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COUNTDOWN TO THE BAN 2001

A fleeing fox desperately tries to escape the pack of hounds by

running into water. Seconds later it is caught by the pack.▼
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“I believe that hunting with dogs is a

barbaric practice that in no way can

be justified as sport and must be

banned in our society before we 

can think of ourselves as ‘civilised’.

The animals with which we humans

share this planet deserve our

respect and kindness rather than 

the cruel tortures we too often inflict

upon them. There can be no rational

reason for this practice to continue,

and only when it is banned will we

be able to emerge from the dark

ages into the light of a new century.”

Sir Paul McCartney

Around 200 years ago a bill to ban bull baiting was passed
by Parliament. Bans on bear baiting, cock fighting, dog fighting
and badger baiting have been enacted since. In the UK the
hunting of deer, foxes, hare and mink with dogs are the only
activities where animal is set against animal for so-called
‘sport’ that have not yet been outlawed, despite overwhelming
majorities in the House of Commons for numerous Private
Members Bills. In 2000 MPs once again voted for the ban
option in the Government’s Hunting Bill only to see this Bill
run out of time following opposition in the Lords.

This report, prepared by the Royal Society for the Prevention
of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA), the International Fund for
Animal Welfare (IFAW) and the League Against Cruel
Sports (LACS), summarises the case against hunting with
dogs. Together with other national organisations, prominent 
individuals and policy makers we call upon the Government
to fulfil its 2001 election manifesto and Queen’s Speech 
commitments to give MPs the opportunity of a free vote 
on the issue as soon as possible. This time, the Government
must ensure that the will of Parliament is reflected in 
legislation. Cruelty to animals has no place in modern
Britain and hunting with dogs should now be banned by the
successful passage of a Government Bill. The countdown 
to a ban has begun.
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Cruel and unnecessary 

● The Committee of Inquiry into Hunting with Dogs in 
England and Wales, chaired by Lord Burns, concluded in
its June 2000 report that hunting with dogs “seriously
compromises the welfare” of foxes, deer, hares and mink.
This includes the chase and the kill.

● Evidence presented to the Burns Inquiry showed that the
welfare of deer towards the end of the chase is very poor.
Deer made the maximum physical effort possible to escape
the threat of hounds and exhausted themselves completely.

● Foxes chased and killed above ground can be literally 
disembowelled by a pack of hounds. Post mortem evidence
presented to the Burns Inquiry showed that some foxes
sustained appalling injuries before they were killed.

● The Universities Federation for Animal Welfare carried 
out 53 post mortem examinations on coursed hares
(1977–1979). None of them had been killed by a clean
break of the neck by the dogs and a number had been
killed by the handlers when they were retrieved from 
the dogs.

● The Burns Inquiry concluded that, where a need to 
control foxes is demonstrated or perceived: “lamping
using rifles, if carried out properly and in appropriate
circumstances, has fewer adverse welfare implications
than hunting, including digging-out.”

● It is estimated that foxes are responsible for saving 
farmers around £100 million each year in agricultural
damage by eating rabbits and rodents – a major cause of
crop damage.

● Nationally, foxes are not the pest that they are culturally 
perceived to be. The Burns Inquiry concluded that while
individual foxes may cause some damage, fox predation
is not a significant cause of lamb mortality in the 
United Kingdom. 

● Where it is necessary to cull deer, the Burns Inquiry 
concluded that: “Stalking, if carried out to a high standard
and with the availability of a dog or dogs to help find 
any wounded deer that escape, is in principle the better
method of culling deer from an animal welfare perspective.
In particular, it obviates the need to chase the deer in the
way which occurs in hunting.”

Hunting with dogs that involves the chase
of a quarry animal is cruel.The chase has 
no purpose other than to provide ‘sport’
and is unnecessary to protect legitimate
human interests.
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● The Burns Inquiry concluded that: “There is little or no 

need to control overall hare numbers.”

● Hunting with dogs that involves the chase of a quarry 
animal is cruel. The chase has no purpose other than to
provide ‘sport’ and is unnecessary to protect legitimate
human interests. Consequently, the suffering that 
results is unnecessary and, therefore, cruel. Killing by
hounds is not the most humane method of culling the
quarry species. 

● CPHA concludes that the only solution to ending 
the cruelty of hunting with dogs is to ban it. 
Proposals to license hunting – the so-called ‘Middle
Way’ – would do nothing to prevent the fundamentally
cruel practice of chasing and killing live mammals 
with dogs.

Hunting and a modern countryside

● CPHA believes that the future prosperity of the 
countryside is dependent on creating a forward-looking
vision for the countryside. There are a number of areas
both specific to animal welfare, and also in a wider context,
that should be explored to assist in creating a 
sustainable countryside. These include the development
of drag hunting, environmental tourism and a “green agenda”
in farm products.

● In contrast to the various claims of job losses made by 
the pro-hunt lobby the Burns Inquiry concluded that:
“…in terms of national resource use, the economic effects

of a ban on hunting would be unlikely to be substantial,

especially in the context of the drastic changes taking

place in the agricultural sector.”

● The Burns report concluded that somewhere between
6,000 and 8,000 full-time equivalent jobs depend 
on hunting, although only around 700 of these jobs
(involving some 800 people) result from direct employment
by the hunts.

● A ban on hunting with dogs is supported by some of the 
biggest trade unions in Britain – including the Rural,
Agricultural and Allied Workers section of the Transport
and General Workers Union (TGWU).

Hunting and civil liberties

● No one has a right to be cruel to animals. If previous 
governments had accepted the “civil liberties” logic
argued by the pro-hunt lobby, sports such as cock 
fighting, bear baiting and badger baiting would never
have been outlawed.

● The civil liberties of many country dwellers have been
infringed by hunts that trespass on their property. Because
of the unpredictable nature of hunting live quarry, 
hunts have rampaged through schools, graveyards and
farms without permission. Their hounds have also killed
much-loved pets and farm animals. 

Support for a ban

● During the last forty years, there have been many opinion
polls that demonstrate a clear mandate for banning hunting
with dogs. In March this year, a MORI poll indicated that
65% of people believed the House of Lords should accept
the decision of MPs in favour of a ban. 

● Opinion polls show widespread support in rural areas for
a ban on hunting. Even in rural areas surrounding hunt
kennels, more people oppose hunting than participate in it.
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COUNTDOWN TO THE BAN 2001

In recent years there has been an unfortunate
polarisation of the countryside debate following
the deliberate strategy of the pro-hunt lobby
to, as Janet George, the Countryside Alliance’s
former press officer, explained: “…wrap hunting
up in the wider rural fabric. Because everyone loves
the countryside and hates hunting.”1

In July 2000 leading organisations concerned about the
countryside established Rural Futures to bring a fresh
approach to rural affairs. These groups, including the
RSPB, National Trust, National Federation of Women’s
Institutes and National Federation of Young Farmers’
Clubs said they wanted: “…to bring new thinking to the 
countryside debate” and argued for this to “move away from
the crude “angry farmers and fox-hunters” characterisation
of the countryside.”2

It is undeniable that rural communities have suffered
immensely with a general fall in prices for livestock and
produce, and with the particular problems that BSE 
and Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) have created. The 
devastating outbreak of FMD is without doubt the most 
significant issue to affect rural Britain for decades. Soon
after the first few clusters of outbreaks were diagnosed, all
forms of hunting wild mammals with dogs were suspended 
in England, Scotland and Wales in order to help prevent 
the disease from spreading. The disease has had shocking
consequences for animal welfare and this has led to 
organisations such as the RSPCA diverting substantial
resources and manpower to helping the animals affected.

Commenting on the foot and mouth crisis, Barry
Leathwood, National Secretary of the Rural Agricultural 
and Allied Workers section of the Transport and General
Workers Union said to CPHA: “Many rural communities
have suffered from foot and mouth disease. The time has
come to develop a new vision of the countryside – with
skilled workers caring for animals and their environment –
and an end to the gratuitous cruelty of hunting.” With
respect to hunting wild animals with dogs, Leathwood, 

who is a vice-president of CPHA added: “My members
have debated the issue of hunting on many occasions.
They want a healthy and prosperous countryside. And they
want one where both farmed and wild animals are valued
and treated with respect. This will mean culling from time 
to time – but only using humane techniques, not chasing 
animals to exhaustion in the name of sport.”

“ In my experience at least half the 

people who live in the countryside are

anti-hunt and at least half the farmers

I know in the countryside dislike the

hunt immensely. If they allow the hunt

across their land it’s only by reason 

of deference to bigger landowners…

I think the idea that it is a simple 

town and country divide is extremely

false and misleading. ”

Phillip Oppenheim
Former Conservative Minister

6

“ I live in a village so I’m aware of what

people in the countryside think. I know

that people in my village are in favour 

of a ban on hunting and in the rural

areas generally. ”

Lord Hoyle

Many rural communities have suffered from

foot and mouth disease.The time has come

to develop a new vision of the countryside

A modern vision 
for the countryside



Organisations including the RSPCA, IFAW and LACS have
long argued that the future prosperity of rural areas is
dependent on creating a forward-looking vision for the 
countryside. There are a number of areas both specific 
to animal welfare, and also in a wider context, that should 
be looked at to help create a sustainable countryside. 
These include:

● Development of drag hunting 

CPHA believes that, if supported, drag hunting can work.
There is potential for the appeal of drag hunting to extend
far beyond that of fox hunting. A great many people who
enjoy riding, but have opposed hunting on animal welfare
grounds, will be able to continue the traditions of hunting, 
help replace lost jobs and ensure the continuation of 
hunting without cruelty.

● Environmental/sustainable tourism

With the difficulties that farming has suffered in recent
years there is a real need to continue to develop tourism
that acts in harmony with the rural environment.

● Developing a ‘Green Agenda’ in products

Animal welfare groups have been at the forefront of 
encouraging a ‘green’ agenda in farm produce. The success
of the RSPCA’s own “Freedom Food” farm animal welfare
labelling scheme has demonstrated the potential to develop
an economic alternative, based on farming that focuses on
animal welfare considerations.

“Don’t believe those who claim 

that being anti-hunting means being

anti-countryside. Many who live and

work in the countryside are opposed

to hunting. They see it as irrelevant

to improving the rural economy.

