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Invisibilization of Animal Journalism:
Ideological Gatekeeping, Soft Censorship,
and Marginalization of Antispeciesist
Journalists in Spanish Written Media:

MARIA RUIZ CARRERAS
University College Cork, School of Engineering and Architecture

ABSTRACT

This article examines the dual marginalization present in the Spanish media
landscape: the invisibility of nonhuman animals as agents and the systemic
obstacles faced by journalists attempting to represent their interests. Through in-
depth, dialogic interviews with Spanish journalists engaged in antispeciesist
reporting, this study investigates the persistent marginalization of antispeciesist
journalism, as well as the challenges of advocating for nonhuman animal rights
within written media newsrooms. The findings reveal how journalistic
conventions, ideological biases and structural constraints contribute to the
continued framing of nonhuman animals as passive commodities or spectacles,
while their agency, rights and individuality are overlooked. Simultaneously,
journalists covering animal rights issues encounter editorial resistance, with their
work frequently dismissed as trivial or frivolous. These barriers manifest through
ideological gatekeeping, soft censorship and the demand for “balance” that
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privileges speciesist perspectives. By analyzing this dual invisibility, both of the
nonhumans and of the journalists advocating for them, this article studies the
power dynamics shaping media agendas and the structural undervaluation of
antispeciesist reporting. Situated within the framework of critical animal media
studies and drawing on gatekeeping theory, it contextualizes the marginalization
of antispeciesist perspectives within broader patterns of media exclusion. The
findings highlight the tensions between journalistic integrity and the constraints
of human-centric media priorities, underscoring the need for structural changes
to ensure that nonhuman animal rights receive serious and sustained attention in
the Spanish press.

Keywords: Journalism studies, antispeciesism, nonhuman animals, critical
animal studies, gatekeepers, critical media studies

1. INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Media play a central role in shaping public discourse on justice and equality
(Fuchs 2011). However, one group remains largely invisible in this discourse:
nonhuman animals. Despite their widespread exploitation, animals-other-than-
human are seldom represented in mainstream journalism (Freeman & Jarvis
2013; Khazaal & Almiron 2014; Taylor 2015; Kinefuchi 2024). Even when
animals do appear in the media, they are often stripped of their subjectivity and
individuality, and their suffering and rights are overshadowed by human-centric
narratives (Carreras and Fernandez 2024). This omission is not incidental but
reflects deeper harmful ideological barriers, expressed through gatekeeping
mechanisms (Shoemaker & Vos 2009) and editorial constraints within the
journalistic profession.

In this context, “harmful ideologies” are understood as “a way of seeing the
world that allows a dominant group to subjugate a vulnerable group and to justify
its oppression” (Khazaal 2021: 6). This study specifically examines speciesism
and anthropocentrism as central ideologies within these harmful frameworks.
Speciesism, as defined by Dunayer (2001), refers to “the failure, in attitude or
practice, to accord any nonhuman being equal consideration and respect” (5).
Horta (2008) describes anthropocentrism as a moral framework centered on
human interests, and in his 2009 work, he refers to “anthropocentric speciesism”
as “the speciesist discrimination against those who do not belong to the human
species” (36), arguing that anthropocentrism perpetuates human exceptionalism,
reinforcing a fictitious binary divide between humans and nonhuman animals and
establishing a moral hierarchy that privileges humans over other species.

This study examines the journalistic and editorial barriers faced by
antispeciesist journalists in Spanish written media. It examines factors such as
news selection biases, editorial gatekeeping, professional norms and agenda-
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setting constraints. Additionally, it investigates how journalists advocating for
nonhuman animals perceive the marginalization of their work, and how
gatekeepers respond to their pitches.

Media do not merely reflect societal priorities—they actively construct them.
The role of media in shaping perceptions of social justice issues is well
established. The agenda-setting theory (McCombs & Shaw 1972) posits that
while media do not dictate what people think, they do influence what people think
about. By selecting which issues receive coverage, media outlets shape public
discourse and policy priorities. Journalism mediates our access to reality, and
gatekeeping theory (White 1950; Shoemaker & Vos 2009) further shows how
editorial decisions determine what information reaches the public. Journalistic
norms, editorial policies, economic pressures and ideological biases all influence
what content is ultimately published. Within this framework, antispeciesist
journalism faces systemic obstacles, and stories that challenge dominant
anthropocentric perspectives are frequently dismissed as irrelevant or
unimportant.

Despite editors’ and journalists’ intent to maintain objectivity, and, in some
cases, neutrality, personal ideologies, preexisting editorial biases, ownership
structures and financial pressures significantly influence content selection. These
biases often align with hegemonic ideologies, shaping journalistic norms,
editorial policies and newsroom cultures. Just as media have historically
contributed to the invisibilization of marginalized human groups (Hill Collins
2000), they also sustain the exclusion of nonhuman animals. A number of studies
have examined how media discourses contribute to the stigmatization of certain
species (e.g. Freeman 2009; Barca 2022; Fernandez et al. 2022). However, less
attention has been given to how these exclusions shape journalistic practices
themselves, in terms of professional routines and experiences of journalists
advocating for nonhuman animals.

Over time, the issues that receive prominence in news media tend to become
prominent in public opinion, meaning that the priorities of the news media often
shape the priorities of the public and policymakers. This also means that when
certain topics are consistently overlooked, they are effectively erased from public
consciousness, perpetuating and reinforcing the existing power structures. In the
case of nonhuman animals, their systematic exclusion from media narratives as
subjects contributes to their continued marginalization and exploitation. This
exclusion not only affects how nonhuman animals are represented but also
impacts journalists who seek to cover these issues, often leading to professional
marginalization. Antispeciesist journalists are frequently sidelined, their stories
dismissed as niche or lacking broad public interest.

This article explores these processes of invisibilization by examining the
barriers faced by antispeciesist journalists whose work is systematically
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devalued. Through dialogic interviews, the author aims to uncover the
professional and cultural obstacles that journalists advocating for nonhuman
animals encounter within the media landscape.

This research contributes to the field of critical animal studies, which examines
human-animal relations from an interdisciplinary, non-speciesist and critical
perspective on interconnected systems of oppression (Best et al. 2007), and, more
specifically, to the subfield of critical animal and media studies (Almiron et al.
2016). As part of a commitment to ethical considerations surrounding nonhuman
animals, this work also considers the ethical implications of language, adopting
terms such as nonhuman animals, nonhumans, or animals-other-than-human to
highlight the fact that humans are also animals. This terminology challenges the
socially constructed dichotomy that divides humans and animals into two
supposedly homogeneous groups, emphasizing interconnectedness and shared
existence within the broader animal community (Dunayer 2001).

The study seeks to answer the following research questions:

RQ1. How do Spanish antispeciesist journalists perceive the (in)visibilization
of antispeciesist themes and perspectives in Spanish written journalism?

RQ2. What barriers do Spanish gatekeepers in written journalism impose on
animal rights coverage, according to journalists’ experiences?

The present article begins by situating the study within existing research on
media and speciesism (Section 2). The next section outlines the theoretical
framework, drawing on gatekeeping and framing theories, political economy and
critical animal studies (Section 3). The article then presents the qualitative
methodology (Section 4). After that, the results and analysis first address
journalists’ perceptions of the (in)visibilization of antispeciesist perspectives
(RQ1), and second, the barriers imposed by media gatekeepers (RQ2) (Section
5). The article concludes by discussing the implications of these findings and
outlining directions for future research (Section 6).

2.MEDIA, SPECIESISM, AND SILENCE: A CRITICAL REVIEW
OF THE LITERATURE

Critical animal studies scholars have examined different aspects of media and
communication, such as how the media portrays nonhuman animals (Fernandez
et al. 2022; Freeman 2009), or veganism (Cole & Morgan 2011). Several studies
have highlighted how media representations often fail to account for the
perspectives and suffering of nonhuman animals (Freeman & Jarvis 2013;
Freeman et al. 2011). These portrayals tend to overlook the ethical implications
of animal exploitation and instead present nonhuman animals through a carnist
lens, a perspective shaped by the ideology that normalizes the consumption and
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use of animals (Joy 2013). Almiron and Zoppedu (2015) identified tactics such
as suppression, ambiguity and sarcasm in the press, which serve to reinforce
carnist ideologies, while Khazaal and Almiron (2016) found that the press often
aligns with the interests of meat and livestock industries.

Further studies by Moreno and Almiron (2021) suggest that liberal-
conservative media outlets are more likely to adopt carnist perspectives, framing
animal exploitation in ways that promote technological solutions rather than
addressing ethical concerns. The same authors highlight that carnist ideology 1s
prevalent specifically in the Spanish press coverage, while ethical perspectives
on nonhuman animals appear less frequently and are largely confined to opinion
sections and blogs (360).

While scholars have examined different aspects of media and communication
related to nonhuman animals (Carreras & Fernandez 2024), less attention has
been given to the journalistic processes that contribute to the marginalization of
both nonhuman animals and the journalists who challenge anthropocentric
narratives. Despite the advances in understanding media portrayals and
ideological framing, there remains a significant gap in analyzing how media
routines and practices themselves perpetuate invisibility and exclusion. This
research addresses that gap by exploring how antispeciesist journalists in Spain
perceive the barriers to incorporating nonhuman animals into mainstream media
discourse.

3.GATEKEEPERS, FRAMES, AND SPECIESISM: A THEORETICAL
TOOLBOX FOR THE SILENCING OF NONHUMANS

This study draws on the key theories described below to explain how media
invisibilizes nonhuman animals and marginalizes their narratives through
journalistic routines, and the factors that influence these processes.

Gatekeeping theory (White 1950; Shoemaker & Vos 2009) provides a
foundational understanding of how news is selected and shaped by media
professionals. Gatekeepers—editors, reporters and media executives—determine
which stories are told, how they are framed and which are excluded (Shoemaker
& Vos 2009). This selective process is central to agenda-setting, wherein the
media does not dictate what people think, but rather influences what they think
about (McCombs & Shaw 1972; McCombs & Valenzuela 2020). In the context
of animal advocacy, gatekeeping can suppress or amplify narratives related to
nonhuman animals, contributing to their marginalization in the media.

Framing theory (Entman 1993) explains how media outlets highlight certain
aspects of a story to promote specific interpretations. In coverage of nonhuman
animals, framing influences how issues such as animal rights are presented.
Media outlets can either present animal exploitation as a normal, natural practice
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(episodic framing) or challenge these norms by offering broader contextual
discussions about systemic animal suffering (thematic framing). Framing theory
can reveal how issues are interpreted and presented, influencing public perception
and shaping narratives around nonhuman animals.

Mass media in democratic societies tends to serve the interests of powerful
elites, such as corporations and governments, rather than the public. Herman and
Chomsky (1988) argued that news content is shaped by a small number of
powerful institutions that control the flow of information through mechanisms
such as ownership, advertising and political and economic interests. This
dynamic, they proposed, constitutes a “propaganda model” that functions to
“manufacture consent” among the public, aligning media output with dominant
power structures instead of promoting democratic debate, a view later expanded
within critical media studies, for example by Fuchs (2011).

Journalistic norms and institutional constraints shape media coverage, often
marginalizing certain perspectives. Bennett (1996) identifies three normative
orders—political, economic and journalistic—that influence reporting.

These dynamics affect contentious issues. Boykoff and Boykoff (2007) argue
that norms like balance and authority-order distort climate change coverage, with
U.S. media misrepresenting scientific consensus through dramatization and false
balance (Iyengar 1991).

First-order norms—personalization, dramatization and novelty—favor
dominant narratives, sidelining complex perspectives deemed lacking a “news
peg” (Stocking & Leonard 1990). Second-order norms, like balance, promote
false equivalence, reinforcing episodic framing that limits public understanding
(Entman 1989; Iyengar 1991).

Tuchman’s (1978) theory of journalistic routines shows how reliance on
“official” sources reinforces dominant narratives. Hanitzsch (2007) expands on
this, identifying factors like interventionism, market orientation and objectivity,
with market-driven constraints often sidelining radical perspectives.

Speciesism, as defined by Dunayer (2001), 1s the failure to give nonhuman
beings equal consideration and respect (5), a concept that is key to understanding
media portrayals of animal oppression. While speciesism explains animal
oppression broadly, anthropocentrism can be seen as an underlying ideology that
shapes how nonhuman animals are marginalized in the media. These “harmful
ideologies” justify animal oppression and create “zones of exclusion” that render
nonhuman animals invisible (Khazaal 2021: 6). Visibility becomes key to
challenging anthropocentrism, yet not all visibility strategies disrupt these
ideologies, highlighting the need for critical scrutiny (Carreras & Fernandez
2024).
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Media representations play a key role in normalizing violence and reinforcing
power structures generally speaking (Herman & Chomsky 1988). Critical animal
communication scholars specifically emphasize that media representations of
nonhuman animals are deeply problematic, playing a central role in normalizing
violence and shaping how audiences perceive suffering (Carter & Weaver 2003;
Chouliaraki 2006). Speciesist ideologies are perpetuated through news and
advertising, constructing animals as “the other” and obscuring their sentience
(Nibert 2002, 2016; Dunayer 2001). Nonhuman animals are frequently silenced,
receiving minimal or shallow media coverage (e.g., Fernandez et al. 2022;
Freeman 2009; Kinefuchi 2024). Journalistic discourse often legitimizes violence
against animals by framing narratives from industry perspectives, objectifying
animals, masking cruelty with euphemism and presenting their suffering as
inevitable or culturally normalized (Barca 2022; Khazaal & Almiron 2014;
Taylor 2015). This aligns with Joy’s (2013) concept of carnism, which frames
meat-eating as normal, natural and necessary, discouraging critique and
reinforcing systemic exploitation.

4. METHOD

This study adopts a qualitative methodology, rooted in an inductive approach
(Rennstam & Wisterfors 2018) and a social constructivist epistemology (Prasad
2018). A dialogical interview approach is used, where knowledge is co-
constructed through an open exchange of perspectives (Frank 2005). This
contrasts with traditional structured interviews, recognizing meaning as emerging
through interaction, with the researcher as an active participant in the dialogue,
reflecting Freire’s (1970/2018) view that knowledge emerges through dialogue.

A purposive sample of nine antispeciesist journalists in Spain was selected
through professional networks, with snowball sampling identifying additional
participants (Biernacki & Waldorf 1981). Interviewing journalists to gain insights
into gatekeeping is essential because they are directly involved in both the
pitching and editing processes. Additionally, they have the opportunity to observe
and compare how and when the final piece is published and shared. Their
perspectives offer relevant insights into how editorial decisions are made and how
news is shaped before it reaches the public. Saturation was reached when no new
themes emerged (Guest, Bunce & Johnson 2006). Interviews were conducted via
Zoom, focusing solely on verbal communication.

This research involved human participants but did not require formal approval
from an ethics committee, as no sensitive personal data were collected and no
institutional ethics review process was mandated for this type of qualitative
research in the researcher’s context. Anonymity was promised and rigorously
maintained, and all participants provided informed consent prior to participation.
No demographic descriptions or detailed profiles are presented in this article in
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order to protect participants’ professional identities and to encourage candid
reflection on potentially sensitive issues, such as editorial conflicts and
institutional constraints. This decision is particularly important given the very
small number of openly antispeciesist journalists in Spain, which could make
identification particularly easy. The study was conducted in accordance with
established ethical principles, including those outlined in the Declaration of
Helsinki and the Belmont Report. The researcher ensured voluntary participation,
confidentiality and the respectful treatment of participants and their views.

The researcher, drawing on professional experience, engages in reflective
dialogue rather than adopting a neutral stance, enriching the interview process
through lived experience (Haraway 1988). As a journalist and communication
scholar familiar with media practices and activist contexts, the researcher’s
standpoint informs the analysis and interaction with participants. This approach
fosters collaborative knowledge production, enabling deeper engagement with
the subject matter (Brinkmann 2017). Recognizing expertise as distributed among
participants, this methodology is particularly useful in activist or professional
communities (Brinkmann & Kvale 2015).

Data were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke 2019),
identifying themes that naturally emerged across participants’ responses. This
inductive approach grounded interpretations in participants’ experiences,
providing in-depth insights into antispeciesist journalism (Braun & Clarke 2006).

5. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

5.1.RQOI. How Do Spanish Antispeciesist Journalists Perceive the
(In)visibilization of Antispeciesist Themes and Perspectives in Spanish
Written Journalism?

Table 1. Results RQ1: How do Spanish antispeciesist journalists perceive the (in)visibilization
of antispeciesist themes and perspectives in Spanish written journalism?

Categories of
perceptions
Marginalization of Antispeciesist perspectives in Spanish

Explanation Example

“Itis practically impossible to find a news

Antispeciesist
Views through a
Predominance of
Anthropocentric
Perspectives

Invisibility
Compared to
Other Social
Movements

journalism are marginalized by an
anthropocentric framing that focuses on
human interests like pets, conservation, and
public health, relegating antispeciesist
discourse to niche outlets and opinion
sections.

Antispeciesist issues in Spanish media are

marginalized, much like feminism in the past.

While movements like feminism and housing
rights have gained media legitimacy, animal
rights remain sidelined, often needing
sensational angles to gain coverage,
highlighting a double standard in newsroom
activism.

article in the Spanish press about animals
that is not written from an anthropocentric
perspective. (...) Coverage falls into specific
categories: pet stories, conservation, and
“livestock farming” from a speciesist
perspective.”

“Twenty years ago, | faced the same
problems with feminism that | now face with
antispeciesism. When | started working,
treating gender-based violence as a
structural issue rather than as an isolated
incident was very difficult—especially when
covering protests against sexist violence.”
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Categories of
perceptions

Explanation

Example

Resistance to
Radical (Rooted)
Perspectives

Especially
Sensitive Topics

Devaluation of
Antispeciesist
Journalism

Media outlets resist radical antispeciesist
perspectives, preferring welfare-focused
content over stories that challenge the root
causes of speciesism. Journalists note that
pieces advocating systemic change are often
seen as too controversial or "ethical" to be
published.

Certain animal-related issues, like meat
consumption and animal experimentation,
face media resistance and need sensational
framing to be covered. These topics often
provoke backlash, especially from those
involved in other social causes, as they
challenge deeply held beliefs and force a
reconsideration of privileges.

Antispeciesist journalism is often trivialized
and stigmatized, dismissed as superficial or
irrational. This marginalization is compared to
less prestigious kinds of journalism like local

“When you write something that addresses
the root of the problem, they won’t publish it.
No. It needs to be much more focused on
welfare.””

“Another very thorny issue is animal
experimentation. It generates more
divergence. It’s much easier to position
yourself against an oppression when you’re
not part of the oppressive side.”

“Serious journalists would never talk about
animals—let alone speciesism—because

their status as serious journalists would be
questioned; they would be seen as entering

journalism. the realm of the 'crazy. [in the original, 'las
locas, which is in the feminine form in

Spanish]”

Gendered Online In addition to general trolling, women Women journalists have also encountered

Harassment journalists experience sexism, with online comments like, "The crazy cat ladies,"
comments targeting their gender and personal "You're going to end up alone, that's why you
lives. care about animals," and "Only your dog puts

up with you."

Activist Antispeciesist journalists face financial "Precarity has a huge impact. It's massive.

Journalism and instability, as their work is undervalued and (...) Who can afford the luxury of, in their free

Precarity driven by activism. The commercialization of  time, sitting down to write and research? You

journalism, prioritizing profit and viral content,
further marginalizes these perspectives.

need a level of activism and a real passion
for writing. (...) | can’t anymore."

5.1.1. Marginalization of Antispeciesist Views through a Predominance of
Anthropocentric Perspectives

One of the recurring themes among interviewed journalists was the predominance
of anthropocentric perspectives in Spanish written journalism, with most articles
concerning animals framed through a human-centered lens. One of the
interviewees explains:

“It 1s practically impossible to find a news article in the Spanish press about
animals that is not written from an anthropocentric perspective. You do see
animals in the news, but it’s always stories like ‘They adopted a dog’s sister,
and it went viral’. Pure pet-centered journalism. There is coverage of animals
in the media, but it falls into very specific categories: pet stories, conservation-
related news, and, of course, articles about “livestock farming” from a clearly
speciesist perspective. Public health topics—such as avian flu—also feature
animals, but always in the context of human concerns and exploitation”
(Interviewee 1).
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All interviewed journalists agreed that, because of this predominant
anthropocentric view, antispeciesist coverage is virtually absent from mainstream
media.

“When it comes to antispeciesist perspectives, there are almost no outlets that
cover them. El Diario and El Salto are exceptions, which is quite remarkable,
and sometimes Publico publishes something. La Marea, also. [ have seen a few
pieces in E/ Pais, but only in the opinion section. You won’t find antispeciesist
articles in the politics or economy sections. If you’re lucky, there might be
something in the society section, but only if the journalist happens to be
sensitive to the topic. These instances are so rare that they remain anecdotal”
(Interviewee 3).

