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[bookmark: _GoBack]Professor Russell pitches his new as a novel way of understanding the history of animals’ relationships with human beings, with the potential to revolutionize not just animal history but social, labour, and environmental history as well. This can only be done, argues Russell, through a reconciliation of history with evolutionary science. Evolution should no longer be restricted to ‘deep history’, nor in the guise of ‘cultural evolution’. Instead, we need to understand how groups of humans and animals, their traits and behaviors, ‘coevolved’, even in relatively short periods of time. Russell considers the history of greyhounds in this book, but these animals are an illustration of his wider thesis. They are chosen because of the copious source material and their relatively long history, not as a breed, understood as genetically and historically distinct, but as a population labelled ‘greyhounds’, numbered together because of the changing uses to which they could be put.

The history of greyhounds in England is narrated here through three era. First, a patrician period from 1200-1776 (1776 being the date of the formation of the country’s first coursing club). Then, a transitional period from 1776 to 1831 (1831 seeing the reform of game laws that previously restricted hunting with dogs to the upper classes). Finally, an era of modernization (1831-1900), which sees both the democratization of greyhound keeping and a late patrician takeover with the breed standards authorised by the newly-formed Kennel Club. 1900 represents for Russell a radical transition in greyhound evolution in that the breeding pool for greyhounds was firmly closed. This was accompanied by the dominance of dog shows, with appearance being valued over and above the dogs’ ability to hunt game or race against each other. In Russell’s conceptualisation, this aristocratic take-over of the greyhound fancy created new niches (which he puts forward as a combination of habitats and ‘jobs’ – the various things that humans asked greyhounds to do). The argument is consistent here: for all of the preceding centuries, as habitats change, as did the jobs assigned to greyhounds, so populations of people and animals coevolved. It is thus impossible to understand one group (amongst dogs or people) changing without understanding how their partnerships evolved.

It is a forceful argument, and it is a measure of Russell’s originality that secondary literature makes few appearances after the introduction. Contemporary academic references are present, but usually only in the notes, as lists of broadly relevant material. Citations disappear entirely by the final substantive chapters, where the author draws exclusively upon nineteenth-century dog enthusiasts. There is no apparent need for the conventional assembling of academic fellow travellers and allies, no sense that this argument builds on or extends the work of others. This is quite refreshing, but it gives the impression that everyone else has missed the significance of the evolutionary phenomena that Russell sets out to describe. Some scholars are implicitly chided as adherents of ‘cultural constructivism’, but this is the only instance where Russell situates his argument in direct engagement with the corpus of work that has emerged under the rubric of animal history or Human-Animal Studies. This is something of a shame. 

Most importantly, Russell’s formulation of an evolutionary argument feels flawed as both science and history. From the perspective of evolutionary science, the most obvious problem is Russell’s dependence on the theory of memes. Russell states that he ‘follows the lead of others in pointing to memes as heritable instructions for behaviors’ (9), but provides neither references nor a proper defense. I would simply quote the philosopher of science Michael Ruse, in Darwinism and its Discontents (2008): ‘thus far this approach seems not to have achieved much more than a fancy redescription of the phenomena’. Memes in this account can be as large and vague as a belief in science, progress, or modernity, or as small as the ideas transmitted in coursing club rules or drinking songs, or in such phenomena as bookmakers’ propensity for cheating. Anything and everything can be labelled a meme, and the triumph of failure of one meme or another is identified after the fact, but there is no measurement of frequency and impact, and no predictive value as a result. All we have are repeated statements such as ‘Human populations evolved when the frequency of new behaviors, based on new memes, increased’ (102).

From the perspective of history, this is equally unsatisfying. Besides the familiar and misleading story of patrician dominance challenged by the middle classes before an anti-democratic coup restores class order, there is a remarkably conventional account of the forces that – somehow standing outside of the evolutionary process, at least as presented here – affected and remade evolution of dogs and people. Politics, economics, culture, technology: all figure in the story of coevolution that Russell tells, but his narration of these forces is at best unnuanced, and this is not helped by occasional personification: ‘Never eager to be left behind, capitalism jumped into the fray to modernize human evolution in the nineteenth century’ (111, emphasis in original). Throughout, it is hard to pin down meaningful explanations of change, as opposed to assertion or illustration. A lot of the time, things simply happen: imperialism ‘fostered’ memes (87), class conflict ‘facilitated’ them (88). We are told of the importance of ‘A shift in aesthetic values’ (47) or ‘Broader social forces’ (119). But the reiteration of the doctrine of coevolution reinforces the lack of conventional historical argument:

Social and ecological forces created and changed habitats. When habitats changed, owners adapted. The frequency of ideas (culture, memes) and behaviors (traits) changed in the population of greyhound owners. The population evolved. These kinds of changes are familiar to historians. We call them history. (31)

For the animal historian, there is much useful information here, but the book’s impact depends on whether the argument about coevolution, and specifically its dependence on memetics, is taken as persuasive. I am just not sure the case has been made.