A modern countryside policy,

benefiting humans and animals,

should encompass drag hunting 

and alternative mounted sports,

together with less intensive 

agriculture to replace the outdated

and cruel system of factory farming

implicated in BSE and the foot and

mouth crisis. Hunting has no place 

in a civilised society.”

Dr Robert Garner
Department of Politics
University of Leicester
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CPHA is a broad-based campaign to end the
cruel and unnecessary sports of fox, deer, hare
and mink hunting with dogs. First formed in 1996
by the RSPCA, LACS and IFAW, CPHA has the
backing of a number of national organisations,
prominent individuals and policy makers.

Founded in 1824, the RSPCA is the world’s oldest and largest
animal welfare charity. Its aim is to prevent cruelty and promote
kindness to all animals. The Society has 328 uniformed inspectors
that give advice on animal care and investigate allegations
of cruelty. Where appropriate the Society also brings prosecutions
for cruelty offences. It has four hospitals that provide subsidised
treatment for animals; three wildlife hospitals and a national
network of rehoming centres and clinics. With the support of its
internationally recognised scientists, the Society campaigns
both in the UK and abroad to educate the public and to secure
legislative changes that improve the welfare of all animals.

Founded in 1924, the League Against Cruel Sports

maintains a unique approach to the protection of wildlife –
combining campaigning with conservation. The League has been
at the forefront of the campaign to ban hunting with dogs. To
achieve its goal the League liaises closely with politicians in
pressing for government action and enjoys cross-party support.
The League backs up its campaigning work with a conservation
programme providing practical help to wildlife through its
network of wildlife sanctuaries in the West Country.

IFAW is the world’s leading international animal welfare
organisation supported by over two million people worldwide
and staffed by more than 200 experienced campaigners, 
educators, legal and communications experts and internationally
acclaimed scientists working from offices in 13 countries
around the world. IFAW works to improve the welfare of
wild and domestic animals throughout the world by reducing
commercial exploitation, protecting wildlife habitats and
assisting animals in distress. The organisation seeks to motivate
the public to prevent cruelty to animals and to promote 
animal welfare and conservation policies that advance the
well-being of both animals and people.

The campaign so far

Since the Second World War there have been a substantial
number of parliamentary bills seeking to ban hunting with
dogs. In May 1997 Labour MP for Worcester Michael Foster
introduced the Wild Mammals (Hunting with Dogs) Bill. 
At its second reading on 28 November 1997, this Private 
Member’s Bill had the support of an historic 411 MPs across
all three parties – a record for any previous private member’s
bill. Despite such overwhelming parliamentary and public
support the Bill was blocked by a small number of 
filibustering supporters of hunting.

In November 1998, CPHA launched Deadline 2000 – a 
campaign aimed at winning, before the new millennium, 
a government commitment to introduce its own bill to 
ban hunting with dogs. The campaign was given further
momentum in July 1999 when the Prime Minister 
himself, in response to a question about hunting on BBC
TV, said: “It will be banned.” Shortly after that the CPHA
welcomed a government announcement that it would 
hold an official inquiry to establish the facts of the issue.
The Committee of Inquiry into Hunting with Dogs in
England and Wales, chaired by Lord Burns, released its
findings in June 2000 and confirmed that hunting with 
dogs “seriously compromises the welfare” of foxes, deer,
hare and mink.

In December 2000 the Government introduced its own Bill
to outlaw hunting with dogs. This time the Bill contained
three possible options – a ban, an option to introduce
licensed hunting and an option to allow hunting to continue
unchanged. Once again the proposed ban received clear 
support in the House of Commons with 387 MPs voting for
the ban option to proceed. The option of licensed hunting
has been roundly condemned by CPHA and rejected by 
both Houses of Parliament. Lord Hattersley has described
this so-called “middle way” as “a contrivance to permit the
continuation of hunting.” This pro-hunting option would 
do nothing to prevent the fundamentally cruel practice of
chasing and killing wild mammals with dogs.

Despite such resounding support for a ban, the Bill fell in
March 2001 when the House of Lords voted in favour of the
option to allow hunting with dogs to continue and the Bill
subsequently ran out of parliamentary time.

8
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On 19 September 2001, Scotland’s Parliament voted in
favour of the key principles of a Bill to ban mounted fox
hunting, hare coursing and fox baiting3 by 84 to 34 votes.
This is likely to become law before summer 2002. CPHA
believes that unless hunting is banned in England and Wales,
hunters in Scotland may simply cross the border to hunt. 

Independent research shows clear public support for a ban 
in England and Wales. In March 2001 a MORI poll 
indicated that 65% of people believed the House of Lords
should accept the decision of MPs in favour of a ban.4

Furthermore, a MORI poll for The Economist published in
June 2001 showed clear support for a ban in Great Britain
with the public supporting a ban by a ratio of nearly two 
to one.5

Opinion polls show widespread support in rural areas for a
ban on hunting, with Michael Foster’s Private Member’s
Bill gaining support from 57% of rural dwellers, in an
October 1997 MORI poll. Even in rural areas surrounding
hunt kennels, more people oppose hunting than participate
in it.6

Defenders of hunting often claim that “the countryside” 
supports hunting. However, a MORI poll conducted in May
2000 of people living in the middle of the countryside
showed that far more people support a ban than oppose it.
Some 57 per cent of riders and 59 per cent of anglers were
shown to support a ban on hunting in a poll conducted by
MORI in October 1997. 

In October 2001 Bob Worcester, Chairman of MORI, 
commented: “People’s views of hunting predominantly
reflect their basic values, which shift very slowly over time,
if at all. What does change, however, is the media and 
political context in which polls take place. Specifically, we
have seen less coverage of the issue since the Foster Bill 
in 1997/1998 – causing some people to believe hunting has
already been banned and others to assume that it inevitably
will be. Nevertheless, when people are presented with a two
way choice – ban hunting or not – far more continue to
choose the former.”

CPHA is now calling on the government to fulfil its manifesto
commitment to give MPs the opportunity of a free vote on
the issue by introducing another government bill as soon as
possible, as indicated in the 2001 Queen’s Speech.

CPHA Supporters

The campaign to ban hunting is supported by:

Popular celebrities including music legend Sir
Paul McCartney, Hollywood actress Julia Ormond,
actors Richard Wilson and Andrew Sachs, fashion
designers Stella McCartney, Elizabeth Emanuel and
Wayne Hemingway, animal behaviourist Desmond
Morris, EastEnders actress Wendy Richard, writer
and animal campaigner Carla Lane, performer Billy
Bragg, writer and former model Lauren Booth, TV
actress Pam Ferris, TV presenters Chris Packham,
Jayne Middlemiss, Wendy Turner Webster and Michaela
Strachan and TV vet Emma Inglis. 

High profile politicians including Ann
Widdecombe, former government ministers Lord
Hattersley, Baroness Castle and Tony Banks; 
former Conservative minister Philip Oppenheim;
Liberal Democrats Lord Dholakia, Tom McNally,
shadow home secretary Simon Hughes and animal
welfare spokesman Norman Baker.

Animal welfare organisations including the
RSPCA, the League Against Cruel Sports, the
International Fund for Animal Welfare, the World
Society for the Protection of Animals, the Whale
and Dolphin Conservation Society, Eurogroup for
Animal Welfare and Earthkind.

Some of the biggest trade unions including
the Rural, Agricultural and Allied Workers Section
of the Transport and General Workers Union, the
Transport and General Workers Union as a whole,
the Amalgamated Engineering and Electrical
Union, the Communication Workers Union and the
Manufacturing Science and Finance Union.

Prominent individuals including The Rt Revd
Dominic Walker, OGS, the Bishop of Reading, 
The Revd Professor Andrew Linzey, PhD, DD, 
The Rt Revd Richard Llewellin, the Bishop at
Lambeth, Dr Roger Crisp, Fellow and Tutor in
Philosophy and Sir Patrick Moore OBE.

9
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Britain is internationally perceived as a leading
proponent of animal welfare and a champion for
wildlife protection around the world.The failure
to ban the killing of wild animals for sport is a 
blight on this reputation, is regarded as hypocritical
by representatives of some countries and hinders
the effor ts of international organisations to 
advance animal welfare legislation in such countries.
Here is a sample of statements from international
politicians and animal protectionists:

Netherlands

Willie Swildens-Rozendaal 

Member of Parliament, The Hague

“Why the United Kingdom continues to permit fox hunting
is a mystery to most politicians around the world. It creates
a very bad impression of a country that allows something so
cruel and out of place in modern society.”

Domenica

Mr Athie Martin 

Former Government Minister

“Around the world Britain is looked up to on so many vital
animal issues, such as the international ban on whaling. 
In that light one finds it hard to understand why it allows 
fox hunting to continue, when there appears no reasonable
justification for killing these animals.”

Canada

Professor David Lavigne 

Guelph University 

(leading world expert on seals)

“Britain has taken a leading role in condemning the 

commercial seal hunt in Canada and it was partially 

responsible for the European import ban on products from

harp and hooded seal pups. The UK’s stance on sealing is

attacked, however, on the grounds that it should put its

house in order with respect to fox hunting before it preaches

to the international community about other animal welfare

and wildlife conservation issues.”

Japan

Mr Kazuo Shima

Delegate to the International Whaling Commission

Accused the UK of “Ethnocentric hypocrisy” in trying 
to prevent whale eating while “legally permitting 
fox hunting.” He challenged Britain “to prove fox hunting 
is humane.”

China 

Mr Congjie Liang 

President of Friends of Nature in China

“Britain’s position as a society with good animal ethics 
is undermined internationally by bloodsports such as fox
and stag hunting. It is setting a very bad example for 
developing countries that are trying to establish animal 
welfare standards.” 

“…Cruelty is cruelty whether it is performed upon 

a child or an animal. It must be the task of a good 

government to legislate against all such cruelty. ”

The Revd Professor Andrew Linzey
Senior Research Fellow, Blackfriars Hall, University of Oxford, and
recently appointed Doctor of Divinity by Archbishop of Canterbury
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Italy

Grazia Francescato 

Leader of the Green Party

“Britain has an international reputation as an animal 

loving country, but this is seriously damaged by fox and stag

hunting. These cruel pastimes belong in the 19th century,

not the 21st. The UK’s credibility as a leading voice 

in respect of animal welfare is reduced because of this

unsatisfactory situation.”