This testimony highlights how animal-related news is framed predominantly
through anthropocentric narratives, aligning with socio-cultural paradigms
(Freeman 2009), and limiting the visibility of nonhuman animals as political or
economic subjects. Antispeciesist perspectives remain largely confined to
alternative or explicitly activist outlets such as E/ Salto or La Marea, and blogs
of online newspapers like E/ Diario, while in major legacy media they appear
only sporadically, often as isolated opinion pieces rather than as part of the
broader journalistic discourse. This structural marginalization aligns with
established news values that prioritize human relevance, conflict and proximity
(Nibert 2002), and reinforces the invisibilization of nonhuman animals and
restricts public exposure to alternative perspectives on their rights and agency.

5.1.2. Invisibility Compared to Other Social Movements

The interviewed journalists also agreed that the marginalization of antispeciesist
issues in Spanish media mirrors the past treatment of other social justice
movements, such as feminism. One journalist noted that the challenges in
covering antispeciesist topics today resemble those faced by reporters covering
gender-based violence two decades ago:

“Twenty years ago, | faced the same problems with feminism that I now face
with antispeciesism. When I started working, treating gender-based violence
as a structural issue rather than as an isolated incident was very difficult—
especially when covering protests against sexist violence. However, that’s also
why I’m optimistic about antispeciesism; I believe we will have to justify it
less and less over time” (Interviewee 3).

Another journalist had a more pessimistic perspective:

“Gender perspective journalism is starting to be understood, but animal
perspective journalism is light-years away. Feminism has managed to reach a
point where, when a headline says ‘a woman dies,” there are hundreds of
reactions on Twitter saying ‘she didn’t die, she’s murdered!” People react. But

AER 6 (2026)



Invisibilization of Animal Journalism 59

when we see news headlines that don’t take into account the millions of
animals affected by the story, there’s no reaction” (Interviewee 1).

One journalist also compared antispeciesism with other social movements,
pointing out that while journalism is no longer framed as entirely objective,
certain subjective perspectives are more accepted than others, and noting a double
standard in how activism is perceived in newsrooms:

“No one defends the idea that journalism is purely objective anymore.
However, some subjectivities are accepted—or even encouraged—depending
on the editorial line. None of my colleagues have an issue with being
considered activists against evictions, feminist activists or anti-racist activists.
But if you consider yourself an antispeciesist activist, that’s a problem”
(Interviewee 9).

This observation reflects Stocking and Leonard’s (1990) argument that media
systems often marginalize perspectives that challenge dominant ideologies,
labeling them as too complex or lacking a clear news peg. Comparing
antispeciesism with the housing rights movement, the journalists noted that
stories about animals often need a sensationalist angle to be published:

“For an antispeciesist piece to be published, it has to be something very new
or have a particularly surprising news peg—almost like a spectacle. If you
report on the 14™ vigil at a slaughterhouse or the 14" case of animal
abandonment at a farm, they won’t publish it because ‘it’s not news anymore’.
But there are media outlets that have the policy to consistently cover every
single eviction, which I completely agree with. So why don’t they do the same
for these issues?” (Interviewee 3).

These testimonies illustrate how antispeciesist journalism faces not only
systemic invisibilization but also a higher threshold for newsworthiness
compared to other social justice topics. While issues such as feminism, anti-
racism and housing rights have gained broader media legitimacy over time,
animal rights coverage remains sidelined, requiring stronger news pegs to break
through editorial barriers.

5.1.3. Resistance to Radical (Rooted) Perspectives

One of the interviewees highlighted the challenge of gaining media attention
when advocating for a radical, root-level antispeciesist perspective, explaining
that the press often rejects stories that tackle the core of the issue when it is a
speciesist issue, requiring a shift toward more welfare-based approaches to be
considered for publication:

“If you write from an antispeciesist, radical, as in rooted, perspective, when
you write something that addresses the root of the problem, they won’t publish
it. No. It needs to be much more focused on welfare. [...] I’ve been told things
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like, “You’ve been publishing a lot about veganism lately; mix it up, add
something about dogs, cats, museums, culture, books’” (Interviewee 1).

This journalist described how content that pushes for fundamental, systemic
change—such as antispeciesist writing—faces significant resistance in the media.
It needs to be softened or framed in a more mainstream, welfare-oriented way to
be accepted for publication, probably because of news production constraints
(Tuchman 1978; Hanitzsch 2007) aligned with the hegemonic “harmful
ideologies” (Khazaal 2021; Khazaal and Almiron 2016).

5.1.4. Especially Sensitive Topics

Journalists highlighted challenges with addressing topics like animal
consumption and farming, often seen as too provocative or difficult for
mainstream media. One reporter mentioned that promoting campaigns against
animal consumption requires framing them in sensationalist or health-related
ways: “It’s hard to promote a campaign against animal consumption. You need a
strong angle, like linking it to cancer risks” (Interviewee 5).

Another journalist noted that discussing issues like meat consumption is
considered provocative by gatekeepers, and while aligning antispeciesist topics
with feminism or environmental concerns might help, it can also create friction:

“Yes, some issues are seen as more provocative. While linking them to
feminism or the environment can help introduce the topic, there might be
friction. For example, if Pikara [a feminist outlet] just published an article on
female farmers, and I suggest a topic on why meat consumption is problematic,
there will be a conflict of views. I know it will upset part of the audience, and
that’s where the problems come” (Interviewee 3).

A third journalist explained how criticizing extensive farming can upset the
environmental movement, a key audience for some left-wing media: “We were
seen as a novelty, but now we’re a nuisance. When we criticize extensive farming,
the ecology community gets upset. It’s a constant battle” (Interviewee 4). The
interviews also offered one further perspective:

“There are particularly sensitive topics—issues that resonate more with people
already engaged in other social causes. These topics push them to reflect on
their relationship with animals and recognize their own privileges. For
instance, environmentalists are more likely to respond negatively to
discussions about vegan food” (Interviewee 5).

This section illustrates how certain issues that challenge established ideologies
are often perceived as highly controversial, and this resistance is even more
pronounced among individuals who are already committed to other social causes,
as it requires them to reflect on their own privileges and reconsider their deeply
held carnist beliefs (Joy 2013).
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5.1.5. Devaluation of Antispeciesist Journalism

Antispeciesist journalism is often trivialized, with terms like “pet journalism”
used to dismiss it as superficial. This reflects mainstream media’s tendency to
reduce animal rights to a sentimental issue, unworthy of serious coverage. One
journalist shared that they had been told “Why care about animals when there are
other issues?” highlighting how animal rights are sidelined in favor of human
issues, reinforcing anthropocentrism (Horta 2008).

Another journalist noted that discussing speciesism can undermine a
journalist’s credibility, suggesting that such topics are seen as irrational: *“Serious
journalists would never talk about animals—Iet alone speciesism—because their
status as serious journalists would be questioned; they would be seen as entering
the realm of the ‘crazy’” [in the original, ‘las locas’, in the feminine form in
Spanish].

This quote demonstrates the stigma attached to discussing animal rights in
professional journalism. The suggestion that discussing antispeciesism could
lower one’s credibility highlights how deeply ingrained speciesism is within the
profession. The idea that it might make a journalist appear “crazy” shows how
challenging it can be to take a stance on animal rights without facing professional
and social repercussions. Also, using the feminine form “las locas” in Spanish
implies a gendered denotation of irrationality.

One reporter compared this marginalization to how local reporters or
nutritionists are viewed, highlighting a hierarchy in journalism (Tuchman 1978)
that privileges certain topics, and pointing to the stigma from openly identifying
with progressive causes like veganism, even when the majority of the public
supports animal welfare. “It’s similar to local journalists and their status—they
aren’t viewed as well as correspondents. It’s like with nutritionists; a nutritionist
can’t come out of the closet and say they’re vegan” (Interviewee 1).

5.1.6. Gendered Online Harassment

One shared experience among all the women journalists interviewed is online
harassment and sexism when writing about antispeciesism. These journalists
emphasize that, in addition to facing general trolling and harassment for being
antispeciesist, the abuse they receive often takes on a distinctly sexist tone. One
journalist explains: “Being a woman and writing about antispeciesism makes it
worse. If people already take your work less seriously because you’re a woman,
then if you write about these topics, they say things like, ‘Go home, you probably
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have a bunch of cats at home’”.

Other women journalists have also encountered comments like, “The crazy cat
ladies”, “You’re going to end up alone, that’s why you care about animals”, and
“Only your dog puts up with you”. These remarks highlight how online
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harassment is not just targeted at their professional work but is also deeply
gendered (Dunayer 2001), further marginalizing their contributions to
antispeciesist journalism.

5.1.7. Activist Journalism and Precarity

Another common experience among the interviewees is their identification as
activists. They recognize that if they depended solely on this work for their
livelihood, they wouldn’t be able to sustain themselves: “I consider myself an
activist for animal rights within the realm of journalism. My goal is to spread the
message of antispeciesism, even if it means financial instability” (Interviewee 3).

The conflict between journalistic integrity (and activism) and financial survival
is a constant reality for those in antispeciesist journalism. Freelance journalists,
in particular, face additional burdens: “If you’re freelance, you have more
limitations. They require more sources on antispeciesist topics, which takes more
time. Often, it’s activism, not paid work™ (Interviewee 3).

This highlights an additional burden placed on freelance antispeciesist
journalists: the requirement for more thorough research and more sources when
writing about animal rights issues. This often results in more time-consuming
work without adequate financial compensation, reflecting how the pursuit of
ethical, animal-centered journalism demands greater effort than typical reporting.
Journalism’s financial precarity extends, however, beyond this niche:
“Journalism today is a very precarious practice. Clicks and ad revenue dictate
journalism today” (Interviewee 4).

Another journalist describes the emotional and financial toll:

“Precarity has a huge impact. It’s massive. You need to have another job [...].
Who can afford the luxury of, in their free time, sitting down to write and
research? You need a level of activism and a real passion for writing.
Sometimes | get messages proposing topics, and I think, I just can’t anymore.
I can’t anymore. Precarity is the reason why journalism today is crap. Both the
antispeciesist and the other” (Interviewee 1).

Financial instability forces journalists to treat their work as activism rather than
a livelihood. The sheer amount of unpaid or underpaid labor involved in
antispeciesist journalism, compounded by the pressure to balance multiple jobs,
makes it an unsustainable endeavor for many.

5.2. RQ2. What Barriers Do Spanish Gatekeepers in Written Journalism Set,
According to Journalists’ Perspectives?
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Table 2. Results RQ2: What barriers do Spanish gatekeepers in written journalism set,

according to journalists’ perspectives?

Categories of
perceptions

Explanation

Example

Ideological
Gatekeeping

Editorial decisions are shaped by
personal beliefs and consumption habits,
marginalizing content that challenges the
hegemonic ideology.

Emotionality vs. Journalism often accepts emotional

Objectivity: appeals for human rights but dismisses

Double similar ones for animal rights as

Standards unprofessional, using objectivity to
marginalize antispeciesist perspectives
and reinforce speciesist attitudes.

Source There is a systemic bias in journalism

Selectionand  where antispeciesist sources are

Bias marginalized and labeled as "radical" or

"extreme," often facing gatekeepers'
higher expectations for "balance" in
sourcing compared to other social justice
issues, demanding opposing viewpoints
even when the facts are clear.
Image Censorship

Soft Censorship
Reclassifying Informative Articles as
Opinion Pieces

Competing for Visibility: Agenda-Setting,
Editorial Bias, and Ideological Resistance

Technical
Invisibilization:
Structural
Strategies of
Suppression

The Role of Format and Presentation in

Suppression

Marginalization from Social Media

Exclusion from Curated Content

Exclusion from Print

Additional Barrier: Advertising Algorithms

“[W]hen you criticize people eating meat, eating ham, or
the use of animals in medical research, it’s like, ‘What are
you talking about?’ Then, you need to explain it a lot more”

"Some subjectivities, influenced by the editorial line, are
accepted. For example, no one minds being considered an
anti-eviction, feminist, or anti-racist activist, but there’s a
problem if you’re an antispeciesist activist."

"It’s not about the source, but the content—radical voices
that challenge the dominant ideology are often dismissed
as extreme."

“Sometimes, we’ve been asked to remove an image
because it was too graphic”

"[Tlhey move articles to the opinion section even when
they are not opinion pieces—just because (...) they don’t
align with the (speciesist) ideology of those editors."

“There is, without a doubt, a deliberate effort to suppress
antispeciesist topics because they directly clash with the
agenda-setting. When the media’s agenda is clearly
defined, anything related to antispeciesism disrupts that
structure. There’s a wall—a strong, thick wall—and it’s
extremely hard to break through. This kind of
invisibilization is obvious to anyone in this field."

"On a news website’s homepage, an article can be
published with or without a featured image. If no image is
added, it basically disappears. Which is what happens
with our more radical content"

"We’ve also noticed how articles are shared on social
media. (...) [T]here’s a big difference between the outlet
sharing our content immediately after publishing versus at
nightorat5a.m."

"There’s also the ‘early access’ newsletter for
subscribers—a curated selection of articles sent at the
end of the day. (...) At first, we were frequently included in
this selection. Now, it’s almost unheard of.”

"Media with both print and online versions sometimes
relegate 'second-tier' articles to the web, reserving the
most prestigious pieces for print, excluding animal-related
topics."

“If we talk about the exploitation of pigs, an ad for a
barbecue grill will pop up.”

5.2.1. Ideological Gatekeepers

Ideological gatekeeping in the media often stems from structural and personal
values, internal conflicts, and consumption habits influencing editorial decisions.
For example, one interviewee shared an interaction with an editor regarding
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animal consumption: “I was talking with the editor of a media outlet, and he told
me, ‘I eat organic meat only a couple of times a week.’ I replied, ‘If we all did
like you, we would need three planets for cows to roam freely in order to have
enough meat like that for everyone’” (Interviewee 3).

This type of gatekeeping reflects the boundaries of acceptable discourse within
certain ideological frameworks. A different journalist noted the heightened
resistance when addressing animal experimentation, which often sparks more
controversy than issues like bullfighting or hunting, as it directly implicates
personal behavior:

“Another very thorny issue is animal experimentation. It generates more
divergence. It’s much easier to position yourself against an oppression when
you’re not part of the oppressive side. Positioning yourself against bullfighting,
hunting, animal cruelty or even zoos isn’t easy, but it generates less controversy
because [...] they don’t feel directly involved. But when you criticize people
eating meat, or the use of animals in medical research, it’s like, ‘What are you
talking about?’ Then, you need to explain it a lot more” (Interviewee 3).

In this context, ideological gatekeeping marginalizes or dismisses perspectives
that challenge the status quo. Media outlets and society often resist antispeciesist
content because it disrupts the dominant ideologies, particularly when these
practices benefit large industries like meat and pharmaceuticals (Khazaal and
Almiron 2016). This gatekeeping isn’t just about differing opinions—it’s about
maintaining an ideological position that normalizes animal exploitation, which 1s
also the hegemonic ideology.

5.2.2. Emotionality vs. Objectivity: Double Standards in Journalism

The concept of objectivity in journalism is often invoked as a standard to measure
the legitimacy and credibility of reporting, but it can also hinder coverage of
topics like antispeciesism. While subjectivity is accepted in areas like housing
rights, feminism and anti-racism activism, gatekeepers may dismiss antispeciesist
journalism as biased, even when the work adheres to rigorous journalistic
standards.

“No one defends the idea that journalism is purely objective anymore.
However, some subjectivities are accepted—or even encouraged—depending
on the editorial line. None of my colleagues have an issue with being
considered activists against evictions, feminist activists or anti-racist activists.
But if you consider yourself an antispeciesist activist, that’s a problem”
(Interviewee 9).

At the same time, informative articles are accused of being emotional
particularly when they challenge societal norms, though emotional responses to
human rights violations are deemed acceptable. One journalist discusses the
double standard:
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“If you’re a journalist specializing in human rights, entering the realm of
animal rights could harm your credibility. It could add emotional weight to
your reporting, making you seem like someone driven by emotion rather than
reason, yet speciesism is far more emotional [...]. They can cover war stories
emotionally, but if you cover animals, you’re seen as unprofessional”
(Interviewee 1).

This reveals how emotional appeals are accepted in human rights journalism
but rejected in animal rights reporting, reflecting how deeply entrenched
speciesism influences journalistic standards and public perceptions.

5.2.3. Source Selection and Bias

In journalism, selecting and using sources is crucial for credibility and accuracy.
Proper sourcing verifies facts, prevents misinformation and offers a well-rounded
view. However, in antispeciesist journalism, gatekeepers create barriers for how
sources are handled, especially on topics like animal consumption. These barriers
are evident in how certain voices are dismissed or undervalued. As one journalist
explains, there’s a clear double standard in the expectation of ‘“balance”,
particularly for antispeciesist issues:

“Certain sources are made invisible. With other topics, like feminism, a single
source may be used without seeking opposing views, but when writing against
the animal-industrial complex, I have to get a source from those I’m criticizing
[...]. They demand a balance not required in other areas” (Interviewee 3).

While social justice causes like feminism face fewer sourcing requirements,
antispeciesist journalism is expected to include opposing viewpoints, particularly
from industries that exploit animals. This creates additional challenges and
reflects a systemic bias against antispeciesist perspectives. Another journalist
agrees:

“When we target a specific sector, they ask us to speak to them. But we have
the facts—documents, police reports court rulings. If they want to comment,
let them, but we’re reporting facts, not opinions. In other areas of journalism,
this isn’t required, so why should it be for us?” (Interviewee 5).

This other journalist highlights a key issue in antispeciesist reporting: the
expectation of balance by seeking opposing views, even when the facts are clear.
“It’s not about the source, but the content—radical voices that challenge the
dominant ideology are often dismissed as extreme” (Interviewee 1). The labelling
of antispeciesist sources that challenge the hegemonic speciesist ideology as
radical or extreme to dismiss them represents an ideological barrier in journalism.
The journalist’s comment conveys how media gatekeepers may be unwilling to
accept or amplify perspectives that go against the grain of dominant societal
values—in this case, harmful ideologies (Khazaal 2021) related to human
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dominance over animals. The “radical” label serves to delegitimize antispeciesist
sources, further marginalizing them within the media landscape.

5.2.4. Soft Censorship

Censorship is often associated with explicit restrictions on content, but the
interviewees describe more subtle mechanisms, called here “soft censorship”,
that limit the visibility and impact of antispeciesist discourse. These mechanisms
include image censorship and the strategic reclassification of articles as opinion
pieces rather than news.

5.2.4.1. Censorship of Images

“Sometimes, we’ve been asked to remove an image because it was too graphic.
We interpreted this as a suggestion rather than a direct order, aimed at making
the article more appealing rather than repelling readers. [...] You never know
what will be more effective in attracting people to activism—offering a
positive alternative or confronting them with the brutal reality of a
slaughterhouse” (Interviewee 5).

This statement highlights the dilemma activists and journalists face in choosing
between shock tactics and positive framing. Censoring graphic images is often
justified by concerns over audience reception, but it also sanitizes the reality of
animal exploitation. While emotional reactions to graphic content vary, studies
show that such images often play a key role in adopting veganism and activism
(Cole & Morgan 2011; Fernandez 2020). Media reluctance to publish explicit
images may reflect not only audience concerns but also an implicit bias against
antispeciesist narratives.

5.2.4.2. Censorship Through Reclassification as Opinion

“There’s a form of censorship, a mechanism used by speciesist editors, where
they move articles to the opinion section even when they are not opinion
pieces—just because they go to the root of the problem in a way that may seem
too radical or because they don’t align with the speciesist ideology of those
editors” (Interviewee 6).

Relegating factual articles to the opinion section subtly delegitimizes the
information, framing antispeciesist views as biased rather than legitimate. The
distinction between news and opinion is crucial to journalistic credibility, and
misclassification influences how readers perceive the reliability and importance
of a topic (Herman & Chomsky 1988).

This practice reflects a broader pattern of ideological gatekeeping, seen with
other social justice issues, where challenges to dominant power structures are
reframed as personal viewpoints rather than objective reporting. Such “soft
censorship” operates through editorial discretion, limiting the reach and
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perceived legitimacy of antispeciesist discourse. Unlike direct suppression, it
hides behind journalistic norms, making it harder to identify and contest.
Decisions about which images to publish and where to place articles align with
agenda-setting (McCombs & Shaw 1972; McCombs & Valenzuela 2020) and
framing (Entman 1993), shaping both what is covered and how it is interpreted.

5.2.5. Technical Invisibilization: Structural Strategies of Suppression

Structural invisibilization can serve as a subtler mechanism for marginalizing
specific perspectives. This phenomenon does not remove content outright but
diminishes its visibility through editorial choices and social media strategies. The
following testimonies from journalists describe the ways in which antispeciesist
discourse 1s sidelined within media outlets.

