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The economic effects of a ban on
hunting with dogs will be minimal

The effect on jobs and on 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 ban1, The Committee of 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”.2

In September 2002 at the Defra public hearings on Hunting with Dogs, Sean Rickard, who was for

ten years Chief Economist of the National Farmers’ Union, stated that although a ban on hunting would 

create some unemployment, “the effect would be so small that I do not think, other than those who are

affected, anyone else would notice.”

Limited job losses
The Burns Report 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, then the impact

is unlikely to be nationally significant.

Within seven–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
In evidence to the Defra public hearings, Sean Rickard advised that the estimated number of jobs 

that are dependent on hunting given by the independent consultants to the Burns Inquiry was 5,724 jobs 

not the 6,000– 8,000 mentioned in the final Burns Report. This comprised 710 jobs of people directly 

employed by hunts of which 25% are grooms and stable hands, 1,497 jobs dependent on hunt followers

of which a number are young people working with horses for recreation, helping with the horses,

presumably in order to be able to ride them and another 1,992 were accounted for by the suppliers, 

people who supply those who hunt with goods and services, and another 1,525 jobs in the wider economy.

Rickard argued that, unless the money currently spent on hunting is burnt, it will be absorbed in other

sectors of the economy –  so the expenditure will be switched rather than reduced. He said: “The point 

is, it goes back into the economy, and if you lose a job here you gain a job there. If we are talking in terms 

of the economy, if we are talking in terms of the economic impact, then we have to think in terms of the 

net employment …So if our concern is with the net effect on the rural economy of a ban on hunting, it would 

be more honest – the Burns Committee say it is going to be limited in the short run, not many jobs are

going to be lost – to point out that we are probably talking about a figure of about 1,000.”

“To put that in context, over the last 25 years the agricultural industry has lost 9,000 jobs per year.”
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Dr Neil Ward of the University of Newcastle has examined claims made about the effect on the 

economy of a ban on hunting. He found that “any claims that large numbers of jobs will automatically

be lost following a ban cannot be sustained by any evidence” and concluded that “a ban on hunting

wild animals with dogs would remove the barrier of moral opposition to mounted hunting and could

foster innovation and wider participation in drag hunting and bloodhounds”.3

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, former 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 farms 

and 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.”4

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 in England and Wales could, if they so desired, change 

to drag hunting. In Scotland, where live quarry hunting is banned, hunts have already started to switch 

to drag and bloodhound hunting as they’ve come to realise that it provides a non-controversial

future for hunting with dogs. (The Berwickshire Foxhounds in Scotland have started bloodhound

hunting [Sunday Telegraph 8/9/02] and a new pack, the Kingdom Drag Hounds have opened in 

Fife [Scottish Farmer 16/11/02).

The Burns Report 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 hunting and drag

hunting, there would also be a 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. 

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 not least because drag hunting

can be planned to avoid damage to crops and disturbance to farm animals.

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. The 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

1991.5 Since 1965, the number of packs of hounds has declined from 353 to 317 while the number 

of drag and bloodhound packs has quadrupled from 8 to 32.

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 any other area in Scotland.6 We are of course aware that the reasons are 

complex – not least encroaching urbanisation. A MORI poll in June/July 1999 yielded full 

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/not at all and 3% said they would

ride more often.7
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1 For example, paragraph 2.5 of CA written evidence and statements by Richard Burge in oral evidence session three.

2 Par. 3.73.

3 Ward, N. Foxing the Nation: Competing Claims about the Economic Impact of a Hunting Ban, University of Newcastle, 1998.

4 Countryside Protection Group Seminar, 23/2/98.

5 Matson, R (1991) The Hypothetical Consequences of Closing Down a Large Pack of Foxhounds to include its economic 

implications on the local community and its effect on the countryside in general. Geoffrey Craghill Memorial Scholarship.

6 Macmillan, D (1999) After foxhunting: the potential for alternative employment. University of Aberdeen, Environmental and 

Rural Resource Economics Group.

7 MORI polling commissioned by IFAW, 1999 Riders Poll.
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