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Summary and Conclusions

Chapter 1: The Introduction

1.

According to the best available estimates, as many as 260,000
animals are killed each year in Scotland as part of legal
"predator control” measures. The numbers alone testify to the
urgent need for a thorough moral appraisal of long-standing,
but too little-questioned, practices. Our language about
animals, especially “predator control,” is prejudicial and often
obfuscates proper moral discussion.

Chapter 2: Outlining the Facts

2.

"Target” species include foxes, weasels, stoats, rats, rabbits and
various types of corvids, such as crows, magpies, jackdaws, and
jays. “Non-target” species include (but are not limited to) pine
martens, hedgehogs, badgers, deer, and hares. There have also
been reports of endangered and protected animals, such as
the capercaillie and raptors being killed. In a recent report, the
percentage of non-targeted animals trapped was 39%.

The methods used are: Larsen traps, multi-catch traps, mammal
cage traps, snares, stink pits, spring traps including Department
of Conservation (DOC) traps, and poisons.

Chapter 3: The Putative Justifications for
"Predator Control”

4,

The economic argument for grouse shooting does not dispense
with the moral objection. In any case, the economic benefit is
only 0.0075-0.016% of Scotland’s entire gross domestic product
(GDP).

The argument from tradition does not hold water since tradition
and culture can comprise elements that perpetuate harm or
cruelty to animals or humans.

The aesthetic argument clouds the moral issue at hand. The
maintenance of the landscape, however beautiful, need not
entail the killing of animals who live in this habitat.

The conservation argument is untenable because of the tacit
acceptance that grouse shooting is entirely a sporting activity.
Claims that “predator control” helps sustain populations of
capercaillie and other endangered species are negated by
the fact that these species are themselves killed by “predator
control” methods.

“The conservation
argument 1s
untenable because of
the tacit acceptance
that grouse shooting
is entirely a

sporting activity.’



Chapter 4: The Impossibility of the Humane
Killing of “Predators”

10.

11.

12.

13.

It is impossible to overstate the severity of the suffering caused
to animals caught in these traps. The statements by the
Agreement on International Humane trapping Standards (AIHTS)
speak for themselves. Any system of killing that only causes
death after 45 seconds to five minutes is grotesquely cruel.

Traps are still considered “efficient” if 20% of animals do not
die in five minutes, but have to suffer an appalling range of
injuries that would not be acceptable in any other context. And,
it should be remembered that these are observations made by
the trappers who are disproportionately represented on the
committee which devised these putative “standards”.

All traps (except the DOC trap) are supposed to be inspected
every 24 hours, but this time period ineluctably extends the
suffering that the animals have to undergo. Entrapment for free-
living animals is at best a distressing experience which obviously
involves psychological and emotional harm.

This has to be coupled with the consideration that 20% or more
of the animals trapped will have undergone actual physical
injuries of a substantial kind. And when it comes to the DOC
traps animals can experience not only severe injuries but also
be left for an indeterminate period of time if the kill mechanism
fails.

They are predicated on exposing animals to hours or days of
prolonged suffering. Moreover, all of this supposes that these
traps can practically be inspected often. This is a question in
and of itself given the vast area in which the methods are used
and the limited manpower available, as well as adverse weather
conditions.

Effective legislation requires three important components:
compliance, inspection, and enforcement. But illegal trapping
indicates limited compliance.

14.

15.

16.

Without adequate and independent
inspection, there can be no
guarantee that any time limit is
adhered to. Moreover, it has to be
questioned whether inspection is
possible on privately owned land
over considerable distances where
adequate records are not kept.

Laws that are not subject to inspection
and enforcement are worse than

no laws. Suffering is made invisible

in this process, reduced to being a
private matter on private estates,
whereas cruelty to animals is a

public moral issue and should be
subject to political accountability.

|II

We conclude that “predator contro
is uncontrollable. There are simply not
the mechanisms in place to control

it. Poisons and traps of various kinds
are readily available for purchase in
shops and on the internet. Trapping,
including snares, and poisoning are
inherently inhumane and cannot in
almost all cases be divorced from
prolonged suffering. All current
methods of “predator control” either
cause suffering, or prolong suffering,
or make animals liable to suffering.
There is no moral alternative to
making all these practices illegal.

‘We conclude that “predator control” is
uncontrollable. There are simply not the
mechanisms in place to control it.’




Chapter 5: The Moral Reckoning

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

There is strong and growing scientific evidence that all mammals
and birds, at least, are sentient. By sentience here we mean

(in philosophical terms) the capacity to experience pain and
pleasure. Moreover, these beings do not only feel physical

pain, but also suffer. They experience a wide range of mental
and emotional capacities, including fear, trauma, distress,
foreboding, anticipation, terror, shock, stress, and anxiety in
similar ways to human beings. Specifically, all animals affected by
"predator control” methods (whether “target” or “non-target”
species) are sentient.

Animals matter morally as individuals. Sentience means that

an individual animal has interests, desires, and a sense of self.
Individual animals do not only have a biology, but a biography.
This is why it is morally deficient to simply speak of animals as

a species or as a collectivity. It may be philosophically possible
to speak of species as a whole having interests (though this is
disputed), but we can clearly speak of the interests of individual
animals. Appeals to conservation, like those made in support
of "predator control,” that overlook the interests of individual
animals (and only recognise the interests of species) are morally
deficient.

It is true that humans are moral agents, in the sense of being
individuals who know the difference between right and wrong
and are responsible for their actions. But as Linzey notes, "if
humans are morally superior (in the sense that we are moral
agents) ... our superiority should, in part at least, consist in
acknowledging duties to animals that they cannot acknowledge
towards us”.

There are rational grounds for including sentient animals within
the sphere of moral solicitude. These include: a) Animals cannot
give or withhold their consent; b) They cannot represent or
vocalise their own interests; ¢) They are morally innocent or
blameless; d) They are vulnerable and relatively defenceless.
These rational grounds are important, as they are the same
grounds that underscore moral arguments concerning
vulnerable others, especially infants.

The killing of individual free-living animals requires moral
justification. Any action that wantonly despoils the life of a
sentient creature without sufficient justification properly invites
moral censure. The sheer numbers of animals killed in the name
of "predator control” is by any standards a huge carnage of
free-living animals.

It needs to be remembered that human wants or desires do

not themselves constitute cases of moral necessity. “Predator
control” in the interests of sustaining a “sport” like grouse
shooting does not constitute sufficient moral justification. Killing
for entertainment and pleasure simply cannot constitute a case
of moral necessity.

23.

24.

The deliberate infliction of pain and
suffering on individual sentients (human
or animal) requires the strongest
possible moral justification, if it can be
justified at all. Some ethicists hold that
the deliberate infliction of suffering can
be justified if the good consequences
outweigh the bad, which is sometimes
known as a cost/benefit analysis.
However, this utilitarian view cannot
possibly countenance the deliberate
infliction of suffering for non-essential
purposes, such as “predator control”.

Moral theory can be stretched a great
deal, but it would be almost incredible
to find any proper ethical defence of
the tremendous suffering involved in
these methods of control. Indeed, there
are many ethicists who would regard
such deliberate infliction of suffering as
intrinsically wrong and unjustifiable in
any circumstances whatsoever.

‘Any action that
wantonly despoils
the life of a
sentient creature
without sufficient

justification

properly invites
moral censure.’



There are certain actions, such as child abuse, rape, or torture,
that are regarded as so heinous that they can never be
countenanced. There are some acts that are so outrageous that
they cannot be ordered to the good of the human person. These
acts in and of themselves can only be classed as intrinsically
wrong, so that they harm both the victim and perpetrator. In the
words often attributed to Socrates “vice harms the doer”.

We conclude, then, that the suffering inflicted on the animals
subjected to “predator control” is based on a moral disregard of
free-living animals. It also betokens a disordered sense of moral
priorities, rating personal pleasure over the prolonged suffering
and death of animals.

We propose the promulgation of a new charter for free-living
animals. In this, Scotland could lead the way in pioneering
legislation that can encompass not only domestic animals,
but also free-living ones. This legislation should begin with
the recognition of sentiency and enshrine in law the value
and dignity of free-living animals such that their right to live
unmolested is respected.

‘It also betokens a
disordered sense

of moral priorities,
rating personal
pleasure over the
prolonged suffering

and death of
animals.’




1. Introduction

Purpose of the Report

Every year in Britain, approximately half a million grouse are shot in the
name of “sport” (Animal Aid, n.d.). Whilst the majority of this killing
takes place in Scotland, it also occurs in Wales and parts of Northern
England. A vast amount of Scotland (according to some estimates
between 10-19% of the total land surface) is set aside specifically

to facilitate the shooting season which runs from 12th August until

10th December (Harris and Thain, 2020, p. 2). “Gamebird” shooting
has attracted political attention in Scotland in recent years (Scottish
Parliament, 2023), and is increasingly regarded as both a moral (League
Against Cruel Sports, 2022b) and an environmental issue (Thompson
and Wilson, 2020, p. 3). However, comparatively little attention has
been given to the “predator control” methods which underpin

grouse shooting by ensuring that artificially high numbers of grouse
are available. “Predator control” is just one of the types of “moor
management” undertaken to ensure inflated numbers of grouse. Other
types of “moor management” include heather burning (“muriburn”),
disease management using medicated grit, and tracks for improved
access (in the past, it also involved land drainage) (Werritty, 2019, p.10).

In this report, we focus on the question of whether these “predator
control” methods — which result in the suffering and deaths of as
many as 260,000 animals per year in Scotland (in addition to the
grouse who are shot) (Harris and Thain, 2020) — can be morally
justified. Chapter two (“Outlining the Facts”), details the known facts
of “predator control”: the number and species of animals killed and
methods of killing. In chapter three (“The Putative Justifications for
"Predator Control” "), we examine the putative justifications given
for "predator control” and test whether they can withstand moral
scrutiny. Chapter four (“The Impossibility of the Humane Killing of
"Predators”), examines the issue of suffering. Chapter five (“The Moral
Reckoning”) lays out the ethical case against “predator control.”

‘Much of the debate
surrounding grouse shooting
and “predator control” is
couched in terms which

The Question of Language

Before proceeding, we want to address

the issue of language and how it inevitably
frames the nature of our report. It is
increasingly widely recognised that
discriminatory language used against
marginalised groups of people (for example,
racist, sexist, or ableist language) plays an
important role in sustaining discriminatory
attitudes and behaviours, and that more
inclusive language is important for
deconstructing systems of oppression. In the
same way, the language we use about the
ways in which animals are used and killed
often conceals the reality of those practices.

Much of the debate surrounding grouse
shooting and “predator control” is
couched in terms which instrumentalise
and denigrate animals. Indeed, even the
term “grouse moors” (which at first glance
seems purely descriptive of a landscape)
is ethically charged: The moors are home
to vast numbers of different species

and yet in describing them as “grouse”
moors we subconsciously subscribe to

the idea that the moors exist primarily for
grouse and, by extension, to facilitate the
grouse shooting industry. This critique
applies also to the language of “game,”
"game birds,” and “ground game,” which
are purely human constructions of the
status of other beings with no biological
foundation. Again, the language of predator
“control” is expressive of the deep-seated
conviction that other animals, and indeed
the whole of nature, is ours to control or
manage. We should not forget of course
that humans themselves are predators.

instrumentalise and denigrate animals.’
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‘... the reality is these “predators” are simply killing to
survive, and their grouse victims are being saved to be

killed by human predators.’

Whilst the language of “control” and the concept of “grouse
moors” may be subtle indicators of endorsement of moral
anthropocentricism, terms such as “pest,” and “vermin” more overtly
reveal an attitude of disregard for the interests of sentient beings.
Just as the use of dehumanising language can lead to the violation
of human rights, so too can the use of terms such as “pest” result in
a withholding of moral solicitude to vulnerable and unrepresented
beings. Moreover, to speak of “decoys,” “targets,” and “culls” is

to obfuscate the moral issues and, as George Orwell rightly noted
in Politics and the English Language "[euphemisms] are largely the
defence of the indefensible ... such phraseology is needed if one
wants to name things without calling up mental pictures of them”
(Orwell, 2000 [1946], p. 356). The grouse shooting industry’s strategy
of using deceptive language which does not conjure up images

of suffering animals is an effective way of legitimating its activities
surrounding the killing of predators. To speak of “decoys” and
"targets” is to de-animate animals and thereby render our treatment
of them unproblematic. As Carol Adams has written: “Language
distances us further from animals by naming them as objects, as
"its”... the generic "it" erases the living, breathing, nature of the
animals and it reifies their object status” (Adams, 2020, p. 46).

Even the word “predator” has negative connotations. Animals

who have to eat other animals for their survival (predators), are
negatively construed as villains in comparison to the animal victims
they consume (prey). The terms predator and prey are themselves
reductive. These are merely human ways of classifying different
animals when the truth is that many animals are both predators and
prey. Moreover, it is reductive to characterise their entire lives in
these terms since they do many other things besides seeking food
and trying to avoid being eaten. By describing animals exclusively
in these terms, we overlook the fact that animals often lead rich and
complex lives. It is ironic too that some of the birds we currently
protect in law are themselves commonly called “birds of prey.”

Further, the term “predator” is often used to describe sexual
abusers such that, in our minds, predators are “bad” and thus
controlling them is not only understandable, it is somehow
essential. Of course, this language may not be consciously chosen
to portray these ideas. This is an extension of the idea that the
term “animal” is one of the most abusive words we can use about
humans (Peggs, 2012). But subconsciously, by labelling some
animals “predators” in need of “control” we mark them as fair
"targets,” villains whose actions need to be “managed,” with
corresponding grouse victims who need to be saved. Of course, the
reality is these “predators” are simply killing to survive, and their
grouse victims are being saved to be killed by human predators.

This report will purposely use language

to clarify rather than obfuscate the moral
issue. “Targeted” and “non-targeted”

will be used rather than “target” and
“non-target” animals or the words will be
placed in quotation marks. The animals in
question are not merely targets, but those
selectively targeted as “predators” of
grouse by the shooting industry. Similarly,
where possible, we will use “moors” rather
than “grouse moors” and use the term
"predator control” only in quotation marks.
In addition, the word “wild” has obvious
perjorative connotations, and we have
therefore substituted the words “free-living”
throughout (see a discussion in Linzey and
Cohn, 2010). To the extent that it is possible,
we will choose our language carefully to
reflect the reality of the suffering and deaths
of animals that occurs to “manage” the
moors for the grouse shooting industry.

In addition, the language of conservation
should be challenged. It is commonly
supposed that conservation and
conservationists are concerned with
conserving species and the environment.
But, as now utilised, conservation is more
about killing one animal and/or species

to conserve another (favoured) species

or animal. Hence the contradiction in the
title of the British Association for Shooting
and Conservation (BASC). In the light of
this, the language of conservation cannot
be taken at face value because it often
bufudles the moral issue. Conservation is
not as currently practiced preservation. Even
within the conservation community, there
is now an increasing debate about whether
conservation has been mis-styled and
whether it sufficiently values the interests of
individual animals, as distinct from species
as a whole (see Bekoff, 2013; Heister, 2022).
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2. Outlining the Facts

The animals killed in pursuit of “predator control” include both
"target” and "non-target” species. “Target” species include foxes,
weasels, stoats, rats, rabbits and various types of corvids, such as
crows, magpies, jackdaws, and jays. “Non-target” species include
(but are not limited to) pine martens, hedgehogs, badgers, deer, and
hares. There have also been reports of endangered and protected
animals, such as the capercaillie and birds of prey being killed by
"predator control” methods (see below).

A recent survey commissioned but not conducted by the League
Against Cruel Sports found that as many as 39% of animals trapped
as part of “predator control” measures were “non-target” species
(Harris and Thain, 2020, p. 33). A distinction, between legal and
illegal "predator control” methods should be made from the outset.
Although this report focuses primarily on legal forms of “predator
control,” it is important to recognise that the two forms are inevitably
linked. Both are undertaken to ensure artificially high numbers

of grouse. As the Royal Society for the
Protection of Bird's (RSPB) 2021 Birdcrime
report shows, there is "a clear connection
between raptor persecution and land
managed for gamebird shooting” (RSPB,
20213, p. 4). The findings of the Grouse Moor
Management Review Group (hereafter the
Werritty report), reveal that “as well as being
targeted directly, some raptors are killed
incidentally in attempts to trap or poison
other predators” (Werritty, 2019, p. 30).
Some of the animals killed illegally include
hen harriers, red kites, peregrines, and owls
(RSPB, 2018, p. 2). Shockingly, out of 58 hen
harriers who were satellite-tagged as part

of a government study between 2007-2017,
72% were either killed or suspected to have




“The best available

estimates indicate that
as many as 260,000
animals are killed

as a result of legal
“predator control”
practices each year in
Scotland.’

been killed on or near British moorland managed for grouse shooting
(Murgatroyd et al., 2019).

