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STATE REGULATION OF FOX EXTRACTION
IN GALICIA IN 16™ TILL EARLY 20™ CENTURIES:
HISTORICAL ASPECT

Abstract. The article analyzes the state regulation of the fox extraction in
Galicia from the 16" to the beginning of the 20" century: the methods and terms
of extraction, the regulation of the number, the authority of the hunting service
in obtaining foxes, and the trade in fur. It has been carried out a comparative
analysis of the legal mechanism of regulation the fox population, and the com-
petence of the bodies of state executive power and local self-government bodies.
It describes the customary rules and internal rules for hunting on fox in some
hunting societies. The economic factors that influenced to the state regulation
of the number of foxes were identified, making it possible not only of rational
use of the resource for obtaining valuable fur, but also for increasing the number
of game, especially the hares. Factors influencing on population size, including
political influences and military events, were established. The features of state
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regulation the fox extraction in the investigated period are described. On the
basis of comparative analysis, it was described the fox extraction of the Austro-
Hungarian monarchy, Halychyna in the context of the counties, the Second
Polish Commonwealth, it was described the specifics of organization the hunting
for fox among the hunting elite, in particular the emperor of Austro-Hungarian,
Franz Josef I and emperor of Germany, Wilhelm II.

It is noted that according to the right of the predators, the owner of the hunt-
ing grounds on which they are located is the property of the owner. Based on
these principles, the owner of the hunting grounds was required to destroy preda-
tors, as predators are not only harmful to hunting game, but also for domestic
animals. The legislation of the Polish kingdom, which regulated the destruction
of predators, determined that predators should be destroyed without taking into
account the extraction time, and it is permitted to use different means and tools
for this, but only to those who have the right to hunt. The predators were bear,
badger, wolf, fox, lynx, wild cat, otter, marten, trich, ermine.

Keywords: hunting, fox, hunting, Halychyna, Second Polish Commonwealth,
predators.

JAEPKABHE PETYJIIOBAHHA NJOBYBAHHA JTUCHIII
YV TAJIUYHUHI XVI - IIOYATKY XX cr.: ICTOPUYHUI ACIIEKT

Anoranis. IIpoananizoBaHo aep:kaBHe peryJaiOBaHHs A0OyBaHHS JIMCHIL Y
Tammanni XVI — nmouatky XX cT.: criocoOu Ta TepMiHM 100y BaHHSI, PETYTIOBAHHS
YUCENBbHOCTI, TOBHOBAKEHHSI €r€PChKOI CIIy:KOU 1010 100yBaHHS JIMCHUIT, TOP-
riBiio xyrpoMm. IIpoBesieHo MOPiBHAIBHUI aHAiI3 TPABOBOIO MEXaHI3MY pery-
JIIOBAHHS YHUCEJIBHOCTI JUCHIIL 3 YPaXyBaHHSIM KOMIIETEHIII1 OPTaHiB Jep:KaBHOI
BUKOHABYOI BJIQ/IM Ta OPTaHiB MiCI[eBOTO caMOBpsAAyBaHHsA. ONucaHo 3BUYAEB]
HOPMU Ta BHYTPIIIIHI MTPaBUJja MOJOBAaHb HA JIUCHUII0 B OKPEMUX MUCJTUBCHKUX
TOBapucTBaX. BUsABIEHO €KOHOMIUHI YNHHUKH, SKI BITUBAJIN HA JIep:KaBHE pe-
TYJIIOBAHHS YMCEJIBHOCTI JIMCHUIL, YMOKJIUBJIIOIOUN He JIUIIe PallioHabHe BUKO-
pPHCTaHHSI pecypcy JJIsi OTPUMAHHS IIHHOTO XyTpa, ajie W sl 30ibIIeHHS Y1i-
CEeJIBbHOCTI JUYMHU, 0cOOINBO 3ailliB. BCTaHOBIEHO YNHHUKY, AKi BIIMBAIA HA
YUCEeTBHICTD MOMYJIAIIl, 30KpeMa MOJITHYHI BIUIUBY Ta BOEHHI mofii. Onmcano
0COBJIMBOCTI IEPKABHOTO PETYJIFOBAHHS MOOYBaHHST JIMCHIL Y JOCIKYBaHUI
nepiog. Ha oCHOBI KOMITapaTMBHOTO aHaJIi3y PO3TJISHYTO AOOYBaHHS JUCHIN B
ABcTpo-¥Yropebkiit MoHapxii, [ammunni y pospisi nositis, pyriit Peui [Tocmo-
JIUTIH, onrcana crernudika opraHisailii MoJoBaHb Ha JUCUITIO CEPEl MUCIUB-
CbKOI estiti, 30KpeMa 1icapis: Ascrpo-Yropumun — Mpanna Moseda 1 ta Hi-
MeuunHu — Binbreaspma I1.