5.2.5.1. Competing for Visibility: Agenda-Setting, Editorial Bias and Ideological
Resistance

Antispeciesist writers face significant challenges in the competitive media
landscape. While having a blog within a mainstream outlet offers access,
visibility is increasingly limited. “They give us a space, but it’s becoming more
competitive. There are more sections and topics fighting for attention. We have
to fight for visibility” (Interviewee 5).

This reflects a structural invisibilization, where topics are not silenced but
overshadowed by an expanding media landscape. As outlets grow, activists
struggle to maintain visibility due to prioritization processes favoring dominant
narratives. Beyond competition, editorial choices appear to deprioritize content
with ideological implications. One journalist observes: “We do notice that we’re
given less visibility. [...] Sometimes, we can’t help but suspect that it has to do
with our content. If you publish an article against hunting, for instance, it gets far
less visibility than other types of articles” (Interviewee 4).

This suggests agenda-setting as a mechanism of exclusion, where not only the
issues covered but also their prominence are shaped (McCombs & Shaw 1972;
McCombs & Valenzuela 2020). Antispeciesist content’s consistent lower
placement indicates structural deprioritization.

Another journalist highlights economic interests driving this trend:

“An article was published, but you have to scroll through eight screens to find
it. They’re hiding our articles—even in a supposedly sympathetic outlet.
Imagine what it’s like in other media. They’re burying us, covering us up, and
they’ve been doing it for years [...] just in case an advertiser gets upset or a
subscriber cancels their membership” (Interviewee 5).
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This suggests that invisibilization is both a result of media expansion and an
active strategy to balance editorial freedom with financial interests (Bennett
1996; Herman & Chomsky 1988).

While competition explains some invisibilization, others point to ideological
resistance within media institutions:

“There 1s, without a doubt, a deliberate effort to suppress antispeciesist topics
because they directly clash with the agenda-setting. When the media’s agenda
is clearly defined, anything related to antispeciesism disrupts that structure.
There’s a wall—a strong, thick wall—and it’s extremely hard to break through.
This kind of invisibilization is obvious to anyone in this field” (Interviewee 1).

This comment, supported by others, suggests a dual-layered process: structural
barriers limit visibility, while ideological resistance actively excludes content that
challenges dominant economic and political interests. This aligns with theories
of hegemonic media control, which argue that even progressive media outlets are
constrained by economic dependencies, such as advertising revenue and
subscriber retention (Tuchman 1978; Hanitzsch 2007; Herman & Chomsky
1988).

5.2.5.2. The Role of Format and Presentation in Suppression

Visibility is not only determined by what is published, but also by how it is
presented. In digital journalism, layout and design decisions—such as whether an
article appears with a featured image—can significantly impact readership. “On
anews website’s homepage, an article can be published with or without a featured
image. If no image is added, it basically disappears. Which is what happens with
our more radical content” (Interviewee 5).

This echoes research on visual gatekeeping, which explains how images
function as cognitive anchors that capture audience attention (Fernandez 2020).
The absence of a visual component subtly but effectively reduces engagement,
creating a form of invisibilization that is difficult to challenge because it operates
through seemingly neutral design choices rather than explicit editorial rejection.

5.2.5.3. Marginalization from Social Media

A similar dynamic is at play in the use of social media, where reach is based on
timing and engagement. “We’ve also noticed how articles are shared on social
media. We lack concrete proof, but there’s a big difference between the outlet
sharing our content immediately after publishing versus at night or at 5 a.m.”
(Interviewee 5).

Although difficult to attribute to deliberate suppression, if articles are
systematically shared during low-traffic hours, their potential impact is
diminished, reinforcing structural barriers to visibility.
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5.2.5.4. Exclusion from Curated Content

A more formalized mechanism of invisibilization occurs through curated content
selection, such as subscriber newsletters. “There’s also the ‘early access’
newsletter for subscribers—a curated selection of articles sent at the end of the
day. (...) At first, we were frequently included in this selection. Now, it’s almost
unheard of” (Interviewee 1).

While this exclusion is framed as a logistical decision, it aligns with the broader
trend of marginalizing antispeciesist content. This further illustrates the shift from
initial inclusion to gradual invisibilization, reinforcing the idea that structural
mechanisms—not outright bans—are the primary tools of suppression.

5.2.5.5. Exclusion from Print

A concern among interviewees is the distinction between print and online
publications, with print media seen as more prestigious. This hierarchy affects
the wvisibility of topics like antispeciesism. “I have never had anything
antispeciesist published in print, except in El Salto” (Interviewee 9).

Antispeciesist journalists’ struggle to access print media suggests the issue is
about visibility and perceived legitimacy. Infoanimal, a specialized outlet, is an
exception, emphasizing that general print media are less open to such topics.
“Media with both print and online versions sometimes relegate ‘second-tier’

articles to the web, reserving the most prestigious pieces for print” (Interviewee
0).

The classification of antispeciesist content under an editorial hierarchy where
online platforms are seen as less prestigious questions its seriousness within
traditional journalism. “Sometimes, they publish something online almost out of
charity, but they would never publish it in print” (Interviewee 3). This comment
underscores that online publication may be treated as a concession, not a genuine
endorsement, signifying a symbolic gesture rather than integration into editorial
priorities.

The print/online distinction reflects gatekeeping (Shoemaker & Vos 2009) and
agenda-setting theories (McCombs & Valenzuela 2020). Print media’s limited
space and higher costs curate content, reinforcing dominant narratives and
excluding topics that don't align with mainstream priorities. The relegation of
antispeciesist discourse to online platforms reflects both economic constraints
and 1deological resistance.

5.2.5.6. Additional Barrier: Advertising Algorithms

Advertising algorithms pose an obstacle to antispeciesist messaging by
promoting ads that contradict the content’s message. For example, “There’s an
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added handicap, the visibility we give to the content we are fighting against. If
we talk about the exploitation of pigs, an ad for a barbecue grill will pop up. This
happens constantly” (Interviewee 4).

These algorithms, driven by search patterns and content associations, redirect
attention to ads that reinforce the industries being criticized, distorting efforts to
raise awareness about animal exploitation. Rather than supporting antispeciesist
content, they prioritize commercial interests, creating additional barriers to
spreading the message.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

The interviews with Spanish antispeciesist journalists highlight the systemic
marginalization of antispeciesist perspectives in Spanish written journalism.
Coverage of nonhuman animals remains predominantly anthropocentric, with
mainstream media framing stories around human concerns—such as pet
ownership, conservation and health—rather than addressing nonhuman animals’
rights and agency.

Journalists identified several barriers to antispeciesist journalism, including the
resistance to radical perspectives, the devaluation of animal rights issues, and the
precarious nature of the field. While welfare-oriented approaches to animal rights
gain some media traction, more systemic critiques of speciesism face significant
opposition. The lack of coverage in mainstream outlets leaves only the more
leftist publications, such as El Diario and EI Salto, followed by La Marea and
Publico as platforms for these perspectives.

The trivialization of antispeciesist journalism as “pet journalism” reflects a
broader pattern of dismissal, with journalists reporting that discussing speciesism
can undermine their credibility and lead to perceptions of gendered irrationality
or extremism. Many antispeciesist journalists identify as activists, driven by
ethical convictions rather than financial stability. Their work requires additional
research and sourcing, yet it remains undervalued and underfunded compared to
coverage of more conventional journalistic topics.

Several interviewees compared these struggles to the early marginalization of
feminist discourse, suggesting that while antispeciesist journalism currently faces
resistance, broader acceptance may develop over time if strategic framing and
stronger news pegs help integrate these perspectives into mainstream reporting.

The barriers faced by Spanish journalists covering antispeciesist issues stem
from a complex interplay of ideological, emotional, technical and structural
factors. Ideological gatekeeping plays a central role, as gatekeepers resist
perspectives that challenge deeply entrenched norms around animal consumption
and exploitation. Editorial decisions are often influenced by personal
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consumption habits and hegemonic ideologies, reinforcing existing power
structures tied to industries that exploit animals.

Antispeciesist journalists are frequently dismissed as emotional and biased,
even though emotional appeals are widely accepted in other advocacy journalism,
such as human rights or feminist reporting. Additionally, these journalists face a
higher burden of balance, often being required to include opposing viewpoints
from sources that exploit animals, a demand not as rigorously applied to other
social justice issues.

A form of soft censorship further restricts antispeciesist journalism. This
includes the removal of graphic images under the justification of audience
retention and the relegation of informative articles to opinion sections. Even
sympathetic platforms struggle to provide consistent exposure for antispeciesist
content due to editorial prioritization of other issues. Structural choices, such as
the placement of articles in less visible sections or without photos, further
contribute to the invisibility of these narratives.

What the outlets post on their social media platforms also presents ideological
resistance, with journalists observing that content challenging speciesist norms is
less likely to be shared.

Despite demographic diversity among antispeciesist journalists in Spain, their
shared i1dentity results in a remarkably uniform experience of media barriers. This
suggests that ideological forces shaping journalistic practices transcend
individual differences, creating consistent constraints on antispeciesist reporting.

Visibility in media extends beyond publication. It depends on strategic
placement, framing and timing. Journalists must navigate these factors to ensure
that antispeciesist content reaches audiences in meaningful ways. However, their
autonomy remains constrained by editorial pressures, requiring them to negotiate
their positions within dominant media structures.

These findings underscore the need for structural changes in journalistic
practices to ensure that animal rights and antispeciesist perspectives are fully
integrated into the media landscape, aligning with the growing public interest in
these issues.

This study reveals the tension between journalists’ awareness of systemic
marginalization and their strategies to navigate editorial resistance. Future
research should explore the strategies antispeciesist journalists use to maintain
resilience and increase nonhuman animal visibility, focusing on framing
techniques, the role of independent media and the broader impact on public
discourse surrounding nonhuman animal rights.
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	Human-Dog Relations in Turkey 
	MUSTAFA DEMIR 
	University of Pompeu Fabra 
	ABSTRACT 
	This paper examines the rising tension around stray dogs in Turkey from a rightsbased ethical perspective. While some advocate for culling and longterm sheltering, others defend coexistence, drawing on Turkey’s long history of human-dog relations. The issue has become politically polarized, with misinformation campaigns by political and religious actors shaping public opinion. Recent government regulations have favored culling over sterilization and breeding control, despite the implementation of successful
	-
	-
	-

	dogs, human-dog relationships, multispecies relationships, coexistence, animal ethics, critical animal studies 
	Keywords: 

	1. INTRODUCTION 
	Human and nonhuman species have lived together in both streets and houses for more than 10,000 years, according to archaeological and genetic evidence 
	(Larson et al. 2012). Some people, however, argue that dog-human coexistence is no longer acceptable in modern cities, primarily due to concerns about public health, bite incidents, and the perceived incompatibility between free-roaming dogs and contemporary urban environments (Beck 1975; Slater 2001). In many Western countries, people have tried to get rid of stray animals in violent ways (Smith et al. 2019: 3–4). In Turkey, the conflict with dogs can be traced back to an outbreak of rabies in the early 20
	th 

	Today, approximately 1.8 million stray dogs live in Istanbul.Some argue that urban spaces should be strictly human-centered and that free-roaming dogs no longer belong in modern cities, often citing concerns about public safety and urban order (Beck 1973; Slater 2001). According to some people, stray dogs should be culled or confined to shelters. Others might argue that humans and dogs have already coexisted for centuries and that dogs are part of the cultural fabric. Dogs need us and people have some ethic
	1 
	1 

	-

	The human-dog conflict in Turkey serves as the focus of this paper because, although animal mistreatment is a global concern, the case of Turkey stands out for several reasons. Firstly, the relatively high number of free-roaming dogs in urban and rural areas has created a unique socio-political dynamic, which has yet to be addressed adequately in philosophical literature. Secondly, the legal, religious and civil responses to the stray animal issue in Turkey reveal a gap between welfare rhetoric and actual p
	There are different calculation methods. For one of these, see Gurlal S. Gill et al., “Stray Dogs and Public Health: Population Estimation in Punjab, India,” 9, no. 2 (February 1, 2022): p. 75, . 
	1 
	Veterinary Sciences 
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	https://doi.org/10.3390/vetsci9020075
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	This paper proceeds as follows: section 2 outlines the ethical and practical dimensions of human–dog relations in Turkey, focusing on domestication, dependency and the conditions of dogs’ lives; section 3 evaluates policy responses such as sterilization, breeding regulation and cognition-based considerations; section 4 addresses key objections, including reproductive freedom, cost and the nonidentity problem.; section 5 derives institutional principles from the preceding ethical analysis; and section 6 conc
	-

	2. PROBLEMS 
	2.1 Ethical Argumentation 
	Donaldson and Kymlicka (2011) argue that all sentient animals possess negative rights, such as the right not to be harmed, killed or exploited. For domesticated animals, additional positive rights arise from the relationships of dependence, mutual benefit and accepted responsibility that humans have created. Because humans intentionally bred domestic animals, shaped their traits, and structured their lives around human environments, we owe them forms of care and protection that go beyond merely avoiding har
	This relational view is directly relevant to dogs in Turkey. Through domestication and later human negligence—such as abandonment, uncontrolled breeding and inadequate urban planning—dogs have become dependent on humans for food, safety and medical care. The current humandog conflict is therefore not a naturogenic problem but a human-generated one. As such, a rightsbased framework requires not only refraining from harming dogs but also taking responsibility for building social and political structures that 
	-
	-

	Within Donaldson and Kymlicka’s framework, domesticated animals may be considered citizens or denizens, depending on the degree of their integration into human communities. This implies that their rights must be institutionalized: governments should implement policies such as sterilization programs, regulated breeding, public education and wellgoverned sanctuaries. These institutions are not optional acts of charity but political obligations arising from dogs’ positive rights as members of our shared social
	-

	Regarding the right to freedom, dogs do not primarily have an interest in autonomy understood as full self-governance. Rather, their interests concern freedom from dangers such as starvation, violence, exposure, parasites and predation—conditions under which freeroaming animals often fare poorly (Moen 2016; Faria 2022). For many dogs, the best realization of their interests lies in forms of supervised freedom, where they can enjoy social interaction, play, mobility and safety without facing the severe risks
	-

	or life in the wild.Recognizing this kind of interest-based freedom allows us to justify institutions that protect dogs while acknowledging the relational bonds created through domestication. 
	2 
	2 


	2.2 The Lives of Dogs 
	Dog life expectancy depends on genetics and environmental factors. Smaller dogs tend to live longer. For instance, a terrier can live 12–15 years, while a shepherd dog tends not to live beyond 10–12 years (Yordy et al. 2019: 137– 148). Conditions in Turkey are so hard, however, that dogs of any breed typically do not live beyond 2–3 years, mainly due to viral infections, cancer and cardiovascular diseases (Demeli and Urfer 2023), as well as hunger, cold weather and traffic accidents. Female dogs generally l
	Local governments officially favor placing stray dogs in local shelters. Municipalities are responsible for managing the funds they receive from the central government. It is possible, and indeed easy, for local governments to spend those funds elsewhere, as dogs cannot complain about not receiving their allowance. Funds for shelters should be earmarked or sent directly to the shelters to be administered by a person with an appropriate curriculum appointed in a fair and public contest. This is what the gove
	3 
	3 

	Gazete Duvar 

	There is an ongoing debate among abolitionist theorists who argue that nonhuman animals have an interest in full freedom from human intervention. This paper does not attempt to resolve that broader question. I follow the view defended by Paez (2022), according to which the most interest-protecting and practically feasible model for domesticated dogs is a form of supervised freedom rather than complete non-interference. 
	2 

	See Animal Protection Bill Law No. 5199 (*), MEVZUAT | HUKUK | HAYTAP, Hayvan Hakları Federasyonu, Accessed December 8, 2023, . 
	3 
	https://www.haytap.org/tr/ 
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	Dogs cannot live freely in shelters. People do not have any right to decide on the right to live and the freedom of dogs. If dogs have an interest in being free, and if spending time in cages affects their mental health, their basic interests are not being respected. However, some dogs cannot live on the streets and need protection in the form of a secure place. This place should be a sanctuary rather than a shelter. In this way, they can live in better conditions with wider space and access to food and med
	BBC Türkçe 

	The number of dogs is increasing because many municipalities do not have sterilization programs. Instead, local governments usually end up killing dogs brutally with poison and beatings (Bianet 2023). 
	2.3 Rising Human-Dog Conflict in Turkey 
	One of the key elements that deepen the human-dog conflict in Turkey is the spread of misinformation. Certain political actors, media sources and even religious or civil groups often portray street dogs as dangerous or unhealthy beings. These narratives shape public perception and legitimize fear-based responses, such as mass removal or killing campaigns. However, this problem is not only about the ethical treatment of animals; it also raises concerns about political responsibility. Misleading the public in
	-

	There is a strong and organized lobby in Turkey against stray dogs. This lobby has various NGOs. One of them is , which means “safe streets”. They share their ideas on media, and even state channels TRT and Anadolu Agency invite their representatives regularly. These actors frequently use misinformation techniques, such as sharing photographs of alleged “dog attacks” that are in fact taken from incidents abroad (2022). Insofar as such misinformation predictably increases violence against animals, this raise
	Güvenli Sokaklar
	Teyit.org 
	Teyit.org 


	According to World Health Organization data, around 59,000 people die from rabies annually, with 99% of cases occurring in Asia, Africa and South America. In contrast, Turkey records only two deaths annually (2024). Despite this, fear of rabies is used to justify extreme measures, such as killing healthy street dogs. This approach is not only ethically problematic but also counterproductive: the removal of healthy dogs weakens herd immunity and increases the long-term risk of rabies outbreaks. Here again mi
	Yeşil Gazete 

	While we should avoid romanticizing street dogs, they are often unfairly targeted. A controversial example was the app “Havrita”, which mapped the locations of stray dogs in urban areas. Its creators claimed the app was for public safety, but in practice it became a tool for locating and harming dogs. Following strong public pressure, particularly from animal rights activists, the government eventually banned the app (2022). This case vividly illustrates how informational tools can endanger animals’ basic r
	BBC Türkçe 

	Moreover, some groups even reject the use of shelters altogether and advocate for mass culling. Yet discussions in Turkey rarely address the method, cost or long-term consequences of such a policy. For example, killing a dog costs approximately $80, while the catch-neuter-release method costs only $27 (McGrath 2014). Euthanizing all stray dogs in Turkey would not only be ethically troubling, but also economically unsustainable. Given these predictable harms, misinformation supporting such policies directly 
	Dogs are sentient beings: they feel pain, fear, stress and pleasure, and they have clear behavioral preferences that reflect a strong interest in staying alive. Although dogs do not possess a conceptual understanding of “death” in the human sense, they do avoid lifethreatening situations, seek safety, and display distress in the face of danger. In this practical and motivational sense, dogs have an interest in avoiding death, because dying would deprive them of the goods they can experience, including socia
	-

	The definition of “unowned” is also problematic. Stray dogs are part of the neighborhood, and many people—from children to laborers—protect and meet their needs. These dogs therefore become “community dogs” through shared 
	responsibility. This challenges the rhetoric of “dangerous unowned dogs” and provides an example of successful humandog coexistence. Recognizing community-based guardianship also aligns with political theories of animal representation. As Magaña (2022) argues, animals can be politically represented by human guardians whose role is precisely to defend their interests in the public sphere, including countering harmful misinformation. 
	-

	Recent political developments in Turkey illustrate how ethical concerns are sidelined in favor of expedient policies. In May 2024, the government proposed a system in which stray dogs would be kept in shelters for 30 days and euthanized if not adopted. This policy, unsupported by any parallel sterilization plan, risks becoming a cycle of mass killing. While opposition parties voiced some criticism, civil society actors have shown stronger resistance and called for rights-based, transparent approaches. Withi
	-

	3. SOLUTIONS 
	3.1 Sterilization 
	Rising numbers of free-roaming dogs can be a threat themselves, public health and wildlife because unsterilized and unvaccinated populations face higher risks of disease transmission, starvation, vehicle accidents and intra-species conflict; they may contribute to zoonotic risks such as rabies when vaccination rates are low; and they may unintentionally disturb wildlife by predation, competition or habitat disruption. To prevent this, population management and rethinking breeding are crucial. In Turkey, the
	Gazete Oksijen 

	As Abbate (2018) argues, trap-neuter-release (TNR) programs are not only ethically permissible but may in fact constitute a moral imperative when they are the only practical alternative to the mass killing of sentient beings. There are some successful examples of sterilization policies. The Netherlands was the first European country to address the stray dog issue successfully after a rabies outbreak in the 19th century, and they achieved that with a catch-neuter-release policy. Also, they attached importanc
	and regulations about stray animals thanks to the significant contributions of Senator Andrea Padilla (2021). 
	In Turkey, people usually cite India as an example to criticize the high dog population. India, however, despite having a rabies problem, resorts to sterilization and vaccination. In addition, NGOs such as the Humane Society are more powerful in India, and some cities have achieved high sterilization rates (Hettinger 2023). NGOs not only raise awareness but also promote sterilization of owned dogs. Governments and dog owners must share the responsibility for achieving sterilization projects. Governments wil
	(i) 
	(i) 
	(i) 
	Sterilize all stray dogs immediately with the aim of stabilizing and gradually reducing the population to a healthy and sustainable level over time rather than eliminating it 

	(ii) 
	(ii) 
	Run sterilization campaigns 

	(iii) 
	(iii) 
	Impose penalties for unneutered dogs by fining all people with non-neutered dogs. 