The best available estimates indicate that as many as 260,000 animals
are killed as a result of legal “predator control” practices each year

in Scotland (Harris and Thain, 2020). It is clear from the numbers that
animal suffering and death is occurring on an industrial scale on Scottish
moors, even before a single shot is fired at grouse. It is problematic

that more exact figures are unavailable. There is no legal obligation for
estate managers to publicly declare the number of animals trapped

and killed as part of “predator control” measures. Given that there is

no legal requirement to report such deaths and given that some of the
main traps used are readily available to purchase without special licences
(e.g., on eBay and Amazon), considerable numbers of Scotland’s free-
living animals run the risk of suffering painful and protracted deaths. The
numbers alone testify to the urgent need for a thorough moral appraisal
of long-standing, but too little-questioned practices.




Methods Used

Before discussing whether "predator control” on Scottish moors can
be morally justified, it is necessary to begin by describing the methods
used. Some of the most commonly employed methods include:

|u

Larsen Traps

These are “live” traps designed to capture but not kill corvids (e.g.,
crows, magpies, and jackdaws). A “decoy” bird, that is a live bird that
is usually another corvid, is placed inside the trap to lure territorial
corvids to the trap. There is a legal requirement to check these traps
every 24 hours and to provide water, food, shelter, and a resting
perch. However, an undercover investigation has revealed that at
least some Larsen traps were not inspected for almost 35 hours,

with the birds left without water (Animal Aid, 2018). According to

the general licenses issued under the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981, birds caught in Larsen traps should be “killed humanely.” But,
there is evidence of birds being beaten to death (RSPB Birdcrime
2021 Report, p. 8). The “general license” for these traps states that

a humane killing would involve a single swift action (e.g., breaking
the neck) as soon as practically possible after the animal has been
discovered in the trap, and within the 24 hour window. However,

even the Game and Wildlife Conservation Trust (GWCT) admits that
corvids are surprisingly strong and that it takes considerable force to
kill these birds instanteously (GWCT. (b). n.d.). In addition, there is no
legal requirement to kill the captured bird out of sight of the “decoy.”
It is unclear how long the “decoy” (live bird) remains in the cage

and how many times the bird is repeatedly used. Although GWCT
discourages “clipping,” there is evidence of the wing and tail feathers
of magpies being removed so as to prevent escape (GWCT, 2014,

p. 3). The question of whether wing clipping counted as “maiming”
went to court and it was determined that wing clipping does not
apparently count as maiming (GWCT, 2014, p. 3). It is also unclear
what mechanisms there may be for the enforcement and inspection of
the law (we will return to this issue later, see chapter 4).

Mutilated decoy magpies

‘... there is evidence

of the wing and tail
feathers of magpies
being removed so as to
prevent escape.’




Multi-catch Traps
(e.g., funnel and ladder crow-cage traps)

Like Larsen traps, funnel and ladder crow-cage traps are “live”

traps designed to capture but not kill corvids. These traps must be
operated under “general licence,” meaning that only authorised
persons (e.g., landowners) are legally permitted to operate the traps,
provided they adhere to the terms of the license (GWCT, (g), n.d.).
Multi-catch traps are sometimes preferred over Larsen traps because
they can hold a greater number of birds. Although multi-cage traps
are typically larger than Larsen traps (in order to accommodate

more trapped birds), the general license does not specify precise
dimensions (GWCT, (g), n.d.). Funnel and ladder crow-cage traps must
be inspected every 24 hours and “decoy” birds must be provided with
food, water, and shelter. It is tempting to imagine that the larger size
of crow-cage traps entails better welfare for animals caught in them,
but it is important to remember that, as multi-catch traps, numerous
birds (including birds of different species) can be held together in a
confined space. Hence, the reduction of stress facilitated by a large
cage is outweighed by the increased stress of being confined with
numerous other birds, many of whom are territorial and will therefore
fight with no possibility of escape.

Moreover, again on account of their larger size, the RSPB states that
multi-catch traps have been shown to be “very effective at catching
raptors, particularly buzzards, as well as corvids” (RSPB, 2019). The
RSPB has documented numerous instances of raptors being caught
in multi-catch traps and subsequently being illegally killed as well as
instances of operators repeatedly failing to inspect traps every 24
hours. They have collected “an ever-increasing dossier of evidence
showing that these traps are routinely misused and that birds of prey
caught in these traps are regularly killed” (RSPB, 2019).
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The negative impacts of multi-catch traps

on individual animals are severe: both
“target” and “non-target” animals (as well

as “decoys”) can legally experience the
stress of confinement for up to 24 hours (and,
in practice, longer). As with Larsen traps,
although trap opperators are required to kill
“target” species humanely and efficiently,
the guidelines on how to achieve this are
unclear. Moreover, as with many of the other
types of traps used on Scottish moors, funnel
and ladder multi-catch traps are indiscrimate,
meaning “non-target,” protected, and
endangered species can be affected.

Mammal Cage Traps

These are another type of “live” trap,
designed to capture, but not kill, mammals
(particularly foxes). Unlike Larsen traps,
mammal cage traps do not rely on “decoys”
to entice animals in but, instead, they are
typically baited with food. Under UK law,
these traps must be checked at least once
every 24 hours and the animal must be
killed “humanely.” Usually, but not always,
the method of killing is by shotgun. How
humanely they are killed is considered further
in chapter 4.




Snares

These traps are designed to catch animals around the neck, like

a noose. Although foxes are often the intended “target,” the
indiscriminate nature of snares means that many “non-target” animals
are caught, sometimes including domesticated animals (BBC News,
2018). There have even been cases of snares injuring humans on
Scottish moors (OneKind, n.d.). Snares are intended to hold the
animal quietly until a gamekeeper arrives to finish the kill (within a 24
hour window). Snares inevitably mean that animals can struggle for
hours in considerable pain and distress once caught. This means that
the animal can suffer up to 24 hours and that is presupposing that
game keepers comply with the law, which is problematic (see later
discussion in chapter 4). Snares are currently legal in Scotland but
there is a proposed ban under consideration (BBC News, 2023), along
with a small number of other European countries, but were recently
banned in Wales (League Against Cruel Sports, 2023).

‘Snares inevitably
mean that
animals can
struggle for hours
in considerable
pain and distress
once caught.’




Stink Pits

These consist of mounds of animal carcasses surrounded by snares.
The animal carcasses are intended to entice other predators to the
stink pit with the aim of catching the animal in one of the multiple
snares. Again, animals lured by the stink pit and caught by the

snares can suffer for up to 24 hours, and this is supposing the

legal regulations are respected. A wide range of animals are used
including fish, foxes, pheasants, deer, and even legally protected pink
footed geese (OneKind and League Against Cruel Sports, 2016, p.
26). ltis unclear what animal parts or bodies are used in the pits.

In addition, there is documented evidence of sheep carcasses being
used in stink pits (Harris and Thain, 2020, p. 11). The Agriculture

and Rural Economy Directorate (2017) requires the bodies of
farmed animals who have died from natural causes to be disposed
of in such a way as to prevent other animals accessing the corpse,
thereby preventing harm to people, animals, and the environment
(Agriculture and Rural Economy Directorate, 2017). If snares are
banned, it would seem that stink pits will no longer be used.

‘Animals lured
by the stink pit
and caught by the
snares can suffer
for up to

24 hours.’




Spring Traps

These work by luring the animal into the trap and then an automatic
spring mechanism supposedly operates to kill the animal. There are
various types of spring traps. Fenn traps and Springer/ Solway traps
were widely used, but the “Department of Conservation” (DOC)

trap has largely replaced them. These traps were developed in New
Zealand by their government’s Department of Conservation and
were putatively judged as the “gold standard” for humane trapping.
The DOC trap meets the standards set by AIHTS (Agreement on
International Humane Trapping Standards to which the UK is a
signatory), according to which specific species of animals should

die within 45 seconds of being struck on the head. Spring traps

have been subject to review through the years in recognition of the
fact that they do not always deliver a quick or humane death. The
introduction of DOC traps (the latest type of spring trap) places

too much confidence in the effectiveness of the kill mechanism,
potentially leaving animals to suffer for hours or even days. Once set,
there is no legal requirement to inspect DOC traps within any specific
timeframe because they are presumed effective enough to ensure

a quick kill. How reliably this trap kills within 45 seconds is currently
unknown, at least there is no independent data to establish how
effective these devices are. It should also be noted that 45 seconds
(three quarters of a minute) is a long time to die, and does not meet
the standard required by non-religious slaughter, which requires
instantaneous stunning to render the animal unconscious (FAWC,
2003, para 8, p. 2). Even if the trap always works effectively (which is far
from clear) it is uncertain whether the animal concerned will recover
from unconsciousness in due course and have to endure injury as well
as incarceration for an unspecified amount of time. There are three

models of DOC traps, which have different
dimensions depending on species of animal
who is targeted (see GWCT, (d). n.d.). DOC
traps have the same sized excluders (i.e.,
grills) around them as the older spring traps
which evidence has shown to allow “non-
target” animals, such as hedgehogs, to get
through them (Harris and Thain, 2020, p. 23).
In addition, many smaller “song birds” are
caught in traps not fitted with an excluder, for
example, blackbirds, mistle thrushes, skylarks,
and starlings (Harris and Thain, 2020, p. 21).
Even when they are effective, the use of
excluders in not a legal requirement.

‘... there is no
independent data
to establish how
effective these
devices are.’




Poisons, sometimes called “pesticides” or "biocides”

A range of poisons are used as part of “predator control” methods
(e.g., bromadiolone, flocoumafen, and brodifacoum). Most of these
are marketed as rodenticides i.e., as specifically for the targeting of
rats or other small rodents, but Scottish law allows poisoning of a

Campaign for Responsible Rodenticide Use
(CRRU), supported by BASC, provide a code
of "best practice” and guidelines for the
use of poisons (BASC, (d), n.d.). BASC even

offer “approved certificates” which “include
the Rat Control for Gamekeepers course
which has been developed by BASC and

range of species, including rabbits and grey squirrels (NetRegs, n.d.).
It is unclear how far poisoning extends beyond these species or how
reliably culpability can be established, especially since only a handful

of prosecutions have been made (RSPB, 2021a). These poisons also
present risks to species who might ingest the corpses. The RSPB
have stated, “Worryingly, now brodifacoum is being found in birds
of prey in concentrations well beyond lethal levels. The misuse of
rodenticide is a criminal offence. But it's also an increasing concern
that criminals are now fully aware of brodifacoum’s effectiveness as
an abuse product to deliberately target wildlife” (RSPB, 2021a, p.
12). For example, in the first half of 2021, brodifacoum was found

in 25 dead birds of prey (Horton, 2022). As the head of the RSPB's
investigations team has noted “somebody somewhere has worked
out ... that this would be an effective way to kill birds of prey”
(Horton, 2022). Hence, poisoning contributes to both legal and
illegal forms of “predator control.” Most of the poisons used are
anticoagulants which thin the blood, leading to internal bleeding
and blood haemorrhage over the course of several days (Whitfield
et. Al,, 2003). As poisons may be ingested by any animal, the
probability, if not certainty of harming non-targeted species is high.

other shooting organisations working with
CRRU"” (BASC, (d), n.d.; original emphasis).
However, by their own admission “even
with the use of recommended methods

of application, some contamination of
wildlife is likely when gamekeepers use
rodenticides in the countryside” (CRRU, 2017,
p. 9). Further, they acknowledge that “the
percentage of exposed barn owls [to poisons]
is actually closer to 90%" as opposed to
the previous thought peak exposure of
40% (CRRU, 2017, p. 4). Although they say
that poisoning should be the last resort in
"pest management,” by their own account
the use of poisons is negatively impacting
other species and the environment.

It may be countered that poisons are

only illegally used on moors when raptors
are killed. However, much the same as
multi-cage traps, legality and illegality are
misnomers here. The traps and poisons
are not in themselves illegal, they are
only found to be illegal when an animal,
such as a raptor, is illegally poisoned

or trapped and not released in a timely
manner. This makes it very difficult to
demonstrate that poison has been illegally
set and the same for multi-cage traps.

‘Most of the

poisons used are
anticoagulants
which thin the blood,
leading to internal

bleeding and blood
haemorrhage ...
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3. Putative Justifications

for "Predator Control”

In this chapter, we examine some of the most frequently made
arguments to justify “predator control.” We use the word “argument
rather loosely because many of the putative justifications constitute
little more than a statement of fact or opinion. Properly speaking, an
argument should consist of a series of rational considerations leading
to a logical and coherent conclusion. In each of the cases below, we
begin by citing a defence of “predator control” and then examine
whether the justifications are morally sound.

"

Although these arguments predominantly relate to grouse shooting
(which is not the focus of our report) they are often used directly or
indirectly to justify “predator control.” Since “predator control” on
these moors is primarily, if not exclusively, undertaken to support the
grouse shooting industry, the justifications are inevitably related.

With every argument we have tried to find the very best justifications
for these control practices. We consider the strongest arguments and
subject them to scrutiny.

a. The Economic Argument

The benefits grouse shooting brings to upland economies
are felt by the many, not just the few ... For Scotland, a 2010
report estimated that grouse shooting was worth around
£23m in Gross Domestic Product (GDP) annually.

(BASC, (c) n.d., s. 40 and s. 42)

The economic argument merits some scrutiny. The most recent
available data (from 2010) shows that the entire grouse shooting
industry creates just 0.0075 to 0.016% of Scotland’s GDP. Specifically,
the GWCT (2010) report estimated that payments to estate owners
and salaries for estate employees created between £6.7 and £14.5
million in wages and between £10.7 and £23.3 million of GDP in the
year 2009. These numbers include both direct contributions (e.g.,
"gamekeeping” jobs) and indirect contributions (e.g., hospitality jobs
created from hotel stays linked to grouse shooting). Total Scottish
GDP in 2009 was £142 billion. The direct and indirect contribution of
the grouse shooting industry is therefore likely within the range 0.0075
t0 0.016% of GDP. The GWCT report does not provide any economic
cost estimates related to grouse shooting (e.g., the cost of policing
"wildlife” crime) nor does it include the costs of negative economic
externalities (e.g., large areas under private management and not
available for usage by the general population). The putative positive
benefits to the economy are not balanced against environmental
damage, policing, private vs public access, not least of all the
suffering of hundreds of thousands of animals involved.

While there is a right to responsible access of
all land in Scotland, some estates discourage
walkers. As the UK's former deputy chief
veterinary officer Alik Simmons writes, “Most
killing of wildlife in the UK takes place on
private land given over to shooting, and
those involved go to great lengths to keep it
private ... In short, vested interests hamper
change” (Simmons, 2023).

Of course, if grouse shooting did not exist,

it does not follow that Scotland would lose
0.0075 to 0.016% of GDP because other
industries would most likely use the land or
spare labour (for example, for tourism). In any
case, given the small contribution to GDP, it is
an exaggeration to claim that the economic
benefits are "felt by the many.” It is also
worth noting that these numbers reflect the
direct and indirect economic benefits of the
entire grouse industry and that, therefore, the
economic benefits derived from “predator
control” are likely to be a fraction of this
already small total. On closer inspection it is
questionable whether the economic benefits
derived from grouse shooting are as large as
the industry claims.

Moreover, it is important to recognise that
economic arguments cannot by themselves
determine the morality of a range of

human practices. All manner of morally
reprehensible activities might be sanctioned
or justified if economics alone was to be the
criterion of what is right or wrong. Indeed,
historically, defenders of slavery made the
argument that, since much of the British
economy was either directly or indirectly
reliant on the slave trade, its abolition would
be harmful (British Library, n.d.). Similarly, an
economic argument could be used to justify
extortion, but the moral question remains
unresolved. Hence, regardless of whether the
economic contributions derived from grouse
shooting and the related activity of “predator
control” are great or small, it is important to
realise that financial gain cannot be the sole
arbiter of whether a practice is morally licit.