USA

Wayne Pacelle

Senior Vice-President of the Humane Society 

of the United States (HSUS)

“The Humane Society of the United States and other 

animal welfare organisations based in America have long

looked to the United Kingdom as a leader on animal 

protection issues, dating back to the early part of the 

19th century. The latest effort to ban the inhumane and 

unnecessary practice of fox hunting is in keeping with your

humane tradition. HSUS, the US’s largest animal protection

organisation with more than 7 million members and constituents,

unreservedly endorses a ban on fox hunting.”

Around the world

Andrew Dickson

Chief Executive of the World Society for the

Protection of Animals (WSPA)

“WSPA, one of the world’s leading animal welfare charities

with over 380 member societies in more than 80 countries,

works around the world to protect animals from suffering…

The fact that fox hunting has not yet been banned in the UK

does nothing to help us in our work to end bear baiting 

and other forms of animal cruelty overseas. On 5th January

2001, the Daily Jang, a leading Pakistani newspaper,

reported on WSPA’s efforts to end bear baiting but concluded

in comparing it to fox hunting, which was described 

as a ‘…barbaric spectacle for which there is infinitely 

less excuse to continue in a society where education is far

more widespread’.”

“…We are aware that this is a 

long tradition in the United Kingdom

but would argue that one of the

measures of our evolution as a 

society is not only reflected in our

technological advances but also 

in the development of a more 

heightened awareness of our 

responsibilities to the environment

and those species that share our

world. Clearly, there are other means

of sport and ways to enjoy nature

than to continue the practice of

hunting with hounds.”

Mark Pokras DVM and 
Florina S Teng DVM
Wildlife Clinic,Tufts University School 
of Veterinary Medicine, USA
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Fox hunting has existed in its current form 
for some 250 years.There are now about 200 
registered packs of fox hounds in England and
Wales. Each year these packs chase and kill
between 21,000–25,000 foxes.The average pack
has approximately sixty hounds and is followed by
dozens of riders and supporters on foot or in cars.
Cub hunting, where cubs are chased and killed,
takes place between August and November.
The official season,where adult foxes are pursued,

takes place between November and April or May.
For hunters, one of the key aspects of a ‘successful’
hunt is one that involves a long chase.

What happens during a fox hunt?

Cub hunting, now euphemistically called ‘autumn hunting’by
foxhunters, is a practice in which four to five month old fox
cubs are chased and killed. It is carried out in order to train young
hounds to kill foxes. A pack of young hounds is taken to a small
wood or ‘covert’ where a family of foxes is known to live. The
pack is sent in and set upon the cubs. If a cub manages to escape
the wood, riders and followers who have the area surrounded,
often drive them back to the hounds. The Committee of Inquiry
into Hunting with Dogs in England and Wales, chaired by Lord
Burns, condemned the practice of cub hunting. Their report
stated that even if hunting is not banned, consideration could
be given to “prohibiting the practice entirely.”

Adult foxes are hunted between November and April or May.
Before a meet many hunts will organise the blocking of fox
earths, badger setts and other possible underground refuges
for hunted foxes. Some foxes escape but others will become
exhausted or make a mistake at which time the hounds 
catch up with and seize the quarry in their jaws. Even if the
fox finds underground refuge, hunts employ ‘terriermen’ to
send dogs beneath ground to locate it. This can result in a
vicious underground dogfight between the two animals. 

The cruelty of fox hunting

There is overwhelming evidence in support of a ban on fox
hunting with dogs. 

● Hunt supporters claim that when the hounds reach the fox 
it is killed instantly with a bite to the neck. Post mortem 
evidence, however, has shown that some foxes have been
literally disembowelled before being killed by hounds. 

● British law defines cruelty as the causing of unnecessary
suffering. The availability of shooting as a more humane
method in lowland areas and the use of flushing to guns in
other areas mean that the suffering caused to foxes  through
hunting with dogs is cruel and unnecessary. If animals such
as cats or dogs were to be chased and killed in the same way,
those responsible could be convicted of cruelty for “causing
unnecessary suffering” to an animal.

● Fox hunting with dogs is unnecessary. The Burns Committee
concluded that foxes may cause some damage to farmers
but that where a need to kill foxes is demonstrated or
perceived: “lamping using rifles, if carried out properly and
in appropriate circumstances, has fewer adverse welfare
implications than hunting, including digging-out.”

“ I used to hunt myself… I can remember seeing a fox 

killed… Its stomach was torn apart. It screamed. It was

a terrible sight. And although they tried to keep the

younger members of the hunt back, we saw what had

happened and I was told that really wasn’t untypical.”

The Rt Reverend Dominic Walker 
OGS,The Bishop of Reading
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● It is estimated that foxes are responsible for saving farmers
approximately £100 million every year in agricultural damage
by eating rodents and rabbits – a major cause of crop damage.7

● The Burns Committee found that: “in a proportion of cases it
(death) results from massive injuries to the chest and vital
organs, although insensibility and death will normally follow
within a matter of seconds once the fox is caught.” Lord Burns 
Burns later told Parliament: “…we came to the view that the 
experience of being closely pursued, caught and killed by hounds

seriously compromises the welfare of the fox and probably falls
short of the standards we would expect for humane killing.”

● The chase alone causes suffering to the hunted fox. The fox
is prevented from following its innate danger evasion 
behaviour – hiding underground or escaping by a short 
flight within familiar territory. 

● The Burns Committee concluded that: “the effect on the
welfare of a fox being closely pursued, caught and killed
above ground by hounds” is that “this experience seriously
compromises the welfare of the fox.”

● The Burns Committee concluded that “…the activity of digging
out and shooting a fox involves a serious compromise of its
welfare, bearing in mind the often protracted nature of the
process and the fact that the fox is prevented from escaping.” 

“The fox was post-mortemed by 

a vet. All of its ribs apart from three

were broken. There were various

puncture wounds to the chest.

The lung was actually protruding

through the chest. There were 

other puncture wounds to the

abdomen. The liver was punctured.

The intestines were punctured and

other organs were damaged.

It had a broken leg. But significantly

there was no injury to the neck,

no injury to the head. The heart 

was intact. No major arteries had

been severed. Basically this animal

took minutes to die. It wasn’t killed

immediately as the hunts say they

often are. ”

RSPCA Inspector John Atkinson
describing the death of a fox killed 
by the Bramham Moor Hunt
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If animals such as cats or dogs were to be 
chased and killed in the same way, those 
responsible could be convicted of cruelty for
“causing unnecessary suffering” to an animal.

▲ A fox is savagely

torn apart by a 

pack of hounds.
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Most registered fox hunts use the services 
of terriermen, individuals employed to find,
dig out and kill foxes that have found 
an underground refuge during a hunt. This 
activity has also become a ‘sport’ in its own
right, attracting several thousand enthusiasts
who kill an estimated 50,000 foxes a year 
for fun. These independent terriermen
operate in small gangs, armed with dogs,
nets, and spades.

What is terrier work?

Most people are familiar with the illegal practices of badger
digging and baiting, in which terriers are sent underground
to find badgers, often resulting in both dog and badger 
suffering appalling injuries. The badger is then dug out of
the sett by the terriermen. When terriermen send their dogs
underground to find foxes, however, they are acting within
the law because foxes are not afforded the same legal 
protection as badgers. 

When a fox finds underground refuge during a hunt, terriers
are sent into the earth to locate it. If the terrier finds the 
fox, an underground battle may ensue between the two 
animals – one in which both fox and dog can suffer 
horrific injuries. The fox is then either flushed from the
earth by the terrier or is dug out and shot at close range by 
a waiting terrierman. 

Gamekeepers also use terriers to find foxes in underground

‘earths’ during the breeding season. The vixen stays with 

her dependent cubs, making her an easy target. At other

times of year, foxes are more likely to live above ground.

Although gamekeepers claim that their intention is to ‘flush’

the vixen so that she can be shot, some animals become

trapped underground, perhaps staying to defend their young.

In either event, the terrier probably kills the fox cubs,

increasing the ‘tally’ of foxes culled. 

The cruelty of terrier work

● Terriers attacking foxes underground often inflict severe 
wounds. Terriers can also suffer extensive injuries 
during underground battles with foxes. The occurrences 
of scars on the dogs, caused by these fights, are 
celebrated in hunting literature and in the nicknames
given to the dogs. The RSPCA has successfully 
prosecuted a number of terrier owners for failing to
seek veterinary treatment for terriers injured in such 
encounters. Foxes, however, are not afforded the same
legal protection.

● Post mortem evidence has confirmed that some foxes 

suffer multiple injuries when terriers are used in earths.

If the same process were to be inflicted on badgers, 

it would be called “badger digging or baiting” and those

responsible could be prosecuted for cruelty.

● Independent terriermen are often not licensed to carry the

firearms needed to humanely kill a dug out or flushed fox. 

A desperate fox cowers from his pursuers after finding an
underground refuge.▼
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“ Hunting is a cruel and barbaric 

practice which has no place in a

civilised society. ”

Richard Wilson
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Fox baiting 

In Scotland some aspects of terrier work have a 
different meaning than in England and Wales. In the
Highland region, where there is little soil, foxes do
not use earths. They usually live in scree, ‘cairns’,
which are in essence boulder debris left by erosion.
These have several outlets, and terriers are used 
primarily with the intention of flushing foxes to guns.
Underground fights are less likely to occur because
of the multiple outlets from the cairn. The terriers are
sometimes trained to bark, to drive foxes through the
cairns. Sealyham terriers are also used in the unique
Caithness habitat known as the ‘flow’ country. Foxes
lie up on this giant floating bog much like hare, or 
in heather or gorse. The Sealyhams work as small
packs to flush them to guns. 

Scottish MSPs call the English and Welsh system of 
terrier work ‘fox baiting’ to distinguish it from the
practice of flushing foxes to guns, which most Scottish 
gamekeepers claim they carry out. On 19 September
2001 the Scottish Parliament voted overwhelmingly
in favour of Mike Watson’s Bill of which he said:
“the third principle is to ban fox-baiting where dogs 

are used to bait and fight foxes underground.” The
Rural Development Committee, reporting on Mike
Watson’s Protection of Wild Mammals (Scotland)
Bill stated: “The Committee makes it clear that it

abhors any such form of “fox-baiting”, whether 

carried out using dogs or otherwise…”

Scottish MSPs call the English and 
Welsh system of terrier work ‘fox 
baiting’ to distinguish it from the 
practice of flushing foxes to guns, which
most Scottish gamekeepers claim they
carry out.