	Historically, Turkey has tried many methods for dog population management, such as catching and moving them to the island and culling by poisoning and shooting. However, these methods, apart from violating dogs’ rights, have not brought stable solutions. Even modest daily sterilization targets by municipalities could reduce the stray dog population dramatically within a year. 
	3.2 Reconsidering Breeding 
	Breeding is one of the most important problems of human-dog relations in Turkey. Because there is no regulation or restriction against breeding in Turkey, the dog population there is always increasing. Ideally, there should be control and principles for breeding. Many dogs have serious health problems. If dogs with short life expectancies can lead happy and healthy lives within a family, then breeding them under strict control might be controversial but morally acceptable. In general, breeding healthy dogs 
	3.3 Dog Cognition 
	Dog cognition is important for understanding the feasibility of coexistence-based solutions. Because dogs can interpret human gestures, voices and expressions and also recognize objects and individuals (Huber and Lamm 2017: 101–102), they are generally able to navigate shared environments and form stable, non-adversarial relationships with people. These sociocognitive capacities help explain why street dogs in many cities successfully interact with residents and adapt to community life without intensive hum
	-

	4. OBJECTIONS 
	4.1 The Reproductive Freedom Objection 
	Some argue that sterilization violates dogs’ bodily integrity or reproductive freedom. In Norway, for example, neutering remains controversial. Some owners perceive it as cruel or unnecessary, citing concerns about long-term health effects. Until 2012, even those who wished to neuter their dogs were restricted by regulation. Ironically, the lack of sterilization contributes to severe health outcomes—about a quarter of female dogs die early due to mammary tumors preventable through neutering (Korneliussen 20
	Neutering is not mutilation but a medical intervention that may enhance dogs’ quality of life; however, it may also lead to negative effects in some cases. Still, even if sterilization restricts a dog’s freedom to reproduce, dogs do not have an interest in parenthood itself. Their interests lie in avoiding suffering and living securely, not in becoming parents, and for this reason sterilization can remain ethically justified despite the loss of reproductive capacity. Neutered males typically require less fo
	show reduced territorial aggression. In many cases, they are healthier and potentially happier. Thus, the objection does not hold. 
	4.2 The Costliness Objection 
	People, especially in poor and developing countries, claim that sterilization and shelters are expensive solutions, thus culling methods such as shooting are more affordable. Nevertheless, Colombia, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Bhutan provide examples of successful sterilization efforts. Within 14 years, Bhutan sterilized more than 150,000 dogs and became the first country to sterilize all stray dogs (Nitnaware 2023). Therefore, resources and poverty arguments are not reasonable. Even if sterilization is costl
	As Schopenhauer (2019) and Aaltola (2013) argue, empathy and intersubjectivity allow us to understand animals’ suffering. Recognizing fear, pain and anxiety in dogs should move us toward responsibility, not avoidance. If one crashes into another’s car, one cannot refuse to pay for repairs because they are expensive. Cost is not a valid argument against rectification. 
	4.3 The Non-Identity Objection 
	There are many genetically unhealthy dog breeds, such as bulldogs and chihuahuas, whose physical characteristics are associated with chronic respiratory, skeletal and neurological problems. A common objection claims that as long as these dogs have lives worth living, it would be permissible to breed them; otherwise, they would not exist at all. This resembles the classic “logic of the larder” argument (Henry Salt Foundation 2019), according to which, bringing beings into existence can be justified simply be
	-

	However, the ethical problem here does not concern whether these dogs would have been better off not existing. Rather, it concerns the moral responsibility of humans before these dogs come into existence. Humans knowingly create individuals whose lives are foreseeably characterized by suffering due to inherited disorders. This makes the act of breeding itself morally problematic. 
	This point also reframes the relevance of the non-identity problem. The objection is more challenging for cases involving well-cared-for pedigree dogs who may, despite their genetic vulnerabilities, enjoy good lives under attentive 
	guardians. Yet even in these cases, humans deliberately impose significant risks of suffering by narrowing the gene pool for aesthetic or commercial reasons. The wrongness, therefore, lies not in making future dogs worse off than hypothetical alternative individuals, but in violating duties of care toward the animals we choose to bring into existence. These duties can be grounded in a non-comparative account of harm, according to which, creating dogs with severe, predictable impairments violates their speci
	-

	Once these dogs exist, their rights become clearly relevant. In the context of stray and street dogs, their impaired health and vulnerability mean that they are likely to suffer additional harm through neglect, abandonment or environmental pressures. In such cases, human actions have already violated their rights by creating individuals who are predictably unable to flourish. 
	For these reasons, breeding severely unhealthy dog types should be prohibited. The practice is unethical not because nonexistence would have been preferable, but because humans have no moral license to intentionally create animals whose lives involve foreseeable suffering for reasons of aesthetic preference or economic interest. Governments, much like their efforts to prevent harmful human births in clearly risky circumstances, should intervene to prevent the deliberate reproduction of severely impaired dog
	5. INSTITUTIONAL PRINCIPLES 
	The argument developed in this paper implies not only ethical duties toward dogs but also the need for institutional structures that can protect these rights. Some relevant institutions already exist in limited and underdeveloped forms, for example, municipal shelters, local animal welfare councils and volunteer-based organizations. My argument provides a philosophical justification for strengthening these existing institutions so that they can genuinely respect dogs’ negative and positive rights. At the sa
	must be designed to secure their well-being, protection and participation in shared spaces. 
	6. CONCLUSION 
	Turkey faces a growing population of stray dogs, which presents both logistical and ethical challenges. While many label the issue a “dog problem”, it is more accurate to describe it as a “human problem for dogs”, as they are the ones suffering from violence, starvation and neglect. As with many public issues in Turkey, opinions on stray dogs are polarized—between those who support sheltering or culling, and those who advocate for coexistence. Although there is a budget, local governments are not committed 
	-
	-
	-
	Hayırsızadas

	Permanent policies are needed. While each country has unique dynamics in human-dog relations, effective solutions must be context-sensitive and locally adapted. In Turkey, the budget for animals should be spent on neutering. Strengthening existing institutions—such as shelters, sterilization programs and local animal welfare councils—and ensuring transparency and public oversight are essential. Adoption should be promoted, commercial breeding discouraged, and abandonment treated as a serious crime. Healthy 
	If implemented coherently and managed with compassion, these evidencebased policies would allow Turkey not only to reduce conflict but also to reclaim its long and rich tradition of respectful humandog coexistence and once again serve as a global model for ethical coexistence with stray animals. 
	-
	-
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	Cruel to Be Kind: Compassionate Management of Invasive Species? 
	KRIS GOMEZ 
	University of Pompeu Fabra 
	ABSTRACT 
	This essay critically examines current invasive species management, arguing for a better integration of animal welfare into conservation decision-making. Traditional conservation often prioritizes species and ecosystems in abstraction, sometimes at the expense of individual sentient beings. In addition, framing invasive species as inherently harmful reinforces speciesist biases and can be used to justify morally problematic interventions. Through a critical analysis of the Ethical Wildlife Control framework
	: Invasive species management, compassionate conservation, animal ethics, wildlife control. 
	Keywords

	INTRODUCTION 
	The management of invasive species presents one of the most ethically complex challenges in contemporary environmental policy. Introduced animals can cause significant harm to ecosystems, native species and even themselves when population dynamics become unmanageable. For instance, the American grey 
	squirrel has displaced native red squirrels in parts of Europe through habitat competition and disease transmission. In New Zealand, invasive predators like feral cats and stoats have decimated endemic bird populations that evolved without mammalian threats (Warwick 2024). Conservation programmes often respond with lethal control, a practice that raises serious moral concerns, particularly for those who view the lives and welfare of individual animals as morally significant. 
	Beyond its ecological urgency, the ethical management of invasive species is increasingly relevant to political philosophy, especially in the emerging field of interspecies justice. Traditional justice frameworks that have largely excluded nonhuman animals from moral and political consideration are being challenged by contemporary thinkers who call for a reassessment of our obligations to all sentient beings. In this context, managing invasive species becomes not just a question of ecological science or pub
	This paper explores how to ethically navigate the tension between conservation goals and moral consideration of individual animals. While some approaches— mainly compassionate conservation—argue that killing is hardly justified, an absolute commitment to non-harm can inadvertently lead to greater suffering. Animal welfarism holds that what ultimately matters morally is the quality of life and the balance of suffering and well-being experienced by individual animals. Unlike stricter non-lethal or rights-base
	The central aim of this paper is to develop a practical and ethically coherent framework for decision-making in the management of invasive species that is sensitive both to the interests of individual sentient beings and to the broader ecological context. To that end, the paper is structured in four parts. Section 1 examines the moral stakes of invasive species management, focusing on ecological impacts and a wide welfare perspective. Section 2 analyzes the role of language, science and public perception in
	practitioners, modifying an existing set of evaluative questions through the lens of animal suffering. 
	Ultimately, this paper argues that an ethically consistent and compassionate approach to invasive species management must recognize the tragic dimensions of our moral choices. While any intervention may cause harm, moral clarity lies in minimizing avoidable suffering wherever possible, even when that entails difficult, pragmatic actions. 
	1. MANAGING INVASIVE SPECIES: THREAT AND MORAL CONSIDERATION 
	Invasive species pose one of the biggest challenges in conservation today, as they can transform ecosystems and put native biodiversity at serious risk (Mooney et al. 2013; IPBES 2023). Conservation work often involves harming or killing animals, a practice that raises difficult ethical questions (Bobier & Allen 2022; Callen et al. 2020). Disagreements tend to center on how to minimize harm while still achieving ecological goals, leading many animal advocates to criticize certain conservation practices for 
	Still, reasons for supporting conservation can vary. Beyond spiritual or aesthetic appreciation of nature, or the idea that it has intrinsic value, a concern for animals provides a strong basis to care about ecosystems. Preserving habitats is, after all, crucial for animal welfare. Management may be necessary when invasive species seriously harm the well-being of other animals or threaten the ecosystems on which they depend. 
	Therefore, if we take seriously the moral relevance of every individual animal and reject speciesism, conservation policy must be guided not only by ecological outcomes but also by the lived experiences of the animals affected. This means that decisions about invasive species management should incorporate systematic assessments of welfare impacts on all individuals involved—native or introduced—rather than relying solely on species-level metrics or biodiversity targets. 
	2. MAIN PROBLEMS WITH THE CURRENT TREATMENT OF INVASIVE SPECIES 
	Although most people agree that invasive species should be managed, not every measure is valid. All animal interests should be taken equally into account, even though they cannot all be satisfied or respected every time. When difficult 
	decisions are required, understanding that these are based on ethical debates and not on biased considerations is imperative. Scientific evidence plays a key role here, showing that we have at times made mistakes by acting too quickly, but that full certainty is a utopian ideal and risks are always present. 
	This section begins by exploring how invasive species are categorized and how labelling can lead to biased or unfair treatment. A discussion of whether science is appropriately taken into account follows, highlighting its relevance to invasive species management while acknowledging some limitations. Broader mistakes and further challenges within traditional conservation approaches are also briefly mentioned. 
	Discrimination in Species Treatment? 
	The language we use matters, especially when it comes to shaping public opinion and support. Labelling a species invasive can imply that it must be eradicated. Some scholars suggest replacing this term with “potential problem species” to reduce bias and better reflect the fact that harm is context specific (Inglis 2020: 309). Inglis further argues that invasive species control is morally wrong since it is sometimes rooted in xenophobic ideas. These rhetorical shifts aren’t just semantics; they influence how
	First, it’s important to recognise that definitions of invasive species vary. Some use value-neutral definitions (non-native species establishing populations), while others use value-laden ones for management and policy (Frank 2021: 6089). The latter definition is more commonly employed, implying non-nativity and a harmful impact on ecosystems. According to the International Union for Conservation of Nature: 
	“Invasive alien species are animals, plants or other organisms that are introduced by humans, either intentionally or accidentally, into places outside of their natural range, negatively impacting native biodiversity, ecosystem services or human economy and well–being ” (IUCN). 
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	Thus, species are not controlled simply for being newcomers. They are targeted because of the damage they might cause. But the criteria that define a large impact can be vague or context-dependent, and can even be subject to economic or aesthetic considerations. For example, despite the fact that deer in New Zealand are invasive due to their negative effects on native vegetation, they are not managed as aggressively as other species because of their value for recreational hunting and the meat industry. 
	1 
	1 
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	There is also a bias in the treatment of native species when they are threatened by invasive species. The case of the red squirrel in the U.K. shows how perceptions can shift. Before grey squirrels arrived, red squirrels were themselves often culled for damaging crops. But now that they’re threatened by an invasive species, they have become a symbol of native wildlife that many people feel strongly about protecting. 
	This emotional response may stem from nostalgia or even subtle forms of prejudice. Romantic ideas about natural harmony can distort our understanding of ecosystems and lead to biased decisions in managing invasive species (Warwick 2024: 23). An emphasis on native species can be warranted, however, when they have only one habitat and may go extinct without protection. 
	Discrimination can also occur when invasive species are controlled for reasons that are equally applicable to native species. The way predators are treated, for instance, can be politically or culturally driven. Some native predators are tolerated while introduced ones are harshly targeted (van Dooren 2011), even when ecological data does not support this kind of double standard. 
	Despite all these complex issues, most legal frameworks continue to oversimplify by dividing species into native or exotic, ignoring the cultural and historical contexts that shape ecosystems (van Dooren 2011: 290). We shouldn’t simply blame conservation scientists for creating these labels. While media coverage plays a big role in shaping public understanding and, consequently, decision-making, it would be unfair to accuse scientists of intentionally misrepresenting the risks about all non-native species (
	After all, managing invasive species involves hard choices about which species to control first and how to maximize harm reduction. Biases may affect these decisions, but prioritization is necessary to prevent widespread ecosystem damage (Fischer 2020: 415-416). 
	Relevance and Limitations of Scientific Knowledge: Dealing with Uncertain Risks 
	Scientific research plays a critical role in conservation by helping us understand how ecosystems function. It informs interventions, guides risk assessments and evaluates outcomes. However, it is essential to acknowledge that science is neither infallible nor value–independent. It is shaped by cultural and moral frameworks, which influence not only how results are interpreted but also what questions are asked in the first place. This is especially relevant in the case of 
	invasive species, where ecological assessments often intersect with deeply rooted cultural assumptions. As Mooney et al. (2013: 136) observe, there are too many complex permutations between invasive species, habitats and ecological outcomes for science to be fully disentangled from cultural values. 
	Historically, scientific narratives have portrayed ecosystems as delicately balanced, with each component serving a vital function. This perspective has led, in some cases, to hasty interventions against invasive species that were neither urgent nor well justified, sometimes resulting in greater harm than benefit. More recent research challenges the notion of a fixed ecological balance, suggesting instead that nature is dynamic and constantly changing. The so-called “balance of nature” is more complex than 
	Scientific uncertainty presents another major challenge. In many cases, available data are incomplete or predictions are too imprecise to confidently guide action (Frank 2021: 6096; Lodge & Shrader-Frechette 2003: 31; Vucetich & Nelson 2013: 11). In such situations, decision-makers are faced with a dilemma: whether to act as if there is a risk until proven otherwise, or assume safety until risks are demonstrated. While precaution is generally advisable (Blumstein 2013: 109-110), it must be proportionate and
	Skepticism about scientific neutrality should not, however, translate into science denial (Frank 2021). Disregarding the risks posed by invasive species simply because evidence is inconclusive can lead to devastating consequences for ecosystems and the welfare of many sentient beings. Scientific knowledge must be evaluated critically but not dismissed outright. This entails remaining open to alternative, non-lethal management strategies, including those that are not yet fully supported by empirical studies.
	At the same time, claiming that “more research is needed” often serves to deflect or delay morally difficult decisions. As Fischer (2020: 405) notes, this catch-all justification can obscure the real suffering that may occur while alternatives are left unexplored or untested. Science can predict the probable 
	effectiveness of certain actions, but it cannot determine which outcomes are ethically preferable. As Jamieson (2008: 184) reminds us, biological facts alone do not determine moral status. Science can inform our decisions, but it cannot make them for us. The applied field of conservation science inevitably involves value-based judgments and trade-offs (Fischer 2020: 408). 
	Moreover, selectively highlighting extreme cases of invasive species impacts to support particular interventions (i.e., cherry-picking) can distort public understanding and violate epistemic integrity (Frank 2021: 6097). A more honest, nuanced and ethically informed application of science is needed; one that acknowledges uncertainty, avoids alarmism and is open to moral reasoning as a complement to empirical data. 
	Flawed Conservation Practices 
	It is a well-known fact, as Fischer (2020) states, that mistakes happen. Ecological science is complex and risks are always present. However, instead of objecting on the grounds that perfection is impossible, “there is an urgent need to learn from mistakes so that others do not follow the same path and cause pointless and unnecessary pain, suffering, or death” (Fischer 2020: 415). 
	Conservation practices have often failed not only in ecological effectiveness but also in ethical responsibility, particularly in cases of individual animal welfare. One clear example is the widespread use of lethal control methods, such as killing coyotes to reduce their population with the improbability of complete eradication. As Fox (2013: 121) notes, these strategies frequently backfire due to strong compensatory responses: killing individuals simply opens ecological vacancies that are quickly filled b
	Animal translocation, another frequently employed strategy, also reveals significant shortcomings. Despite being framed as a non-lethal intervention, translocation often results in extremely high mortality rates, ranging from 50% to 95% (Baker, 2013: 160). Such outcomes indicate a troubling neglect of individual welfare in conservation planning. Similarly, restoration efforts are often hindered by a lack of ecological aptitude. Governments and institutions regularly fail to fully understand or manage ecosys
	While certain conservation tools, like captive breeding and invasive species control, have had success in preventing extinctions, they have come with serious 
	drawbacks. For instance, introduced predators still pose significant threats to native species that have not evolved with them (Callen et al. 2020: 2). Unlike in scientific research, conservation operations often lack formal oversight for animal welfare and have no requirements to report adverse welfare outcomes in field management practices (Hampton & Hyndman 2019: 804), resulting in preventable suffering going undocumented and unaddressed. 
	Several failures in invasive species management have stemmed from a lack of community support. A notable example is the edible dormouse, introduced to the UK in 1902. This species damages property and poses a threat to ecological conservation due to its dietary habits. As a result, it is listed under Category 9 of the alien species list, which requires that any individual found must be reported and killed. However, despite these legal obligations, many people who encounter dormice in the wild choose not to 
	At a deeper ethical level, conservation has been criticized for systemic harm driven by a prioritization of species and ecosystems over sentient individuals. This orientation, favoring the maintenance of “natural” populations and processes, can lead to morally troubling outcomes, including the suffering or death of countless animals in the name of ecological purity (Wallach 2020: 1098– 1099). Perhaps the most visceral example of this is the continued use of poisons like 1080, which are intended to eliminate
	All in all, conservation efforts have made significant mistakes, including poor planning, a lack of transparency about animal suffering and failure to monitor outcomes (Fischer 2020: 415). Many wildlife control programs lack clear objectives or social support, leading to unnecessary harm without an effective reduction of threats (Doherty and Russell 2020: 427; Fischer 2020: 416). Captivity, breeding and reintroduction programs frequently fail due to high mortality and overlooked ecological, social and polit
	Conservation science is challenged by shifting ecological dynamics, the complexities of invasive species and the limitations of traditional native versus exotic species distinctions. Ethical uncertainties and political influences further 
	complicate decision-making. Moreover, conservation actions sometimes cause unintended harm to native species or ecosystems, with long expected recovery times. Better documentation, evidence sharing and stakeholder involvement are needed, along with a recognition of the nuanced realities and failures within conservation practice. 
	These failures suggest the need for a re–evaluation of conservation ethics and methods that places greater weight on both the efficacy and moral costs of interventions, particularly with regard to individual animal welfare. 
	3. THE LIMITS OF COMPASSION: WHEN NOT HARMING CAUSES MORE HARM 
	In light of the considerations discussed in the previous section, a rethinking of the goals and values of conservation has been gaining support in the last decades. The concept of compassionate conservation emerged publicly around 2010 (Warwick 2024: 252), aiming to reconcile conservation goals with animal welfare ethics. 
	Compassionate conservation promotes virtues such as compassion and kindness toward wild animals, emphasizing that a person of good character is moved by animal suffering and seeks to alleviate it (Beausoleil 2020: 2-3). It often invokes a “first-do-no-harm” principle adapted from the Hippocratic Oath (Callen et al. 2020: 2; Hayward et al. 2019: 764), as opposed to traditional conservation approaches that justify harming individuals for species–level benefits. Compassionate conservation rejects the idea that
	Compassionate conservation thus challenges instrumentalism (treating animals as means to ends), collectivism (valuing species over individuals), and nativism (prioritizing native species), arguing for ethical frameworks centered on individual welfare and inclusivity (Coghlan and Cardilini 2022: 13). 
	The field is still evolving as it debates questions about whether animal welfare and conservation goals can be fully reconciled (Callen et al., 2020). Some critics argue that compassionate conservation risks compromising outcomes, while proponents see it as a necessary ethical advance (Hayward et al. 2019; Coghlan & Cardilini 2022). 
	Compassionate conservation has increasingly attracted criticism from both traditional conservationists and animal welfarists. Some of these critiques stem from misinterpretations or exaggerations of what compassionate conservationists actually propose, while others raise valid concerns that deserve serious consideration. The following section examines the core principles of 
	compassionate conservation and evaluates their limitations, especially in relation to the pursuit of animal welfare. 
	No-Harm Principle 
	A central tenet of compassionate conservation is the no-harm principle. According to this view, killing animals should only be considered as a last resort, never as the default course of action. Proponents argue that all harmful interventions, particularly lethal control, must be minimized and subjected to transparent ethical scrutiny. Even painless killing may have wide impacts on social structures, genetics and ecosystems, so non-lethal and humane alternatives should be prioritized (Fischer 2020: 409). 
	However, this principle faces serious challenges. In its strictest form, a rigid commitment to non-harm may actually result in greater harm by neglecting the broader ecological context. Focusing narrowly on the suffering of a limited number of individuals may lead to outcomes that undermine both effective conservation and the welfare of other animals within the ecosystem (Hayward et al. 2019: 763). 
	Beausoleil (2020: 8) concedes that non-lethal approaches are not always more humane. In some situations, they may prolong suffering or cause unintended harms, whereas well-managed lethal control may actually result in less suffering overall. This aligns more closely with an animal welfarist approach, which aims not to avoid harm altogether, but to minimize suffering wherever possible. 
	Indeed, some scholars sympathetic to compassionate conservation, such as Bobier and Allen (2022: 10), interpret the no harm principle more as a guiding value than an absolute mandate. Given that harm is an inescapable reality in both nature and conservation, whether through predation, competition or human intervention, this strain of compassionate conservation instead calls for careful, context-specific decision-making that seeks to reduce harm while balancing welfare and conservation priorities. 
	Yet tensions remain. For example, some humane lethal methods, such as aerial culling, are often rejected on principle by strict adherents of compassionate conservation, despite evidence suggesting that these approaches reduce suffering compared to less precise or more drawn-out alternatives (Callen et al. 2020: 5). This reveals a potential inconsistency. By adhering rigidly to an ethical ideal, compassionate conservation may inadvertently undermine the very goal it seeks to promote: reducing harm (Coghlan a
	Another controversial position within compassionate conservation is a preference for natural predation over human-led killing. In this view, allowing apex predators to control invasive species is considered ethically preferable to human intervention. However, the idea that death by predation is somehow more morally acceptable ignores the suffering inflicted by natural predators, which can 
	be drawn out and brutal, while downplaying the human capacity to intervene more humanely and with greater precision (Hayward et al. 2019: 766; Callen et al. 2020: 8). 
	The appeal to “naturalness” in this context—the idea that natural processes are inherently good and that human intervention constitutes “playing God”—is also problematic. Once humans recognize their role in causing ecological imbalances and possess the means to mitigate them, both action and inaction are ethically charged. Whether or not we intervene, we are making a moral choice either way. As Warwick (2024: 24) argues, ethical conservation must acknowledge that in a human-altered world, “leaving nature al
	Introducing predators to address invasive species further leads to significant ecological risk. Cane toads were introduced in Australia in an attempt to control cane beetles, but they became a highly invasive species themselves, posing a grave threat to native fauna like the northern quoll due to their toxicity and rapid spread (Warwick 2024: 50–51). 
	The no-harm principle can also delay timely intervention, with potentially devastating consequences. A striking example is the case of invasive hippos in Colombia. Originally introduced by Pablo Escobar, the population was initially small and manageable. However, in the absence of early and decisive action, efforts to control their spread focused on non-lethal options like contraception and translocation. These methods proved slow, expensive and largely ineffective. As a result, the hippo population has sur
	Moreover, the alternatives proposed by proponents of compassionate conservation, such as leaving invasive species alone or relying on apex predators, are highly contested on both ecological and ethical grounds. These strategies can be ineffective or impractical, or lead to new harms, calling into question the feasibility of strictly non-lethal approaches. While the motivations behind compassionate conservation are commendable, its principles must be applied with flexibility and realism. Without careful cons
	consequences, well-intentioned efforts may produce outcomes contrary to the very goals they aim to achieve. 
	Focus on Individuals 
	A defining feature of compassionate conservation is its emphasis on valuing animals as individuals with moral standing, in contrast to traditional conservation’s prioritization of populations and species as collective entities (Bekoff 2013: xxii). Compassionate conservation challenges the ethical legitimacy of sacrificing individual animals for the so–called “greater good” and calls instead for recognizing sentient beings as moral subjects with agency and intrinsic value (Russow 1981: 110–111: Wallach 2020:
	This individual-centered approach, however, has attracted criticism. Hayward et al. (2019: 764) argue that an overemphasis on protecting individual animals— often large and charismatic ones—can obscure broader ecological consequences. In cases where populations grow unchecked, the resulting ecological imbalance may lead to greater suffering or even death among other species. From this perspective, focusing narrowly on individuals risks neglecting the complex interdependencies within ecosystems. 
	It would, however, be a mischaracterization to suggest that compassionate conservation inherently disregards ecological context. In fact, concern for individuals can—and arguably must—include consideration of the community, environment and population dynamics in which those individuals exist. The wellbeing of individuals is often inseparable from the ecological conditions that sustain them. In this view, compassionate conservation does not necessarily advocate for ignoring populations altogether, but rather
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	There are several ways in which species can be valued: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Intrinsic Value. Intrinsic value refers to the inherent worth of a species, independent of any utility it may have for humans or ecosystems. This value is rooted in the recognition that species are the result of millions of years of evolution and natural history, and thus deserve respect simply for existing. Philosopher Ronald Dworkin (1993: 90–91) argues that nature has integrity, and that the loss of a species represents not only a biological loss but a moral failure, akin to destroying a unique form of a
	Intrinsic Value. Intrinsic value refers to the inherent worth of a species, independent of any utility it may have for humans or ecosystems. This value is rooted in the recognition that species are the result of millions of years of evolution and natural history, and thus deserve respect simply for existing. Philosopher Ronald Dworkin (1993: 90–91) argues that nature has integrity, and that the loss of a species represents not only a biological loss but a moral failure, akin to destroying a unique form of a
	The main problem with the notion of intrinsic value is its philosophical ambiguity and lack of practical applicability in environmental decision-
	making. Intrinsic value is defined as independent of all interests or consequences, yet we are the ones who decide what has intrinsic value and how to treat it accordingly. This makes intrinsic value rather difficult to measure, compare or justify. 