Another version of this argument is that the grouse industry attracts
tourism:

Grouse shooting has a role to play in the future development
of Scottish tourism. As an activity that supports economic
activity in remote areas, and as an increasingly profitable
one, Scottish policymakers should consider

engaging with the industry to secure, and potentially
increase, its contribution to the Scottish economy. (GWCT,
2010, p. 40)

At first glance, this seems like a plausible argument. An increase in
tourism to remote areas can be a powerful force of regeneration to
the communities that live there. However, this argument relies on
two questionable assumptions. The first is that grouse shooting is
the most fruitful economic activity that could occur in that region.
With the growth of eco-tourism and nature tourism, it cannot be
assumed that tourism derived from shooting animals would be

more profitable than tourism to simply enjoy animals in their natural
habitats. Given that the moors are home to many more animals than
just grouse, these species may even increase with an elimination of
"predator control,” it is plausible that Scottish moors would continue
to attract nature enthusiasts even if grouse shooting and the practices
associated with it became illegal. The second is that grouse shooting
economically benefits those outside of the grouse shooting industry.

In fact, the moors are owned by a relatively
small number of people, and Scotland has
“the most inequitable land ownership in

the West” with more than half of Scotland
owned by fewer than 500 people (McKenna,
2013). The industry creates around 2,500 jobs,
with average earnings of £11,500 per year
(Tingay & Wightman, 2018). In addition, the
GWCT provides no evidence to support the
putative claim that the industry is increasingly
profitable. In short, the argument for
economic benefit is largely an argument from
vested interests, which benefit a minority of
Scots (and their visiting English counterparts)
enjoying a relatively privileged lifestyle.

The point is that even if the economic
benefits derived from grouse shooting were
significant, there would still be a moral case
to answer.

‘... 1t cannot be
assumed that
tourism derived
from shooting
animals would be
more profitable
than tourism

to simply enjoy
animals in their
natural habitats.’



b. The Argument from Tradition

Considered by many to be the ‘rich man's’ gamebird, the red
grouse has been walked-up and shot over dogs [sic] since
Stuart times ... Red grouse shooting on a large scale really
began from the 1870s onwards. (Jones, n.d.)

Grouse shooting, and by extension the “predator control” measures
which facilitate it, is often defended by recourse to the notions of
"tradition,” “community,” and “identity.” At first sight, these claims
might seem like a reasonable defence of shooting. Afterall, as
societies become increasingly homogenised, as globalisation spreads,
the impulse to retain local culture, tradition, and heritage seems not
only natural but also laudable.

However, history reveals that even some of the most scientifically and
morally advanced cultures have observed traditions now regarded as
morally lamentable, if not barbaric. For example, enslavement and
pederasty were common practices in ancient Greek culture. Again,
sati, or the practice of burning women alive on their husband’s funeral
pyres, occupied an important place in Indic culture and tradition and
was only outlawed in 1829. Thus, the mere fact that a practice forms
part of a culture’s “traditions” is not by itself sufficient moral sanction.
Moreover, if we look at instances where societies have made moral
progress (such as in the abolition of slavery, the advancement of child
rights, or the provision of legal protections to nonhuman animals), we
observe that these developments have often involved a reappraisal
of traditional values and perspectives. By clinging unquestioningly

to old traditions, societies may overlook opportunities for progress
and may fail to notice their moral blind spots. The salient point is that
culture is not static. It is subject to moral change and renewal. We are
not of course claiming that predator control is identical in all respects
to other forms of human abuse. While some people may object to
human comparisons, they are made to emphasise the point that
cultural toleration of abusive practices, human or nonhuman, change.

Another way of expressing this argument

is an appeal to culture: “Grouse hunting

has been a traditional sport in the UK for
centuries. The red grouse is the only [sic] bird
native to the UK and is an important part of
British culture” (Perrott, 2022) (we shall turn to
the issue of sport in the next section). All that
needs to be said here is that just because a
practice has cultural significance does not in
itself make that practice moral. Bull-baiting,
dancing bears, cock fighting, and fox hunting
are all practices that had cultural bases, but
which are no longer considered morally licit.
Further, the statement “The red grouse is
the only [sic] bird native to the UK and is

an important part of British culture” would
be true regardless of whether the grouse

are shot. Grouse, and indeed the other
creatures who live on the moors, can remain
an important part of culture without the need
to shoot and kill them. In a similar lyrical

vein, Baroness Mallalieu claimed that “[fox]
hunting is our music, it is our poetry, it is our
art, it is our pleasure ..."” (Mallalieu, 1999,

p. 468). But now that fox hunting has been
made illegal, while some people’s pleasure
(a very small number indeed) may have
diminished there has been no discernible
damage to what may be termed the culture
of the countryside.




Another version of this argument is that it is tied to a sense of
identity: “Shooting has permeated my very being. It defines my
life... [it] is a link to the past (tradition) and future ... It is a part of

my identity ..." (BASC, 2016, p. 10 and p. 17). The issue of identity
has grown in significance during the last few years. No one should
want to threaten another person’s identity or sense of belonging.
These things are part of what it means to be human and to live in a
state of flourishing. However, from a moral standpoint the appeal to
identity must have definite limits. It cannot justify death and suffering
to sentient creatures, animals or humans. Many habits, good or bad,
can constitute part of a person’s identity. For example, female genital
mutilation (even though illegal in the UK) is tolerated by various
countries or sub-cultures within them and has been claimed to be a
part of group and/or religious identity. Identity can be constructed
around many facets of our being, but it does not itself constitute a
moral argument.

In short, the argument from tradition amounts to little more than a
statement that this is the way things have always been done. It is
noteworthy that precisely the same argument, the argument from
“tradition,” was made in defence of badger baiting, fox hunting, and
hare coursing (Bronner, 2007). All three of these historic pastimes
are now prohibited in Scotland in recognition of the suffering they
imposed on animals. Whilst we acknowledge the place of tradition
in fostering a sense of identity and community, we maintain that
recourse to this notion is not a sufficiently compelling reason to
overlook, dismiss, or justify the suffering and death of more than a
quarter of a million sentient animals every year. As Scotland looks

towards the future — a future in which the
rights and interests of those historically
marginalised by wider society are increasingly
recognised — the moment has come to ask
whether new traditions, built on respect

for sentient beings, might supplant and
surpass old ones. It is not true that grouse
shooting has widespread support, indeed a
2020 survey found 71% of respondents were
against grouse shooting, with only 12% in
favour. The views were shared in both urban
and rural locations (Cassidy, 2020). Further,
national polling in Scotland carried out in
2021 by the Diffley Partnership found that
69% of Scots oppose grouse shooting for
sport while 65% oppose “predator control”
on moors (League Against Cruel Sports,
2022a).

The key point is that tradition, culture and
identity should be classed as morally neutral.
In so far as they comprise practices that
promote empathy, kindness, and justice, they
should be lauded and safeguarded. But when
they comprise elements that perpetuate
harm or cruelty to animals or humans, they
should be resisted or jettisoned.



c. The Aesthetic Argument

Moorland ... is particularly prized for its sense of openness,
and heather is a feature that contributes to the quality of the
experience. In fact, more than 90% of English grouse moors
fall within an AONB [Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty]
because of their landscape value. Most of these sites were
designated because of the work grouse moor managers do
in sympathetically conserving and managing this habitat.
However, landscape quality would be affected in the uplands
through scrub and bracken encroachment. Without grouse
moor management, therefore, landscape quality would be
impacted and the uplands would look very different. (BASC, (c)
n.d., section 53)

The Latin maxim “de gustibus non disputandum est” (“in matters of
taste, there can be no disputes”) famously signals the subjectivity of
aesthetic preferences. Even if there is no objective measure of beauty,
there is widespread agreement concerning the beauty of Scottish
moors. However, the claim that grouse shooting (and by implication
the "predator control” measures which underpin it) is necessary for
maintaining this beauty simply obfuscates the moral issue. To assess
the moral quality of a set of practices with reference to the aesthetic
outputs they facilitate is to confuse ethics with taste. By this logic, the
human sacrificial burials of ancient Egypt in which servants, priests,
and women were forced to “accompany” dead pharaohs to the
afterlife could be morally justified insofar as this necessitated larger
and more imposing tombs. Yet, clearly, we do not accept that the
killing of innocent people was justified simply because their deaths
formed part of an elaborate ritual, even though it contributed to
exquisite ancient art works. Similarly, we cannot justify the industrial
scale killing of animals on Scottish moors simply by reference to
beautiful landscapes which the shooting industry helps to create and
maintain.

Additionally, whilst many agree that the Scottish moors are beautiful,
this is not universally accepted. As REVIVE — The Coalition for
Grouse Moor Reform (REVIVE) argue, if Scotland’s moors were left
to revive and regenerate, the landscape could be transformed to
support a greater diversity of plant and animal life. REVIVE observe
that “For over 150 years, moorland in Scotland has been managed
for red grouse-shooting ... The resultant heather moorlands that
are sometimes regarded as an iconic part of the Scottish landscape
are, in reality, highly modified habitats managed to encourage high
populations of one species, red grouse” (REVIVE, n.d.). Left alone,
without human interference, Scotland’s moors may be re-populated
with trees, forming a landscape at least equally beautiful as the
present one.

One response from the shooting industry to
the argument that the moors are a managed
landscape has been:

[The] claim that heather moorland

is an 'industrial landscape’ is simply
ridiculous. It is one of the rarest
landscapes in the world and for many
people one of the most beautiful. If
it is so dreadful, why do millions of
people flock to these areas in every
season of the year? ... That Britain
has custodianship of 75% of the
world’s heather moorland is in part
due to the fact that grouse shooting
has perpetuated the ancient manage
techniques which created it in the
first place. It is a rich and beautiful
landscape, beloved by millions and
about as industrial as a wildflower
meadow. (GWCT, 2016)

However, this is again an argument that
clouds the moral issue at hand. The
maintenance of the landscape, however
beautiful, need not entail the killing of
animals who live in this habitat. Even if it

is judged that the landscape should be
preserved, that does nothing to support the
argument for “predator control.”



d. The Conservation Argument

Land managed for game shooting provides huge benefits

to the environment. It is a major resource in promoting
biodiversity and assisting the UK to achieve the targets set in
national and local biodiversity action plans. (BASC, (b). n.d.)

One of the most frequently advanced arguments in defence

of "predator control” is that these measures are necessary for
conservation purposes. Since grouse are ground-nesting birds, their
eggs and their young are particularly vulnerable to predation. Thus,
the argument from conservation asserts that in removing predators
of grouse, other ground-nesting birds vulnerable to predation are
thereby also protected. The GWCT maintains:

High predation pressure can halt sustainable driven wild game
shooting, and reviews of many research papers indicate that

it can prevent the recovery of declining species of wildlife ...
In the uplands, black grouse and capercaillie ranges would
contract further if predation pressure increased. Birds such as
curlew and lapwing are typically now restricted to upland
areas where predators are controlled to benefit red grouse.

(GWCT, (d) n.d.)

Heather burning on grouse moor

Ground-nesting birds such as capercaillie,
lapwing, and curlew are amongst Scotland’s
most iconic species. The decline in their
numbers has been dramatic and is a source
of great concern. For instance, the RSPB’s
2021-2022 survey estimated that as few as
542 individual capercaillie remain in Scotland
(RSPB, (b), n.d.). The capercaillie is a “priority
species” under the EU Bird Directive and,
without sustained and coordinated efforts

to reverse current trends, there is a serious
risk that this (reintroduced) species will
become extinct (for a second time) in the
next few decades (RSPB, (b), n.d.). Similarly,
the lapwing and the curlew are both on the
UK's conservation “red list” (RSPB, 2021b).

In Scotland, numbers of lapwing have fallen
by 29% since 1987 (RSPB, (d), n.d.) while the
number of curlew fell by 42% between 1995-
2008 (RSPB, (), n.d.).



There are several reasons for the sharp decline in capercaillie,
lapwing, curlew, and other ground-nesting birds. For example, whilst
predation undoubtedly plays a part, other key drivers include climate
change (Carrell, 2022), changing agricultural practices (RSPB, (e),
n.d.), the loss and fragmentation of habitat (Cairngorms Capercaillie
Project, n.d.), deer fences (NatureScot, 2021), and other disturbances
from humans.

Although the pro-shooting industry promotes the idea that “predator
control” is necessary for conservation, they have failed to produce
compelling data in support of this claim (Harris, 2022, p. 24). On the
contrary, in the last quarter of a century, fox numbers across Britain
have fallen by 44% (Harris, 2022, p. 24). Additionally, between 1970-
2016 weasels shrank in occupancy of land by an average of 4.2% per
year (Mammal Society, 2021). Declining numbers of these predators
has not led to an increase in numbers of ground-nesting birds; in fact,
lapwing numbers have fallen by 43% and curlew numbers by 48% in
the last 25 years (Harris, 2022, p. 24)." Thus, Harris concludes that “at
the population level there is no evidence that reducing overall fox
numbers is of conservation benefit to ground-nesting birds” (Harris,

Grouse shooting butt

2022, p. 24). It may well be that predators
play some role in supressing the numbers

of ground nesting birds, but that by itself
does not provide sufficient moral justification
for “predator control” measures. But even

if they do suppress the number of ground
nesting birds, there are other alternatives. As
the authors of the 2021 NatureScot report
on capercaillie suggest, another “potentially
effective (but less tested) alternative would
be diversionary feeding of predators

(i.e., provision of alternative food so as to
minimise their predation on ... eggs and
chicks) ... [during] the most critical period of
the breeding season” (NatureScot, 2021).

1.These figures reflect declines in numbers across the whole of Britain, rather than for Scotland alone.

Hence, the slight discrepancy between the figures given previously in this section.




Aside from the dearth of evidence to suggest the necessity of
"predator control” for conserving endangered ground-nesting birds,
there are other reasons to be sceptical of the shooting industry’s
suggestion of conservation. In acknowledging the complexity of
moor management practices, and the inevitability of having to make
certain trade-offs, the Werritty report notes that “The paucity of
robust, scientific evidence on the environmental and socio-economic
impacts of many of these management activities has been one of

the most striking findings in this review” (Werritty, 2019, p. 19). The
Werritty report is not alone in pointing out the connection between
illegal raptor persecution and land managed for “gamebird” shooting
(Werritty, 2019, p. 30 and RSPB, 2021a, p. 4). Crucially, the Werritty
report observes that “As well as being targeted directly, some raptors
are killed incidentally in attempts to trap or poison other predators

... Discovered cases of raptor killing probably represent only a small
portion of actual cases” (Werritty, 2019, p. 30).

Arluke and Sanders (1996) observe that “societies rank everything
on a ladder of worth, including people and animals, and systems of
social control perpetuate these rankings” (p. 168). So, once we are
concerned about non-targeted animals being victims it means the
animals who are the intended victims are overlooked. In this case
the grouse are the “good animals” whereas the “pests” are the bad
animals who need to be controlled (killed), but sometimes “good
animals” such as protected and endangered species are victims.

Although the shooting industry claims to be concerned about the
conservation of some of Scotland’s most endangered species, in

fact, there is evidence to indicate that “predator control” measures
have actually negatively impacted ground-nesting birds, such as the
capercaillie and the hen harrier. For instance, between the 1960s and
1999 at least 46 capercaillie died in snares intended to trap foxes, but
the true figure is suspected to have been much higher (Cosgrove and
Oswald, 2001). Again, between 2004 and 2007, 77% of 269 incidents
of snaring reported to the Scottish Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals (SSPCA) involved non-targeted animals including
protected/ endangered species such as badgers, hedgehogs, pine
martens, otter, and owl (Harris, 2022, p. 26).

For all the reasons identified above, therefore, it is impossible but
to conclude that “predator control” measures cannot be either
scientifically or morally defended by the argument from conservation.
In fact, given (a) the indisputable connection between grouse
shooting and illegal raptor persecution, (b) the fact that so many
non-targeted animals are affected by “predator control,” and (c) the
fact that endangered ground-nesting birds continue to be in decline
despite these measures, we conclude that the shooting industry
promotes “predator control” as part of a pseudo-conservationist
agenda, as a mere pretext for enabling artificially high numbers of
grouse.