Conclusions of the Burns Inquiry

The Burns Committee commissioned post mortems of two
foxes dug out by terriermen. In one case the examination
found evidence of “trauma before death”. In the second
case it was found that the fox had to be shot twice. Once it
had gone to ground a terrier was sent down and after 25 
minutes of digging the fox was found. The first shot went
through the animal’s shoulder and failed to kill it so another
shot was required. The post mortem examination found that
it had suffered multiple bite wounds on the face and top of
the head, damage to the right eye and bite wounds around
the throat before it was killed.

The Burns Committee concluded that: “…the activity of 
digging out and shooting a fox involves a serious compromise
of its welfare, bearing in mind the often protracted 
nature of the process and the fact that the fox is prevented 
from escaping.”

15
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▲ A terrierman

proudly displays

a dead fox and 

the terrier he has

used to catch it. 
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There are three remaining registered deer
packs in Britain: the Tiver ton, the Devon and
Somerset Staghounds and the Quantock
Staghounds. There are estimated to be about
4,000–6,000 red deer in the area hunted by
these packs.These hunts kill some 160 deer
a year, representing about 15 per cent of the
numbers that are culled in the area to maintain
a stable population.The remainder are shot 
by stalkers. Young males are hunted during
March and April, while mature males are 
hunted through the autumn months. Hinds 
are chased from November through to the
end of February.

What happens during a deer hunt?

Deer hunts like to provide a long chase for the subscribing
followers. Riders and hounds split up the whole herd of deer
until a suitable stag is running alone or a hind has been 
singled out. The dogs are bred for stamina, not speed so the
deer is chased for anything from under an hour to a whole
day. The Burns Committee found that the average chase
lasts for three hours over a distance of 18 kilometres. As the
chase continues the deer either slows to a point where the
dogs catch up or it simply lies down, too exhausted to run
any further. At this point the animal is “brought to bay” – 

it stops running and turns to face its pursuers. According 
to hunt supporters, the dogs then hold the deer at bay, 
without attacking, and the deer is humanely shot either with
a prescribed shotgun or humane killer. However, the hounds
may reach the deer before hunt followers. This means 
that the followers may not be able to prevent the hounds
attacking the deer before it can be killed. Hunt monitors
have filmed deer being savaged and mauled by dogs at 
this stage and the Burns Inquiry accepted that deer are 
occasionally bitten.

At the start of the hind season, hinds may have a totally
dependent calf at foot. These calves have difficulty keeping
up during the chase. The target hind will double back 
trying to urge the calf on. Eventually, she will be forced to 
abandon the calf to run for her life. The Burns Inquiry said
this causes: “understandable concern. It puts the hind in a
position of having to choose between saving itself and staying
with the calf.” It called for action to be taken to end this
practice even in the absence of a hunting ban.
A stag desperately tries to escape from the Tiverton Stag Hounds.▼
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“We now have a chance to finally

stop hunting; to stop cruelty.

For pity’s sake, please let’s do it.”

Meg Matthews

Riders and hounds split up the whole 

herd of deer until a suitable stag is running 

alone or a hind has been singled out.

The dogs are bred for stamina, not speed 

so the deer is chased for anything from 

an hour to a whole day.
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The cruelty of deer hunting

There is overwhelming evidence to support the case for a
ban on deer hunting with dogs. 

● Professor Patrick Bateson, the Provost of King’s College
Cambridge and the Biological Secretary of the Royal
Society, was commissioned by the National Trust to
investigate the cruelty or otherwise in deer hunting.
Bateson concluded that hunted deer experience a level 
of suffering comparable to that sustained by an animal
that loses a limb in a road accident. Deer hunting was 
subsequently banned on National Trust land.8

● Donald Broom, Professor of Animal Welfare at Cambridge
University concluded in his review of the scientific literature
relating to deer hunting: “It is clear that the welfare of

hunted animals is very poor… If high standards of shooting

are achieved, this will result in a considerably lower net

extent of poor welfare than hunting with dogs.”9

● The Burns Committee concluded that hunting with dogs: 
“seriously compromises the welfare” of deer, foxes, hare and
mink. In relation to deer, it also concluded that: “Stalking, if

carried out to a high standard and with the availability of

a dog or dogs to help find any wounded deer that escape,

is in principle the better method of culling deer from an

animal welfare perspective. In particular, it obviates the

need to chase the deer in the way which occurs in hunting.”

● The most common, selective and humane method of 
culling deer is shooting. Approximately 180,000 deer are
culled in this way every year. In Scotland, where deer
hunting with dogs has been banned since 1959, a healthy
deer population remains. 

“ I believe that hunting wild mammals 

with dogs is cruel and barbaric.”

Linda Robson
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▲ A stag swims

for its life as the

pack of hounds

closes in.

The lifeless

bodies of two 

deer killed 

by the Devon 

and Somerset

Staghounds.
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Over the last century hare numbers have declined
dramatically, caused in large part by the advent
of intensive methods of agriculture. Brown hares
are the subject of a Biodiversity Action Plan aimed
at maintaining and expanding their population
so that spring numbers double by 2010. Despite
this, hares continue to be hunted and killed across
the UK by more than one hundred hound packs
– beagles, harriers and bassets.

Large numbers are also coursed by individual gangs with lurchers
or in competitions where the hare is ‘beaten’ (forced) into an
arena by groups of people before two dogs are set upon it.

The Burns Committee heard evidence both for and against
these practices and concluded that: “there is little or no need
to control overall hare numbers.” Lord Burns also found
that: “hare hunting and coursing are essentially carried out
for recreational purposes.”

Hare hunting

The hunting season runs from September to March. This
means that some hunted females may leave orphaned and
dependent young, despite claims from hunt supporters that
hares are left undisturbed during the breeding season.

A single hare is chased until the dogs kill it or it escapes.
Hunted hares are beaten not by speed but by the stamina 
of the dogs. The hare is worn down by a protracted chase,
which provides greater satisfaction for the followers, until it
is simply overwhelmed by the hounds and killed.

Hunted hares are reluctant to leave familiar territory and 
will run in a large circle until worn down, caught and killed.
The Burns Committee concluded: “this experience seriously

compromises the welfare of the hare.”

Hare coursing

Hare coursing involves the setting of two dogs, usually
greyhounds or lurchers, on a single hare. The season for hare
coursing lasts from September to March, potentially leaving
dependent young to fend for themselves when their mothers
are killed. The majority of hares killed by coursing are 
targeted by individual gangs that operate with lurchers. 

Competition coursing is funded largely by gambling and
watched by spectators in the coursing arena. The hares are
‘beaten’ onto a field where handlers are holding the dogs.
The hare is given a head start before the dogs are released.
Unlike in hare hunting, the dogs used in coursing are bred
for their speed and are therefore able to make up the lead in
seconds. The hare must then rely on its ability to turn
sharply if it is to avoid being caught by the dogs. The dogs
are awarded points by a judge on horseback for their speed
and for the skill they show in turning the hare. 

Hares have been seen being pulled like a rope in a tug of 
war between the jaws of the two dogs until the ‘picker up’ –
one of the coursing officials – reaches the dogs and removes
the hare. At this point the hare may still be alive. After being
taken from the dogs’ mouths the hare’s neck is usually 
broken, although officials have been known to take several
attempts to succeed.

A greyhound closes in on a fleeing hare at the annual Waterloo
Cup coursing event. ▼

“Hunting wild animals with dogs is

cruel and barbaric. It has no place in

modern society and the Government

should legislate to ban it. ”

Twiggy Lawson
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The cruelty of hare coursing

● There is considerable evidence to show that hares suffer
when coursed. Coursing enthusiasts claim that, when a hare
is caught, it dies instantaneously from the bite of one dog.
However, post mortem reports have shown that hares can
die a gruesome and painful death as the dogs savage them.

● Following the 2001 Millennium Cup coursing event, the
RSPCA arranged for the carcases of five of the hares killed
during the competition to be examined by an independent
vet. The vet concluded, following post mortem, that none
had died instantly from a bite. All had suffered injuries
before being killed and three of them had had their necks
dislocated after being retrieved from the dogs.

● The Universities Federation for Animal Welfare carried out
53 post mortem examinations on coursed hares.10 None of them
had been killed by “a bite to the neck” and a number had to be 
killed by the handlers when they were retrieved from the dogs.

● Donald Broom, Professor of Animal Welfare at Cambridge
University has reviewed the scientific literature relating
to the welfare of hares hunted by dogs and concluded: “It is
likely that hare coursing or other hunting with dogs will
cause very poor welfare in hares.”11

● The Burns Committee commissioned research into how hares
are killed during coursing. It showed that just one of 12
coursed hares was definitely killed by the dogs. Of the remaining
11, five were killed only when the picker-up arrived and broke their
necks, while in six cases the cause of death was uncertain.
The committee concluded that: “It is clear, moreover, that, if the
dog or dogs catch the hare, they do not always kill it quickly.”

The pro-hunting Countryside Alliance recently admitted 
that hares are trapped before being transported around the
country to be hunted in coursing competitions. In April 
2000, when asked by Lord Burns during an oral session 
of the Inquiry into Hunting with Dogs whether hares are 
transported in this way, Charles Banning of the Countryside
Alliance replied: “All our experience indicates to us that

where hares are transported – and I would say that it is 

in a minority of cases; on my count not more than seven

of the 24 greyhound clubs have been involved in

transporting hares – that the hares do not, are not coursed

until they can show sufficient knowledge of the ground,

until they are properly orientated.”

19

Hares have been seen being pulled like 
a rope in a tug of war between the jaws 
of the two dogs until the ‘picker up’ – 
one of the coursing officials – reaches 
the dog and removes the hare.
At this point the hare may still be alive.
After being taken from the dogs’ mouths 
the hare’s neck is usually broken, although 
officials have been known to take several 
attempts to succeed.

▲ A hare is

pulled apart 

in a tug of war

between two

greyhounds at 

the Waterloo Cup. 