	• 
	• 
	Instrumental or Functional Value. This value assesses species according to their ecosystem services, which are the roles they play in maintaining ecological balance, supporting biodiversity and contributing to processes such as pollination, food change and climate regulation. Species are often viewed as functional units of ecosystems, and their disappearance can have cascading effects on other organisms and on ecological stability. For example, the loss of keystone species may trigger trophic collapses or d
	2 
	2 



	• 
	• 
	Human Value. Species also have value from a human-centred perspective, which includes several dimensions. They may have scientific and medical value, since many species are studied for insights into biology, genetics or ecology, and others provide essential compounds for pharmaceuticals and treatments. They can also have aesthetic value, since species contribute to cultural landscapes, tourism and our appreciation of beauty and wonder in nature. Charismatic species in particular often garner public support 

	• 
	• 
	Value for Members of the Species. This refers to the value that a species holds for its own members, either individually (e.g., through their capacity for subjective experience) or collectively (e.g., through social or reproductive relationships within the species). From a welfarist or compassionate conservation standpoint, each sentient individual matters morally, and conservation strategies should account for the suffering or well-being of affected animals, even those that are members of an invasive speci


	In defense of species conservation, Lori Gruen (2011: 184) argues that theories grounded solely in individual welfare are insufficient, as they fail to capture the intrinsic value of species and ecosystems. She warns that without such recognition, conservation efforts risk becoming entirely contingent on their 
	For background on how species can affect ecosystems, see Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005: , World Resources Institute. 
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	effects on individual organisms. Yet, it is not self-evident why grounding conservation in the welfare of individuals should be viewed as problematic. Ecosystems may still be valued precisely because they support the flourishing of sentient individuals. From this perspective, biodiversity has instrumental rather than intrinsic value. 
	Sagoff (1996: 901) observes that many people’s moral commitment to nature reflects a sense of sacredness or reverence for biodiversity, which can result in resistance to almost any effort that affects biodiversity. He also points out that, from a scientific perspective, high levels of biodiversity are not always essential for ecosystem functioning. In some cases, well–managed systems with relatively low species diversity can remain ecologically stable and productive (Sagoff 1996: 905). This fact suggests th
	On the other hand, Jamieson emphasizes that a species, unlike an individual animal, is an abstraction without sentience or welfare (Jamieson 1997: 188). If only individual animals have experiences, interests and the capacity to suffer or flourish, then conservation efforts should focus and be assessed on their impacts on individual animals. This, however, leads to another debate, which is whether extinction is morally irrelevant, or if, as is commonly thought, we should try to avoid species extinction. 
	Do We Have Moral Duties to Prevent Extinction? 
	Preventing the extinction of endangered species is one of the primary goals of conservation. This concern has become even more pressing now that we understand the extent to which human activity has contributed to species endangerment. From hunting and deforestation to the introduction of invasive species, human actions have played a major role in putting species at risk. 
	A common reason for intervening in conflicts between native and invasive species is our partial responsibility for those conflicts. As noted earlier, conservation efforts frequently focus on protecting native species because they risk extinction. This raises an important question: should the extinction of a species matter to us, morally? 
	Extinction can happen in different ways. A species might become extinct locally or globally, meaning no individuals are left. But a species can also be functionally extinct, meaning that the few remaining individuals live in captivity or in small wild populations, and no longer play a meaningful role in their ecosystem (Faria 2025: 76). In these cases, the argument that a complete species extinction would harm the ecosystem doesn’t really hold, because any serious ecological consequences would likely have a
	The harm caused by extinction can be considered from two angles: how it affects individual animals and how it impacts the ecosystem as a whole. When discussing the harm to individuals, the focus is often only on the death of the last members of a species. In that view, extinction isn’t necessarily more harmful to those individuals than death would be for any other animal. Being the last of their kind doesn’t make their death inherently worse (Faria 2025: 76). 
	However, there may be other ways in which the last individuals of a species are negatively affected. First, we need to think more carefully about what we mean by extinction. While technically, “extinction occurs when the last member of a species dies” (Faria 2025: 76), the process of extinction usually unfolds over time. We don’t tend to talk about extinction as a single event when a regular population suddenly disappears. Instead, we recognize that a species is becoming extinct when its population is in st
	3 
	3 


	During this period of decline, individuals from certain species may suffer significantly—especially social animals, as mentioned before. Imagine a situation in which you and your sibling were the last humans on Earth. Your death wouldn’t be worse than anyone else’s in isolation, but wouldn’t you feel deeply affected by the lack of a human community? Wouldn’t you feel grief knowing your culture is disappearing and that no one like you will remain? Although it’s difficult to put ourselves in such a position, 
	This kind of experience, of course, would mainly apply to species capable of social bonds and complex emotional lives, like apes, elephants, or dolphins.In these cases, extinction could be harmful to the last individuals, not just because of their death, but because of the loss of their social world. When animals are aware of what they’ve lost or feel the effects of isolation, we have moral reasons to avoid their extinction; not to protect the species itself, but to protect the individuals from the harm tha
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	Of course, extinction may also harm individuals of non-social species. Depending on the causes of population decline, animals may suffer from starvation, inbreeding-related disabilities or immune collapse. In such cases, the process of extinction itself becomes a source of harm. 
	By population number and the area occupied, the UICN establishes different categories of endangered species according to the moment they are in: vulnerable, endangered and critically endangered. See the Red List assessment process here: . 
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	So, do we have a duty to prevent it? To succeed, we would need to turn to captive conservation, since traditional in situ methods are usually insufficient to save species in that stage (Keulartz 2015: 336). Keeping animals in captivity often leads to more suffering, especially when they are forced into breeding programs that have low success rates. As Keulartz (2015: 341) notes, “not only are the success rates of breeding programs disappointing, the prospects of reintroduction programs are also low, largely
	Therefore, we should morally care about preserving endangered species when their population decline negatively affects the individual animals, particularly when they are social animals whose well-being depends on their community. Additionally, extinction carries greater weight when it affects other animals via ecological disruption. However, the moral importance of extinction isn’t always clear, especially if species are preserved without concern for their individual welfare or the habitats they need to sur
	This all suggests that our arguments about extinction are often inconsistent. Whether we care about a species going extinct seems to depend a lot on which species it is. This becomes even more complicated when the species at risk of extinction is invasive. Should it be eradicated, even if it exists nowhere else? This was the dilemma with black rats on Lundy Island. They were removed because of their damaging impact on seabirds. They preyed on eggs and chicks, threatening vulnerable populations. However, War
	“Black rats also happen to be one of the rarest mammals in Britain. They are smaller than the more familiar brown rats, who will also eat them. They have been caught up in general control of rodents around the country and it is possible that Lundy was the last viable population of this animal in Britain. But a decision was taken to kill them” (Warwick 2024: 108109). 
	–

	Another layer to this problem is the idea of preserving genetic purity in endangered species. This has been used to justify killing hybrid individuals in conservation programs, such as the management of wildcats and feral cats in Scotland. As wildcats declined, they began interbreeding with feral cats, increasing the latter’s population. Conservationists argued that hybrids should be culled to “preserve the purebloods”. While the control of feral cats can be justified by their ecological impacts, the emphas
	Trying to preserve purity in a species could be scientifically unsound, especially given how species evolve and adapt. Warwick (2024: 241) questions whether maintaining genetic purity makes sense in the context of changing ecosystems and evolutionary processes, suggesting that this kind of goal could actually harm broader conservation efforts. If wildcats are already functionally extinct, efforts to maintain them through captive breeding may not aim to advance ecosystem health but rather reflect an adherenc
	4. TOWARD A MORAL COMPASS FOR CONSERVATION: REVISING THE ETHICS OF WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
	In view of the problems outlined above, this section’s proposed framework challenges some values of traditional conservation, focusing on individuals and how ecosystems impact their well-being. The framework also objects to some principles of compassionate conservation—namely, those that do not promote animals’ well-being. 
	As Blumstein (2013: 103) says, “If we value nature, we should value scientific evidence to help manage and preserve it”. Taking into account science’s relevance and limitations, the questions proposed by Dubois et al. (2017) serve as conservation guidelines that highlight the main considerations in the management of invasive species. 
	Main Values and Guiding Principles 
	Establishing clear values and guiding principles is essential for implementing conservation strategies that are ethically grounded and attentive to animal welfare. Dubois et al. (2017) propose a series of questions aimed at promoting “Ethical Wildlife Control”. While these questions are well-intentioned, they often remain vague or open to subjective interpretation. A critical engagement with each of them follows, along with suggested rephrasing to enhance clarity, precision and ethical relevance. 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	“Can the problem be mitigated by changing human behavior”? 
	“Can the problem be mitigated by changing human behavior”? 
	While this approach appropriately prioritizes non-lethal and preventive strategies and acknowledges our role in disrupting ecological systems, it also relies heavily on the possibility of changing the behavior of entire communities, which is often impractical in the short term. As a result, success is not guaranteed, and even when it is achievable, the time required 
	might allow additional suffering through unchecked population growth, starvation or increased predation. To properly assess the feasibility of changing human behavior when urgency is a factor, the question could be rephrased as: 
	Can the problem be feasibly and effectively mitigated by changing human behaviour in a timeframe that avoids increased suffering for native or invasive species? 


	2. 
	2. 
	“Are the harms serious enough to warrant wildlife control”? 
	“Are the harms serious enough to warrant wildlife control”? 
	This question is fundamental to any control plan. As previously argued, the desire to preserve an ecosystem does not justify causing suffering to sentient individuals. The question rightly encourages the weighing of harms to ecosystems, native species and human interests, but the phrase “serious harms” is too vague and can be interpreted narrowly; for example, by focusing solely on economic damages and neglecting animal suffering. To improve clarity and moral relevance, the question could be reframed as: 
	Are the ecological, animal welfare and human-related harms significant and urgent enough to ethically justify intervention? 


	3. 
	3. 
	“Is the desired outcome clear and achievable, and will it be monitored”? 
	“Is the desired outcome clear and achievable, and will it be monitored”? 
	This question addresses a critical component of any conservation program. People may agree on preserving an ecosystem for different reasons. This question helps clarify the grounds for intervention and defines the goals to be achieved. It also stresses the importance of accountability, realistic planning and adaptability. However, it does not specify whether welfare outcomes will be included in the monitoring process. Clear and measurable outcomes alone are not necessarily ethically justified; destroying a 
	Is the desired outcome clear, achievable and based on measurable ecological and animal welfare indicators, with ongoing monitoring and adaptability? 


	4. 
	4. 
	“Does the proposed method carry the least animal welfare cost to the fewest animals”? 
	“Does the proposed method carry the least animal welfare cost to the fewest animals”? 
	This question aligns directly with welfarist principles, aiming to minimize harm to sentient beings. However, its focus on method may lead to neglect 
	of indirect or long-term harms, such as starvation or ecosystem collapse. Moreover, it allows a narrow consideration of harm, overlooking forms of suffering beyond physical injury or death. To address these concerns, the question should be expanded to: 
	Does the proposed method minimize overall suffering across all affected species, considering both immediate and long-term welfare impacts? 


	5. 
	5. 
	“Have community values been considered alongside scientific, technical, and practical information”? 
	“Have community values been considered alongside scientific, technical, and practical information”? 
	Community values undeniably play a crucial role in conservation efforts. Their inclusion promotes public support and reflects democratic ideals. However, such values must be critically examined and cannot serve as the sole basis for decisions. They may be biased, speciesist, emotionally driven or misinformed—especially when preferences for charismatic species dominate, even if such species are environmentally harmful (e.g., dormice in the U.K.). 
	Management decisions often reflect a blend of science, politics and stakeholder pressure, which may dilute scientific integrity (Blumstein 2013: 107–108). Therefore, a better formulation would be: 
	Have community values been considered critically alongside rigorous scientific, practical and ethical analysis, including welfare-based reasoning? 


	6. 
	6. 
	“Is the control action part of a systematic, long-term management program”? 
	“Is the control action part of a systematic, long-term management program”? 
	This question encourages coherence and long-term planning, avoiding short-term or fragmented interventions. For example, eradicating a species is pointless if no further steps are taken to prevent future invasions. However, the question fails to make clear whether such long-term programs are oriented toward reducing suffering or merely restoring ecosystems based on nostalgic ideals. As stated earlier, not all long-term plans are ethically acceptable. A revised version could be: 
	Is the control action embedded within a long-term, coherent strategy that includes goals for reducing suffering, maintaining ecological stability, and incorporating adaptive management? 


	7. 
	7. 
	“Are the decisions warranted by the specifics of the situation rather than a negative categorization of the animals”? 


	This question is essential in preventing prejudice and bias—concerns frequently raised by animal advocates—particularly when some species are labelled invasive. As discussed in section 1, control should be based on scientific assessment of actual or potential harm, not on preconceived notions about a species. This approach promotes contextual analysis and avoids moral essentialism, recognising that a species’ impact varies by context. To reflect this complexity, the question could be reframed as: 
	Are decisions based on a specific, context-sensitive analysis of harms and needs, rather than species stereotypes or labels, and do they include consideration of the sentience and suffering of all affected animals? 
	Ultimately, we can identify the following principles or guiding rules that every program for invasive species management should include: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	The welfare of individuals should be considered broadly, not just in terms of physical harm. Complex behaviors, social bonds and emotional well-being must be taken into account, especially for species with high cognitive and emotional capacities. Long-term welfare risks should be assessed carefully. Animal welfare must carry significant weight in decisions and not be overshadowed by economic, aesthetic or ecological considerations. 
	Sentient impact analysis (not just ecological impact). 