This conclusion is reinforced by the tacit
acceptance that grouse shooting is entirely
a “sporting” activity. As Joanne Perrott
revealingly states in “The Glorious 12th: A
Guide to Grouse Shooting in the UK":

Grouse shooting is a popular sport

in the UK, and it's easy to see why.
What could be more exhilarating than
taking down a fast-flying bird with a
well-placed shot? Add in the stunning
scenery of the UK countryside, and it's
no wonder that grouse shooting is such
a popular pastime. (Perrott, 2022)

Those who support grouse shooting and
“predator control” cannot have it both ways.
Either grouse shooting is for the purposes of
conservation or it is for pleasure.

Moreover, Perrott’s claim that “Hunting
grouse helps to control their population and
prevent them from damaging crops and
property” (2022) is risible, since the whole
purpose of predator control is to inflate, not
deflate, grouse numbers, so there will be
more grouse to shoot. It should be noted
that one of the reasons for “muirburn” or
heather burning is to provide fresh shoots for
grouse to feed on, which contradicts the idea
that grouse shooting is to prevent grouse
damaging the environment (GWCT, (f), n.d,;
see also REVIVE, 2023).

Even in their own terms, the justifications for
"predator control” simply do not work as
arguments. These considerations reinforce
the moral argument with which we shall
conclude our report.
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4. The Impossibility of the
Humane Killing of “Predators”

Humane Killing

People often say that they have no objection to eating animals as long
as they are killed “humanely” (for a discussion of this see Johnson,
2015). Indeed there are now multiple laws and regulations relating to
the killing of farmed animals in the UK (see for example, Welfare of
Farmed Animals (Scotland) Regulations, 2010; Animal Welfare Act,
2006; Food Standards Agency, 2020). Moreover, these regulations are
overseen by a government committee (previously the Farm Animal
Welfare Committee (FAWC), now the Animal Welfare Committee
(AWCQ)) and these regulations are updated on a regular basis (see
Agriculture and Rural Economy Directorate, 2019). In addition, there
are now moves to have CCTV installed in slaughterhouses to monitor
the slaughtering practices and ensure accountabilility. Although there
are many instances of serious abuse, the notion of humane slaughter
is taken seriously in theory, however problematic in practice.

Furthermore, humane slaughter is defined as rendering the animal
instantaneously insensible to pain through the pre-stunning method
(usually the captive bolt method or through electric stunning). A
report by FAWC insists that humane slaughter must involve “an
effective process which induces immediate unconsciousness and
insensibility or an induction to a period of unconsciousness without
distress, and [the] guarantee of non-recovery from the process until
death ensues” (FAWC, 2003, para 8, p. 2).
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We make this comparison not because

we agree that slaughter can always be
humane, but rather because defenders of
"predator control” argue that “humane”
killing is possible by trapping. When
considering whether trapping is humane,
these standards are worth noting as a
reference point. Humane killing for farmed
animals is a process that should induce
immediate unconsciousness and insensibility.
Whatever the moral and practical difficulties
in ensuring the respectful and humane
treatment of farmed animals, for example,
in rearing, conditions, and transport, there is
at least a concensus, backed by legislation,
that killing should be instantaneous

and render the animal insensible to
suffering. Further, it is worth noting that,
comparatively speaking, free-living animals
have received a much smaller amount of
legislative consideration in comparison

to farmed animals (see for example,

Wild Mammals (Protection) Act, 1996).

Grouse moor




Given the efforts taken to ensure the “humane” slaughter of farmed
animals, however imperfect in practice, it is worth noting what counts
as "humane” in comparison to the killing of free-living animals.

The GWCT seems to be aware of this disparity. It says:

We believe that effective predator control must be rational,
achievable, proportionate, focused and humane ... We
recognise there are legacy concerns over predator control
and have improved the focus and humaneness of predator
control techniques so that they do not threaten the predators’
conservation status. (GWCT, (d). n.d.)

So the GWCT aspires to have “humane” killing of targeted animals.
Nowhere does it claim to have achieved standards of humane killing,
only that those standards have been “improved.” In this section, we
examine the idea of a “humane” death in the context of trapping and
poisoning animals affected by predator control.

Putative Trapping Standards

The Agreement on International Humane Trapping Standards
(AIHTS), to which the UK'is a signatory, aims "“to ensure a sufficient
level of welfare of trapped animals, and to further improve this
welfare” (AIHTS, 1997, section 1.1, p. 5; our emphasis). It is the
primary measure against which the welfare of trapped animals is
judged, and even so only extends to the notion of "welfare,” rather
than the principle of ensuring a humane death, not to mention the
morality of killing itself. Also to be noted is the word “sufficient” in
the agreement, which is nowhere clarified or defined. Understandably,
this agreement has received widespread criticism (Proulx et. al.,
2020). There are several kinds of objection, for example, because the
agreement acknowledges its “primary purpose” to be to “facilitate
trade” (AIHTS, 1997, p. 1) rather than to improve animal welfare
(Harrop, 1998). Second, the working group responsible for drafting
AIHTS was not sufficiently representative, with “three-quarters of

its members ... closely associated with the fur trapping trade in the
major fur exporting countries” (Harrop, 1998). Third, and perhaps
most importantly, according to the agreement, traps which take 300
seconds to render animals including coyotes, wolves, otters, and
lynx, unconscious and insensible count as “humane"” (Harrop, 1998).
Fourth, the agreement fails to cover some species of animal which
are most frequently trapped, including foxes (OneKind and League
Against Cruel Sports, 2016, p. 8). It goes without saying that a death
dealing procedure that involves 300 seconds (five minutes) to achieve
its aim cannot in anyway be defined as efficient or humane. This
procedure is not humane killing, it is nothing less than torture.

From the perspective of this report, one
glaring limitation is that AIHTS does not
cover most of the animals killed as part of
"predator control” (and in fact only covers
five species native to the UK). The AIHTS
is so weak that it cannot provide any kind
of benchmark, not least of all because it
does not cover animals, such as foxes,
weasels, badgers, corvids, etc. Given that
AIHTS expressly states that humane traps
should be “selective” and "efficient”
(AIHTS, 1997, section 1.2.3, p. 5), the fact
that up to 39% of animals killed in pursuit
of “predator control” on Scottish moors
are non-targeted species is particularly
glaring (Harris and Thain, 2020, p. 33).
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Weak and ineffectual as they are, let us consider the AIHTS's measures
for “humanely” capturing and killing animals and examine whether
animals on Scottish moors meet or exceed the putative standard set.

Close study of AIHTS indicate the following alarming facts:

1. "Akilling trapping method would meet the Standards if ... at least
80% of these animals are unconscious and insensible within the time
limit, and remain in this state until death” (AIHTS, 1997, section 3.4,
p. 7). The time limit is given as 45 seconds for stoats, 120 seconds for
sable and pine martens, and 300 seconds (five minutes) for all other
trapped animals (AIHTS, 1997, section 3.3, p. 7). This is despite the
claim that trapping methods should be “selective” and "efficient”
(AIHTS, 1997, section 1.2.3, p. 5).

2. "Arestraining trapping method would meet the Standards if ... at
least 80% of these animals show none of the indicators listed” (AIHTS,
1997, section 2.4, p. 6). The indictors listed are: “self-directed biting
leading to severe injury (self-mutilation)”; “excessive immobility and
unresponsiveness”; "fracture”; “joint luxation proximal to the carpus
or tarsus”; “severance of a tendon or ligament”; “major periosteal
abrasion”; “severe external haemorrhage or haemorrhage into

an internal cavity”; “major skeletal muscle degeneration”; "limb
ischaemia”; “fracture of a permanent tooth exposing pulp cavity”;
"ocular damage including corneal laceration”; “spinal cord injury”;
"severe internal organ damage”; “myocardial degeneration”;
"amputation”; and “death” (AIHTS, 1997, section 2.3, p. 6). The
addition of “death” to the list is especially extraordinary given that
the stated purpose of these methods is to restrain the animals until
the trapper kills them.

It is impossible to overstate the severity of
the suffering caused to animals caught in
these traps. The statements by AIHTS speak
for themselves. Any system of killing that
only causes death between 45 seconds and
five minutes is grotesquely cruel. Even more
so if it is still considered effective if 20%

of animals do not die in five minutes, but
have to suffer an appalling range of injuries
that would not be acceptable in any other
context. And, it should be remembered that
these are observations made by the trappers
who are disproportionately represented on
the committee which devised these putative
“standards.”

It is, then, all the more ludicrous that these
standards are lauded by the European
Union (EU) as stated at the end of the
Agreement: “The European Community
understands that the signature of the
Agreement on international humane
trapping standards is an important and
substantial step forward in ensuring a
sufficient level of welfare for trapped
animals” (AIHTS, 1997, annex IV, p. 15). They
have also received ratification in the UK.

Let us consider these points in relation to
each method.

Bird in spring trap




"Live"” Traps

"Live" traps (e.g., Larsen Traps, Multi-catch Traps, and Mammal Cage
Traps) are designed to capture but not kill. They are intended to
restrain the animal until the trap-setter (e.g., a “gamekeeper”) returns
to kill the animal. Although these traps are legally supposed to be
fitted with food, water, shelter, and a perch (thereby reducing the
chances of physical discomfort during the time of confinement), these
measures are inadequate to prevent harms such as stress, fear, and
panic. Corvids are widely recognised as amongst the most cognitively
advanced species and their capacity for tool use, causal reasoning,
imagination, and anticipation is scientifically documented (Emery

and Clayton, 2004). For these reasons, confinement in a small space
(compared to the 12 acres of territory some corvids are accustomed to
accessing) (RSPB, (a). n.d.) for up to 24 hours in the presence of a rival
"decoy” bird can be an immensely stressful experience. The “decoy”
birds (often also corvids) similarly experience stress at confinement
and fear at witnessing the killing of the intended “target.” The
GWCT’s assertion that “it seems hugely anthropomorphic to suppose
the decoy bird will care a jot about seeing the captured bird killed”
(GWCT, (b), n.d.) can be challenged by existing law which bans the
killing of an animal in sight of another, for example, horses (DEFRA,
2015; see also Bekoff, 2007 and 2011).

Many of the same issues surrounding the
"humaneness” of Larsen traps arise for
mammal cage traps too. A fox caught in such
a trap can be confined to a space of around
42 inches squared and yet, particularly in rural
settings, foxes can range territories of up to
40 squared kilometres (Mammal Society, n.d.).
Since mammal cage traps are indiscriminate,
they present risks not only to non-targeted
species, but also to lactating and pregnant
animals both within and beyond the targeted
group. If a lactating mother is unable to
return to her young then, not only will this
cause distress to both the mother and

her young, but there are also “potential
consequences for local populations of
protected species” (OneKind and League
Against Cruel Sports, 2016, p. 8).
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Snares and Stink Pits

If “humane” is taken to mean that an animal’s welfare is good until
the point at which he or she is killed (and that the killing process
itself is instantaneous), then snares utterly fail to meet the criteria.
Evidence collated by OneKind as part of its “Snare Watch” campaign
reveals that animals caught in snares (whether legal “targets” such
as, foxes) or unintended victims (such as, deer, badgers, dogs, and
cats) display classic “escape” behaviours indicative of extremely
poor welfare (OneKind n.d.). For example, ground disturbance
surrounding animals caught in snares reveals persistent efforts at
escape while self-mutilation is all too common (OneKind and League
Against Cruel Sports, 2016, p. 7). This is but one example of where the
psychological and emotional harm to the animals is hardly registered.

In 2005, DEFRA (the UK government's Department for Environment,
Food, and Rural Affairs) commissioned members of the Independent
Working Group on Snares (IWGS) to produce a code of “good
practice” surrounding the use of snares. As part of their work

the IWGS analysed photographic evidence of animals caught

in snares and stated that the injuries documented resulted in
"welfare effects [which] can be conservatively inferred to be
extremely severe, in that they were consistent with causing

severe pain or prolonged duration (days in some cases) with no
alleviation” (IWGS, 2005, p. 50). The IWGS listed numerous ways in
which animals caught in snares suffer extreme psychological and
physical harms, including injuries which the AIHTS recognise as
indicating poor welfare in species covered by the agreement, such
as: pain resulting from dislocation and amputation, compression
injuries, infection, and ischaemic pain (IWGS, 2005, p. 50).

The "best-practice” guidelines surrounding the use of snares are
inadequate to ensure animals caught in these devices are treated
humanely (GWCT, 2012). For example, DEFRA's 2005 code of
practice produced by the IWGS recommends that non-targeted
animals found in snares “should be released immediately” unless
badly injured (IWGS, 2005, p. 13). However, it is not always possible
accurately to assess the health of animals caught in snares as the

risk of internal injuries is significant. Leading experts in “wildlife”
rehabilitation recommend observing animals captured in snares

for at least a few days before release (Harris, 2022, p. 27). There is
therefore a mismatch between government guidelines and expert
opinion. Moreover, although only “free-running” snares are legally
permitted (with “self-locking” snares having been banned since 1981),
"when the animal struggles, the wire can twist and tighten, effectively
becoming self-locking” (OneKind and League Against Cruel Sports,
2016, p. 7). For all the reasons documented above, and many more
besides, the idea of a "humane” snare is a contradiction in terms.

The indiscriminate nature of snares is well
attested and, shockingly, there have been
instances of capercaillie being caught
and killed in snares (Harris, 2022, p. 26).
The very measures which the grouse
shooting industry insist are necessary

for conservation purposes in fact further
threaten some of Scotland’s most iconic
endangered species. As Harris observes,
although the shooting industry has portrayed
snaring as essential for conservation, “no
data have been produced to support
such assertions” (Harris, 2022, p. 25).

There is now overwhelming and
incontestable evidence to support the

view that snares are “inhumane and
indiscriminate” (Harris, 2022). There is a
growing consensus of the need to ban snares
across the UK, with organisations such as

the British Veterinary Association calling

for an "outright ban” on the sale and use

of snares by the general public and trained
operators alike (BVA, n.d.). The SSPCA has
long opposed the use of snares, arguing that,

Since 2019, the charity [SSPCA] has
recorded 41 incidents of animals
caught in snares. 14 of those involved
domestic animals ... As Scotland’s
animal welfare charity, we have long
called for an outright ban on the use of
snares due to the level of suffering an
animal is caused, whether snares are
used legally, or illegally. Animals that
are caught in snares can be caused
unimaginable physical and mental
anguish. Snares are non-selective and
can just as easily harm a domestic

animal as well as non-targeted wildlife.
(SSPCA, 2023).

Wales recently became the first place in
the UK in which it is illegal to use snares,
and it is surely only a matter of time
before other administrations follow suit
(League Against Cruel Sports, 2023).

‘If “humane” is taken to mean that an animal’s welfare is good until
the point at which he or she is killed (and that the killing process
itself is instantaneous), then snares utterly fail to meet the criteria.’



Stink pits (i.e., mounds of animal carcasses surrounded by snares),
like snares, also cause suffering. As well as posing environmental
and health risks, the wanton disregard for animal bodies expresses
an attitude of disrespect and contempt (OneKind and League
Against Cruel Sports, 2016, p. 26). The Scottish government is
currently undertaking a consultation on a proposed ban on the
use of snares (Minister for Energy and the Environment, 2023). If
Scotland is committed to upholding its image as a progressive
nation in which animals are protected and respected, it is time

for stink pits along with snares to be consigned to history.

As with many forms of “wildlife” crime, the
challenges of prosecuting those who violate
current legislation are particularly difficult.
The remote and rural location where many
of the traps are set means that, all too often,
the suffering of animals is out of sight and
out of mind. Of 316 snares recovered as
part of the SSPCA's investigations between
2013-2016, 233 were found to be illegally set
while 272 were found to be untagged (as
per the legal requirements) (OneKind and
League Against Cruel Sports, 2016, p. 7).




DOC Traps

The DOC trap is supposed to render stoats irreversibly unconscious
and insensible within 45 seconds (GWCT, (c), n.d.). Since stoats are
covered by the terms of the AIHTS and weasels, rats, etc., are not,
there is no legal obligation to ensure that these latter species are
killed within the 45 second limit. However, 45 seconds of suffering

is still 45 seconds too long. This is not a pain — or suffering — free
death. Further, it is only limited to 45 seconds of suffering if the trap
works as it is intended. The traps are designed to catch stoats, but
if they catch one of the non-targeted species, the 45 second kill
cannot be guaranteed as these animals are different sizes, shapes,
and weights. Since there is no requirement even to check these traps
after 24 hours, it is more than likely that a proportion of the animals
(20% or more) will suffer agonising and unrelieved suffering for an
indeterminate length of time.