L
E

A
G

U
E

 A
G

A
IN

ST
C

R
U

E
L

SP
O

R
T

S



COUNTDOWN TO THE BAN 2001

20

Mink hunting is a relatively new ‘sport’ in the
UK.The native North American animals were
introduced to the UK in 1928 to be farmed for fur.
Following their escape and release into the wild
mink have established themselves across most of
Britain. Following a ban on otter hunting in 1978
when otters received full legal protection in 
England and Wales due to their precipitous decline,
otterhound packs switched to hunting mink.

There are now 20 mink hunts in England and Wales that kill
between 400 and 1,400 mink annually – a tiny percentage of
the total number of mink killed by trapping and shooting.
The hunting season lasts from April until early October.

The mink population

Mink are not indigenous to the UK. The diet of the mink varies
according to the time of year and habitat but common food
types include small mammals, birds and invertebrates.

Mink have been shown to have some adverse effects on
other wildlife. There is evidence to show that the increase in
the mink population has had a direct link with the decline in
the numbers of waterfowl, such as coots, and in the number
of ground-nesting seabirds. 

Mink regulate their own numbers but where they are perceived
to have caused problems, trapping, followed by shooting is
the most common method of control. Shooting is also used
but to a much lesser degree. 

How does mink hunting work? 

Mink are hunted along rivers and streams by packs of mink
hounds and followers on foot for many hours. The hounds
and followers pursue the mink’s scent as it runs along the
riverbank in a desperate bid to escape. Some mink climb
trees to flee their pursuers. 

Mink hunting causes major disturbances to habitats suitable for
otters and other riverside wildlife. It has also shown to be detrimental

to the recovering otter population. The Environment Agency has
produced a leaflet on the issue that considers mink hunting:“an

ineffective method of control…and…wishes to discourage mink

hunting where otters and other wildlife may be disturbed.”12

The Wildlife Trusts in its submission to the Burns Inquiry said:
“Mink hunting may, in some cases, damage riverine habitat

and disturb riverine species, at particularly sensitive times of

year.” “…Mink hunting may have a direct impact on otters,

both in terms of disturbance and in preventing otters from 

re-colonising and establishing in sensitive areas.” It concluded
that: “Mink hunting is not the most effective form of control.”

A mink is torn apart by two hounds from the Devon and 
Cornwall Minkhounds. ▼

“ Inciting dogs to rip other animals apart

in the name of sport is sheer barbarism.

It may have been acceptable behaviour

in Henry VIII’s day but then so was 

having your wife beheaded. Most of us

like to feel that civilisation has moved

on since then, but not until hunting with

dogs is banned will we truly be able to

say we live in a civilised society. ”

Mark and Lard, Radio One DJs
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A study of the effectiveness of mink hunting as a means 
of controlling mink involved the Cornwall and Devon
Minkhounds from 1976–1980. During this time the pack
hunted on 156 days and caught 84 mink (two thirds of the
mink located by the pack escaped).13

The cruelty of mink hunting

● CPHA believes that mink suffer when they are chased
and savaged by dogs.

● Donald Broom, Professor of Animal Welfare at 
Cambridge University concluded in a scientific review
of the literature concerning the welfare of hunted 
animals:“Since mink are able to learn simple tasks in 
laboratories, exhibit complex social organisation and live 

in established areas it can be assumed that hunting 
with hounds may cause considerable disruption of 
their normal behaviour patterns as well as fear 
and distress.”14

● Mink hunting is unnecessary. Where a need to control 
mink can be demonstrated, trapping is a more humane
and effective method of control.

● The Burns Inquiry concluded: “…hunting does not have any

significant effect on the mink population at a national or

regional level.”

● Mink hunting can disturb other riverside wildlife and 
has been shown to be detrimental to the recovering 
otter population.

“In my opinion, hunting animals with 

dogs causes extreme pain and suffering

in the hunted animals and reduces

their welfare enormously. There can 

be no possible justification for allowing

such a practice in a civilised country.”

Ian J. H. Duncan
Professor of Applied Ethology, Chair in
Animal Welfare, University of Guelph, Canada
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The Wildlife Trusts in its submission to the 
Burns Inquiry said: “Mink hunting may, in 
some cases, damage riverine habitat and 
disturb riverine species, at particularly 
sensitive times of year… Mink hunting may 
have a direct impact on otters, both in terms 
of disturbance and in preventing otters from 
re-colonising and establishing in sensitive 
areas.” It concluded that: “Mink hunting is 
not the most effective form of control.”

▲ A mink is

thrown to the

pack after being

chased and 

savaged by the

Three Counties

Mink Hounds.
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The Burns Committee concluded that hunting
with dogs “seriously compromises the welfare” of
deer, foxes, hares and mink.

The Chase – This is an integral part of hunting and 
provides the so-called ‘sport’. The animal is located, flushed
from cover and then pursued for a period of time. In fox
hunting the chase may be prolonged artificially by 
blocking off underground escape routes before the hunt
starts. Chases can last for well over an hour, over six or
seven miles, until the fox is caught by the hounds, flattens
down into cover but is then caught, or escapes. In the case
of deer the chase can last all day and averages, according to
Burns, over three hours and 18 kilometres until the animal
ceases to run and ‘stands at bay’. It is then shot or restrained
and shot.

Effects of the Chase – Studies on deer suggest that they
make the maximum possible physical effort to escape the
hounds. Research has found that pursued deer run to the
point of exhaustion when their muscles are no longer able to 
continue to support running.15 Behavioural observations
(video evidence) suggest that foxes make a similar effort.
Unless they escape or are caught beforehand they eventually
‘give up’ and lie still on the ground. The Burns Committee 
concluded that the scientific evidence shows that deer suffer
in the later stages of the hunt.

It is reasonable to assume that the welfare of an animal
closely pursued by hounds will be very poor. Its fear is
abundantly shown by the effort it expends on trying to flee.
Donald Broom, Professor of Animal Welfare at Cambridge
University has written that: “within the parameters of 
conventional welfare science it is clear that the welfare of
hunted deer is very poor …There is considerable information
relating to the basic biology of foxes, mink and hares and it
seems likely that the welfare of these animals will be poor,
when they are the subject of a chase.”16

The Kill – At the end of the chase foxes may be killed by
the hounds. If they are dug out after having gone to ground,
they will be shot. Coursed hare will have their necks 
broken by the picker-up if the dogs have not already killed
them. Deer are shot once brought to bay by the hounds at the
end of the chase. The physical pain that may be experienced
must be considered alongside the mental suffering caused 
at the point of capture. For example, the manhandling of
already exhausted deer must add to their suffering.

A greyhound snatches the hind quarters of a hare at the 

Waterloo Cup. ▼
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It is reasonable to assume that the 
welfare of an animal closely pursued by 
hounds will be very poor.

“ It is profoundly wrong that in our 

present time the ordinary people of

this country should be forced to accept

the cruel killing of the hunted animal.

The fear of the creature alone is 

unjustified and our society will not

repair itself until cruelty to animals 

is acknowledged as unacceptable. ”

Carla Lane
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Evidence of suffering 

● Deer

Physiological data presented to the Burns Inquiry by

Professors Patrick Bateson and Roger Harris showed 

that the welfare of deer towards the end of the chase 

is very poor. Deer made the maximum physical effort 

possible to escape the threat of the hounds and exhausted

themselves completely. 

● Foxes

Foxes are chased and killed above ground by the pack 

or hunted below ground using terriers. From animal 

welfare studies concerning fox physiology, behaviour and

ecology, Donald Broom concluded: “a hunt using dogs

would be bound to cause extreme fear and distress in the

hunted animal.”17 It is logical to assume that fear is 

worsened by measures taken by hunts to extend the chase:

the dogs are bred for stamina not speed; the fox is 

prevented from following its innate danger evasion

behaviour – hiding underground – as hunts block earths,

badger setts and holes. 

● Hares

There is a substantial weight of evidence to show that

coursed hare are killed as a result of trauma to the

hindquarters, abdomen and thorax. The Universities

Federation for Animal Welfare (UFAW) carried out 

53 post-mortem examinations on coursed hare

(1977–1979).18 None of them had been killed by a 

break to the neck by the dogs and a number had to 

be killed by the handlers when they were retrieved from

the dogs.

Welfare conclusions 

The International Whaling Commission in its recommendations
for the humane killing of wild mammals states: “Humane killing
means causing death without pain or distress perceptible to the
animal. Any humane killing technique aims first to render an
animal insensitive to pain as swiftly as is technically possible.”

It is impossible to reconcile this internationally accepted
statement of principle with prolonged chases, death by 
trauma of the kind that is caused by hounds and protracted
underground encounters between terriers and foxes.

It is no surprise, then, that the report of the Burns Inquiry
concluded that hunting with dogs “seriously compromises
the welfare” of deer, hares, mink and foxes.

CPHA concludes that hunting with dogs that involves the
chase of a quarry animal is cruel. Proposals to licence 
hunting – the so called ‘Middle Way’ – would do nothing to
prevent the fundamentally cruel practice of chasing and
killing live mammals with dogs. The only solution to ending
the cruelty is to ban hunting with dogs.

“Because animals are part of God’s

creation, humanity has a special 

responsibility for their care… the Jewish

tradition repudiates hunting for sport.”

Rabbi Professor Dan Cohn-Sherbok
PhD, DD, Professor of Judaism
University of Wales Lampeter

▲ A young child 

looks on as the

carcass of a deer

is displayed by 

the Devon and

Somerset Stag

Hounds.
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One of the arguments used to support the
continuation of hunting with dogs is that the
quarry animals are pests and that their numbers
need to be controlled.Whether or not an animal
is designated a pest has no bearing on whether
or not it experiences pain and suffering. Any
pest control method should pass three tests:
necessity, effectiveness and humaneness.

Farmers and landowners commonly perceive pest control 
as a necessity with respect to foxes and mink. Deer can be
viewed as pests by foresters, particularly in new tree plantations.
Hunting with dogs is rarely humane and effective, whereas
shooting and trapping can pass both these tests when carried
out properly. With regard to hares, the Burns Committee, chaired
by Lord Burns, found that “There is little or no need to control
hare numbers” and stated “Hare hunting and coursing are
essentially carried out for recreational purposes.”

