsh Pony and Cob Society 1900-2001. 
Aberystwyth: Cambrian Printers. 

 Dransart, P. (2002). Earth, water, fleece and fabric: An ethnography and archaeology of Andean 
camelid herding. London: Routledge. 

 Dwyer, P. D., & Minnegal, M. (2005). Person, place or pig: Animal attachments and human 
transactions in New Guinea. In J. Knight (Ed.), Animals in person: Cultural perspectives on 
human-animal intimacy (pp. 37-60). Oxford: Berg. 

 Edelman, B. (2002). Rats are people too! Rat-human relations re-rated. Anthropology Today, 18 
(3), 3-8. 

 Ellis, C. (2004). Th e ethnographic I: A methodological novel about autoethnography: Lanham, MD: 
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. 

 Fiddes, N. (1991). Meat: A natural symbol. London: Routledge. 
 Franklin, A. (1999). Animals and modern cultures. London: Sage. 
 Franklin, S. (2001). Sheepwatching. Anthropology Today, 17 (3), 3-9. 
 ——. (1997). Dolly: A new form of transgenic breedwealth, Environmental Values, 6, 427-437. 
 Fuentes, A. (2006). Th e humanity of animals and the animality of humans. American Anthro-

pologist, 108 (1), 124-132. 
 Gailey, C. W. (1999). Rethinking child labour in an age of capitalist restructuring. Critique of 

Anthropology, 19 (2), 115-119. 
 Gray, J. (2002). Community as place-making: Ram auctions in the Scottish borderland. In 

V. Amit (Ed.), Realizing community: Concepts, social relationships and sentiments (pp. 38-59). 
London: Routledge. 

 Green, P. (2005, March 3). Obesity and the show ring. Horse & Hound. London: IPC Media 
Ltd. 

 Gregory, C. A. (1982). Gifts and commodities. London: Academic Press. 
 Guribye, E. (2000). Do they bite? An anthropological study of man-animal interactions on Galapagos. 

http://www.anthrobase.com/Txt/G/Guribye_E_01.htm .
 Haraway, D. (2003). Th e companion species manifesto: Dogs, people and significant otherness. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 
 ——. (1991). Simians, cyborgs and women: Th e reinvention of nature. London: Free Association 

Books Ltd. 
 Hurn, S. (2007). Cultural conditioning: Constructions of equine obesity amongst Welsh Cob 

exhibitors. NES Journal of Equine Studies, 2, 41-44. 
 Ingold, T. (1994a). Humanity and animality. In T, Ingold (Ed.), Companion encyclopedia of anthro-

pology: Humanity, culture and social life (pp. 3-13). London: Routledge. Ingold, T. (1994b). 
From trust to domination. An alternative history of human-animal relations. In A. Manning & 
J. Serpell (Eds.), Animals and human society (pp. 1-22). London: Routledge. 

 ——. (Ed.). (1994c). What is an animal? London: Routledge. 
 Jones, G. (2006). ‘Fronarth Boneddiges’ Fronarth Stud. Retrieved March 31. 2006 from http://

www.fronarthstud.co.uk/mares.htm#Fronarth Boneddiges .
 Jones, O. (2003). Th e restraint of beasts: Rurality, animality. Actor network theory and dwelling. 

In P. Cloke (Ed.), Country visions (pp. 283-307). Harlow, UK: Pearson. 
 Josephides, L. (1983). Equal but different? Th e ontology of gender among the Kewa. Oceania. 

53, 291-307. 
 Knight, J. (Ed.). (2000). Natural enemies: People-wildlife conflicts in anthropological perspectives. 

London: Routledge. 
 ——. (Ed.). (2005). Animals in person: Cultural perspectives on human-animal intimacies. London: 

Routledge. 
 Lawrence, E. A. (1985). Hoofbeats and society: Studies of human-horse interactions. Bloomington: 

Indiana University Press. 



 S. Hurn / Society and Animals 16 (2008) 23-44 43

 ——. (1994). Rodeo horses: Th e wild and the tame. In R. Willis (Ed.), Signifying animals: 
Human meaning in the natural world (pp. 222-235). London: Routledge. 

 Leip, J. (2001). Airbourne kula: Th e appropriation of birds by Danish ornithologists. Anthropology 
Today, 17 (5), 10-15. 

 McBride, S. (2004). Causal factors of equine stereotypy: A review. National Equine Student, 
4, 14-18. 

 Malinowski, B. (1922/1984). Argonauts of the western Pacific. Prospect Heights, IL:Waveland 
Press. 

 Manning, A., & Serpell, J. A. (Eds.). (1994). Animals and human society: Changing perspectives. 
London: Routledge. 