However, the risk and reality of capturing non-targeted animals
remains. Indeed, the DOC traps, just like their predecessor spring
traps, must be fitted with “excluders” of exactly the right dimensions
in order to reduce the risk of capturing non-targeted animals.
However, at present, the fitting of “excluders” remains only a
recommendation rather than a legal requirement (GWCT, (c), n.d.). In
a survey commissioned by the League Against Cruel Sports, none of
the 712 spring traps set on rails met all the best-practice guidelines
recommended by the GWCT (Harris and Thain, 2020, p. 26). Alone,
and without accompanying legislation to force the use of “excluders,”
the introduction of DOC traps will do nothing to reduce the risks of
capturing non-targeted species, such as hedgehog, pine martens,
and red squirrels (Harris and Thain, 2020, p. 21).

The claim that DOC traps “almost always”
strike the animal over the head rendering
them unconscious is made on the basis of
"laboratory tests” and "field tests” (GWCT,
(e), n.d.). There is no independent data to
corroborate these findings. The tests are
performed by individuals who are funded

by vested interests (including government
agencies), that are not opposed in principle
to trapping, or conducted by animal
protection officers. Further, they are based
on the idea that the animal enters the right
size trap — there are three different sizes
—and that excluders are used to get the
animal in the right position. However, as
previously stated, the use of excluders is not
a requirement. Also, the different sizes of
traps make it possible, if not likely, that the
wrong size animal may enter the trap and
be in the wrong position for the trap to work
effectively. All of this increases the probability
of increased suffering beyond the 45
seconds. More than that, since these traps do
not have to be inspected within a time limit
the injuries suffered may endure indefinitely.
In short, the AIHTS fails to protect animals
even in its own limited terms.




Use of Poisons

As already noted, CRRU provide a code of “best practice” and
guidelines for the use of poisons. However, by their own admission
"even with the use of recommended methods of application, some
contamination of wildlife is likely when gamekeepers use rodenticides
in the countryside” (CRRU, 2017, p. 9). Although they say that
poisoning should be the last resort in “pest management,” by their
own account the use of poisons is negatively impacting other species
and the environment. Thus, the claim that there can be “responsible
rodenticide use” in the open countryside is belied by the evidence
(CRRU, 2017).

What these CRRU guidelines do not discuss is that death by
poisoning is often slow and painful. The RSPCA acknowledges
"serious welfare issues” associated with the use of rodenticides and
accepts that the suffering caused to rodents through poisoning is
"obvious” (RSPCA, n.d., p. 3). The effects of rodenticide poisons
include severe muscle, joint, and abdominal pains caused by blood
loss and internal bleeding. In the case of rats, the time estimated is
up to seven days, with quicker acting ones still taking two to three
days (Burgess, 2020). How long the poison may affect other species is
currently unclear, but it seems likely that weaker doses in carrion may
induce an even longer painful death. The Barn Owl Trust maintains
that “Typically it takes six to 17 days for a Barn Owl to die after eating
three mice containing the poison Brodifacoum. Unfortunately no
research has been carried out on the effects of sub-lethal doses on
wild Barn Owls” (Barn Owl Trust, n.d.). The indiscriminate nature of
poisoning means that targeted and non-targeted species can be
affected, either by primary poisoning (direct ingestion) or secondary
poisoning (ingesting poisoned animals). Since these poisons are
readily available with little legislation around their use, there can be
no enforcement of their correct usage. However, even when used
correctly, these poisons are designed to cause suffering and death.

It is unclear how far the use of poisons in Scotland is legal or illegal
(except in the instance of birds of prey) because it is obviously difficult
to establish the origin of the poison and poisoner. And yet, the killing
of birds of prey by “grouse moor management,” is acknowledged by
the Scottish government: “We recognise that raptor persecution is a
serious problem in some parts of Scotland, particularly in areas linked
to driven grouse shooting” (Scottish Government. n.d.).
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Poisons used for “predator control” cause suffering, often prolonged
suffering. Since in practice poisons are left unattended, there are no
safeguards in place as to which animals eat the poisons and then
suffer painful deaths. As the SSPCA says, “Using poison, or any
dangerous item, with the intent of deliberately harming animals is a
crime and is enforceable by law” (SSPCA, 2022). Though in context
the SSPCA was referring to domestic or companion animals where the
law applies, the moral point still stands because it is still dangerous
to free-living animals and causes as much suffering since they are also
sentient. Further, the poisoned animal’s body may then be eaten by
another animal, causing further harm and suffering. Causing suffering
and death to sentient creatures, targeted or otherwise, is morally
indefensible.

Based on the foregoing considerations,

it is impossible not to conclude that

the current legislation and even "best-
practice” guidelines are wholly inadequate
in ensuring that animals caught and killed

on Scottish moors do not suffer. All the
“predator control” methods listed above are
indiscriminate. As many as 39% of all animals
caught are non-targeted species, some of
which include protected or endangered
species, such as badgers, hedgehogs, pine
martens, capercaillie, and birds of prey.

‘... 1t is impossible
not to conclude
that the current
legislation and even
“best-practice”
guidelines are
wholly inadequate
in ensuring that
animals caught and
killed on Scottish
moors do not
suffer.’




Severity of Suffering

Once again, (and it bears repeating) it is impossible to overstate
the severity of the suffering caused to animals caught in these
traps and also by poisoning. Any system of killing that only causes
death after 45 seconds to five minutes (the best case scenario)
is grotesquely cruel (and that does not include the extended
suffering involved in poisoning). As already noted, this is even
more so if it is still considered effective if 20% of animals do

not die in five minutes, but have to suffer an appalling range

of injuries that would not be acceptable in any other context.
And, it should be remembered that these are observations
made by the trappers who are disproportionately represented
on the committee which devised these putative “standards.”

There are two other factors that need to be emphasised. The first

is the length of time involved in all cases of trapping (in addition to
the effects of long lasting poison). We have already noted that most
traps are supposed to be inspected every 24 hours, but this time
period ineluctably extends the suffering that the animals have to
undergo. Entrapment for free-living animals is at best a distressing
experience which involves psychological and emotional harm. And
this has to be coupled with the consideration that 20% or more of the
animals trapped will have undergone physical injuries of a substantial
kind. And when it comes to the DOC traps, animals can experience
not only severe injuries but also be left for an indeterminate period
of time. Neither of these methods can be remotely described as
"efficient”; they are predicated on exposing animals to hours or
days of prolonged suffering. Moreover, all of this supposes that
these traps can practically be inspected often. This is a question in
and of itself given the vast area in which the methods are used and
the limited staff available, as well as adverse weather conditions.

Second, there is the question of
possible regulation. As many rules and
regulations can be devised as we wish,
but effective legislation requires three
important components: compliance,
inspection, and enforcement. Let

us look at these briefly in turn.




[l

Heather burning

Compliance, Inspection, Enforcement

First of all, compliance. People engaged in utilising these methods
must be prepared to comply with whatever regulation or standard
is required. But that itself may be presuming too much. The fact
that some people are already not complying with the use of these
methods is evidenced by the illegal “predator control” happening
in Scotland (Environment and Forestry Directorate, n.d.). The killing
of raptors and endangered species indicate how uncontrolled these
practices already are (RSPB, 2018; RSPB, 2021a).
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Second, there is the question of inspection. We only have the word
of the trappers that the traps are in fact inspected during the time
specified. But these are not independent inspections, i.e. carried

out by independent persons, and neither (as far as we are aware) are
records kept of traps set, with the exception of snares (where a tag is
legally required), locations, inspections, or number of animals caught,
at least not for public scrutiny. In the light of these considerations,
the notional figure of 260,000 killed may well be a considerable
underestimation. In short: without adequate and independent
inspection, there can be no guarantee that any time limit is adhered
to. Moreover, it has to be questioned whether inspection is possible
on privately owned land over considerable distances with adverse
weather conditions, where adequate records are not kept. Indeed,

in the case of the DOC trap, even when it fails to work properly and
causes egregious injuries, there is no requirement for inspection at all.

Third, there is the issue of enforcement. There have been so

few successful prosecutions as to make one wonder about the
effectiveness of the law. In the case of snaring just 15 cases between
2012-16 and four cases between 2017-2021 were prosectued
(Environment and Forestry Directorate, 2022). For example, in 2016,

a man was convicted of having set 47 self-locking snares in a single
row along a fence (OneKind and League Against Cruel Sports, 2016,
p. 25; Hislop, 2016). He received 180 hours of community service

and a six month Restriction of Liberty Order. In another case in 2014,
despite extensive evidence, a case was dropped against a man who
had not followed the regulations on checking his snare every 24 hours
(OneKind and League Against Cruel Sports, 2016, p. 24). In total, only
seven incidents of snaring were caught and prosectuted by the police
in Scotland in 2013-2014 (OneKind and League Against Cruel Sports,
2016, p. 25). There is also ample evidence of illegal persecution of
raptors and yet very few cases being taken to court (RSPB, 2021a).
Laws that are not subject to inspection and enforcement are worse
than no laws because they give the appearance of protection where
none exists. Suffering is made invisible in this process, reduced to
being a private matter on private estates, whereas cruelty to animals is
a public moral issue and should be subject to political accountability.

We conclude that “predator control” is
uncontrollable. There are simply not the
mechanisms in place to control it. Poisons
and traps of various kinds are readily available
for purchase in shops and on the internet.
Trapping and poisoning are inherently
inhumane and cannot in almost all cases be
divorced from prolonged suffering. We do
not conclude that humane killing is always
impossible, but that the humane killing of
predators is impossible under all the systems
currently employed. All current methods of
“predator control” either cause suffering,

or prolong suffering, or make animals liable
to suffering. There is no moral alternative

to making all these practices illegal.

‘...1thas to be
questioned
whether
inspection 1s
possible on
privately owned
land over
considerable
distances with
adverse weather
conditions.’







5. The Moral Reckoning

Sentiency in Animals

We have assumed throughout our report that animals can experience
pain and suffering. It is important to emphasise the extent of literature
that now supports sentiency in animals. There is a strong and growing
scientific consensus that all mammals and birds, at least, are sentient
(see for example Low 2012; Birch, et al., 2021). By sentience here we
mean (in philosophical terms) the capacity to experience pain and
pleasure (see Rollin, 1990; Regan, 1983). Even more, these beings do
not only feel physical pain, but also suffer. They experience a wide
range of mental and emotional capacities, including fear, trauma,
distress, foreboding, anticipation, terror, shock, stress, and anxiety

in similar ways to human beings (see Griffin, 1990; Bekoff, 2000;
Cabanac, 1999; Proctor, Carder, and Cornish, 2013). Specifically, all
animals targeted or not targeted in “predator control” methods are
sentient. Practically and morally what this means is that all animals
discussed in this report have the capacity to suffer in the same way as
humans, only to a greater or lesser degree.

It is also important to stress that animals matter morally as individuals.
Sentience means that an individual animal has interests, desires, and
a sense of self. In the words of Tom Regan, each individual animal is
"the subject-of-a-life” (Regan, 1983, p. 243). Individual animals do not
only have a biology, but a biography. This is why it is morally deficient
to simply speak of animals as a species or as a collectivity. We may
say that species as a whole have interests, but so also do individual
animals. It is therefore inappropriate to seek to play off the welfare

of the species against the welfare of the individuals within it. Morality
extends as much, if not more, to the individual as well as the species.
Appeals to conservation, like those made in support of “predator
control,” that overlook the interests of individual animals (and only
recognise the interests of species) are morally deficient. In the same
way, it would be morally inappropriate to express concern for human
beings as a species without at the same time taking into account the
interests of individual human beings.

The fact that we have limited interaction
with free-living animals in no way
diminishes the reality of their pain or its
moral significance. There is an unfortunate
tendency in popular thinking to dichotomise
animals into domestic and free-living,

and suppose that the welfare of domestic
or companion animals is of greater
importance. However, there is no reason
scientifically or morally to think that free-
living animals do not suffer as much as
domesticated or companion animals. Just
because their suffering is often out of sight
does not reduce its moral significance or
lessen our moral obligation to them.

Morality is not, as some might still suppose,
simply a matter of emotion, preference or
taste. Rather there are rational grounds for
including animals within the sphere of human
moral solicitude. Given what we now know
about the complexity of animal awareness
and the reality of their suffering, there can be
no rational grounds for not taking sentiency
into account.

‘Practically and morally what this means is that
all animals discussed in this report have the
capacity to suffer in the same way as humans,
only to a greater or lesser degree.’
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‘It is precisely because of our unique status
as moral agents that we are obligated to act
in ways that transcend nature and natural

dispositions.’

Grounds for Moral Solicitude

Human abilities, such as the ability to reason, moral agency, and the
capacity for language have historically been invoked as the basis

for giving near-absolute priority to human interests. But, as one of

us has argued elsewhere, at least two of these differences should
ground our special duties towards animals (Linzey, 2009). Consider,
for example, how differences between human and animal capacities
for reason might shape the experience of being held captive. Whilst it
is generally thought that the human ability to rationally comprehend
the experience of captivity, and to anticipate potential harms in these

situations, heightens suffering, there may in fact be instances where
the suffering of captured animals is intensified precisely because

of their inability to rationalise or make sense of what is happening
to them (Linzey, 2009, p. 17; and Singer, 1977, p. 35). In the case

of animals captured in the pursuit of “predator control,” there is
strong evidence to indicate that the inability to rationalise their
circumstances can worsen their suffering. The fact that a specific
piece of terminology (a “doughnut”) exists to describe the ground
surrounding snares which have been triggered is telling: Animals
caught in these devices will often struggle for hours, turning up the
earth in an attempt to run, jump, or scrabble a way out of the snare
(OneKind and the League Against Cruel Sports, n.d. p. 7).
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More importantly, it seems indisputable that
only humans can be moral agents, in the
sense of being individuals who know the
difference between right and wrong and

are responsible for their actions. As Linzey
notes, “if humans are morally superior (in

the sense that we are moral agents) ... our
superiority should, in part at least, consist in
acknowledging duties to animals that they
cannot acknowledge towards us” (Linzey
citing C. S. Lewis, 2009, p. 23). It is sometimes
argued that we cannot have duties to other
individual animals, because they have no
duties to us. But moral duties do not simply
extend to adult human beings who can
reciprocate them, but even and especially to
vulnerable subjects such as infants, the newly
born, comatose patients, and those who
may be mentally challenged. And there is no
good reason for not including vulnerable and
innocent animals in this special category.



Sometimes people try to justify our maltreatment of animals on the
grounds that animals sometimes kill and eat other animals. But this
appeal to nature is not morally sound, as moral philosophers have
pointed out. It is what G. E. Moore once famously described as

"the naturalistic fallacy,” — that is, the fallacy of trying to deduce

an “ought” from an “is” (Moore, 1993, p. 94). Nature is not a moral
textbook and behaving morally often means acting against “natural
impulses,” such as the desire for retaliation or revenge. It is precisely
because of our unique status as moral agents that we are obligated
to act in ways that transcend nature and natural dispositions. In short,
predation in nature is not a justification for human misbehaviour. As
C. S. Lewis observed, "It is our business to live by our own law not by
hers [Nature]” (Lewis, 1986, p. 79).

Additionally, though historically our superior capacity for language
and communication has been considered a legitimate reason for
ascribing greater significance to the interests of humans over animals,
the human capacity for language enables us to give or withhold
consent in a way unavailable to animals. Moreover, this capacity

for language enables humans to represent their interests whereas
animals must rely on us to be their voice. Our obligations to animals
are therefore arguably increased rather than decreased by our

Grouse moor

superior linguistic capabilities (Linzey, 2009,
p. 20). In the light of our unrivalled capacity
for language and communication, and in
full awareness of the power our choice of
language can have in shaping the lives of
others, humans have a special obligation
to use ethically sensitive and appropriate
language in describing animals and their
experiences.