Supporters of hunting claim that fox hunting is a necessary 
form of pest control. In the nineteenth century, however,
thousands of foxes were sold through London’s Leadenhall
market to hunt masters who wished to restock their country.
These days some hunts build artificial earths – underground
chambers designed to encourage foxes to live and breed in
the area. In June 2000, IFAW filmed the prestigious Beaufort
Hunt feeding cubs at the entrance to an artificial earth. The
Burns Committee described the active use of artificial shelters
for foxes to encourage them to live in suitable places with a
view to hunting as “inconsistent with the stated objective of
controlling fox numbers through hunting.”

Is it necessary to control foxes?

The Burns Report found that there is a general perception
amongst farmers, landowners and gamekeepers that it is necessary
to control the fox population. However, foxes are rarely the pest
that popular rural folklore suggests. Individual foxes can
cause local difficulties but there is little evidence to support the
view that the fox is a significant agricultural pest nationally. 

The Burns Inquiry concluded that while individual foxes may
cause some damage, fox predation is not a significant cause
of lamb mortality in the United Kingdom. Burns states:
“It is clear that only a small proportion of foxes kill lambs;
otherwise, lamb losses would be much higher.”

Foxes are significant in the control of the population of 
rabbits, the principal prey species.19 It is estimated that foxes
are responsible for saving farmers around £100 million each
year in agricultural damage by eating rabbits and rodents –
a major cause of crop damage.20

Gamekeepers maintain that fox predation causes heavy losses
of pheasant and grouse. A major long term study of grouse
moor in Scotland, published in 2000, found that predation
on grouse by foxes and raptors only became really significant
if the grouse population on the moor was already in decline.21

There are many causes of falling grouse numbers, including
habitat management failures, disease and weather. 

If farmers wish to control the fox population on their land,
the removal of dead sheep on which foxes are often known
to feed has the potential to restrict fox numbers. In terms of
promoting lamb survival, making improvements to ewe
nutrition, attention to weakly lambs and the provision of
shelter can yield greater benefits than fox culling.22

Some hunts have been known to encourage foxes to live in 
artificial earths for the purpose of hunting them. ▼

24

“Seventy five per cent of the UK land area is in agricultural

use. The fox can in no way be regarded as a pest on 

arable, dairy or beef farms. Foxes can even be beneficial

by virtue of their diet of small mammals and rabbits 

which can damage crops and reduce available grazing.”

Professor Stephen Harris 
School of Biological Sciences, University of Bristol 
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Is fox hunting effective?

If farmers need to respond to local sporadic outbreaks of
lamb predation by a rogue fox, then it is the individual fox
that should be targeted. On farmland, this is most effectively
and commonly achieved by lamping – the use of a powerful
beam of light to immobilise a fox at night, so that it can be
shot with a rifle. Lord Burns considered this to be the most
humane method of fox killing.

Most scientific studies, particularly those using computer
population models, show that the fox population is very
resilient to culling, because of the inward migration of
young foxes into ‘vacant’ territories, from adjacent land.23

Only the most intensive and persistent culling can produce
‘sinks’ in which the rate of culling exceeds the rate of 
inward migration. The only example of this was found during 
the Burns Inquiry in the Welsh uplands, where organised
‘gun-packs’ kill substantial numbers of foxes.24 The foxes
are ‘flushed’ from woodland and scrub by dogs to strategically
placed farmers with guns. 

Fox hunting with dogs, in various forms, is a cultural and social
activity, which has rarely been subjected to tests of efficiency.
Mounted fox hunting is an inefficient form of control and is
not cost effective.25 Terrier work has been practised since 
the fifteenth century26 yet has never been subjected to any 
scientific assessment of its effectiveness or necessity.

Burns reached a number of conclusions: “the overall contribution
of traditional foxhunting, within the overall total of control
techniques involving dogs, is almost certainly insignificant in
terms of the management of the fox population as a whole.”
Furthermore, research carried out for the Burns Inquiry found
that shooting: “has a much greater capacity to reduce the fox
populations.” Cubbing, the practice of hunting and killing
cubs from August through to autumn: “has no significant effect
on the longer-term population unless it reaches very high levels.” 

In lowland areas Burns concluded: “hunting by the registered 

packs makes only a minor contribution to the management

of the fox population, and terrier work, especially by game-

keepers, may be more important. In these areas, in the event

of a ban, other means have the potential to replace the

hunts’ role in culling foxes.” 

Burns viewed upland areas as a separate case where more
damage is caused to sheep rearing and game management
interests, where: “there is a greater perceived need for control’

and where ‘fewer alternatives are available to the use of

dogs, either to flush out to guns or for digging-out.”

During the breeding season, when a vixen shares a 
subterranean refuge with her cubs, gamekeepers rely heavily
on the use of terriers to seek them out. The vixen is driven
away from her cubs, sometimes after a protracted and 
damaging fight with the terrier. If the underground
encounter results in a stand-off she will be shot, sometimes
after being dug out. The terrier probably kills the cubs.
‘Culling at the earth’, as the practice is called, is justified by
gamekeepers, because foxes are easily found when in the
den, rather than ranging the hills, and the cull of cubs
increases the tally.

25

It is estimated that foxes are responsible
for saving farmers around £100 million
each year in agricultural damage by eating
rabbits and rodents – a major cause of
crop damage.

▲ Foxes benefit

farmers by 

eating rabbits

and rodents – 

a major cause 

of crop damage. 
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Although terrier work is a traditional practice used by game-
keepers, the welfare of the fox and cubs may become very
poor. Underground fights where the fox is trapped will cause
the fox to suffer and both fox and terrier can suffer severe
injuries. Population control studies have shown that there
are humane and viable alternatives to the use of terriers.27

Shooting at the earth is already practised by some 
gamekeepers. The RSPB protects nesting bird colonies 
on its reserves by shooting foxes when necessary. This 
organisation does not use dogs to hunt foxes.28

The cruelty case against fox hunting with dogs is overwhelming
and has been described in detail in the Fox Hunting chapter.
In summary, the Burns Inquiry found that “hunting with
dogs seriously compromises the welfare” of the fox.

They concluded that where a need to kill foxes is demonstrated
or perceived: “lamping using rifles, if carried out properly
and in appropriate circumstances, has fewer adverse welfare
implications than hunting, including digging-out.” In areas
where lamping is not feasible, the use of dogs to flush foxes
to waiting guns can be humane and effective if properly 
controlled and CPHA member organisations supported an
amendment to the Government’s 2000 Hunting Bill that would
allow flushing to guns where the quarry is not killed by dogs.

Mink

Mink have been shown to have some adverse effects on
other wildlife. There is evidence to show that the increase 
in the mink population has had a direct link with the 
decline in the numbers of moorhens and coots and is 
thought to have caused a decline in the number of ground-
nesting seabirds. 

Removal of mink from sensitive areas is usually undertaken
by trapping.29 Shooting is also used. Hunts do not make 
a significant contribution to mink control.30 Dogs can 
sometimes be used to mark those areas of riverbank 
inhabited by mink and a Hunting Bill would not prevent this
particular activity. 

Deer 

The most common, selective and humane method of culling
deer is shooting. Approximately 180,000 deer are culled 
in this way every year. In Scotland, where deer hunting 
with dogs has been banned since 1959, a healthy deer 
population remains. 

Burns concluded that hunting with dogs seriously compromises
the welfare of deer and stated: “Stalking, if carried out to a
high standard and with the availability of a dog or dogs 
to help find any wounded deer that escape, is in principle
the better method of culling deer from an animal welfare 
perspective. In particular, it obviates the need to chase the
deer in the way which occurs in hunting.”

“Nobody should be under any illusion that

hunting with dogs is anything other than

a barbaric, unnecessary, so-called ‘sport’.

It is now within our power to end it.”

Julia Ormond

The most common, selective and humane 
method of culling deer is shooting.
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The effect on jobs and the rural economy has
been, states the Burns Report: “one of the main
planks of the arguments put forward by those
who are opposed to a ban on hunting.”

In contrast to the various claims of job losses made by 
pro-hunting organisations, including written and oral 
evidence to the Burns Inquiry in which the Countryside
Alliance (CA) claimed that anything from 16,000 to 23,000
jobs could go as a result of a ban,31 the Burns Committee
concluded that “in terms of national resource use, the 
economic effects of a ban on hunting would be unlikely to be
substantial, especially in the context of the drastic changes
taking place in the agricultural sector.”

Limited job losses

The Burns Committee estimates that somewhere between
6,000 and 8,000 full-time equivalent jobs depend on 
hunting, although only around 700 of these jobs (involving
some 800 people) result from direct employment by 
the hunts.

In the event of a ban, short term job losses: “…would be 
limited, and extend not much further than those employed by
the hunt and some employed by those hunt followers who
immediately reduced their use of horses.”

In the medium term, the impact of a ban would be 
determined by the extent to which horse ownership 
declines. As only 6–7% of horses in the UK are involved 
in hunting and as only 10% of horses that hunt, 
i.e. 0.6–0.7% of the national total are likely to be surplus 
in the event of a ban,32 then the impact is unlikely to be
nationally significant. 

Within 7–10 years Burns concluded: “…most (if not all) of
the effects would be offset as resources were diverted to 
new activities and the rural economy adjusted to other 
economic forces.”

Expert opinion

Dr Neil Ward, of the University of Newcastle, has examined
claims made about the effect on the economy of a ban on hunting.33

He found that: “…any claims that large numbers of jobs will
automatically be lost following a ban cannot be substantiated
by any evidence” and concluded that: “…a ban on hunting
wild mammals with dogs would remove the barrier of moral
opposition to mounted hunting and could foster innovation
and wider participation in drag hunting and blood hounds.” 

Séan Rickard, a former chief economist with the National
Farmers Union, a government adviser and a leading expert
on the rural economy, has dismissed the claims made by the
pro-hunting lobby. “It is abundantly clear that the claims made
by the Countryside Alliance are a gross exaggeration”, he has
said, adding “I believe we are talking about a possible short
term loss in the hundreds but in the medium term, say five years,
it’s likely that practically no jobs will have been lost at all.”34

“Thirty people, 30 horses and 40

dogs versus one fox. The huntsmen

call it sport. I just call it cruel and 

bloody unfair.”

Sean Hughes
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The Burns Committee concluded “in terms
of national resource use, the economic 
effects of a ban on hunting would be 
unlikely to be substantial, especially in the
context of the drastic changes taking place
in the agricultural sector.”
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Trade Unions

The campaign to ban hunting with dogs is supported by
some of the biggest trade unions in the UK including the
Transport and General Workers Union (TGWU), the
Amalgamated Engineering and Electrical Union, the
Communication Workers Union and the Manufacturing
Science and Finance Union.