	• 
	• 
	It is imperative not to rush into poorly planned actions, as inaction or over-idealized alternatives can lead to greater suffering. Population growth, starvation and harm to other species may escalate while better options are developed. This does not justify reckless action, but rather highlights the importance of conducting rigorous feasibility studies and weighing consequences realistically. 
	Feasibility and urgency (avoiding welfare delays through impractical idealism). 


	• 
	• 
	Community involvement is critical for the success of any program, but public approval should not be the sole determinant. Instead, conservationists should clearly communicate a program’s goals, scientific foundations and ethical reasoning. Educating the public helps build understanding and support, while opening space for collaboration and creative, mutually beneficial solutions. 
	Informed consent and public moral education (combining transparency with ethical leadership). 


	• 
	• 
	Conservation strategies should be flexible, evidence based and welfare oriented. If an invasive species cannot be fully eradicated and future invasions are likely, perpetual lethal control may not be justified. In such cases, alternatives like habitat adaptation, translocation or sterilization should be considered. Lethal control might be ethically defensible in the short term when suffering is extensive and no alternative exists, but this must be weighed carefully, and every effort should be made to reduce
	Adaptive long-term planning with built-in welfare goals. 



	This critical revision of Dubois et al.’s questions illuminates the need for clearer ethical guidance in wildlife control. Vague or overly simplistic formulations can lead to harmful practices, even when the original intentions are commendable. By sharpening these questions and grounding them in principles such as sentient impact analysis, feasibility and urgency, public engagement, and adaptive welfare-oriented planning, conservation policies can move beyond traditional paradigms and embrace a more ethical
	CONCLUSION 
	Invasive species management demands a balanced approach that integrates ethical, ecological and practical considerations. Compassionate conservation’s emphasis on the welfare of individual sentient beings challenges traditional conservation, which often prioritizes abstract ecological or species-level goals. Although critics warn that an individual-focused approach risks neglecting broader ecosystem impacts, these perspectives need not conflict: ethical conservation can, and must, consider individual welfar
	Science remains crucial for understanding ecosystem dynamics and intervention outcomes, but its limitations and inherently value-laden nature require pairing empirical data with ethical reasoning, public engagement and scrutiny of biases. The Ethical Wildlife Control framework, when refined to prioritize sentient welfare, long-term adaptability and moral justification, provides a robust foundation for decision-making. 
	Ultimately, ethical invasive species management hinges on balancing scientific evidence, compassion and pragmatism, with a steadfast commitment to minimizing suffering and fostering coexistence. 
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	ABSTRACT 
	This article examines the dual marginalization present in the Spanish media landscape: the invisibility of nonhuman animals as agents and the systemic obstacles faced by journalists attempting to represent their interests. Through in-depth, dialogic interviews with Spanish journalists engaged in antispeciesist reporting, this study investigates the persistent marginalization of antispeciesist journalism, as well as the challenges of advocating for nonhuman animal rights within written media newsrooms. The f
	I would like to warmly thank all of the interviewees, whose dedication and courage in combining activism with professional journalism not only made this research possible but also reflects their daily work to make the world a better place for all beings. They are my role models and an example to follow. I am also deeply grateful to the reviewers, whose generous feedback significantly improved this article, and from whom I also learned a great deal. Finally, I thank my friends Laura, Olatz and Rönn for readi
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	privileges speciesist perspectives. By analyzing this dual invisibility, both of the nonhumans and of the journalists advocating for them, this article studies the power dynamics shaping media agendas and the structural undervaluation of antispeciesist reporting. Situated within the framework of critical animal media studies and drawing on gatekeeping theory, it contextualizes the marginalization of antispeciesist perspectives within broader patterns of media exclusion. The findings highlight the tensions b
	Journalism studies, antispeciesism, nonhuman animals, critical animal studies, gatekeepers, critical media studies 
	Keywords: 

	1. INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
	Media play a central role in shaping public discourse on justice and equality (Fuchs 2011). However, one group remains largely invisible in this discourse: nonhuman animals. Despite their widespread exploitation, animals-other-than-human are seldom represented in mainstream journalism (Freeman & Jarvis 2013; Khazaal & Almiron 2014; Taylor 2015; Kinefuchi 2024). Even when animals do appear in the media, they are often stripped of their subjectivity and individuality, and their suffering and rights are oversh
	In this context, “harmful ideologies” are understood as “a way of seeing the world that allows a dominant group to subjugate a vulnerable group and to justify its oppression” (Khazaal 2021: 6). This study specifically examines speciesism and anthropocentrism as central ideologies within these harmful frameworks. Speciesism, as defined by Dunayer (2001), refers to “the failure, in attitude or practice, to accord any nonhuman being equal consideration and respect” (5). Horta (2008) describes anthropocentrism 
	This study examines the journalistic and editorial barriers faced by antispeciesist journalists in Spanish written media. It examines factors such as news selection biases, editorial gatekeeping, professional norms and agenda-
	setting constraints. Additionally, it investigates how journalists advocating for nonhuman animals perceive the marginalization of their work, and how gatekeepers respond to their pitches. 
	Media do not merely reflect societal priorities—they actively construct them. The role of media in shaping perceptions of social justice issues is well established. The agenda-setting theory (McCombs & Shaw 1972) posits that while media do not dictate what people think, they do influence what people think about. By selecting which issues receive coverage, media outlets shape public discourse and policy priorities. Journalism mediates our access to reality, and gatekeeping theory (White 1950; Shoemaker & Vos
	Despite editors’ and journalists’ intent to maintain objectivity, and, in some cases, neutrality, personal ideologies, preexisting editorial biases, ownership structures and financial pressures significantly influence content selection. These biases often align with hegemonic ideologies, shaping journalistic norms, editorial policies and newsroom cultures. Just as media have historically contributed to the invisibilization of marginalized human groups (Hill Collins 2000), they also sustain the exclusion of 
	Over time, the issues that receive prominence in news media tend to become prominent in public opinion, meaning that the priorities of the news media often shape the priorities of the public and policymakers. This also means that when certain topics are consistently overlooked, they are effectively erased from public consciousness, perpetuating and reinforcing the existing power structures. In the case of nonhuman animals, their systematic exclusion from media narratives as subjects contributes to their con
	This article explores these processes of invisibilization by examining the barriers faced by antispeciesist journalists whose work is systematically 
	devalued. Through dialogic interviews, the author aims to uncover the professional and cultural obstacles that journalists advocating for nonhuman animals encounter within the media landscape. 
	This research contributes to the field of critical animal studies, which examines human-animal relations from an interdisciplinary, non-speciesist and critical perspective on interconnected systems of oppression (Best et al. 2007), and, more specifically, to the subfield of critical animal and media studies (Almiron et al. 2016). As part of a commitment to ethical considerations surrounding nonhuman animals, this work also considers the ethical implications of language, adopting terms such as or to highligh
	nonhuman animals, nonhumans, 
	animals-other-than-human 

	The study seeks to answer the following research questions: 
	How do Spanish antispeciesist journalists perceive the (in)visibilization of antispeciesist themes and perspectives in Spanish written journalism? 
	RQ1. 

	What barriers do Spanish gatekeepers in written journalism impose on animal rights coverage, according to journalists’ experiences? 
	RQ2. 

	The present article begins by situating the study within existing research on media and speciesism (Section 2). The next section outlines the theoretical framework, drawing on gatekeeping and framing theories, political economy and critical animal studies (Section 3). The article then presents the qualitative methodology (Section 4). After that, the results and analysis first address journalists’ perceptions of the (in)visibilization of antispeciesist perspectives (RQ1), and second, the barriers imposed by 
	2.MEDIA, SPECIESISM, AND SILENCE: A CRITICAL REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
	Critical animal studies scholars have examined different aspects of media and communication, such as how the media portrays nonhuman animals (Fernández et al. 2022; Freeman 2009), or veganism (Cole & Morgan 2011). Several studies have highlighted how media representations often fail to account for the perspectives and suffering of nonhuman animals (Freeman & Jarvis 2013; Freeman et al. 2011). These portrayals tend to overlook the ethical implications of animal exploitation and instead present nonhuman anima
	use of animals (Joy 2013). Almiron and Zoppedu (2015) identified tactics such as suppression, ambiguity and sarcasm in the press, which serve to reinforce carnist ideologies, while Khazaal and Almiron (2016) found that the press often aligns with the interests of meat and livestock industries. 
	Further studies by Moreno and Almiron (2021) suggest that liberal-conservative media outlets are more likely to adopt carnist perspectives, framing animal exploitation in ways that promote technological solutions rather than addressing ethical concerns. The same authors highlight that carnist ideology is prevalent specifically in the Spanish press coverage, while ethical perspectives on nonhuman animals appear less frequently and are largely confined to opinion sections and blogs (360). 
	While scholars have examined different aspects of media and communication related to nonhuman animals (Carreras & Fernández 2024), less attention has been given to the journalistic processes that contribute to the marginalization of both nonhuman animals and the journalists who challenge anthropocentric narratives. Despite the advances in understanding media portrayals and ideological framing, there remains a significant gap in analyzing how media routines and practices themselves perpetuate invisibility an
	3.GATEKEEPERS, FRAMES, AND SPECIESISM: A THEORETICAL TOOLBOX FOR THE SILENCING OF NONHUMANS 
	This study draws on the key theories described below to explain how media invisibilizes nonhuman animals and marginalizes their narratives through journalistic routines, and the factors that influence these processes. 
	Gatekeeping theory (White 1950; Shoemaker & Vos 2009) provides a foundational understanding of how news is selected and shaped by media professionals. Gatekeepers—editors, reporters and media executives—determine which stories are told, how they are framed and which are excluded (Shoemaker & Vos 2009). This selective process is central to agenda-setting, wherein the media does not dictate what people think, but rather influences what they think about (McCombs & Shaw 1972; McCombs & Valenzuela 2020). In the 
	Framing theory (Entman 1993) explains how media outlets highlight certain aspects of a story to promote specific interpretations. In coverage of nonhuman animals, framing influences how issues such as animal rights are presented. Media outlets can either present animal exploitation as a normal, natural practice 
	(episodic framing) or challenge these norms by offering broader contextual discussions about systemic animal suffering (thematic framing). Framing theory can reveal how issues are interpreted and presented, influencing public perception and shaping narratives around nonhuman animals. 
	Mass media in democratic societies tends to serve the interests of powerful elites, such as corporations and governments, rather than the public. Herman and Chomsky (1988) argued that news content is shaped by a small number of powerful institutions that control the flow of information through mechanisms such as ownership, advertising and political and economic interests. This dynamic, they proposed, constitutes a “propaganda model” that functions to “manufacture consent” among the public, aligning media ou
	Journalistic norms and institutional constraints shape media coverage, often marginalizing certain perspectives. Bennett (1996) identifies three normative orders—political, economic and journalistic—that influence reporting. 
	These dynamics affect contentious issues. Boykoff and Boykoff (2007) argue that norms like balance and authority-order distort climate change coverage, with U.S. media misrepresenting scientific consensus through dramatization and false balance (Iyengar 1991). 
	First-order norms—personalization, dramatization and novelty—favor dominant narratives, sidelining complex perspectives deemed lacking a “news peg” (Stocking & Leonard 1990). Second-order norms, like balance, promote false equivalence, reinforcing episodic framing that limits public understanding (Entman 1989; Iyengar 1991). 
	Tuchman’s (1978) theory of journalistic routines shows how reliance on “official” sources reinforces dominant narratives. Hanitzsch (2007) expands on this, identifying factors like interventionism, market orientation and objectivity, with market-driven constraints often sidelining radical perspectives. 
	Speciesism, as defined by Dunayer (2001), is the failure to give nonhuman beings equal consideration and respect (5), a concept that is key to understanding media portrayals of animal oppression. While speciesism explains animal oppression broadly, anthropocentrism can be seen as an underlying ideology that shapes how nonhuman animals are marginalized in the media. These “harmful ideologies” justify animal oppression and create “zones of exclusion” that render nonhuman animals invisible (Khazaal 2021: 6). V
	Media representations play a key role in normalizing violence and reinforcing power structures generally speaking (Herman & Chomsky 1988). Critical animal communication scholars specifically emphasize that media representations of nonhuman animals are deeply problematic, playing a central role in normalizing violence and shaping how audiences perceive suffering (Carter & Weaver 2003; Chouliaraki 2006). Speciesist ideologies are perpetuated through news and advertising, constructing animals as “the other” an
	4. METHOD 
	This study adopts a qualitative methodology, rooted in an inductive approach (Rennstam & Wästerfors 2018) and a social constructivist epistemology (Prasad 2018). A dialogical interview approach is used, where knowledge is co-constructed through an open exchange of perspectives (Frank 2005). This contrasts with traditional structured interviews, recognizing meaning as emerging through interaction, with the researcher as an active participant in the dialogue, reflecting Freire’s (1970/2018) view that knowledg
	A purposive sample of nine antispeciesist journalists in Spain was selected through professional networks, with snowball sampling identifying additional participants (Biernacki & Waldorf 1981). Interviewing journalists to gain insights into gatekeeping is essential because they are directly involved in both the pitching and editing processes. Additionally, they have the opportunity to observe and compare how and when the final piece is published and shared. Their perspectives offer relevant insights into ho
	This research involved human participants but did not require formal approval from an ethics committee, as no sensitive personal data were collected and no institutional ethics review process was mandated for this type of qualitative research in the researcher’s context. Anonymity was promised and rigorously maintained, and all participants provided informed consent prior to participation. No demographic descriptions or detailed profiles are presented in this article in 
	order to protect participants’ professional identities and to encourage candid reflection on potentially sensitive issues, such as editorial conflicts and institutional constraints. This decision is particularly important given the very small number of openly antispeciesist journalists in Spain, which could make identification particularly easy. The study was conducted in accordance with established ethical principles, including those outlined in the Declaration of Helsinki and the Belmont Report. The resea
	The researcher, drawing on professional experience, engages in reflective dialogue rather than adopting a neutral stance, enriching the interview process through lived experience (Haraway 1988). As a journalist and communication scholar familiar with media practices and activist contexts, the researcher’s standpoint informs the analysis and interaction with participants. This approach fosters collaborative knowledge production, enabling deeper engagement with the subject matter (Brinkmann 2017). Recognizing
	Data were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke 2019), identifying themes that naturally emerged across participants’ responses. This inductive approach grounded interpretations in participants’ experiences, providing in-depth insights into antispeciesist journalism (Braun & Clarke 2006). 
	5. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
	5.1.RQ1. How Do Spanish Antispeciesist Journalists Perceive the (In)visibilization of Antispeciesist Themes and Perspectives in Spanish Written Journalism? 
	. Results RQ1: How do Spanish antispeciesist journalists perceive the (in)visibilization of antispeciesist themes and perspectives in Spanish written journalism? 
	Table 1

	Categories of perceptions 
	Categories of perceptions 
	Categories of perceptions 
	Categories of perceptions 

	Explanation 
	Explanation 

	Example 
	Example 


	Marginalization of Antispeciesist Views through a Predominance of Anthropocentric Perspectives 
	Marginalization of Antispeciesist Views through a Predominance of Anthropocentric Perspectives 
	Marginalization of Antispeciesist Views through a Predominance of Anthropocentric Perspectives 

	Antispeciesist perspectives in Spanish journalism are marginalized by an anthropocentric framing that focuses on human interests like pets, conservation, and public health, relegating antispeciesist discourse to niche outlets and opinion sections. 
	Antispeciesist perspectives in Spanish journalism are marginalized by an anthropocentric framing that focuses on human interests like pets, conservation, and public health, relegating antispeciesist discourse to niche outlets and opinion sections. 

	“It is practically impossible to find a news article in the Spanish press about animals that is not written from an anthropocentric perspective. (...) Coverage falls into specific categories: pet stories, conservation, and “livestock farming” from a speciesist perspective.” 
	“It is practically impossible to find a news article in the Spanish press about animals that is not written from an anthropocentric perspective. (...) Coverage falls into specific categories: pet stories, conservation, and “livestock farming” from a speciesist perspective.” 


	Invisibility Compared to Other Social Movements 
	Invisibility Compared to Other Social Movements 
	Invisibility Compared to Other Social Movements 

	Antispeciesist issues in Spanish media are marginalized, much like feminism in the past. While movements like feminism and housing rights have gained media legitimacy, animal rights remain sidelined, often needing sensational angles to gain coverage, highlighting a double standard in newsroom activism. 
	Antispeciesist issues in Spanish media are marginalized, much like feminism in the past. While movements like feminism and housing rights have gained media legitimacy, animal rights remain sidelined, often needing sensational angles to gain coverage, highlighting a double standard in newsroom activism. 

	“Twenty years ago, I faced the same problems with feminism that I now face with antispeciesism. When I started working, treating gender-based violence as a structural issue rather than as an isolated incident was very difficult—especially when covering protests against sexist violence.” 
	“Twenty years ago, I faced the same problems with feminism that I now face with antispeciesism. When I started working, treating gender-based violence as a structural issue rather than as an isolated incident was very difficult—especially when covering protests against sexist violence.” 


	Categories of perceptions 
	Categories of perceptions 
	Categories of perceptions 

	Explanation 
	Explanation 

	Example 
	Example 


	Resistance to Radical (Rooted) Perspectives 
	Resistance to Radical (Rooted) Perspectives 
	Resistance to Radical (Rooted) Perspectives 

	Media outlets resist radical antispeciesist perspectives, preferring welfare-focused content over stories that challenge the root causes of speciesism. Journalists note that pieces advocating systemic change are often seen as too controversial or "ethical" to be published. 
	Media outlets resist radical antispeciesist perspectives, preferring welfare-focused content over stories that challenge the root causes of speciesism. Journalists note that pieces advocating systemic change are often seen as too controversial or "ethical" to be published. 

	“When you write something that addresses the root of the problem, they won’t publish it. No. It needs to be much more focused on welfare.’” 
	“When you write something that addresses the root of the problem, they won’t publish it. No. It needs to be much more focused on welfare.’” 


	Especially Sensitive Topics 
	Especially Sensitive Topics 
	Especially Sensitive Topics 

	Certain animal-related issues, like meat consumption and animal experimentation, face media resistance and need sensational framing to be covered. These topics often provoke backlash, especially from those involved in other social causes, as they challenge deeply held beliefs and force a reconsideration of privileges. 
	Certain animal-related issues, like meat consumption and animal experimentation, face media resistance and need sensational framing to be covered. These topics often provoke backlash, especially from those involved in other social causes, as they challenge deeply held beliefs and force a reconsideration of privileges. 

	“Another very thorny issue is animal experimentation. It generates more divergence. It’s much easier to position yourself against an oppression when you’re not part of the oppressive side.” 
	“Another very thorny issue is animal experimentation. It generates more divergence. It’s much easier to position yourself against an oppression when you’re not part of the oppressive side.” 


	Devaluation of Antispeciesist Journalism 
	Devaluation of Antispeciesist Journalism 
	Devaluation of Antispeciesist Journalism 

	Antispeciesist journalism is often trivialized and stigmatized, dismissed as superficial or irrational. This marginalization is compared to less prestigious kinds of journalism like local journalism. 
	Antispeciesist journalism is often trivialized and stigmatized, dismissed as superficial or irrational. This marginalization is compared to less prestigious kinds of journalism like local journalism. 

	“Serious journalists would never talk about animals—let alone speciesism—because their status as serious journalists would be questioned; they would be seen as entering the realm of the 'crazy.' [in the original, 'las locas,' which is in the feminine form in Spanish]” 
	“Serious journalists would never talk about animals—let alone speciesism—because their status as serious journalists would be questioned; they would be seen as entering the realm of the 'crazy.' [in the original, 'las locas,' which is in the feminine form in Spanish]” 


	Gendered Online Harassment 
	Gendered Online Harassment 
	Gendered Online Harassment 

	In addition to general trolling, women journalists experience sexism, with online 
	In addition to general trolling, women journalists experience sexism, with online 
	lives. 
	comments targeting their gender and personal 

	"You're going to end up alone, that's why you 
	"You're going to end up alone, that's why you 
	"You're going to end up alone, that's why you 

	Women journalists have also encountered comments like, "The crazy cat ladies," 
	care about animals," and "Only your dog puts up with you." 