In short, there are rational grounds for
including sentient animals within the sphere

of moral solicitude. These include: a) Animals

cannot give or withhold their consent; b)
They cannot represent or vocalise their
own interests; c) They are morally innocent
or blameless; d) They are vulnerable and
relatively defenceless (Linzey, 2009). These
rational grounds are important, as they are
the same grounds that underscore moral
arguments concerning vulnerable others,
especially infants.
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The Morality of Killing and Causing Suffering

We now turn directly to the salient ethical considerations. The

first is that killing of individual free-living animals requires moral
justification. Such justification may be had in situations of euthanasia
or self-defence. But the important point is that killing always requires
justification. Any action that wantonly despoils the life of a sentient
creature without sufficient justification properly invites moral censure.
The killing of an individual sentient being means the ending of a
unique form of life with its own sense of self, interests, and desires.
Numbers matter, so let's count them. We are speaking here of an
estimated (possibly underestimated) 260,000 animals per year (Harris
and Thain, 2020). This is by any standards a huge carnage of free-
living animals.

Helpful though the “target/ non-target” animal distinction is, insofar
as it indicates that considerable numbers of animals (some of whom
are threatened or legally protected species, such as hedgehogs and
pine martens) are killed inadvertently, it is important to recognise that
an animal’s moral status is independent of an animal’s legal status
(Hills, 2005, p. 86). That is, even if it transpires that there are additional
(perhaps environmental) reasons to be concerned about the killing of
"non-target” species, the moral permissibility of these killings cannot
hinge on so arbitrary a fact as whether or not humans consider them
legitimate “targets.”

But what precisely is the moral justification for “predator control”?
Animals kill out of necessity, that is for food and survival. As Stephen
R. L. Clark states, “Animals rarely kill beyond necessity: beyond, that
is, their own necessities. And in general they kill with speed and
cleanly” (Clark, 1977, p. 35). But what actual necessity is involved in
“predator control”? It needs to be remembered that human wants
or desires do not themselves constitute cases of moral necessity.
"Predator control” in the interests of sustaining a “sport” like grouse
shooting does not constitute sufficient moral justification. None of the
species detailed pose any threat or harm to human beings. They do
not actively conspire to threaten our interests or act in ways that may
be perceived as aggressive. Killing for entertainment and pleasure
simply cannot constitute a case of moral necessity.

As an aside, it should also be pointed out how using the word “sport”
in this context is a misdescription. A sport as properly defined is
between one or more equally matched or near equally matched
competitors. Obviously this is not the case in grouse shooting. Grouse
are objects of wanton killing and almost always unable to escape.

It is sometimes said that since humans eat animals, it can only be
right for hunters to shoot grouse and eat them. But the situation is
far from straight forward. While some grouse may be eaten, there

is evidence of pheasants, at least, being buried in pits or burnt at
the end of a day’s shoot. As The Times reported, “The industry has
been dogged by allegations that unwanted pheasants are dumped
or burnt once shot because there is no market” (Starkley, 2018). A
grouse is a relatively small bird, measuring just 40cm in length with
a 60cm wingspan (NatureScot, 2023), and is difficult to kill humanely,
and the process of being killed may render the animal inedible as a

result of gun shot. It is precisely the difficulty
of shooting small birds efficiently that makes
grouse shooting a challenging activity. That
is why so many hunters experience what they
describe as “the thrill of the hunt” (Perrott,
2022). Specifically, one hunter asks: “What
could be more exhilarating than taking down
a fast-flying bird with a well-placed shot?”
(Perrott, 2022).

It should also be pointed out that shooting
birds is not always a humane activity and for
obvious reasons. Not all shooters are expert
shots and many have to learn as they go. This
means that wounding, rather than killing, is
highly likely to say the least. It is worth noting
that a shotgun license is not required to
shoot grouse, as long as there is a licensee
supervising.

"Any action
that wantonly
despoils the life
of a sentient
creature
without
sufficient
justification
properly
invites moral
censure.’



This leads us to our second, and most important, consideration,
namely the issue of suffering. If grouse shooting can be questioned
on its humaneness, the case against “predator control” on the
grounds of suffering is overwhelming. The deliberate infliction of pain
and suffering on individual sentients (human or animal) requires the
strongest possible moral justification, if it can be justified at all. Some
ethicists hold that the deliberate infliction of suffering can be justified
if the good consequences outweigh the bad, which is sometimes
known as a cost/benefit analysis. However, this utilitarian view cannot
possibly countenance the deliberate infliction of suffering for non-
essential purposes, such as “predator control.” Moral theory can be
stretched a great deal, but it would be almost incredible to find any
proper ethical defence of the tremendous suffering involved in these
methods of control. Indeed, there are many ethicists who would
regard such deliberate infliction of suffering as intrinsically wrong
and unjustifiable in any circumstances whatsoever. There are certain
actions, such as child abuse, rape, or torture, that are regarded as

so heinous that they can never be countenanced. There are some
acts that are so outrageous that they cannot be ordered to the good
of the human person. These acts in and of themselves can only be
classed as intrinsically wrong, so that they harm both the victim and
perpetrator. In the words attributed to Socrates by Plato: “vice harms
the doer” (Plato 1962; see discussion in White, 2009).

We conclude then that the suffering inflicted
on these animals subjected to “predator
control” is based on a moral disregard

of free-living animals. It also betokens a
disordered sense of moral priorities, rating
personal pleasure over the prolonged
suffering and death of animals. Once it is
established (as it has been) that animals
experience suffering only to a greater

or lesser extent than we do, then being
indifferent to such suffering constitutes a
severe case of moral blindness.

‘... human wants

or desires do not
themselves constitute
cases of moral
necessity.’




A New Charter for Free-Living Animals

In order to understand why it is possible to make such strong moral
statements, it is important to realise that our society has been
undergoing a paradigm shift in attitudes towards animals. That
paradigm can be simply stated as a move away from the idea that
animals are machines, tools, commodities, here for our use, and
towards the idea that as sentient beings they have their own value,
dignity, and rights. This considerable shift in ethical sensitivity is

the result of voluminous philosophical work by major thinkers and
intellectuals spanning a period of fifty or more years (see “Key Texts
on Animal Ethics” below). This is also evidenced by the large number
of signatories to this report by influential academics from many
countries.

|II

In concluding that “predator control” is uncontrollable in its present
state, and the further realisation of the huge amount of animal
suffering entailed, makes us ask what next steps should be taken to
reimagine our relations with free-living animals. The situation is dire,
as Simmons comments: “What passes for wildlife management in
the UK (and many other countries) falls little short of a free-for-all”
(Simmons, 2023). He concludes, “"How do we address sentience in
wildlife? Start with a root-and branch review of lethal control. Then
perhaps we can treat our wildlife with a bit more respect” (Simmons,
2023).

We propose the promulgation of a new charter for sentient free-living
animals and birds. In this, Scotland could lead the way in pioneering
legislation that can encompass not only domestic animals, but also
free-living ones. This legislation should begin with the recognition

of sentiency and enshrine in law the value and dignity of free-living
animals such that their right to live unmolested is respected.

The catchwords of the new charter should be “Letting Be.” While we
accept that there are genuine instances of conflict between humans
and animals, we believe that the normative ethical position should
be to live and let live. This would entail allowing other sentient
beings the space and habitat to live their lives as their individual
nature’s intended. The ethical cornerstone of this charter would be
an attitude of moral generosity towards other creatures. There is a
historical precedent for this development. The SSPCA, founded in
1839, was one of the first animal protection organisations in the world.
This pioneering development extended compassion and protection
to sentient animals at a time when such an innovation was highly
contentious and controversial. We contend that such a development
is now ethically essential for free-living animals.

“What passes for wildlife
management in the UK (and
many other countries) falls
little short of a free-for-all.”
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the Duty to Disclose, University of Hawaii Law Review, 2020.

Professor Jodey Castricano, PhD

Professor of English and Cultural Studies
Associate Dean of Research and Graduate Studies

University of British Columbia, Canada

Relevant publications include: Co-editor, Animal Subjects
2.0 (Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2016), Co-Editor, Critical
Perspectives on Veganism (Palgrave Macmillan, 2016), and
Editor, Animal Subjects: An Ethical Reader in a Posthuman
World (Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2008).

Dr Mark Causey, PhD
Senior Lecturer in Philosophy, Religion, and Liberal Studies
Georgia College and State University, USA

Relevant publications include: “Animal Ethics Based on
Friendship: A Reply,” Journal of Animal Ethics, 2019, and
“Fellow Creatures: The Humean Case for Animal Ethics,”
Between the Species, 2015.

Professor Andrew Chignell, PhD
Laurence S. Rockefeller Professor
University Center for Human Values
Princeton University

Relevant publications include: Co-editor of Philosophy Comes
to Dinner: Arguments over the Ethics of Eating, Editor, Evil: A
History (Oxford University Press, 2019), and Co-Editor, God and
the Ethics of Belief (Cambridge University Press, 2009).

Professor Stephen R. L. Clark, DPhil

Emeritus Professor of Philosophy, University of Liverpool
Honorary Research Fellow, Department of Theology, University
of Bristol

Relevant publications include: Animals and their Moral
Standing (Routledge, 1997); Can We Believe in People?
(Angelico Press, 2020); “Nature, Animals, and Ecology,” in

The Encyclopedia of Philosophy of Religion (Wiley-Blackwell,
2021).

Wolf Gordon Clifton

Executive Director, Animal People, Inc.

PhD Candidate, Graduate Theological Union

Relevant publications include: “Sustainability Policy and the
Stage of Divine Play: Hindu Philosophy at the Nexus of Animal
Welfare, Environment, and Sustainable Development,” Journal
of Animal Ethics, 2023, and Editor, Animal Protection and
Sustainable Development (U.N. NGO Major Group Animal
Issues Thematic Cluster, 2019).

Professor John M. Coetzee, PhD, FRSL

Professorial Research Fellow

University of Adelaide

Nobel Laureate for Literature 2003

Relevant publications include: The Lives of Animals (Princeton

University Press, 1999), Elizabeth Costello (Vintage, 2004), and
Disgrace (Penguin, 2005).

Professor Elena T. Contreras, DVM, PhD
Assistant Professor, Animal Welfare and Behavior
Long Island University College of Veterinary Medicine

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “Evaluation of
Feline Hair and Nail Cortisol Concentrations and Preliminary
Associations with Behavioral, Physical, and Environmental
Indicators of Chronic Stress,” Journal of Veterinary Internal
Medicine, 2021, Co-Author, “The Convenient Disregard for
the Rattus Species in the Laboratory Environment, Journal
of Animal Ethics, 2021, and “Effect of a Pheromone on
Stress-Associated Recrudescence of Feline Herpesvirus-1

in Experimentally Inoculated Kittens,” Journal of Veterinary
Internal Medicine, 2018.

Professor Kendra Coulter, PhD
Professor of Management and Organizational Studies

Institution Huron University College at Western University,
Canada

Member, Royal Society of Canada’s College of New Scholars,
Artists, and Scientists

Relevant publications include: Defending Animals: Finding
Hope on the Front Lines of Animal Protection (MIT Press, 2023);
Co-Editor, Animal Labour: A New Frontier of Animal Justice?
(Oxford University Press, 2020), and Animals, Work, and the
Promise of Interspecies Solidarity (Palgrave Macmillan, 2016).



Jackson Juma Coy
Lecturer of Philosophy
University of Dar es Salaam, Tanzania.

Dr Rachel Cristy, PhD

Lecturer in Philosophy

King's College, London

Relevant publications include: “Nietzsche on the Good of
Cultural Change,” 2023, European Journal of Philosophy, 2023,
“Nietzsche and William James on Scientism and Fanaticism” in
Fanaticism in the History of Philosophy (Routledge, 2024), and
“'The Moral Earth, Too, Is Round’: James and Nietzsche on the
Aim of Philosophy,” in The Jamesian Mind (Routledge, 2022).

Elizabeth Dale
MDiv Candidate, University of Divinity, Melbourne

Associate Fellow, Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics.

Alice Di Concetto

Chief Legal Adviser, The European Institute for Animal Law and
Policy

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “EU Consumer
Information as a Tool to Regulate the Treatment of Farm
Animals: Potential and Limits,” European Journal of Consumer
Law, 2023, “Farm Animal Welfare and Food Information for EU
Consumer: Harmonizing the Regulatory Framework for More
Policy Coherence,” European Journal of Risk Regulation, 2023,
and “Le bien-é&tre animal dans la Politique Agricole Commune:
la prise en compte croissante d'une ‘attente sociale,’” Revue de
Droit Rural, 2023.

Dr Chris Draper, PhD

Chief Operating Officer

Performing Animal Welfare Society, USA

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “Resources to
Improve Welfare of Wildlife Casualties,” The Veterinary Record,
2021, Co-Author, “Marine Mammal Welfare Workshop and
Expert Statement,” Animal Welfare, 2020, and Co-Author,

“Trophy Hunting and Animal Welfare” in Animal Welfare in a
Changing World (CABI, 2018).

Professor John Drew, PhD
Assistant Professor, Department of English, French, and Writing
King's University College at Western University, Canada

Relevant publications include: “Rendering Visible: Animals,
Empathy and Visual Truths,” Animal Studies Journal, 2016,
“Witnessing the Ruins: Speculative Stories of Caring for the
Particular and the Peculiar,” Journal of Childhood Studies,
2020, and “Re-animalizing Animal Farm,” Humanimalia, 2022.

Professor Antony Duff, HonDJur, HonDL, FRSE, FBA
Professor Emeritus of Philosophy, University of Stirling
Honorary Professor of Law, University of Edinburgh

Relevant publications include: Punishment, Communication
and Community (Oxford University Press, 2001), Answering for
Crime (Hart Publishing, 2007), and The Realm of Criminal Law
(Oxford University Press, 2018).

Dr Rainer Ebert, PhD

Research Fellow, University of South Africa

International Research Associate, University of Dar es Salaam
Relevant publications include: “Being a World Unto One's Self:
A Phenomenal Consciousness Account of Full and Equal Moral
Status,” Zeitschrift fiir Ethik und Moralphilosophie, 2022), "Are
Humans More Equal Than Other Animals?” Philosophia, 2020,
and “Mental-Threshold Egalitarianism: How Not to Ground Full
Moral Status,” Social Theory and Practice, 2018.

Professor Mylan Engel Jr., PhD

Presidential Engagement Professor, Distinguished Teaching
Professor, and Full Professor of Philosophy, Northern Illinois
University

Relevant publications include: Co-author, The Philosophy of
Animal Rights (Lantern Books, 2010), Co-Editor, The Moral
Rights of Animals (Lexington Books, 2016), and “Demystifying
Animal Rights,” Between the Species, 2021.

Dr Raffael N. Fasel, PhD

Yates Glazebrook Fellow and College Assistant Professor in Law
Jesus College, University of Cambridge

Executive Director, Cambridge Centre for Animal Rights Law

Relevant publications include: More Equal Than Others:
Humans and the Rights of Other Animals (Oxford University
Press, forthcoming), and Co-Author, Animal Rights Law (Hart
Publishing, 2023).

Professor David Favre, JD
Professor of Law
Michigan State College of Law

Relevant publications include: The Future of Animal Law (Elgar,
2021), Respecting Animals (Prometheus Books, 2018), and
Animal Law: Welfare, Interests, and Rights (Wolters Kluwer,
2020).

Professor Clifton P. Flynn, PhD

Provost (retired) and Senior Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs
Emeritus

Distinguished Professor of Sociology Emeritus

University of South Carolina Upstate

Relevant publications include: Understanding Animal Abuse
(Lantern, 2012), “Women-Battering, Pet Abuse, and Human-
Animal Relationships” in The Link between Animal Abuse

and Human Violence (Sussex Academic Press, 2009), and
“Examining the Links between Animal Abuse and Human
Violence,” Crime, Law, and Social Change, 2011.

Professor Pamela Frasch, JD
Professor of Law, Lewis & Clark Law School

Founder, Center for Animal Law Studies, Lewis & Clark Law
School

Visiting Fellow, Brooks McCormick, Jr. Animal Law and Policy
Program

Harvard Law School

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, Animal Law Cases &
Materials, 6th Edition (Carolina Academic Press, 2019), Co-
Author, Animal Law in a Nutshell, 3rd Edition (West Publishing,
2021), and Examining Anti-Cruelty Enhancements in Carceral
Logic (Oxford University Press, 2022).