Barry Leathwood, National Secretary of the Rural,
Agricultural and Allied Workers section of the TGWU, says:
“We have campaigned for years for better animal welfare
regulations on the farm and we are totally opposed to the
unnecessary cruelty which the hunt represents. This policy
was decided by our own rural members who work on the
farms and estates, who fully understand the issues.”35

Alternative Employment

In the years following the First World War, when legislation
was proposed to ban the practice of releasing live pigeons
from traps to be shot, it was claimed by blood sports 
supporters that the rural economy would be adversely 
affected. Parliament outlawed the activity in 1921, leading
directly to the development of clay pigeon shooting in its
present form – a hugely popular rural sport now worth 
millions of pounds. Similarly, hunt enthusiasts could, if they
so desired, change to hunting a drag. Ten per cent of hunts
currently follow an artificial scent.

The Burns Committee found that the popularity of horse 
riding is such that greater efforts would be made to develop
substitute activities in the event of a ban on hunting. There
is scope, for example, to develop cross-country riding.
Although there are differences between live quarry and drag
hunting, there would also be a greater incentive, in the event
of a ban, to expand further participation in both sports.
Attitudes of farmers, some of whom hunt, appear to limit the
availability of land for expansion of drag hunting. CPHA
believes that this attitude could change after a ban.

28

“Compassion, not only to man but

all living creatures, is a cornerstone

of Christianity… to take pleasure 

in a sport which involves the 

suffering of animals seems to me 

to be incompatible with Christian

compassion.”

The Rt Revd Richard Llewellin
Bishop at Lambeth

Hunt enthusiasts could, if they so desired,
change to hunting a drag.Ten per cent of
hunts currently follow an artificial scent.

A number of

exaggerated

claims have 

been made at

pro-hunting

protests.
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“If foxes and deer need to be culled it can

be done humanely. If huntsmen need to

hunt they can follow a drag hunt humanely.

It takes so little to avoid cruelty.”

Clare Francis

▼
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In drag hunting followers ride after hounds
trailing a scent laid over country by a horseback
rider pulling a scented drag. The trail includes
fences and other obstacles which are more or
less difficult and numerous according to the
tastes and experience of those taking par t.
Bloodhounds are very similar but involve
fewer hounds following the scent of a person
on foot. As the trails are laid out in advance,
drag and bloodhound hunts can avoid trespass
and there is less risk of hounds straying across
roads, railways and into residential areas.

Drag and bloodhound hunting are different from live quarry
hunting and the Burns Committee decided that: “it is not
possible to lay a trail artificially which simulates fully the
subtlety and complexity of the scent left by a fox as it moves
through the countryside.” 

However, these sports can be adjusted to suit the skills of riders
of different ability levels and they can operate at times of the
year when live quarry hunting is not possible. Furthermore,
the numbers of drag and bloodhound packs have been
increasing in recent years whereas the number of live quarry
hunts has declined. In the event of a ban more farmers might
welcome drag and bloodhound packs onto their land, especially
if it meant additional revenue through a payment system. 

CPHA believes that drag and bloodhound hunting offer a
non-controversial way of continuing the traditional aspects
of hunting and the pageantry and believes that they are likely
to become more popular in the event of a ban. The Burns
Committee concluded: “there would be greater incentive, 
in the event of a ban, to expand the number of drag and
bloodhound packs and the level of participation in both sports.”
The Committee did not see these sports as representing a
complete alternative to live quarry hunting and the associated
social activities but regarded it as: “simply one – and not
necessarily the most important – of a number of equestrian
activities to which participants in mounted hunting might
turn in the event of a ban.”

JNP Watson, who in 1990 held the Guinness World Record
for hunting with the most hunt packs, said: “Although many
of the hunts vow that (if hunting is banned) they would never
go ‘drag’, I believe they would in fact opt for a drag-line if
the choice was left between that and going into suspended
animation. Rather than seeing them fighting a losing battle
with politicians I would prefer them to go drag before…
Although following drag-tradition, the pageantry and the
fraternity would remain.”

All sides are agreed that the important determinant of the
economic impact of a hunting ban will be what hunt participants
subsequently decide to do with their horses. CPHA wishes
to emphasise that in recent years horse ownership has been
continuing to increase against a background of a declining
number of live quarry hunts. There are currently 948,000
horses compared to 600,000 in 1991.36 Since 1965, 42 hunts
have disbanded and the number of packs of hounds has
declined from 353 to 311 (12%) while the number of drag
and bloodhound packs has trebled from 8 to 28.37

Research by Dr Douglas Macmillan of the University of
Aberdeen showed that data for West and Mid Lothian revealed
that in the territory of a hunt that disbanded in 1991, horse numbers
have increased faster than in any other area in Scotland.38 We
are of course aware that the reasons are complex – not least
encroaching urbanisation. In June/July 1999 MORI conducted
interviews with 358 riders. They were asked: “What overall effect,
if any, would a ban on hunting wild mammals with dogs have
on your riding activities?” Ninety-two per cent responded that
a ban would make no difference, 3% said they would ride less
often if at all and 3% said they would ride more often.

“…Take away the hunted frightened 

animals and replace it with the scent 

of an animal and it becomes a fun sport 

without cruelty. To me it seems an 

obvious solution, no one loses but 

many gain. ”

Michaela Strachan

Drag and bloodhound hunting
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During the 19th century the possibility of 
legislation to abolish cock fighting was described
by proponents as: “oppressive and a gross
infringement of our liberties.” The pro-hunting
lobby now employs an identical argument in
defence of hunting wild mammals with dogs.
The Countryside Alliance’s Strategy Paper 
for 2000/2001 advised that its campaign for
hunting will promote: “the issue as a threat to
civil liberties and to the freedom of individuals or
minority groups.”39

What, then, is the ‘liberty’ which hunters wish to preserve?
It can only be the liberty to pursue an activity that most 
people think is cruel,40 and unnecessarily cruel in the sense
that ‘pest’ control (if it is needed) can be achieved by a more
humane method. The freedom in question is therefore the
freedom to be unnecessarily cruel. 

CPHA believes strongly in the rights and freedoms of the
individual. But it also believes in the basic principle that
freedom should stop at the point at which its exercise 
interferes to a substantial extent with the general enjoyment
of the countryside or other public places. For example, to
most people, animal cruelty causes distress. It causes 

judgements to be made about the actions of the perpetrators
of cruel acts, which form the basis of animal welfare 
legislation. If animal suffering caused by certain acts is
shown to be ‘unnecessary’, and thus cruel, then individuals
cannot expect society to sanction those acts. To do so would
be to allow a freedom at the expense of public morals 
and the rights of members of society who wish to be 
protected from the unnecessary distress caused. Hunting
takes place in public and is subject to similar considerations,
because people may be exposed to its conduct, other than 
by choice. Even if hunting were to take place in private, 
the protection of public morals would still cause it to be 
subjected to similar judgements.

Lord Devlin, one of the great judges of the last century, put
the issue of tolerance this way: “Not everything is to be 
tolerated. No society can do without intolerance, indignation,
and disgust, they are the forces behind the moral law, and
indeed it can be argued that if they or something like them
are not present, the feelings of a society cannot be weighty
enough to deprive the individual of freedom of choice. 
I suppose that there is hardly anyone nowadays who would
not be disgusted by the thought of deliberate cruelty to 
animals. No one proposes to relegate that or any other form
of sadism to the realm of private morality or to allow it to be
practised in public or private.”41

When he urged governments to legislate against cruelty to
animals in 1848, one of the fathers of liberalism, John Stuart
Mill, said: “The reasons for legal intervention in favour of
children apply not less strongly to the case of those unfortunate
slaves and victims of the most brutal part of mankind – the
lower animals. It is by the grossest misunderstanding of the
principle of liberty that the infliction of exemplary punishment
on ruffianism practised towards those defenceless creatures
has been treated as a meddling by government in things
beyond its province; an interference with domestic life. The
domestic life of domestic tyrants is one of the things which
is the most imperative on the laws to interfere with.”42

“ I am strongly in favour of drag hunting

to replace animal hunting. It retains the

countryside traditions without involving

any animal cruelties. And it makes it

possible to keep point-to-point racing 

alive – another important country pursuit.

No animal should be made to suffer pain

or distress to provide us with sport. ”

Desmond Morris

The freedom in question is therefore the 
freedom to be unnecessarily cruel.
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▲ Pro-hunt 

protestors 

claim a ban on 

hunting would

devastate the

countryside.

No freedom to be cruel



Moral issues

Peter Carruthers, Professor of Philosophy at Sheffield
University, has presented a philosophical approach to animal
cruelty, derived ultimately from Rawls’ ‘Theory of Justice’.
In his treatise, Professor Carruthers states that animal cruelty
has significance to us because it causes us distress and

because of what it tells us about the moral fitness of the 
perpetrator(s). This is entirely relevant to the argument that
acts of cruelty can be judged, because it is ultimately the
human act that is judged and it demonstrates that such acts
have significance, because they cause distress to people. 
If acts that cause distress are carried out for trivial reasons,
which offend public moral sentiments, then there are just
grounds for prohibiting those acts. In respect of hunting, he
states: “For those who hunt animals for sport rather than 
to feed themselves or to earn a living, do so from motives
that must certainly count as trivial in comparison to the 
suffering they cause? While the pleasures of the hunt need
not be directly sadistic – it need not be the suffering of 
the animal that is the object of enjoyment – they are 
inseparably bound up with the enjoyment of power and of
violent domination.”

Some claim that hunting: “duplicates natural encounters
between predator and quarry.” However, hunting uses
hounds or other dogs as an agency of human beings. The
activity is thus subject to the moral judgements and ethical
constraints of any other human activity.

Perhaps the best argument to illustrate the absurdity of the
claim that a ban on hunting would constitute an improper
infringement of civil liberties and is in some way “illiberal”
is to consider just how things would look if such logic 
had been accepted by earlier governments. If this were the
case, bull, bear and badger baiting would never have been
outlawed and people would be free to beat or starve their
pets. In fact, the law would not have developed to stop 
many of the worst abuses against animals or humans and
practices such as child labour or slavery would still be legal
in Britain.