Bixsmaueno, 1o BiIMOBIIHO /10 TIpaBa XMKAaKW € BJIACHICTIO TOCIIOAAPs MU-
CJIMBCBKHUX YTi/lb, HA IKUX BOHU 3HAXO/AThCS. 3 Ors/ly Ha 11l IPUHIIAIIA Ha BJac-
HIKA MUCJIMBCHKUX YTi/lb MOKJIAABCs 000B’SI30K 3HUIILYBATH XMKAKIB, OCKITbKH
XMJKaKU He JIMIe MKIAJINBI I MUCJIUBCHKOI JMYNHU, aJle TAKOK 1 JIJId CBiM-
cbKUX TBapuH. 3akoHoaBcTBO [{apcTsa Iloabebkoro, 1o peryaoBaso 3HUIIEH-
HST XMJKAKiB, BUSHAYAJIO, 1[0 XWKAKIB CJTi/l BUHUIIYBAaTH O€3 ypaxyBaHHSI dYacy
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n00yBaHHs, Ta J03BOJISLIO 3ACTOCOBYBATH JIJISI IIHOTO Pi3Hi criocobu i 3HapsIIs,
aJte jiniie ocobam, siki MaloTh MPaBo MOJIOBaHH. /[0 XMKaKiB BiZIHOCUIICH BeJl-
MiJib, OOPCYK, BOBK, JIMCHUIIST, PUCh, TUKUH KiT, BUAPA, KYHUI[S, TXiP, TOPHOCTAI.

KimoyoBi ciioBa: MucC/IMBCTBO, JINCHUILS, ToJIoBaH s, [amnunna, JIpyra Piu [To-
CIIOJINTA, XUKAKH.

ITOCYAAPCTBEHHOE PEI'YIMPOBAHHME J1ObbIYU JINCbI
B TAJIMUUHE XVI - HAYAJIA XX B.: HCTOPUYECKUI ACIIEKT

Annoranus. [TpoaHAIM3UPOBAHO TOCY/IAPCTBEHHOE PETYIMPOBAHUE TOOBIYM
schl B Tammunie XVI — Havasma XX B.: criocoObl ¥ CPOKU OOBIBAHUS, PETYJIH-
poBaHUe YUCJIEHHOCTH, TOJTHOMOYMSI €rePCKOil CJIYKOBI 10 T0OBIYE JIMCHUIIBL, TOP-
roBJi0 MexoM. [IpoBesieH cpaBHUTEIbHBIN aHAII3 TIPABOBOTO MEXaHN3Ma PETyJIH-
POBAHMS YUCTEHHOCTH JINCHI C Y4ETOM KOMIIETEHITMY OPTAaHOB TOCYAAPCTBEHHOM
BJIACTH ¥ OPTaHOB MECTHOTO caMoyTipaBJieHust. Onucanbl 0ObIYHbIE HOPMbI U BHY -
TPEHHHE MTPABUJIA OXOTHI HA JIMCHUILY B OT/IEJBHBIX OXOTHUYBUX 00IecTBax. BoisiB-
JIeHbl 9KOHOMUYecKHe (HakTOpbl, KOTOPbIe BIUSJIA HAa TOCYJapPCTBEHHOE PeryJin-
pOBaHMe YUCJIEHHOCTH JIUCHUIBI, /leiasi He TOJIbKO palMoOHAIbHOE UCTIOIb30BaHNE
pecypca 711 TOTy9eHrs IMeHHOTO MeXa, HO U JIJIsT yBeTMYeHUs YNCAeHHOCTH YN,
0COOEHHO 3aii1eB. YCTAaHOBJIEHBI (PAKTOPDI, KOTOPBIE BJIUSIN HA YNCTEHHOCTB I10-
IyJISIIAY, B YACTHOCTH TIOJIUTUYECKIE BIMSHUSI U BOEHHbIE COOBITHsI. OMUCAHbI
0COGEHHOCTH TOCYIAPCTBEHHOTO PETYJIUPOBAHMSI TOOBIUK JIUCHI B UCCJIELYEMbIIT
nepro/. Ha ocHOBe cpaBHUTEILHOTO aHA/IN3a PACCMOTPEHA [00bIYa JINCHI ABCTPO-
Benrepckoit monapxumn, lanunmu B pa3pese yesnos, Bropoit Peun [TocrionuToi,
ommcaHa creruduka OpraHu3auy OXOThI HA JINCY CPEIN OXOTHUYIBETO JIUTHI, B
JacTHOCTH uMIiepatopoB ABcTpo-Benrpun — @panra Mocuda I u Tepmanun —
Busbresnbma I1.