Professor Elisa Galgut, PhD
Associate Professor, Department of Philosophy
University of Cape Town, South Africa

Relevant publications include: A Critique of the Cultural
Defence of Animal Cruelty,” Journal of Animal Ethics, 2019,
“Raising the Bar in the Justification of Animal Research,”
Journal of Animal Ethics, 2015, and Co-Author, “Ethical
Considerations in the Management of Livestock Predation,” in
Livestock Predation and its Management in South Africa (Centre
for African Conservation Ecology, 2018).

Professor Michael Gilmour, PhD
Associate Professor of English Literature and New Testament
Providence University College, Canada

Relevant publications include: Animals in the Writings of C.
S. Lewis (Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), Creative Compassion,
Literature and Animal Welfare (Palgrave Macmillan, 2020),
and Reading the Margins: Encounters with the Bible in
Fiction (Fortress, forthcoming).

Dr Valéry Giroux, PhD
Associate Director of the Research Centre for Ethics
University of Montreal, Canada

Member of the Groupe de Recherche en Ethique
Environnementale et Animale

Relevant publications include: Contre L'exploitation Animale
(LAge d'Homme, 2017), and L'Antispécisme (Presses
Universitaires de France, 2020).

Dr Michael Glover, PhD
Postdoctoral Research Fellow

International Studies Group, University of the Free State, South
Africa

Relevant publications include: “'That Other Me, Down and
Dreaming’: An Animal Perspective Critique of Decoloniality
Theory,” Social Dynamics, 2023, "“A Cattle-Centred History
of Southern Africa?” in Nature Conservation in Southern
Africa Morality and Marginality (Brill, 2018), and “Animals
off the Menu: A Racist Proposal?” in Animals, Race, and
Multiculturalism (Palgrave Macmillan, 2017).

Professor Richard Gombrich, DPhil, HonDEd, FRAS
Emeritus Boden Professor of Sanskrit, Oxford University
Emeritus Fellow, Balliol College, Oxford

Emeritus Fellow, Wolfson College, Oxford

Founder and Emeritus Academic Director, Oxford Centre for
Buddhist Studies

Relevant publication include: Kindness and Compassion as
Means to Nirvana (Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and
Sciences, 19980, Religious Experience in Early Buddhism
(University of Leeds, 1998), and How Buddhism Began (Athlone
Press, 1997).

Dr Thilo Hagendorff, PhD

Research Group Leader, Ethics of Generative Al

University of Stuttgart, Germany

Relevant publications include: Was sich am Fleisch entscheidet -
Uber die politische Bedeutung von Tieren (Transcript, 2021).

Professor Matthew C. Halteman, PhD

Professor of Philosophy

Calvin College, Grand Rapids, Ml

Relevant publications include: Compassionate Eating as Care
of Creation (HSUS Faith Outreach, 2008), Co-Editor, Philosophy
Comes to Dinner: Arguments about the Ethics of Eating
(Routledge, 2016), and Hungry Beautiful Animals: The Joyful
Case for Going Vegan (Basic Books, forthcoming 2024).

Professor Michael Hauskeller, PhD
Head of the Department of Philosophy
University of Liverpool

Relevant publications include: Biotechnology and the Integrity
of Life (Routledge, 2007), The Meaning of Life and Death
(Bloomsbury, 2019), and The Things That Really Matter (UCL
Press, 2022).

Robyn Hederman, JD

Associate Court Attorney

Fellow, Oxford Centre of Animal Ethics

Relevant publications include: “The Nineteenth-Century
Boycott against Feathered Hats,” in The Ethics of Fur
(Lexington Books, 2023), “Elizabeth Stuart Phelps (1844-1911):
Writer and Reformer,” in Animal Theologians (Oxford University
Press, 2023), and “The Gallinger Bill, a Bill to Regulate Animal
Experimentation in the District of Columbia,” in Animal Ethics
and Animal Law (Lexington Books, 2022).

The Revd Professor Martin Henig, DPhil, DLitt
Former Supernumerary Fellow, Wolfson College, Oxford

Honorary Professor, Institute of Archaeology, University College,
London

Anglican Priest in the Diocese of Oxford

Relevant publications include: Religion in Roman Britain
(Batsford, 1984), The Art of Roman Britain (Batsford, 1995), and
The Heirs of King Verica (Amberley, 2002).

Dean Kathy Hessler, JD

Assistant Dean, Animal Law Program

Director, Animal Legal Education Initiative

George Washington University Law School

Relevant publications include: Special Editor, “International
Law and Animal Health and Protection,” Global Journal of
Animal Law, 2022, Co-Author, Animal Law in a Nutshell (West
Academic Publishing, 2020), and Co-Author, Animal Law—New

Perspectives on Teaching Traditional Law (Michael H. Schwartz,
2017).

Professor Kai Horsthemke, PhD

Visiting Professor, University of the Witwatersrand, South Africa,
Lecturer, Faculty of Humanities and Pedagogy, KU Eichstatt-
Ingolstadt, Germany

Relevant publications include: Animals and African Ethics
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), Animal Rights Education (Palgrave
Macmillan, 2018), and Indigenous Knowledge: Philosophical
and Educational Considerations (Lexington Books, 2021).



Professor Simon P. James, PhD

Professor of Philosophy

Durham University

Relevant publications include: How Nature Matters: Culture,
Identity, and Environmental Value (Oxford University Press,
2022), Environmental Philosophy: An Introduction (Polity, 2015),
and The Presence of Nature: A Study in Phenomenology and
Environmental Philosophy (Palgrave-Macmillan, 2009).

Professor Mary Shannon Johnstone

Professor of Art, Meredith College, Raleigh, NC

PhD Candidate, New Zealand Centre for Human-Animal Studies
University of Canterbury, Christchurch, NZ

Relevant publications include: “Decolonizing Photography,”
ARTS, 2023.

Professor El Jones, PhD

Assistant Professor, Department of Political, Economics, and
Canadian Studies

Mount Saint Vincent University, Halifax, Canada
Poet Laureate of Halifax (2013-2015)
Nova Scotia Human Rights Award (2016)

Relevant publications include: Abolitionist Intimacies
(Fernwood, 2022).

Tasnia Khandaker Prova
Associate Researcher, Centre for Peace and Justice

BRAC University, Bangladesh

Former Programme Coordinator, Obhoyaronno, Bangladesh
Animal Welfare Foundation

Relevant publications include: “The Trapped Elephant in the
Humanitarian’s Room” in Environmentalism after Humanism
(Springer Nature, forthcoming).

Professor Dustin Kieschnick, PsyD
Clinical Assistant Professor, Department of Psychiatry
University of California, San Francisco

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “Prospective
Metamemory Monitoring of Episodic Visual Memory in
Community-Dwelling Older Adults with Subjective Cognitive
Decline and Mild Cognitive Impairment,” Archives of

Clinical Neuropsychology, 2021, Co-Author, “Retrospective
Metamemory Monitoring of Semantic Memory in Community-
Dwelling Older Adults with Subjective Cognitive Decline

and Mild Cognitive Impairment,” Neuropsychological
Rehabilitation, 2020, and Co-Author, “Natural Language
Processing Tools for Assessing Progress and Outcomes of Two
Veteran Populations Participating in a Novel Online Intervention
for Posttraumatic Growth,” JMIR Form Res, 2020.

Professor Jason P. Kight, JD
Associate Professor of Business Law
Winona State University, Minnesota, MN

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “Legal Personhood:
An Analysis of the Legal Rights of Corporations and Their
Relation to Animal Ethics,” Journal of Animal Ethics, 2022.

The Revd Professor Paul J. Kirbas, DMin, PhD
President and CEO

Paul Tillich Professor of Theology and Culture
Graduate Theological Foundation.

Timothy Krahn
Research Associate

Department of Community Health and Epidemiology, Faculty of
Medicine

Dalhousie University, Canada

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “The Ethics of
Companion Animal Abandonment in Times of Crisis,” Impact
Ethics. Impact Ethics, 2022, and Co-Author, “'Simply to Be Let
In": Opening the Doors to Lower-Income Older Adults and their
Companion Animals,” Journal of Public Health, 2018.

Sandrine Lage
PhD Candidate in Semiotics
Researcher, Sorbonne Université, Paris, France

Relevant publications include: “Les Animaux dits Sauvages
d'apres Le Figaro, Le Monde et Libération,” Droit Animal,
Ethique & Sciences, 2021, “Linscription de I'Ethique Animale
dans le Débat Public en France,” in Ethica, Dossier: Questions
d’éthique animale, (Printemps, 2018) and “The documentary as
a channel to awareness?” Dox Magazine, 2014.

Dr Catherine Lawlor, PsyD
Doctor of Clinical Psychology
Director, Veterinary Mental Health Initiative

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “Tracking Positive
and Negative Affect in PTSD Inpatients During a Service

Dog Intervention,” Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 2021, "Heart Rate During Sleep in PTSD Patients:
Moderation by Contact with a Service Dog,"” Biological
Psychology, 2023, and “Reading and Recovery Expectations:
Implementing a Recovery-Oriented Bibliotherapy Program in an
Acute Inpatient Psychiatric Setting,” Psychiatric Rehabilitation
Journal, 2018.

Professor Jodi Lazare, DCL

Associate Professor, Schulich School of Law

Faculty Associate, Marine and Environmental Institute

Schulich School of Law, Dalhousie University

Relevant publications include: “Animal Rights Activism and the
Constitution: Are Ag-Gag Laws Justifiable Limits?” Osgoode
Hall Law Journal, 2022, and “Ag-Gag Laws, Animal Rights

Activism, and the Constitution: What is Protected Speech?”
Alberta Law Review, 2020.

Professor Chien-hui Li, PhD
Professor, Department of History
National Cheng Kung University, Taiwan

Relevant publications include: “Frances Power Cobbe (1822-
1904): Theology, Science, and the Antivivisection Movement,”
in Animal Theologians (Oxford University Press, 2023), “A
Tale of Multi-Species Encounterings in Mid-Victorian London:
Controversies Surrounding the Smithfield Livestock Market,”
Chinese Studies in History, 2021, and Mobilizing Traditions

in the First Wave of the British Animal Defense Movement
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2019).




Dr Randall Lockwood, PhD
Consultant, Policy, Response and Engagement

Former Senior Vice President, Forensic Sciences and Anti-
Cruelty Projects

American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
Vice President, National Link Coalition

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, Animal Cruelty
and Interpersonal Violence (Purdue University Press, 1998),
Co-Author, Forensic Investigation of Animal Cruelty (Humane
Society Press, 2006), and Co-Author, Animal Cruelty and
Freedom of Speech (Purdue University Press, 2014).

Maisie Luo
Master of Fine Art Candidate and Lecturer
Rutgers University, NJ

Relevant publications include: “A Year of Being With,”
Harvard Divinity Bulletin, 2022, and Co-Author, Gee’s
Bend'’s Oral Histories (Swarthmore College, 2018).

Professor Randy Malamud, PhD
Regents' Professor of English
Georgia State University, USA

Relevant publications include: Reading Zoos: Representations
of Animals and Capitivity (Palgrave Macmillan, 1998), Poetic
Animals and Animal Souls (Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), An
Introduction to Animals and Visual Culture (Palgrave Macmillan,
2012).

Hadas Marcus

Instructor of Academic Writing and Science Communication
Porter School of the Environment and Earth Sciences

Tel Aviv University, Israel

Relevant publications include: Bringing the Dead Sea to Life:
Art and Nature at the Lowest Place on Earth (The Society for
Protection of Nature in Israel, 2018), “The Early Origins of the
Animal Rights Movement” in Who's Talking Now? Multispecies
Relations from Human and Animals’ Point of View (Inter-

Disciplinary Press, 2015), and “How Visual Culture Can Promote

Ethical Dietary Choices” in Ethical Vegetarianism and Veganism
(Routledge, 2019).

The Revd Professor Adrian Anthony McFarlane, PhD
Vice President

Professor of Language and Culture, Philosophical Hermeneutics

The International University of the Caribbean

Relevant publications include: “Rastafarianism: A Hermeneutic
of Animal Care,” in the Routledge Handbook of Religion and
Animal Ethics (Routledge, 2019), Co-Editor, Chanting Down

Babylon-The Rastafarian Reader (Temple University Press, 1997),

and A Grammar of Fear and Evil: A Husserlian-Wittgensteinian
Hermeneutic (Peter Lang, 1996).

Professor Steven McMullen, PhD

Professor of Economics

Hope College, Holland, Ml

Relevant publications include: Animals and the Economy

(Palgrave Macmillan, 2016), and Should Wealth Be
Redistributed: A Debate (Routledge, 2023).

Dr Giacomo Melis, PhD

UKRI Future Leader Fellow

University of Stirling

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “Are Humans
the only Rational Animals?” Philosophical Quarterly,
2023, and “Rationality and Reflection in Human and Non-
Human Animals,” in Why and How We Give and Ask for
Reasons (Oxford University Press, forthcoming).

Dr Suzanna Millar, PhD

Chancellor’s Fellow in Hebrew Bible / Old Testament
University of Edinburgh

Relevant publications include: Editor, The Oxford Handbook
of the Bible and Animals (Oxford University Press, forthcoming
2026), Co-Editor, Exploring Animal Hermeneutics (Society of
Biblical Literature Press, forthcoming 2024), and “The Poor
Man'’s Ewe Lamb (2 Sam 12:1-4) in Intersectional, Interspecies
Perspective,” Vetus Testamentum, 2023.

Dr Les Mitchell, PhD

Research Fellow, International Studies Group

University of the Free State, South Africa

Relevant publications include: Co-Editor, Animals as
Experiencing Entities: Theories and Historical Narratives
(Palgrave Macmillan, forthcoming), Reading the Animal Text in
the Landscape of the Damned, (NISC, 2019), and Co-Editor,
Animals, Race and Multiculturalism (Palgrave Macmillan, 2018).

Kimberly Moore
Attorney
Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP

Relevant publications include: The Case for the Legal Protection
of Animals, Humanity’s Shared Destiny with the Animal
Kingdom (Palgrave Macmillan, forthcoming).

Professor Luca Moretti, PhD
Reader in Philosophy

University of Aberdeen
Visiting Professor at Munich Center for Mathematical
Philosophy

Ludwig Maximilian University

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, Appearance and
Explanation (Oxford University Press, 2021), and Seemings and
Epistemic Justification (Springer, 2020).



Professor Yamini Narayanan, PhD

Associate Professor of International and Community
Development

Deakin University, Melbourne

Relevant publications include: Mother Cow, Mother India: A
Multispecies Politics of Dairy in India (Stanford University Press,
2023), “For Multispecies Liberatory Futures: Three Principles
Toward an Anti-Anthropocentric Environmental Geography,”
Progress in Environmental Geography, 2023, and “Animating
Caste: Visceral Geographies of Pigs, Caste and Violent
Nationalisms in Chennai City.” Urban Geography, 2021.

Dr Christina Nellist, PhD
President of Pan Orthodox Concern for Animals Charity

Board member of the Orthodox Fellowship of the
Transfiguration, USA

Relevant publications include: Eastern Orthodox Christianity
and Animal Suffering (Cambridge Scholars, 2018), Editor,
Climate Crisis and Creation Care (Cambridge Scholars, 2021),
and Climate Crisis and Sustainable Creaturely Care (Cambridge
Scholars, 2021).

Bridget Nicholls
PhD Candidate, Department of Sociology and Criminology

Project Coordinator, Animal and Interpersonal Abuse Research
Group

University of Windsor, Canada
Instructor, Department of Labour Studies, Brock University

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “Addressing the
Interconnected Harms between People, Animals, Ecosystems
and Train Derailments,” The Conversation, 2023, and

Co-Author, “Animal Protection: Organizational Constraints and
Collaborative Opportunities,” Journal of Community Safety and
Wellbeing, 2022.

The Revd Professor Michael S. Northcott, PhD

Professor Emeritus of Ethics, University of Edinburgh
Adjunct Professor, Graduate School, Universitas Gadjah Mada,
Yogyakarta, Indonesia

Guest Professor, Evangelical Faculty of Theology, Leuven,
Belgium

Relevant publications include: The Environment and Christian
Ethics (Cambridge University Press, 1996), Place, Ecology and
the Sacred: The Moral Geography of Sustainable Communities
(Bloomsbury, 2016), and God and Gaia: Science, Religion and
Ethics on a Living Planet (Routledge, 2023).