	Activist Journalism and Precarity 
	Activist Journalism and Precarity 
	Activist Journalism and Precarity 

	Antispeciesist journalists face financial instability, as their work is undervalued and driven by activism. The commercialization of journalism, prioritizing profit and viral content, further marginalizes these perspectives. 
	Antispeciesist journalists face financial instability, as their work is undervalued and driven by activism. The commercialization of journalism, prioritizing profit and viral content, further marginalizes these perspectives. 

	need a level of activism and a real passion 
	need a level of activism and a real passion 
	need a level of activism and a real passion 

	"Precarity has a huge impact. It's massive. (...) Who can afford the luxury of, in their free time, sitting down to write and research? You 
	for writing. (...) I can’t anymore." 



	5.1.1. Marginalization of Antispeciesist Views through a Predominance of Anthropocentric Perspectives 
	One of the recurring themes among interviewed journalists was the predominance of anthropocentric perspectives in Spanish written journalism, with most articles concerning animals framed through a human-centered lens. One of the interviewees explains: 
	“It is practically impossible to find a news article in the Spanish press about animals that is not written from an anthropocentric perspective. You do see animals in the news, but it’s always stories like ‘They adopted a dog’s sister, and it went viral’. Pure pet-centered journalism. There is coverage of animals in the media, but it falls into very specific categories: pet stories, conservation-related news, and, of course, articles about “livestock farming” from a clearly speciesist perspective. Public he
	All interviewed journalists agreed that, because of this predominant anthropocentric view, antispeciesist coverage is virtually absent from mainstream media. 
	“When it comes to antispeciesist perspectives, there are almost no outlets that cover them. and are exceptions, which is quite remarkable, and sometimes publishes something. , also. I have seen a few pieces in , but only in the opinion section. You won’t find antispeciesist articles in the politics or economy sections. If you’re lucky, there might be something in the society section, but only if the journalist happens to be sensitive to the topic. These instances are so rare that they remain anecdotal” (Int
	El Diario 
	El Salto 
	Público 
	La Marea
	El País

	This testimony highlights how animal-related news is framed predominantly through anthropocentric narratives, aligning with socio-cultural paradigms (Freeman 2009), and limiting the visibility of nonhuman animals as political or economic subjects. Antispeciesist perspectives remain largely confined to alternative or explicitly activist outlets such as or , and blogs of online newspapers like , while in major legacy media they appear only sporadically, often as isolated opinion pieces rather than as part of 
	El Salto 
	La Marea
	El Diario

	5.1.2. Invisibility Compared to Other Social Movements 
	The interviewed journalists also agreed that the marginalization of antispeciesist issues in Spanish media mirrors the past treatment of other social justice movements, such as feminism. One journalist noted that the challenges in covering antispeciesist topics today resemble those faced by reporters covering gender-based violence two decades ago: 
	“Twenty years ago, I faced the same problems with feminism that I now face with antispeciesism. When I started working, treating gender-based violence as a structural issue rather than as an isolated incident was very difficult— especially when covering protests against sexist violence. However, that’s also why I’m optimistic about antispeciesism; I believe we will have to justify it less and less over time” (Interviewee 3). 
	Another journalist had a more pessimistic perspective: 
	“Gender perspective journalism is starting to be understood, but animal perspective journalism is light-years away. Feminism has managed to reach a point where, when a headline says ‘a woman dies,’ there are hundreds of reactions on Twitter saying ‘she didn’t die, she’s murdered!’ People react. But 
	when we see news headlines that don’t take into account the millions of animals affected by the story, there’s no reaction” (Interviewee 1). 
	One journalist also compared antispeciesism with other social movements, pointing out that while journalism is no longer framed as entirely objective, certain subjective perspectives are more accepted than others, and noting a double standard in how activism is perceived in newsrooms: 
	“No one defends the idea that journalism is purely objective anymore. However, some subjectivities are accepted—or even encouraged—depending on the editorial line. None of my colleagues have an issue with being considered activists against evictions, feminist activists or anti-racist activists. But if you consider yourself an antispeciesist activist, that’s a problem” (Interviewee 9). 
	This observation reflects Stocking and Leonard’s (1990) argument that media systems often marginalize perspectives that challenge dominant ideologies, labeling them as too complex or lacking a clear news peg. Comparing antispeciesism with the housing rights movement, the journalists noted that stories about animals often need a sensationalist angle to be published: 
	“For an antispeciesist piece to be published, it has to be something very new or have a particularly surprising news peg—almost like a spectacle. If you report on the 14vigil at a slaughterhouse or the 14case of animal abandonment at a farm, they won’t publish it because ‘it’s not news anymore’. But there are media outlets that have the policy to consistently cover every single eviction, which I completely agree with. So why don’t they do the same for these issues?” (Interviewee 3). 
	th 
	th 

	These testimonies illustrate how antispeciesist journalism faces not only systemic invisibilization but also a higher threshold for newsworthiness compared to other social justice topics. While issues such as feminism, anti-racism and housing rights have gained broader media legitimacy over time, animal rights coverage remains sidelined, requiring stronger news pegs to break through editorial barriers. 
	5.1.3. Resistance to Radical (Rooted) Perspectives 
	One of the interviewees highlighted the challenge of gaining media attention when advocating for a radical, root-level antispeciesist perspective, explaining that the press often rejects stories that tackle the core of the issue when it is a speciesist issue, requiring a shift toward more welfare-based approaches to be considered for publication: 
	“If you write from an antispeciesist, radical, as in rooted, perspective, when you write something that addresses the root of the problem, they won’t publish it. No. It needs to be much more focused on welfare. [...] I’ve been told things 
	like, ‘You’ve been publishing a lot about veganism lately; mix it up, add something about dogs, cats, museums, culture, books’” (Interviewee 1). 
	This journalist described how content that pushes for fundamental, systemic change—such as antispeciesist writing—faces significant resistance in the media. It needs to be softened or framed in a more mainstream, welfare-oriented way to be accepted for publication, probably because of news production constraints (Tuchman 1978; Hanitzsch 2007) aligned with the hegemonic “harmful ideologies” (Khazaal 2021; Khazaal and Almiron 2016). 
	5.1.4. Especially Sensitive Topics 
	Journalists highlighted challenges with addressing topics like animal consumption and farming, often seen as too provocative or difficult for mainstream media. One reporter mentioned that promoting campaigns against animal consumption requires framing them in sensationalist or health-related ways: “It’s hard to promote a campaign against animal consumption. You need a strong angle, like linking it to cancer risks” (Interviewee 5). 
	Another journalist noted that discussing issues like meat consumption is considered provocative by gatekeepers, and while aligning antispeciesist topics with feminism or environmental concerns might help, it can also create friction: 
	“Yes, some issues are seen as more provocative. While linking them to feminism or the environment can help introduce the topic, there might be friction. For example, if Pikara [a feminist outlet] just published an article on female farmers, and I suggest a topic on why meat consumption is problematic, there will be a conflict of views. I know it will upset part of the audience, and that’s where the problems come” (Interviewee 3). 
	A third journalist explained how criticizing extensive farming can upset the environmental movement, a key audience for some left-wing media: “We were seen as a novelty, but now we’re a nuisance. When we criticize extensive farming, the ecology community gets upset. It’s a constant battle” (Interviewee 4). The interviews also offered one further perspective: 
	“There are particularly sensitive topics—issues that resonate more with people already engaged in other social causes. These topics push them to reflect on their relationship with animals and recognize their own privileges. For instance, environmentalists are more likely to respond negatively to discussions about vegan food” (Interviewee 5). 
	This section illustrates how certain issues that challenge established ideologies are often perceived as highly controversial, and this resistance is even more pronounced among individuals who are already committed to other social causes, as it requires them to reflect on their own privileges and reconsider their deeply held carnist beliefs (Joy 2013). 
	5.1.5. Devaluation of Antispeciesist Journalism 
	Antispeciesist journalism is often trivialized, with terms like “pet journalism” used to dismiss it as superficial. This reflects mainstream media’s tendency to reduce animal rights to a sentimental issue, unworthy of serious coverage. One journalist shared that they had been told “Why care about animals when there are other issues?” highlighting how animal rights are sidelined in favor of human issues, reinforcing anthropocentrism (Horta 2008). 
	Another journalist noted that discussing speciesism can undermine a journalist’s credibility, suggesting that such topics are seen as irrational: “Serious journalists would never talk about animals—let alone speciesism—because their status as serious journalists would be questioned; they would be seen as entering the realm of the ‘crazy’” [in the original, ‘las locas’, in the feminine form in Spanish]. 
	This quote demonstrates the stigma attached to discussing animal rights in professional journalism. The suggestion that discussing antispeciesism could lower one’s credibility highlights how deeply ingrained speciesism is within the profession. The idea that it might make a journalist appear “crazy” shows how challenging it can be to take a stance on animal rights without facing professional and social repercussions. Also, using the feminine form “las locas” in Spanish implies a gendered denotation of irrat
	One reporter compared this marginalization to how local reporters or nutritionists are viewed, highlighting a hierarchy in journalism (Tuchman 1978) that privileges certain topics, and pointing to the stigma from openly identifying with progressive causes like veganism, even when the majority of the public supports animal welfare. “It’s similar to local journalists and their status—they aren’t viewed as well as correspondents. It’s like with nutritionists; a nutritionist can’t come out of the closet and say
	5.1.6. Gendered Online Harassment 
	One shared experience among all the women journalists interviewed is online harassment and sexism when writing about antispeciesism. These journalists emphasize that, in addition to facing general trolling and harassment for being antispeciesist, the abuse they receive often takes on a distinctly sexist tone. One journalist explains: “Being a woman and writing about antispeciesism makes it worse. If people already take your work less seriously because you’re a woman, then if you write about these topics, th
	Other women journalists have also encountered comments like, “The crazy cat ladies”, “You’re going to end up alone, that’s why you care about animals”, and “Only your dog puts up with you”. These remarks highlight how online 
	harassment is not just targeted at their professional work but is also deeply gendered (Dunayer 2001), further marginalizing their contributions to antispeciesist journalism. 
	5.1.7. Activist Journalism and Precarity 
	Another common experience among the interviewees is their identification as activists. They recognize that if they depended solely on this work for their livelihood, they wouldn’t be able to sustain themselves: “I consider myself an activist for animal rights within the realm of journalism. My goal is to spread the message of antispeciesism, even if it means financial instability” (Interviewee 3). 
	The conflict between journalistic integrity (and activism) and financial survival is a constant reality for those in antispeciesist journalism. Freelance journalists, in particular, face additional burdens: “If you’re freelance, you have more limitations. They require more sources on antispeciesist topics, which takes more time. Often, it’s activism, not paid work” (Interviewee 3). 
	This highlights an additional burden placed on freelance antispeciesist journalists: the requirement for more thorough research and more sources when writing about animal rights issues. This often results in more time-consuming work without adequate financial compensation, reflecting how the pursuit of ethical, animal-centered journalism demands greater effort than typical reporting. Journalism’s financial precarity extends, however, beyond this niche: “Journalism today is a very precarious practice. Clicks
	Another journalist describes the emotional and financial toll: 
	“Precarity has a huge impact. It’s massive. You need to have another job [...]. Who can afford the luxury of, in their free time, sitting down to write and research? You need a level of activism and a real passion for writing. Sometimes I get messages proposing topics, and I think, I just can’t anymore. I can’t anymore. Precarity is the reason why journalism today is crap. Both the antispeciesist and the other” (Interviewee 1). 
	Financial instability forces journalists to treat their work as activism rather than a livelihood. The sheer amount of unpaid or underpaid labor involved in antispeciesist journalism, compounded by the pressure to balance multiple jobs, makes it an unsustainable endeavor for many. 
	5.2. RQ2. What Barriers Do Spanish Gatekeepers in Written Journalism Set, According to Journalists’ Perspectives? 
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	Categories of perceptions 
	Categories of perceptions 
	Categories of perceptions 
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	Explanation 
	Explanation 

	Example 
	Example 


	Ideological Gatekeeping 
	Ideological Gatekeeping 
	Ideological Gatekeeping 

	personal beliefs and consumption habits, 
	personal beliefs and consumption habits, 
	personal beliefs and consumption habits, 
	marginalizing content that challenges the 

	Editorial decisions are shaped by hegemonic ideology. 

	“[W]hen you criticize people eating meat, eating ham, or the use of animals in medical research, it’s like, ‘What are you talking about?’ Then, you need to explain it a lot more” 
	“[W]hen you criticize people eating meat, eating ham, or the use of animals in medical research, it’s like, ‘What are you talking about?’ Then, you need to explain it a lot more” 


	Emotionality vs. 
	Emotionality vs. 
	Emotionality vs. 
	Emotionality vs. 

	Objectivity: Double Standards 

	Journalism often accepts emotional appeals for human rights but dismisses similar ones for animal rights as unprofessional, using objectivity to marginalize antispeciesist perspectives and reinforce speciesist attitudes. 
	Journalism often accepts emotional appeals for human rights but dismisses similar ones for animal rights as unprofessional, using objectivity to marginalize antispeciesist perspectives and reinforce speciesist attitudes. 

	"Some subjectivities, influenced by the editorial line, are accepted. For example, no one minds being considered an anti-eviction, feminist, or anti-racist activist, but there’s a problem if you’re an antispeciesist activist." 
	"Some subjectivities, influenced by the editorial line, are accepted. For example, no one minds being considered an anti-eviction, feminist, or anti-racist activist, but there’s a problem if you’re an antispeciesist activist." 


	Source Selection and Bias 
	Source Selection and Bias 
	Source Selection and Bias 

	There is a systemic bias in journalism where antispeciesist sources are marginalized and labeled as "radical" or "extreme," often facing gatekeepers' higher expectations for "balance" in sourcing compared to other social justice issues, demanding opposing viewpoints even when the facts are clear. 
	There is a systemic bias in journalism where antispeciesist sources are marginalized and labeled as "radical" or "extreme," often facing gatekeepers' higher expectations for "balance" in sourcing compared to other social justice issues, demanding opposing viewpoints even when the facts are clear. 

	"It’s not about the source, but the content—radical voices that challenge the dominant ideology are often dismissed as extreme." 
	"It’s not about the source, but the content—radical voices that challenge the dominant ideology are often dismissed as extreme." 


	Soft Censorship 
	Soft Censorship 
	Soft Censorship 

	Image Censorship 
	Image Censorship 

	“Sometimes, we’ve been asked to remove an image because it was too graphic” 
	“Sometimes, we’ve been asked to remove an image because it was too graphic” 


	Reclassifying Informative Articles as Opinion Pieces 
	Reclassifying Informative Articles as Opinion Pieces 
	Reclassifying Informative Articles as Opinion Pieces 

	"[T]hey move articles to the opinion section even when they are not opinion pieces—just because (...) they don’t align with the (speciesist) ideology of those editors." 
	"[T]hey move articles to the opinion section even when they are not opinion pieces—just because (...) they don’t align with the (speciesist) ideology of those editors." 


	Technical Invisibilization: Structural Strategies of Suppression 
	Technical Invisibilization: Structural Strategies of Suppression 
	Technical Invisibilization: Structural Strategies of Suppression 

	Editorial Bias, and Ideological Resistance 
	Editorial Bias, and Ideological Resistance 
	Editorial Bias, and Ideological Resistance 

	Competing for Visibility: Agenda-Setting, 

	“There is, without a doubt, a deliberate effort to suppress antispeciesist topics because they directly clash with the agenda-setting. When the media’s agenda is clearly defined, anything related to antispeciesism disrupts that structure. There’s a wall—a strong, thick wall—and it’s extremely hard to break through. This kind of invisibilization is obvious to anyone in this field." 
	“There is, without a doubt, a deliberate effort to suppress antispeciesist topics because they directly clash with the agenda-setting. When the media’s agenda is clearly defined, anything related to antispeciesism disrupts that structure. There’s a wall—a strong, thick wall—and it’s extremely hard to break through. This kind of invisibilization is obvious to anyone in this field." 


	The Role of Format and Presentation in Suppression 
	The Role of Format and Presentation in Suppression 
	The Role of Format and Presentation in Suppression 

	"On a news website’s homepage, an article can be published with or without a featured image. If no image is added, it basically disappears. Which is what happens with our more radical content" 
	"On a news website’s homepage, an article can be published with or without a featured image. If no image is added, it basically disappears. Which is what happens with our more radical content" 


	Marginalization from Social Media 
	Marginalization from Social Media 
	Marginalization from Social Media 

	"We’ve also noticed how articles are shared on social media. (...) [T]here’s a big difference between the outlet sharing our content immediately after publishing versus at night or at 5 a.m." 
	"We’ve also noticed how articles are shared on social media. (...) [T]here’s a big difference between the outlet sharing our content immediately after publishing versus at night or at 5 a.m." 


	Exclusion from Curated Content 
	Exclusion from Curated Content 
	Exclusion from Curated Content 

	"There’s also the ‘early access’ newsletter for subscribers—a curated selection of articles sent at the end of the day. (...) At first, we were frequently included in this selection. Now, it’s almost unheard of.” 
	"There’s also the ‘early access’ newsletter for subscribers—a curated selection of articles sent at the end of the day. (...) At first, we were frequently included in this selection. Now, it’s almost unheard of.” 


	Exclusion from Print 
	Exclusion from Print 
	Exclusion from Print 

	"Media with both print and online versions sometimes relegate 'second-tier' articles to the web, reserving the most prestigious pieces for print, excluding animal-related topics." 
	"Media with both print and online versions sometimes relegate 'second-tier' articles to the web, reserving the most prestigious pieces for print, excluding animal-related topics." 


	Additional Barrier: Advertising Algorithms 
	Additional Barrier: Advertising Algorithms 
	Additional Barrier: Advertising Algorithms 
	Additional Barrier: Advertising Algorithms 


	“If we talk about the exploitation of pigs, an ad for a barbecue grill will pop up.” 
	“If we talk about the exploitation of pigs, an ad for a barbecue grill will pop up.” 