OTMedeHo, YTO B COOTBETCTBUH C TPABOM XWIIHUKHU SIBJISIIOTCS COOCTBEH-
HOCTBIO X035IMHA OXOTHUYBUX YTOJMI, HA KOTOPBIX OHU HaxozsaTcs. Vcxozus u3s
3TUX MPUHITUIIOB, HA BJIAJENbI[A OXOTHUYBUX YTOAUI BO3JIaraiach 00si3aHHOCTD
YHUUYTOKATh XUITHUKOB, TaK KaK XUIHUKN HE TOJbKO BPEIHBI /71T OXOTHUIbEH
YU, HO W JIJI JIOMAITHUX JKUBOTHBIX. 3aKkoHomareabcTBO [lapersa ITombekoro,
KOTOpOE peryJanpoBajo YHUUTOKEHHE XUIIHUKOB, OIPE/eJIsaao, YTO XUIHUKOB
caepyer uctpebssaTh 6e3 yyera BpeMeHU JOObIYM, U Pas3peliaio MPUMEHSTh s
ATOTO PA3JIMYHbIE CIIOCOObI ¥ OPY/IHst, HO TOJIBKO JIT[AM, UMEIOIIUM ITPABO OXOTHL.
K xuIHuKaM OTHOCHIIUCH Me/IBeIb, 0apCyK, BOJIK, JINCA, PHICh, IUKUI KOT, BBIZIPA,
KYHWIIQ, XOPeK, TOPHOCTAI.

KmoueBble ciioBa: oxoTa, jivica, TpasJst, [ammauna, Bropas Peus [Tocniosnras,
XUTIHUKH.

Problem statement. State regula- logical interests of society, and on the
tion of breeding and hunting of preda- economic interests of hunting farms.
tors shall based on both on the eco- Hunting of foxes who on the one hand
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is the predator causing damage to hunt-
ing economy and with another — has
valuable fur, is demonstrative within
this framework.

Analysis of the last researches and
publications. Problem of legal regula-
tion fox hunting in Galychyna was re-
searched by a row of scientists among
whom: Z. Moskus, Ya. Stezhynsky,
M. Royman, K. Slotvinsky, Ya. Kas-
parek, M. Pavlikovsky, S. Lobos, V. Ka-
lusky, A. Sander, V. Shablovsky, S. Kro-
gulsky, S. Pavlik, G. Vatsek, Ya. Starkl,
Z. Fischer, F. Rozhinsky, E. Schechtel,
N. Gunchak.

Target setting. The purpose of this
article is the analysis of a public autho-
rity policy of Galychyna and the Se-
cond Polish-Lithuanian ~Common-
wealth in the regulation of the numbers
of a fox and its economic value for hunt-
ing industry.

Statement of basic materials.
State regulation of game-hunting in
Galychyna originates from the Lithu-
anian charter. In particular, in the 16
century according to these charters
for illegally got game the penalty was
provided: bison — 12 rubles, elk — 6 ru-
bles, bear and deer —3 rubles, lynx, wild
boar — 1 ruble. Hares, roes, foxes, bears
were among the most widespread game.
Comparing to other laws of that time
which regulated hunting, the Lithu-
anian laws were more severe concern-
ing illegal hunting for a noble game,
but people were allowed to hunt wolves
and foxes even on someone else’s land
provided that the hunter will not do
harm to crops.