Professor Julie O’Connor, PhD

Educational Director for the Animal Protection League of New
Jersey

Adjunct Professor, Graduate School of Education, Touro
University

Relevant publications include: Humane Education’s Effect

on Middle School Student Motivation and Standards-Based

Reading Assessment (Social Sciences, 2021), and United States
of Friendship: Pen Pals of 9/11 (Fulton Books, 2022).

Dr Silvia Caprioglio Panizza, PhD
Marie Sklodowska Curie Fellow
University of Pardubice, Czech Republic

Relevant publications include: The Ethics of Attention
(Routledge, 2022), “The Animals We Eat: Between Attention
and Ironic Detachment, Journal of Animal Ethics 2022, and “If
Veganism is Not a Choice, Animals, 2020.

Professor Kay Peggs, PhD
Professor of Criminology and Sociology
Kingston University, London
Visiting Fellow, University of Portsmouth

Relevant publications include: Animals and Sociology (Palgrave
Macmillan, 2012), “Eating Animals: A Critical Criminology of the
Domestic” in Criminology of the Domestic (Routledge 2023),
and Co-Editor, Gendering Green Criminology (Bristol University
Press, 2023).

Professor Mike Picker
Emeritus Professor in Biological Sciences
University of Cape Town

Relevant publications include: Co-author, “Variable Molecular
Markers for the Order Mantophasmatodea (Insecta),” Journal of
Heredity, 2018, “The Role of Temperature in Egg Development
of Three Aquatic Insects Lestagella penicillata (Ephemeroptera),
Aphanicercella scutata (Plecoptera), Chimarra ambulans
(Trichoptera) from South Africa,” Journal of Thermal Biology,
2018, and “Feeding Ecology and Sexual Dimorphism in a
Speciose Flower Beetle Clade (Hopliini: Scarabaeidae),” Peerd,
2018.

Dr Joseph Poore, DPhil

Director, Oxford Martin Programme on Food Sustainability
Analytics

University of Oxford

Relevant publications include: Co-author, “Reducing Food's
Environmental Impacts Through Producers and Consumers,”
Science, 2018, Contributing Author, Sixth Assessment Report,
2022, and “How Can We Cut Soaring Demand for Meat? Try a
Hybrid Burger,” The Guardian, 2022.

Dr Pandora Pound, PhD
Fellow, Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics

Relevant publications include: Rat Trap: The Capture of
Medicine by Animal Research - and How to Break Free.
(Troubador, 2023), “The Search for Drug Treatments After
Traumatic Brain Injury: Problems with Animal Models,” in
Neuroethics and nonhuman animals (Springer, 2020), and
“Animal Models: Problems and Prospects,” in The Routledge
Handbook of Animal Ethics (Routledge, 2019).




Dr Simon Pulleyn, DPhil
Honorary Research Fellow, Department of Greek and Latin
University College, London

Relevant publications include: “Why Vegetarianism Wasn't

on the Menu in Early Greece,” in Ethical Vegetarianism and
Veganism (Routledge, 2018), “Animal Experimentation in
Classical Antiquity,” in The Ethical Case Against Animal
Experiments (lllinois University Press, 2018), and “Animals in
Western Christian Canon Law,” in The Routledge Handbook of
Religion and Animal Ethics (Routledge, 2018).

Dr Carlos Frederico Ramos de Jesus, PhD
Lawyer

Research Member, GEDA and Diversitas
University of Sdo Paulo, Brazil

Associate Fellow, Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics

Relevant publications include: Direitos Animais: Entre Pessoas
e Coisas ("Animal Rights: Between Persons and Things,” Juru3,
2002), Co-Author, “The Legal Protection of Animals in Brazil,”
in Animals in Brazil (Palgrave Macmillan, 2019), and “A Rawlsian
Case Against Animal Experimentation,” in The Ethical Case
Against Animal Experimentation (University of lllinois Press,
2018).

Professor Jacquie Rand, DVSc
Emeritus Professor of Companion Animal Health
The University of Queensland, Australia

Executive Director and Chief Scientist, Australian Pet Welfare
Foundation

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “The Impact of
Lethal, Enforcement-Centred Cat Management on Human
Wellbeing.” Animals, 2023, “Reply to et al.: Why Trap-Neuter-
Return (TNR) Is an Ethical Solution for Stray Cat Management,”
Animals, 2019, and “Solutions-Based Approach to Urban Cat
Management,” Animals, 2023.

Professor Kurt Remele, Dr Theol
Emeritus Professor, Institute for Ethics and Social Teaching
University of Graz, Austria

Relevant publications include: Die Wuerde des Tieres ist
Unantastbar (Verlag Butzon and Bercker, 2016), and Es Geht uns
Allen Besser, Wenn es Allen Besser Geht (Gruenewald Verlag,
2021).

Frances M. C. Robinson, MRCVS
Associate Fellow, Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics

Relevant publications include: “The Relevance of the Belmont
Report to Research Using Animals,” The Journal of Animal
Ethics, 2019, “From Morally Relevant Features to Relevant
Legal Protection: A Critique of the Legal Concept of Animals as
‘Property’” in Animal Ethics and Animal Law (Lexington Books,
2022), and "A Case of Wrongful Use: An Ethical Analysis of

the Use of Animal Fur” in The Ethics of Fur (Lexington Books,
2023).

Professor Sophie Riley, PhD

Associate Professor of Law

Legal Researcher, Centre for Compassionate Conservation
University of Technology, Sydney

Vice-President AALTRA (Australasian Animal Law Teachers’ and
Researchers’ Association)

Relevant publications include: The Commodification of Farm
Animals (Springer, 2022), “Brighton v Will: The Legal Chasm
between Animal Welfare and Animal Suffering,” Animals, 2020,
and “The Changing Legal Status of Cats in Australia,” Frontiers
in Veterinary Science, 2019.

Dr Philip J. Sampson, PhD
Fellow, Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics
Formerly Research Fellow, University of Southampton

Relevant publications include: Animal Ethics and

the Nonconformist Conscience (Palgrave Macmillan,

2018), “Evangelical Christianity: Lord of Creation or Animal
among Animals?” in The Routledge Handbook of Religion

and Animal Ethics (Routledge 2018), and “Noah, Jesus and
Ecology: Sustaining and Restoring the Environment” in Climate
Crisis and Sustainable Creaturely Care (Cambridge Scholars,
2021).

Dr Edel Sanders, PhD
Research Lead, School of Psychology
University of New York in Prague

Relevant publications include: “Personality Correlates of Social
Attitudes and Social Distance,” Current Issues in Personality
Psychology, 2023, “Personality, Social Distance and Conflicts,”
Intersections. East European Journal of Society and Politics,
2023, and “Universities Should Lead on the Plant-Based Dietary
Transition,” The Lancet. Planetary Health, 2023.

Professor Carl Saucier-Bouffard
Professor of Humanities
Dawson College, Canada

Relevant publications include: “The Legal Rights of Great
Apes,” in The Global Guide to Animal Protection (University of
[llinois Press, 2013), and Co-Author, “Animal Justice as Non-
Domination,” in The Palgrave Handbook of Practical Animal
Ethics (Palgrave Macmillan, 2018).

Professor Joan Schaffner, JD

Associate Professor of Law

Faculty Co-Director, GW Animal Legal Education Initiative
George Washington University Law School

Relevant publications include: Introduction to Animals and the
Law (Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), “Animal Cruelty and the Law:
Permitted Conduct,” in Animal Cruelty: A Multidisciplinary
Approach to Understanding (Carolina Academic Press, 2023),
and “Valuing Nature in Environmental Law: Lessons for Animal
Law and the Valuation of Animals,” in What Can Animal Law
Learn from Environmental Law? (Environmental Law Institute,
2020).



Professor Edward C. Sellner, PhD
Professor Emeritus of Pastoral Theology and Spirituality
Saint Catherine University, St. Paul, MN

Relevant publications include: Christian Ministry and the Fifth
Step (Hazelden Foundation, 1981), Mentoring: The Ministry of
Spiritual Kinship (Cowley Publications, 2002), and The Celtic
Soul Friend (Ave Maria Press, 2002).

The Revd Professor Steven Shakespeare, PhD
Professor of Continental Philosophy of Religion
Liverpool Hope University

Relevant publications include: Derrida and Theology (T & T
Clark, 2009), Kierkegaard and the Refusal of Transcendence
(Palgrave MacMillan, 2015), and Co-Editor, Beyond Human:
From Animality to Transhumanism (Continuum, 2012).

Erin Sharoni
Teaching Fellow, Harvard Medical School Center for Bioethics

Visiting Postgrad Research Fellow, Global Health and Social
Medicine

Harvard Medical School
Relevant publications include: “There’s Nothing Ethical About

Experimenting on Monkeys,” The Harvard Crimson, 2023, and
“Good Research Relies on Reflexivity,” Impact Ethics, 2022.

Professor V. Victoria Shroff
Animal Law Lawyer, Shroff Animal Law, Vancouver, Canada
Adjunct Professor of Animal Law

Peter Allard School of Law, University of British Columbia
Faculty, School of Legal Studies, Capilano University
Founding Chair, Canadian Animal Law Study Group
Relevant publications include: Canadian Animal Law (Lexis-
Nexis, 2021).

Wilson John Simon

Assistant Lecturer, Department of Philosophy and Religious
Studies

University of Dar es Salaam, Tanzania.

Dr Vid Simoniti, DPhil
Lecturer in Philosophy
University of Liverpool

Relevant publications include: Artists Remake the World (Yale
University Press, 2023).

Mikalah Singer, JD
Executive Director, Fox Protection International
Public Policy Manager, Center for Contemporary Sciences

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “Better Science,
Fewer Animals: Catalyzing NIH Grant Making to Improve
Biomedical Research and Meet Societal Goals,” Animal Law
Review, 2023, and Co-Author, “The Humane Research and
Testing Act: Advancing Science by Creating a New Center for
Alternatives at the US National Institutes of Health,” ALTEX,
2021.

Professor Barry Smart, PhD
Professor of Sociology
University of Portsmouth

Relevant publications include: Co-Author, “Nonhuman Animal
Suffering: Critical Pedagogy and Practical Animal Ethics,”
Society and Animals, 2017, Consumer Society: Critical Issues
and Environmental Consequences (Sage, 2010), and Facing
Modernity: Ambivalence, Reflexivity and Morality (Sage, 1999).

Dr Rebecca Rose Stanton, PhD
Associate Fellow, Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics

Relevant publications include: The Disneyfication of

Animals (Palgrave Macmillan, 2020), “The ‘Glass Walls'

Theory: A History and Discussion of The Guidelines and Laws
Concerning Non-human Animals in the North American Film
Industry” in Animal Ethics and Animal Law (Lexington Books,
2023), and “Picturing Animals,” Journal of Animal Ethics, 2018.

Dr Per-Anders Svérd, PhD

Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities, Education and Social
Sciences

Orebro University, Sweden.

Relevant publications include: Problem Animals: A Critical
Genealogy of Animal Cruelty and Animal Welfare in Sweden
1844-1944 (Stockholm University, 2015).

Dr Szilvia Szanyi, PhD
Departmental Lecturer in Buddhism and the Study of Religion
Faculty of Theology and Religion, University of Oxford

Relevant publications include: “The Changing Meanings of
asraya in Vasubandhu's Abhidharmakosa (bhasya),” Journal of
Indian Philosophy, 2021.

Professor Paul Szynol, JD
Adjunct Professor
University of Michigan Law School

Relevant publications include: “Fair Use and the Judicial
Search for Meaning,” Columbia Journal of Law and the Arts,
forthcoming, and “The Andy Warhol Case That Could Wreck
American Art,” The Atlantic, 2022.

Peter Tatchell

Director

Peter Tatchell Foundation

Irwin Prize 2012, Gandhi International Peace Award, 2016
Albert Medal, 2016, and Nobel Peace Prize Nominee, 2019.

Sister Lucille C. Thibodeau, p.m., PhD

Writer-in-Residence and Professor Emerita of English

Former President, Rivier University, Nashua, NH

Relevant publications include: “Saving Animals: A Long Moral
Arc,” Journal of Animal Ethics, 2023, "Benedictions,” in Des
Hommes et des Animaux: Regards et Mots Choisis Documents
Episcopat, 2021), and “'All Creation Groans': The Lives of
Factory Farmed Animals in the United States,” in Ethical
Vegetarianism and Veganism (Routledge, 2019).




Professor Jens Timmermann, DPhil
Professor of Moral Philosophy
University of St Andrews

Relevant publications include: Kant’s Groundwork of the
Metaphysics of Morals: A Commentary (Cambridge University
Press, 2007), Kant's Will at the Crossroads: An Essay on the
Failings of Practical Rationality (Oxford University Press, 2022),
and Kant and the Supposed Right to Lie (Cambridge University
Press, forthcoming 2024).

Professor Joseph A. Tuminello, 1ll, PhD
Assistant Professor of Philosophy
McNeese State University, LA

Relevant publications include: “Food Pharmacies and Food
Addiction: Shifting Food-Drug Interpretations in Allopathic
Medicine, Psychology, and Psychiatry,” Food, Culture & Society,
2023, Co-Author, “Animal Advocacy’s Stockholm Syndrome,”

in The Good It Promises, The Harm It Does: Critical Essays

on Effective Altruism (Oxford University Press, 2023), and
Co-author, “Food Movements to Foster Adoption of More
Planet-Friendly Foods and Sustainable Diets” in The Routledge
Handbook of Sustainable Diets (Routledge, 2023).

Dr Elizabeth Tyson-Griffin, PhD
Programs Director
Born Free USA

Relevant publications include: Licensing Laws and Animal
Welfare: The Legal Protection of Wild Animals (Palgrave
Macmillan, 2021), “What Zoos Teach Us: Speciesism,
Colonialism, Racism and Capitalism in the Captive Animal
Industry,” in Teaching Liberation (Lantern Books, 2019), and
“Speciesism and Zoos: Shifting the Paradigm, Maintaining the
Prejudice” in The Palgrave Handbook of Practical Animal Ethics
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2018).

Dr Kenneth R. Valpey (Krishna Kshetra Swami), PhD
Research Fellow, Oxford Centre for Hindu Studies

Relevant publications include: Cow Care in Hindu Animal Ethics
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2020), and “From Devouring to Honoring:
A Vaishnava-Hindu Therapeutic Perspective on Human Culinary
Choice,” in Ethical Vegetarianism and Veganism (Routledge,
2019).

Dr Tatjana Visak, PhD
Independent Scholar

Relevant publications include: Capacity for Welfare across
Species (Oxford University Press, 2022), Killing Happy Animals:
Explorations in Utilitarian Ethics (Palgrave MacMillan, 2013),
and Co-editor, The Ethics of Killing Animals (Oxford University
Press, 2016).

Dr Roman Werner, PhD
Post-doc in the Department of Ethics and Social Teaching
University of Graz, Austria

Relevant publications include: Milch neu denken. Zur ethischen
Beurteilung von Kuhmilch-Konsum angesichts von Tierleid und
Mitweltzerstérung (wbg Dortmund, 2023).

Professor Nancy M. Williams, PhD
Professor of Philosophy
Wofford College, SC USA

Relevant publications include: “Ethical Veganism as Quiet
Resistance,” Journal of Animal Ethics, 2023, “The Ethics of
Care and Humane Meat: Why Care is not Ambiguous about
‘Humane’ Meat,” Journal of Social Philosophy, 2015, and

" Affected Ignorance and Animal Suffering: Why the Lack of
Extensive Debate about Factory Farming May Put Us at Moral
Risk,” Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, 2008.

Professor Thomas I. White, PhD
Hilton Professor Emeritus of Business Ethics
Loyola Marymount University

Relevant publications include: In Defense of Dolphins: The New
Moral Frontier (Blackwell, 2007).

Professor Jan Zameénik, PhD
Assistant Professor
Protestant Theological Faculty, Charles University in Prague

Visiting Professor, Faculty of Social Studies, Masaryk University
in Brno

Relevant publications include: Hledas-li Boha v lasce...: Ctyfi
teologické studie o Josefu Safafikovi [If You Seek God in
Love...: Four Theological Studies on Josef Safarik] (Karolinum
2020).

Dr Miriam A. Zemanova, PhD

Research Associate

Environmental Sciences and Humanities Institute
University of Fribourg, Switzerland

Relevant publications include: Informational website
https://3RsWildlife.info.
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