“…The idea that killing an animal 

is a sport ought to be abhorrent to

civilised people. There is a question

of cruelty to foxes but more important

than the cruelty is the principle of

killing for pleasure. I want foxhunting

banned for that reason.”

Lord Hattersley
Vice President of CPHA

31

…hunting uses hounds or other dogs as 
an agency of human beings.The activity 
is thus subject to the moral judgements 
and ethical constraints of any other 
human activity.

▲ Defenders of

hunting protest

outside the

Labour Party

Conference in

Bournemouth

in 1999. 
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The ‘civil liberties’ of many country people have
been compromised by the activities of blood
sports enthusiasts.The route taken during the
hunting of live quarry with dogs is unpredictable
– the pack follows wherever the hunted animal
runs. Many people have been reported to suffer
distress and trauma when hunts go where
they are not welcome, for example, in gardens,
graveyards, farms and schools.

There are many reports of injury and death caused to 
companion animals during hunts. Owners are often 
powerless to protect their pets from the pack and suffer 
distress and bereavement. Farmers report incidents of 
trespass and the death of their animals. Not just domestic
and farm animals suffer, the hunt’s own dogs are sometimes
injured and killed when they stray on to roads and 
railway lines, uncontrolled by the hunters responsible for
their safety. This has also caused major delays to rail and
road travel.

A MORI opinion poll conducted in May 2000 found that
many of those living ‘in the middle’ of the countryside are
aware of the various impacts of hunting with dogs.
Statistically, those polled represented around 3 million 
people throughout Great Britain of whom 1.4 million (45%)
were generally aware of hunting with dogs; 38% of those
polled – representing 1.2 million people who live in the middle 
of the countryside – are aware of one or more hunt havoc 
incidences: trespassing on private land, holding up local
traffic, damaging fences and local crops, scaring domestic
pets and children, and trespassing on railway lines.

The Burns Inquiry heard from people who had 
suffered trespass and disruption caused by hunts and 
concluded that: “There are too many cases of trespass, 
disruption and disturbance. These are most common where
hunts operate too close to residential areas and interfere
with the movement of traffic on roads.” In looking at the
social and cultural aspects of hunting, one of the conclusions
drawn by the Inquiry was that for some, the local hunt can
seem: “divisive, intrusive and disruptive.” 

Hunts Cause Disruption and Death

Hunt havoc incidents reported in recent years include: 

January 1999 – A pack of hounds invaded the garden of
a 70-year-old widow in Oxfordshire. One of her six cats was
attacked and killed: “They (the hounds) were everywhere, in
full cry… The next thing I saw was half of a dead cat in the
mouth of a hound coming down the garden.” Sam Butler, 
joint Master of the Warwickshire Hunt and chairman of the
Countryside Alliance’s Campaign on Hunting said, “We are
extremely sorry. Hounds hunt by scent. That is a problem we
have to deal with. Cats are occasionally killed, but if we are
accountable we always take full responsibility.”43

November 1999 – Six hounds were electrocuted and killed
as the New Forest Fox Hounds trespassed across a railway
line. The incident was witnessed by passengers on a London
to Bournemouth train that ran over the bodies of the hounds.
The train was then delayed for almost an hour causing
another sixty-one trains to be delayed.44

January 2000 – A Dalmatian suffered horrific injuries
when its owners were unable to stop the hunt pack attacking
it during a walk in Woodburn Forest in County Antrim,
Northern Ireland. The Dalmatian had numerous puncture
bites all over its body and wounds that required 45 stitches.45

October 2000 – A light aircraft with a pilot under 
instruction was coming into land at Enstone Airfield,
Oxfordshire. At about 50 feet from the ground the pilot saw
hunt horses crossing the runway in pursuit of the hounds.
The pilot had to pull up sharply and abort his landing to
avoid colliding with the huntsmen.46

November 2000 – The Bedale Hunt hounds got into the
sitting room of a house in Great Smeaton, North Yorks. The
owner, a barrister, was knocked off her feet by a hound when
she went outside. She told the Darlington and Stockton
Times she was worried for the safety of her 5-month-old
daughter who was in a car seat in the room. She said the hunt
refused to apologise and claimed they had ignored several
solicitors’ letters asking it not to go on her land.47 The same
week two children – a 12-year-old girl and her 10-year-old
brother – were traumatised when they saw a fox being torn
apart by a pack of hounds in their garden. The hunt was the
Bramham Moor and the incident happened at Walton, near
Wetherby, West Yorkshire. Their father said: “They apologised

32

▲ A deer

desperately

seeks refuge on 

a cottage roof

while being

chased by the

Devon and

Somerset Stag

Hounds.
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about the fox getting into my garden, but it was as if it was just
one of those things. They said it would have died in seconds,
as the hounds would have got it by the throat, but from what
I saw it was torn to pieces.”48

January 2001 – The Wiltshire Times reported the needless
death of three beagles from the Wiltshire and Infantry Beagles
at Steeple Ashton, near Trowbridge. A car hit two beagles as
they chased a hare across the A350 between West Ashton and
Stoney Gutter with one of the beagles sustaining fatal injuries.
Another dog was killed at a nearby roundabout and the third
fatality happened as a dog tried to make its way back to the pack.49

Hunt Trespass

Farmers and landowners have reported problems with trespass.
Sue Pratt, a sheep farmer from Devon, has become increasingly
frustrated. “I just don’t understand why they feel they have the
right to trespass,” she says. “I think they think that the countryside
belongs to them, and anyone else’s views are totally irrelevant.”50

In September 1998 hounds trespassed repeatedly on private
land during the course of hunts in Hertfordshire. The landowner
concerned threatened the offending Puckeridge Hunt with
injunction action. The hunt master declared that the possibility
of hound trespass would remain unless the hunt kept a mile
away from unwelcoming properties.51 Speaking on Radio 4
in April 1990 Nick Fawcett, a Master of Fox Hounds with
the Surrey Union Hunt said: “I don’t think I’ve seen a meet
this year where we’ve not gone through somebody’s back 
garden.” Some landowners are forced to go to the expense
of legal action in an effort to stop hunts trespassing.

One sheep farmer in Gloucestershire says: “Over 20 years
I’ve suffered more damage through the activities of the hunt
than ever from those of the fox.” He lists a litany of trespass
and damage, including damage to gates, the death of pregnant
ewes and the trampling of lambs by frightened ewes.52

Wendy Leavesley has been the victim of the disruption that
hunts can cause farmers. She has suffered repeated trespass
on her land causing damage and distress to her sheep. 
Mrs Leavesley describes the distress caused by hunts:
“When the Warwickshire Hunt gallop down the road, 
the feeling is one of being ambushed and the trespass is like
a physical violation…the fact is that I cannot prevent 
them from killing a fox on my property, nor can I prevent
them from invading my land. I’ve sent them maps, I’ve 
telephoned them, written to them by recorded delivery and
yet my civil rights are violated.”53

The Solution

If hunting with dogs were banned rural people would no
longer have the same risks of hunts tearing through their
gardens, their pets being attacked and out-of-control hounds
being run over on railway lines. The risks of such trespass
and disruption are likely to be significantly reduced by 
conversion to drag hunting, where the route taken by the
hounds can be predetermined by the hunt. 

“I have lived in the British 

countryside all my life. I have never

been able to understand how any

right-thinking person can possibly

enjoy seeing an animal hunted by

other animals and then torn apart.”

Sir Patrick Moore OBE
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▲ Many people

are reported to

suffer distress 

and trauma

when hunts go

where they are

not welcome, 

for example, 

in gardens, 

graveyards,

farms and

schools.
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COUNTDOWN TO THE BAN 2001

The Hunting Bill, introduced by the Government
in December 2000, was a culmination of many
previous bills to ban hunting with dogs. It was
carefully scrutinised by some of the country’s
leading legal experts, animal welfare organisations,
Home Office draughtsmen, committees and
individual MPs to ensure that it would be workable
when implemented.The Bill only failed because
the House of Lords rejected a hunt ban.

Any future bill is likely to be very similar to the previous
Government Hunting Bill in that it will ban the cruel and
unnecessary sports of fox, deer, hare and mink hunting with
dogs. It would be enforced in the same way that existing 
animal welfare legislation is enforced – if an alleged offence
is reported to the police or the RSPCA they will fully 
investigate the matter, gather evidence and, where appropriate,
put the matter before the courts.

The case against hunting with dogs is overwhelming. Two
thirds of MPs have already voted to ban it yet the hunting
bill did not become law. CPHA, together with national
organisations, prominent individuals and politicians, is now
calling on the Government to fulfil its 2001 manifesto and
Queen’s Speech commitments to give MPs the chance of a
free vote on the issue as soon as possible. This time they
must also make sure the will of parliament is reflected in
legislation to finally put an end to these cruel and unnecessary
‘sports’. The Countdown to the ban has begun. 

To support the campaign to ban hunting
with dogs:

Contact CPHA for the latest information on the
Parliamentary campaign and to find out how you can help
by writing to the Government and your MP.

To send an instant fax to your MP or to find out who your
MP is, visit www.faxyourmp.com 

Please support CPHA petitions. To find out what you can do
to help, contact the RSPCA, LACS or IFAW (details below).

Please write a letter, or a response to a pro-hunting letter to
your local newspaper explaining why you think hunting
should be banned. 

If you see a story in the press or on TV that you think is
biased, please write and complain directly to the newspaper,
radio station or TV company.

Please keep us informed of any instances of “hunt havoc”
that you experience, as this is valuable evidence for the 
campaign.

You can contact CPHA by visiting www.banhunting.com or
through the following:

RSPCA Enquiries Service,
RSPCA HQ, Wilberforce Way, 
Southwater, Horsham 
West Sussex RH13 9RS
Tel: 0870 3335 999  www.rspca.org.uk

League Against Cruel Sports,
Sparling House, 83–87 Union Street 
London SE1 1SG
Tel: 0207 403 6155  www.league.uk.com

International Fund for Animal Welfare
87–90 Albert Embankment 
London SE1 7UD
Tel: 0207 587 6700  www.ifaw.org 

For further information about the Committee of Inquiry into
Hunting with dogs visit: www.huntinginquiry.gov.uk/
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Countdown to the ban – 
the way forward
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