As Mykola Reyman noted in the
book “Hunting Economy with Ancient
History”, as a matter of law predators
are the property of the master of hunt-

ing grounds on which they are located.
With this principle in mind, the duty to
exterminate predators was laid to the
owner of hunting grounds as predators
not only are harmful to a hunting game,
but also to pets. The legislation of the
Kingdom of Poland which regulated
extermination of predators, defined
that predators needs to be extirpated
without notice of hunting time and it
is authorized to apply for this purpose
different methods and tools, but only to
persons who have the right for hunting.
Predators included a bear, a badger, a
wolf, a fox, a lynx, a wild cat, an otter, a
marten, a polecat, an ermine.

According to the resolution of Ad-
ministrative council as of October 14,
1834 of the Kingdom of Poland the fund
for awarding of persons for extermina-
tion of predators was organized. This
fund was replenished at the expense of
finances received for permissions on the
right to bear of hunting weapons.

Each forester or the huntsman had
to provide within a year one pair of ears
and a nose of a wolf, one pair of ears of a
fox or two couples of the polecat, mar-
ten ears. For omission of this regulation
the penalty in the amount of 6 zloty was
provided. For remission of penalty the
huntsman shall prove that there are not
predators on the territory controlled by
him or by the forester of [1].

With an annexation of the Galicia
lands to the Austro-Hungarian Empire
(1772) the fox together with a wolf, a
bear and a wild boar was referred to the
category of predators on which peo-
ple are allowed to hunt in any place.
Moreover, for hunting of a bear and
wolf reward was provided. Also new
normative legal acts which regulated
questions of hunting for the territories
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of Austria-Hungary and Galicia, in par-
ticular were set. So, the patent of the
emperor as of April 13, 1786 paragraph
3, defined: “... people were allowed to
hunt boars, wolves, foxes and other
harmful game at any time, except open-
air cages, in every way” [2 sec. 369]. In
case where predators were excessively
breeding, executive power according to
article 383 of civil code of Austria or-
ganized hunting on predators.

The first Hunting law of Galychy-
na as of January 30, 1875 became the
following normative legal act which
regulated issues of hunting and hunt-
ing of foxes, in particular. Paragraph 1
of this law defined periods of hunting
for different types of a game according
to which it was allowed to hunt foxes
from February 15 to August 31. But the
note to this requirement allowed to ad-
mit authorized officers to the hunting
rights of and to hunting foxes at any
time in cases if they do harm to pets. It
is necessary to mark that this require-
ment concerning determination of time
of a fox hunting was the first in the ter-
ritory of Poland as in those days on the
Polish lands, which were under a pro-
tectorate of Russia and Germany, such
requirements were not established. In
particular, article 17 of the Hunting law
of the Kingdom of Poland as of July 17,
1871, defined that persons are allowed
to hunt a bear, a wolf, a badger, a fox, a
wild cat, a lynx, an otter, a marten, ca-
ress, an eagle, a hawk and other preda-
tors, all year and to hunt in any man-
ner. Therefore the law as of January 30,
1875 for the first time began to substan-
tially protect a fox.

Already in the following Hunting
law of Galychyna as of March 5, 1897
a fox was listed of pests, and people al-
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lowed to hunt it at any time. According
to article 47 of this law owners of the
land plots acquired the right of shoot-
ing of such predators as a fox, a marten,
a polecat, caress, a wolf, a lynx, a wild
cat, a boar at any time.

The hunting Law adopted and
signed by the emperor of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire with the consent
of Galician Seim as of 1897 practically
operated in Galychyna till Decem-
ber, 1927. According to this law it is
accurately said that predators cause
damage, and any hunter was allowed
to hunt them. Monitoring over that
hunters did not shoot noble hunting
animals under the guise of shooting
of predators, was set. Permission on
shooting and control of shooting was
exercised by public authorities of the
power [3].

However because in the summer
fur of a fox is of little use for use, it
was practically not hunted. In order
that the fox hunted hares less, it was
even fed up corpses of the dead horses
[4 sec. 204]. This law also regulated
the number of other predators. It was
defined that people were allowed to
shoot dogs and cats if they are further
than 300 meters from the next house
(article 43). The duty of extermination
of predators and a harmful game (arti-
cle 44) was laid to owners of the shoot-
ing.