 Marvin, G. (1988). Bullfight. Oxford: Blackwell. 
 Midgley, M. (1994a). Bridge-building at last. In A. Manning & J. Serpell (Eds.), Animals and 

human society (pp. 188-194). London: Routledge. 
 ——. (1994b). Beasts, brutes and monsters. In T. Ingold (Ed.), What is an animal? (pp. 35-46). 

London: Routledge. 
 Milton, K. (2005). Anthropomorphism or egomorphism? Th e perception of non-human per-

sons by human ones. In J. Knight (Ed.), Animals in person: Cultural perspectives on human-
animal intimacies (pp. 255-271). London: Routledge. 

 ——. (2003). Comment on human-animal relations. Anthropology Today, 19 (1), 19. 
 Monoghan, L. (1999). Creating the perfect body: A variable project. Body and Society, 5 (2-3), 

267-290. 
 Morris, B. (1998). Th e power of animals: An ethnography. Oxford: Berg. 
 Morris, P., Fidler, M., & Costall, A. (2000). Beyond anecdotes: An empirical study of anthropo-

morphism. Society & Animals, 8 (2), 151-165. 
 Mullin, M. (2002). Animals and anthropology. Society & Animals, 10 (4), http://www.psyeta.

org/sa/sa10.4/mullin.shtml .
 ——. (1999). Mirrors and windows: Sociocultural studies of human-animal relationships. 

Annual Review of Anthropology, 28, 201-224. 
 Noske, B. (1997). Beyond boundaries. Humans and animals. Amsterdam: Black Rose Books. 
 ——. (1993). Th e animal question in anthropology, Society & Animals, 1 (2), http://www.psyeta.

org/sa/sa1.2/noske.html .
 Okely, J., & Calloway, H. (Eds.). (1992). Anthropology and autobiography. London: Routledge. 
 Peace, A. (2002). Th e cull of the wild. Dingoes, development and death in an Australian tourist 

location. Anthropology Today, 18 (5), 14-19. 
 Peristiany, J. G. (1965). Honour and shame: Th e values of the Mediterranean people. London: 

Weidenfeld & Nicholson. 
 Pink, S. (1997). Women and bullfighting: Gender, sex and the consumption of tradition. Oxford: Berg. 
 Podberscek, A. L., Paul, E. S ., & Serpell, J. A. (Eds.). (2000). Companion animals and us. Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 Reed-Danahay, D. (Ed.). (1997). Auto/ethnography: Rewriting the self and the social. Oxford: Berg. 
 Ritvo, H. (1987). Th e animal estate: Th e English and other creatures in the Victorian Age. London: 

Penguin Books. 
 Serpell, J. A. (Ed.). (1995). Th e domestic dog: Its evolution, behaviour and interactions with people. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 ——. (1996). In the company of animals. (2nd. ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 ——. (1999a). Working out the beast: An alternative history of western humaneness. In F. Ascione & 

P. Arkow (Eds.), Child abuse, domestic violence and animal abuse: Linking the circles of compas-
sion for prevention and intervention (pp. 38-49). Purdue, IN: Purdue University Press. 

 ——. (1999b). Sheep in wolves’ clothing? Attitudes to animals among farmers and scientists. In 
F. Dolins (Ed.), Animal perspectives (pp, 26-33).Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 



44 S. Hurn / Society and Animals 16 (2008) 23-44

 Serpell, J., & Paul, E. (1994). Pets and the development of positive attitudes towards animals. In 
A. Manning & J. Serpell (Eds.), Animals and human society (pp. 127-144). London: Routledge. 

 Shanklin, E. (1985). Sustenance and symbol: Anthropological studies of domesticated animals. 
Annual Review of Anthropology, 14, 375-403. 

 Stallions. (2006a). Storm Cat’ Overbrook farm. Retrieved March 31. 2006 from http://www.
overbrookfarm.com/main.html .

 ——. (2006b). ‘Stallions at stud’ Derwen International Welsh Cob Centre. Retrieved March 31. 
2006 from http://www.derwencobs.co.uk/index.html .

 Strathern, M. (1988). Work: Exploitation at issue. In M. Strathern (Ed.), Th e gender of the gift 
(pp. 133-170). Berkeley: University of California Press. 

 Trosset, C. (1993). Welshness performed: Welsh concepts of person and society. Tucson: University of 
Arizona Press. 

 Tuan, Y. F. (1984). Dominance and affection. Th e making of pets. London: Yale University Press. 
 Wacquant, L. 1995. Why men desire muscles. Body & Society. 1 (1), 163-179. 
 Wallman, S. (2001). Global threats, local options and personal risk: Dimensions of migrant sex 

work in European cities. Health, Risk and Society, 3, 75-87. 
 Willis, R. (Ed.). (1994). Signifying animals: Human meaning in the natural world. London: Routledge. 
 Yarwood, R., & Evans, N. (1998). New places for “Old Spots”: Th e changing geographies and 

the new geography of Welsh farm animals. Society & Animals, 6 (2), 137-165.      