Article 45 defined that wild animals
who pose a threat for human safety need
to be held in the open-air cage. In this
law, unlike previous, wild boars were
not categorized as predators, but a lynx
and a wild cat were added. Any hunter
had the right to shoot, catch and ap-
propriate these types animal. But at the
same time the law defined that hunting




these species of predators is possible
only on permission of the owner or te-
nant of hunting grounds. Such animals
as a marten, a polecat, caress, a squirrel,
a hamster, an otter, an eagle of differ-
ent types, a hawk, a gray-haired heron,
a crow could be shot in the presence of
the owner of hunting grounds (article
46).

Article 47 set that in localities
where wild boars did great harm to
agriculture, persons who were allowed
to hunt had to shoot. In case of insuf-
ficient shooting responsibility for the
done harm was rested on the owner of
shooting. In such cases the regional au-
thorities had the right itself to issue free
certificates on shooting of wild boars or
other harmful animals, even, without
the consent of the owner of hunting.
The regional government authorities
had to inform the owner of hunting and
also local police on free certificates is-
suing.

The regional government authori-
ties had also the right and a duty to or-
ganize shooting of pest for certain short
time under its monitoring, at the same
time it had the right to independently
define the hunting method. Inhabi-
tants of a gmina in the territory of
which general round-ups were carried
out, were obliged according to the deci-
sion of the district power to carry out
stint free of charge (article 48). In case
of the organization of hunting on pred-
ators it was forbidden to shoot other
game. If in case of the organization of
hunting on predators other game was
shot near predators, then this game was
realized through an auction, organized
by the regional authorities, and money
from sale enlisted in fund of poor inhab-
itants of a gmina (article 49).

Article 50 defined that for hunting
of pest the owner of hunting had the
right to use traps, a drag-net and other
tools, but at the same time it was neces-
sary to take measures for safety of peo-
ple: to put the appropriate information
signs. If the the regional authorities
recognized that wild boars and bears
caused extensive damage, then ow-
ners of land had the right to expose any
traps for catching of boars and bears
[5sec. 27-31].

On December 3, 1927 the President
of the IT Polish-Lithuanian Common-
wealth accepts the regulation to resolve
an issue of state regulation of hunting
according to the Polish legislation. The
main difference of this regulation from
the previous laws was the fact that it
didn’t have division into hunting spe-
cies of a game and harmful species of a
game. All game which it is authorized
to hunt are classified as hunting species
of a game which has certain periods of
hunting.

All species of a game were divided
into four categories:

the bison and beaver, hunting for
whom was forbidden, belonged to the
first one;

to the second — chamoises, females
of an elk, a deer, a roe, young growth,
she-bears with small, wood-grouses,
pheasants (it is authorized to hunting
only on special permission of the Mi-
nistry of agriculture of Poland);

foxes, bears, lynxes, wild cats, mar-
tens, minks and boars belonged to the
third group (without period of the pro-
hibition of hunting, but the Minister
of agriculture had the right to enter it;
unlike others, it is authorized to hunt
these species of a game also at night)
[6sec. 1-81];
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species of a game that were protected
least of all, belonged to the fourth cate-
gory, namely: wolves, martens, polecats,
ermines, caress, rabbits, hawks, magpies
and crows (it is authorized to anyone
to extermination on the own earth, but
not further than 100 meters from build-
ings). Besides, article 41 allowed not
only to shoot these animals, but also
to catch traps, drag-nets and other me-
thods.

As it turned out, change of a politi-
cal situation put a fox in advantageous
position. The legislation of the Second
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth was
softer in comparison with the Austro-
Hungarian Empire. Though period,
when it is forbidden to hunt a fox, was
not established, but also no one was al-
lowed to hunting it. So, in the bill of
professor Domanevsky it was offered to
define period of the prohibition of fox
hunting from April 16 to September 30.
But the bill was not adopted because
the beginning of World War II [7
sec. 8—10].

There were features of fox hunting
during the interwar period and in other
countries of Europe. In particular, in
Denmark and Finland hunting for a
fox, a polecat and a marten was autho-
rized even without obtaining the hunt-
ing ticket, period of the prohibition of
its hunting was not defined.

It is necessary to mark that during
the different periods the fox was qualify
as predators which caused damage to
hunting economy. As practice of hunt-
ing shows, hunters did not hunt a fox
during any period of year, considering
poor quality of its fur during the spring
and summer period. For example, in
rules of hunting of the Lviv hunting
society after Saint Gubert the hunting
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for a fox from the shelter was forbid-
den. Besides, hunters for the huntingd
game shall pay means to the budget of
society, in particular, for a fox — 0,50
zloty whereas for a hare — 0,2, and for
the huntingd boar — 1 zloty. In 1878 in
Lysovytcky hunting society the regu-
lations were adopted, by which the
hunter, having hunting a fox, shall pay
2 zloty.

Also there were features concerning
acquisition of title to a game. In par-
ticular, in Kney Stanislavivsk hunting
society a hare, a fox, a feather game re-
mained in the property of that hunter
who shot it last, whereas the one be-
came the owner of a deer, a roe and oth-
er hoofed animals, who made the first a
fatal shot.

In Snyatnsky hunting society (it is
organized on January 3, 1870, the char-
ter is approved by the rescript of Gali-
cian vicegerency on April 9, 1870 L.
4575/70) for fox hunting and a badger
the hunter paid 1 zloty, a boar — 5 zloty,
for hunting of a hare, partridge, a wood-
cock — 10 grosz, for the first miss —
10 grosz, the second — 20 grosz. Re-
sources were spent on premiums to
hunting security guards [8].

Almost similarly this issue was re-
solved in Boryslavsko-Drogobytsky
hunting society Orel. At a meeting as
of October 6, 1932 it was agreed that
hunters shall pay for each fox — 2 zloty,
a bloar — 5 zloty, a roe — 3 zloty in bo-
nus fund of hunting security guards.

Fox hunting was covered by the
hunting press. Attention was focused
on that while hunting a fox not to ap-
ply shotgun pellet of the big size as it
flies far and does not kill but only crip-
ples the game. It was offered to apply
smaller shotgun pellet and to shoot on




smaller distance — to 60—80 steps [9
sec. 286—288].

Lobbying the interests of hunters
when hunting a fox, in January, 1880,
Galician hunting society directs a sen-
tence to the Galician vicegerency con-
cerning of a fox hunting at any time.
Hereafter (1890) it was suggested to
strike off the list of hunting animal spe-
cies a fox and a marten.

The hunters of Galychyna of end
of 19 century also have a double atti-
tude towards a fox was. If to consider
a fox hunting from the economic side,
then its valuable fur have a quite high
price, and considering it, the animal
needed to be protected. For example,
in the market in Lviv in 1899, skin of
a fox was equated to 10 kilograms of
meat of a wild boar or three hares [10
sec. 2—6]. According to the state sta-
tistics of Austria-Hungary at the end
of the 19th century nearly thirty thou-
sands of heads of a fox were annu-
ally hunted. As of from 1892 to 1896
27489 heads were hunted on average:
in 1892 — 26553 heads, 1893 — 25971
heads, 1894 — heads, 1895 — 28403
heas. Among all provinces of the empire
most of all foxes were hunted in Galy-
chyna: in 1898 29 thousands of heads of
a fox were hunted in Galychyna where-
as in Lower Austria — 3,4 thousand,
Upper Austria — 1,5 thousand, Carin-
thia — 2,2 thousand, Czech Republic —
3 thousand. At the beginning of the
XX century fox hunting grows in the
Austro-Hungarian Empire and in 1903
makes 38,5 thousands of heads. Hunt-
ing of foxes was also increased in Czech
Republic — about 2453 heads in 1880
to 2518 heads in 1893 [11 sec. 78].

As the report of the Ministry of Ag-
riculture of Cisleitania for 1881 shows

during period from 01.01 to 31.12.1881
2145 479 heads of a game were hunted.
118619 heads (5,52 %) of this number
were hunted in Galychyna whereas
in Czech Republic — 946415 heads
(44,11 %), Moravia — 409696 heads
(19 %), Lower Austria — 327142 heads
(15 %), Tirol — 33318 heads (1,5 %)
were hunted. Most of all from 118619
heads, which were hunted in Galychy-
na, was constituted by the hare. In the
report attention was directed on a fact
that in Galychyna through a large num-
ber of predators (a fox, a wolf, a lynx
prevailed) the hunting economy was
carried ineffective. 22 % (4678 heads)
from all the foxes that were hunted in
Cisleitania were accounted for Galy-
chyna. Other predators were hunted
slightly less: 597 heads of a polecat
(4 %), martens — 400 heads (6 %), ot-
ters — 146 heads (19 %). Though foxes
in absolute number were hunted more,
but among predators lynxes (50 heads —
77 %) were hunted most of all in per-
centage terms, a wolf (113 heads —
67 %), abear (15 heads — 60 %). Among
noble species of a game in Galychyna
wild boars (38 % from all the hunted
ones in Cisleitania) were hunted most
of all. However other types of hoofed
animals were hunted very little: roes —
3,3 thousand of heads (8 %), deers —
23 heads (0,38 %). 38 thousand of hares’
heads (4 %) were were hunted [12
sec. 53—54].

As statistical data show, the uncon-
ditional leader among predators of Ga-
lychyna, which area was 78500 sq.km,
from 1885 to 1893, was a fox. For this
period 57505 heads were hunted, that
is, on average 6390 heads every year.
In comparison with other countries
of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy,
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the greatest number of predators were
hunted in Galychyna. According to the
adviser of the state woods G. Lettner, in
1876 4447 heads were hunted in Galy-
chyna, in 1877 — 4511 heads of foxes.
In the following hunting of a fox grows
and in 1882 made 4678 heads, 1884 —
4926 heads, 1885 — 6177 heads, 1886 —
6408 heads, 1887 — 7318 heads, 1888 —
7113 heads, 1889 — 6289 heads, 1890 —
5413 heads, 1891 — 6178 heads, 1892 —
6603 heads, 1893 — 6006 heads, 1894 —
7073 heads, 1895 — 6758 heads, 1896 —
6645 heads, 1897 — 6233 heads, 1898 —
6450 heads. Therefore statistical factor
of 1876—1898 demonstrate increase in
hunting of a fox by 45 %. Most of all
foxes were hunted in Bibrsky, Rogatyn-
sky and Berezhansky Counties.

Hunting of a fox had not only eco-
nomic value, but also made a subject of
pride of hunting elite of that time. The
emperor of Austria-Hungary Franz
Josef T started a hunting career at the
age of 15 years, from 1848 to 1884
hunted only 43138 heads of a game
from which 197 were foxes. On the oc-
casion of the 50 anniversary of his rule
a press marked that the hunting result
of the emperor for that time was 48345
heads of a game from which — 224
foxes, and for the period of his eighti-
eth anniversary (1910) he hunted
50919 heads of a game, from which 226
foxes.

The German emperor Wilhelm II
was equally passionate hunter. Only in
one 1908 he hunted 126 bucks, 9 she
deers, 7 fallow deer, 88 foxes. At cele-
bration of his sixtieth anniversary it was
noted that for his life he hunted 1783
bucks, 86 she deers, 1644 fallow deer,
2941 large wild boars, 316 small wild
boars, 3 bears, 9 elks, 4 bisons, 17951
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hares, 5 badgers: in total — 61913 heads
of a game [13 sec. 60].

With the disintegration of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire the lands
of Galicia passed to the Second Po-
lish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. East
Galicia was territorially divided into
the Lviv, Ternopil and Stanislavivsk
provinces. In the territory of the Lviv
province of 27024 thousand sq.km dur-
ing 1931/32 in a hunting season 1260
foxes were hunted, 1932/33 — 1834,
1933/34 — 1592. In Stanislavivsk pro-
vince during 1932/33 in a hunting sea-
son 657 foxes were hunted.

As experts of that time marked,
World War T exerted a negative im-
pact on the number of deer, but at the
same time promoted reproduction of
a fox whose number grew twice. In
the territory of hunting grounds of
1000 hectares 20 foxes were hunted.
Besides, after war illegal weapon ap-
peared in a large number in conse-
quence of which poaching is increased
which also negatively affected popula-
tion of a fox.

Conclusion. Effective influence of
state regulation on the number of a fox
allowed to provide not only rational use
of resources for receiving of valuable
fur, but also for increase in the number
of a game, especially hares. It is set that
for the principles of state regulation
and law enforcement of a fox hunting
two factors had defining value: the cost
of a fox fur and loss which this creature
causes to hunting economy and house
animal species. Production of a fox had
not only economic value, but also made
a subject of trophy pride of hunting
elite of that time — emperors: Austria-
Hungary — Franz Josef T and of Ger-
many — Wilhelm II.
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