	5.2.1. Ideological Gatekeepers 
	Ideological gatekeeping in the media often stems from structural and personal values, internal conflicts, and consumption habits influencing editorial decisions. For example, one interviewee shared an interaction with an editor regarding 
	animal consumption: “I was talking with the editor of a media outlet, and he told me, ‘I eat organic meat only a couple of times a week.’ I replied, ‘If we all did like you, we would need three planets for cows to roam freely in order to have enough meat like that for everyone’” (Interviewee 3). 
	This type of gatekeeping reflects the boundaries of acceptable discourse within certain ideological frameworks. A different journalist noted the heightened resistance when addressing animal experimentation, which often sparks more controversy than issues like bullfighting or hunting, as it directly implicates personal behavior: 
	“Another very thorny issue is animal experimentation. It generates more divergence. It’s much easier to position yourself against an oppression when you’re not part of the oppressive side. Positioning yourself against bullfighting, hunting, animal cruelty or even zoos isn’t easy, but it generates less controversy because [...] they don’t feel directly involved. But when you criticize people eating meat, or the use of animals in medical research, it’s like, ‘What are you talking about?’ Then, you need to exp
	In this context, ideological gatekeeping marginalizes or dismisses perspectives that challenge the status quo. Media outlets and society often resist antispeciesist content because it disrupts the dominant ideologies, particularly when these practices benefit large industries like meat and pharmaceuticals (Khazaal and Almiron 2016). This gatekeeping isn’t just about differing opinions—it’s about maintaining an ideological position that normalizes animal exploitation, which is also the hegemonic ideology. 
	5.2.2. Emotionality vs. Objectivity: Double Standards in Journalism 
	The concept of objectivity in journalism is often invoked as a standard to measure the legitimacy and credibility of reporting, but it can also hinder coverage of topics like antispeciesism. While subjectivity is accepted in areas like housing rights, feminism and anti-racism activism, gatekeepers may dismiss antispeciesist journalism as biased, even when the work adheres to rigorous journalistic standards. 
	“No one defends the idea that journalism is purely objective anymore. However, some subjectivities are accepted—or even encouraged—depending on the editorial line. None of my colleagues have an issue with being considered activists against evictions, feminist activists or anti-racist activists. But if you consider yourself an antispeciesist activist, that’s a problem” (Interviewee 9). 
	At the same time, informative articles are accused of being emotional particularly when they challenge societal norms, though emotional responses to human rights violations are deemed acceptable. One journalist discusses the double standard: 
	“If you’re a journalist specializing in human rights, entering the realm of animal rights could harm your credibility. It could add emotional weight to your reporting, making you seem like someone driven by emotion rather than reason, yet speciesism is far more emotional [...]. They can cover war stories emotionally, but if you cover animals, you’re seen as unprofessional” (Interviewee 1). 
	This reveals how emotional appeals are accepted in human rights journalism but rejected in animal rights reporting, reflecting how deeply entrenched speciesism influences journalistic standards and public perceptions. 
	5.2.3. Source Selection and Bias 
	In journalism, selecting and using sources is crucial for credibility and accuracy. Proper sourcing verifies facts, prevents misinformation and offers a well-rounded view. However, in antispeciesist journalism, gatekeepers create barriers for how sources are handled, especially on topics like animal consumption. These barriers are evident in how certain voices are dismissed or undervalued. As one journalist explains, there’s a clear double standard in the expectation of “balance”, particularly for antispeci
	“Certain sources are made invisible. With other topics, like feminism, a single source may be used without seeking opposing views, but when writing against the animal-industrial complex, I have to get a source from those I’m criticizing [...]. They demand a balance not required in other areas” (Interviewee 3). 
	While social justice causes like feminism face fewer sourcing requirements, antispeciesist journalism is expected to include opposing viewpoints, particularly from industries that exploit animals. This creates additional challenges and reflects a systemic bias against antispeciesist perspectives. Another journalist agrees: 
	“When we target a specific sector, they ask us to speak to them. But we have the facts—documents, police reports court rulings. If they want to comment, let them, but we’re reporting facts, not opinions. In other areas of journalism, this isn’t required, so why should it be for us?” (Interviewee 5). 
	This other journalist highlights a key issue in antispeciesist reporting: the expectation of balance by seeking opposing views, even when the facts are clear. “It’s not about the source, but the content—radical voices that challenge the dominant ideology are often dismissed as extreme” (Interviewee 1). The labelling of antispeciesist sources that challenge the hegemonic speciesist ideology as radical or extreme to dismiss them represents an ideological barrier in journalism. The journalist’s comment conveys
	dominance over animals. The “radical” label serves to delegitimize antispeciesist sources, further marginalizing them within the media landscape. 
	5.2.4. Soft Censorship 
	Censorship is often associated with explicit restrictions on content, but the interviewees describe more subtle mechanisms, called here “soft censorship”, that limit the visibility and impact of antispeciesist discourse. These mechanisms include image censorship and the strategic reclassification of articles as opinion pieces rather than news. 
	5.2.4.1. Censorship of Images 
	“Sometimes, we’ve been asked to remove an image because it was too graphic. We interpreted this as a suggestion rather than a direct order, aimed at making the article more appealing rather than repelling readers. [...] You never know what will be more effective in attracting people to activism—offering a positive alternative or confronting them with the brutal reality of a slaughterhouse” (Interviewee 5). 
	This statement highlights the dilemma activists and journalists face in choosing between shock tactics and positive framing. Censoring graphic images is often justified by concerns over audience reception, but it also sanitizes the reality of animal exploitation. While emotional reactions to graphic content vary, studies show that such images often play a key role in adopting veganism and activism (Cole & Morgan 2011; Fernández 2020). Media reluctance to publish explicit images may reflect not only audience
	5.2.4.2. Censorship Through Reclassification as Opinion 
	“There’s a form of censorship, a mechanism used by speciesist editors, where they move articles to the opinion section even when they are not opinion pieces—just because they go to the root of the problem in a way that may seem too radical or because they don’t align with the speciesist ideology of those editors” (Interviewee 6). 
	Relegating factual articles to the opinion section subtly delegitimizes the information, framing antispeciesist views as biased rather than legitimate. The distinction between news and opinion is crucial to journalistic credibility, and misclassification influences how readers perceive the reliability and importance of a topic (Herman & Chomsky 1988). 
	This practice reflects a broader pattern of ideological gatekeeping, seen with other social justice issues, where challenges to dominant power structures are reframed as personal viewpoints rather than objective reporting. Such “soft censorship” operates through editorial discretion, limiting the reach and 
	perceived legitimacy of antispeciesist discourse. Unlike direct suppression, it hides behind journalistic norms, making it harder to identify and contest. Decisions about which images to publish and where to place articles align with agenda-setting (McCombs & Shaw 1972; McCombs & Valenzuela 2020) and framing (Entman 1993), shaping both what is covered and how it is interpreted. 
	5.2.5. Technical Invisibilization: Structural Strategies of Suppression 
	Structural invisibilization can serve as a subtler mechanism for marginalizing specific perspectives. This phenomenon does not remove content outright but diminishes its visibility through editorial choices and social media strategies. The following testimonies from journalists describe the ways in which antispeciesist discourse is sidelined within media outlets. 
	5.2.5.1. Competing for Visibility: Agenda-Setting, Editorial Bias and Ideological Resistance 
	Antispeciesist writers face significant challenges in the competitive media landscape. While having a blog within a mainstream outlet offers access, visibility is increasingly limited. “They give us a space, but it’s becoming more competitive. There are more sections and topics fighting for attention. We have to fight for visibility” (Interviewee 5). 
	This reflects a structural invisibilization, where topics are not silenced but overshadowed by an expanding media landscape. As outlets grow, activists struggle to maintain visibility due to prioritization processes favoring dominant narratives. Beyond competition, editorial choices appear to deprioritize content with ideological implications. One journalist observes: “We do notice that we’re given less visibility. [...] Sometimes, we can’t help but suspect that it has to do with our content. If you publish
	This suggests agenda-setting as a mechanism of exclusion, where not only the issues covered but also their prominence are shaped (McCombs & Shaw 1972; McCombs & Valenzuela 2020). Antispeciesist content’s consistent lower placement indicates structural deprioritization. 
	Another journalist highlights economic interests driving this trend: 
	“An article was published, but you have to scroll through eight screens to find it. They’re hiding our articles—even in a supposedly sympathetic outlet. Imagine what it’s like in other media. They’re burying us, covering us up, and they’ve been doing it for years [...] just in case an advertiser gets upset or a subscriber cancels their membership” (Interviewee 5). 
	This suggests that invisibilization is both a result of media expansion and an active strategy to balance editorial freedom with financial interests (Bennett 1996; Herman & Chomsky 1988). 
	While competition explains some invisibilization, others point to ideological resistance within media institutions: 
	“There is, without a doubt, a deliberate effort to suppress antispeciesist topics because they directly clash with the agenda-setting. When the media’s agenda is clearly defined, anything related to antispeciesism disrupts that structure. There’s a wall—a strong, thick wall—and it’s extremely hard to break through. This kind of invisibilization is obvious to anyone in this field” (Interviewee 1). 
	This comment, supported by others, suggests a dual-layered process: structural barriers limit visibility, while ideological resistance actively excludes content that challenges dominant economic and political interests. This aligns with theories of hegemonic media control, which argue that even progressive media outlets are constrained by economic dependencies, such as advertising revenue and subscriber retention (Tuchman 1978; Hanitzsch 2007; Herman & Chomsky 1988). 
	5.2.5.2. The Role of Format and Presentation in Suppression 
	Visibility is not only determined by what is published, but also by how it is presented. In digital journalism, layout and design decisions—such as whether an article appears with a featured image—can significantly impact readership. “On a news website’s homepage, an article can be published with or without a featured image. If no image is added, it basically disappears. Which is what happens with our more radical content” (Interviewee 5). 
	This echoes research on visual gatekeeping, which explains how images function as cognitive anchors that capture audience attention (Fernández 2020). The absence of a visual component subtly but effectively reduces engagement, creating a form of invisibilization that is difficult to challenge because it operates through seemingly neutral design choices rather than explicit editorial rejection. 
	5.2.5.3. Marginalization from Social Media 
	A similar dynamic is at play in the use of social media, where reach is based on timing and engagement. “We’ve also noticed how articles are shared on social media. We lack concrete proof, but there’s a big difference between the outlet sharing our content immediately after publishing versus at night or at 5 a.m.” (Interviewee 5). 
	Although difficult to attribute to deliberate suppression, if articles are systematically shared during low-traffic hours, their potential impact is diminished, reinforcing structural barriers to visibility. 
	5.2.5.4. Exclusion from Curated Content 
	A more formalized mechanism of invisibilization occurs through curated content selection, such as subscriber newsletters. “There’s also the ‘early access’ newsletter for subscribers—a curated selection of articles sent at the end of the day. (...) At first, we were frequently included in this selection. Now, it’s almost unheard of” (Interviewee 1). 
	While this exclusion is framed as a logistical decision, it aligns with the broader trend of marginalizing antispeciesist content. This further illustrates the shift from initial inclusion to gradual invisibilization, reinforcing the idea that structural mechanisms—not outright bans—are the primary tools of suppression. 
	5.2.5.5. Exclusion from Print 
	A concern among interviewees is the distinction between print and online publications, with print media seen as more prestigious. This hierarchy affects the visibility of topics like antispeciesism. “I have never had anything antispeciesist published in print, except in ” (Interviewee 9). 
	El Salto

	Antispeciesist journalists’ struggle to access print media suggests the issue is about visibility and perceived legitimacy. Infoanimal, a specialized outlet, is an exception, emphasizing that general print media are less open to such topics. “Media with both print and online versions sometimes relegate ‘second-tier’ articles to the web, reserving the most prestigious pieces for print” (Interviewee 6). 
	The classification of antispeciesist content under an editorial hierarchy where online platforms are seen as less prestigious questions its seriousness within traditional journalism. “Sometimes, they publish something online almost out of charity, but they would never publish it in print” (Interviewee 3). This comment underscores that online publication may be treated as a concession, not a genuine endorsement, signifying a symbolic gesture rather than integration into editorial priorities. 
	The print/online distinction reflects gatekeeping (Shoemaker & Vos 2009) and agenda-setting theories (McCombs & Valenzuela 2020). Print media’s limited space and higher costs curate content, reinforcing dominant narratives and excluding topics that don't align with mainstream priorities. The relegation of antispeciesist discourse to online platforms reflects both economic constraints and ideological resistance. 
	5.2.5.6. Additional Barrier: Advertising Algorithms 
	Advertising algorithms pose an obstacle to antispeciesist messaging by promoting ads that contradict the content’s message. For example, “There’s an 
	added handicap, the visibility we give to the content we are fighting against. If we talk about the exploitation of pigs, an ad for a barbecue grill will pop up. This happens constantly” (Interviewee 4). 
	These algorithms, driven by search patterns and content associations, redirect attention to ads that reinforce the industries being criticized, distorting efforts to raise awareness about animal exploitation. Rather than supporting antispeciesist content, they prioritize commercial interests, creating additional barriers to spreading the message. 
	6. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 
	The interviews with Spanish antispeciesist journalists highlight the systemic marginalization of antispeciesist perspectives in Spanish written journalism. Coverage of nonhuman animals remains predominantly anthropocentric, with mainstream media framing stories around human concerns—such as pet ownership, conservation and health—rather than addressing nonhuman animals’ rights and agency. 
	Journalists identified several barriers to antispeciesist journalism, including the resistance to radical perspectives, the devaluation of animal rights issues, and the precarious nature of the field. While welfare-oriented approaches to animal rights gain some media traction, more systemic critiques of speciesism face significant opposition. The lack of coverage in mainstream outlets leaves only the more leftist publications, such as and , followed by and as platforms for these perspectives. 
	El Diario 
	El Salto
	La Marea 
	Publico 

	The trivialization of antispeciesist journalism as “pet journalism” reflects a broader pattern of dismissal, with journalists reporting that discussing speciesism can undermine their credibility and lead to perceptions of gendered irrationality or extremism. Many antispeciesist journalists identify as activists, driven by ethical convictions rather than financial stability. Their work requires additional research and sourcing, yet it remains undervalued and underfunded compared to coverage of more conventio
	Several interviewees compared these struggles to the early marginalization of feminist discourse, suggesting that while antispeciesist journalism currently faces resistance, broader acceptance may develop over time if strategic framing and stronger news pegs help integrate these perspectives into mainstream reporting. 
	The barriers faced by Spanish journalists covering antispeciesist issues stem from a complex interplay of ideological, emotional, technical and structural factors. Ideological gatekeeping plays a central role, as gatekeepers resist perspectives that challenge deeply entrenched norms around animal consumption and exploitation. Editorial decisions are often influenced by personal 
	consumption habits and hegemonic ideologies, reinforcing existing power structures tied to industries that exploit animals. 
	Antispeciesist journalists are frequently dismissed as emotional and biased, even though emotional appeals are widely accepted in other advocacy journalism, such as human rights or feminist reporting. Additionally, these journalists face a higher burden of balance, often being required to include opposing viewpoints from sources that exploit animals, a demand not as rigorously applied to other social justice issues. 
	A form of soft censorship further restricts antispeciesist journalism. This includes the removal of graphic images under the justification of audience retention and the relegation of informative articles to opinion sections. Even sympathetic platforms struggle to provide consistent exposure for antispeciesist content due to editorial prioritization of other issues. Structural choices, such as the placement of articles in less visible sections or without photos, further contribute to the invisibility of thes
	What the outlets post on their social media platforms also presents ideological resistance, with journalists observing that content challenging speciesist norms is less likely to be shared. 
	Despite demographic diversity among antispeciesist journalists in Spain, their shared identity results in a remarkably uniform experience of media barriers. This suggests that ideological forces shaping journalistic practices transcend individual differences, creating consistent constraints on antispeciesist reporting. 
	Visibility in media extends beyond publication. It depends on strategic placement, framing and timing. Journalists must navigate these factors to ensure that antispeciesist content reaches audiences in meaningful ways. However, their autonomy remains constrained by editorial pressures, requiring them to negotiate their positions within dominant media structures. 
	These findings underscore the need for structural changes in journalistic practices to ensure that animal rights and antispeciesist perspectives are fully integrated into the media landscape, aligning with the growing public interest in these issues. 
	This study reveals the tension between journalists’ awareness of systemic marginalization and their strategies to navigate editorial resistance. Future research should explore the strategies antispeciesist journalists use to maintain resilience and increase nonhuman animal visibility, focusing on framing techniques, the role of independent media and the broader impact on public discourse surrounding nonhuman animal rights. 
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	Including Animals in Politics: A Relational Account and Its Limits 
	Review of Sue Donaldson and Will Kymlicka’s 
	Animals and the Right to Politics 

	DANIELA GUAJARDO 
	University of Warwick 
	Oxford University Press, December 2025, 352 pages 
	This book provides a thoughtful and distinctive addition to the political turn in animal ethics, shifting attention from how individuals ought to regard animals to how the state ought to regulate their treatment (Cochrane et al. 2018: 270). In doing so, it addresses the challenges of bringing animals into politics, thereby distinguishing itself from earlier discussions centered on the moral status of animals. The book is situated within debates in democratic theory, and the central claim advanced is that an
	Before developing the idea that animals have a right to politics, the authors argue that all sentient animals possess moral status and basic rights, regardless of whether they engage in political activity. These basic rights include the right to life and bodily integrity (understood as immunity from deliberate harm), the right to habitat protection and the right to basic freedoms, such as freedom from captivity (16). However, the authors argue that legal safeguards for animals are insufficient. If humans ar
	-

	(25). Thus, the authors argue that their protection cannot rest solely on legal rights but must also include political rights. 
	Donaldson and Kymlicka defend the idea of political animals by providing extensive scientific evidence that some animals have complex social and political lives (85–111). They then develop a pluralistic account of political community that combines “societal polities defined in reference to ideas of social membership and solidarity, and place-based polities defined in reference to ideas of geographic overlap and entanglement” (114). Societal polities are characterized by the connections between societies and
	The authors apply this framework to different categories of animals (see also Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011). Domesticated animals are members of shared society-based polities with humans and are co-citizens with rights to co-author norms or steering rights (132). Liminal animals, such as squirrels or rats, inhabit shared place-based polities with humans and domesticated animals within the “commons” (127–132). Although they share territory, liminal animals do not share social norms with humans and are therefo
	Drawing on Sharon Krause’s work, Donaldson and Kymlicka develop a compelling “distributed and relational” account of political agency that extends to animals (136). Krause defines political agency as the affirmation of one’s subjectivity through effective action in the world, when such action brings about relevant change or response in matters of public concern. Agency is insofar as it depends on the presence of others who take up and act as bearers of one’s expressed subjectivity, and in that it is grounde
	distributed 
	relational 

	Although I do not reject the claim that animals are political agents and indeed agree that the authors provide compelling scientific evidence that animals engage in political activity, I am not persuaded by the authors’account of political agency. Their emphasis on a relational model grounded in trust and solidarity varies 
	depending on the kinds of relationships humans have with different categories of animals, and appears less well suited to some of them. 
	Building on earlier work (Donaldson 2020), the authors explore the political agency of domesticated animals, which can be institutionalized through two complementary strategies: microboards and the creation of new democratic spaces. Microboards originally developed within the disability community could be adapted for domesticated animals. These boards could be composed of relational agents—that is, humans who choose to live or work alongside animals and are trusted by the animals and tasked with recognizing
	The fact that representatives of domesticated animals should primarily be humans who live or work alongside them raises some problems. While I agree with the authors that such individuals may have valuable insights into animals’ agency, given their proximity and familiarity with them, we should be cautious about assuming their impartiality. Many human-animal work relationships involve conflicts of interest between humans and animals. Consider, for example, animals employed in cancer detection. Humans workin
	The authors do not explicitly address the challenge posed by such conflicting interests in relationships where humans work or live alongside domesticated animals. Although, the authors note that microboard members may be required to justify their representations of domesticated animals to third parties through external review (176). This requirement may mitigate the problem to some extent, but it does not fully solve it, given that many trust-based relationships between humans and domesticated animals remai
	Nevertheless, Donaldson and Kymlicka argue that microboards alone are insufficient if domesticated animals remain confined to restrictive roles and spaces. To address this, they propose creating new democratic spaces referred to as the “animal agora” by reducing confinement and unleashing domesticated animals. They clarify that this does not involve abandoning domesticated animals or exposing them or others to risk (178). Rather, it aims to grant animals greater freedom of movement and opportunities for spo
	It will be interesting to see how the debate surrounding the animal agora proposal develops. This is, arguably, the book’s most ambitious claim, though it raises questions about feasibility and implementation. Compared to microboards, the animal agora appears more challenging to realize in the short term. Also, it remains unclear how domesticated animals would indicate trust and choose community agents when representation is tied to a specific space. Further clarifications would be helpful regarding the rol
	The authors also elaborate on proposals regarding wild animals, which raise some concerns. They focus on two proposals: interstitial federalism and treaty diplomacy. The authors endorse limited forms of intervention, such as duties of restitution or beneficent assistance, that support wild animals’ interests while respecting their right to self-determination within their own territories. 
	First, the authors defend the idea of “interstitial federalism”, according to which political communities can assert jurisdiction within the gaps of existing state structures. They illustrate this approach by reference to Indigenous governance practices, where authority is reclaimed through the assertion of inherent jurisdiction beyond settler states, often through distinct legal traditions, institutions and co-governance arrangements. Applied to wild animals, this framework treats them as one of the severa
	obligations humans have in virtue of climate change and duties of assistance. The proposal requires human trustees or guardians to represent wild animals’interests in external relations, drawing on knowledge of migration patterns and local human-wildlife interactions. 
	This proposal is commendable for recognizing that wild animals have rights to self-determination. However, I am concerned that treaty diplomacy and the representation of wild animals, which relies on the authors’account of distributed and relational agency, does not translate smoothly to the case of wild animals. On the authors’ account, political agency requires uptake by others through relationships of trust and solidarity. As they explain in the context of domesticated animals, the fact that animals can 
	Indeed, the authors themselves acknowledge that for wild animals, “the bearers of their agency are primarily other conspecifics within their herd or pod or flock—for example, the other wild African dogs who sneeze together to decide on where to move” (150). This observation suggests that wild animals’ political agency is largely internal to their own communities and not easily mediated by humans. As a result, human representatives may struggle to adequately recognize or respond to the agency of wild animals
	Furthermore, it remains unclear how representatives of wild animals would reliably interpret and respond to the forms of politics of wild animals, in light of the substantial limits of current human knowledge. This challenge is particularly significant considering the vast diversity of wild animal species, each with distinct modes of interaction and ecological contexts, as well as the considerable constraints on our understanding of their expressions, behaviors and interests. These epistemic difficulties ra
	Finally, the authors explain how the right to politics applies to liminal animals, which presents its own challenges. According to Donaldson and Kymlicka, liminal animals belong to shared place-based polities with humans and 
	domesticated animals and are interdependent by virtue of coexisting in the same territory. They exercise their right to politics through participation in two domains: societal polities formed with members of their own species, and place-based polities shared with humans and domesticated animals, referred to as the commons (237). Governance within the commons is limited in scope and focuses on protecting shared spaces, coordinating their fair mobility and resolving conflicts arising from coexistence (229). 
	The authors argue that observing how liminal animals use and modify shared spaces can inform public deliberation. However, they acknowledge significant limits on interaction and communication with liminal animals, which constrain the extent to which their agency can be directly incorporated into shared political processes (241). To address this, they suggest adapting the community agent model (242). Community agents with relevant expertise would be responsible for interpreting liminal animals’ agency, build
	One concern regarding this proposal parallels the worry raised about wild animals. The authors’ account of relational agency may be insufficient to capture the agency of liminal animals in place-based polities, given the absence of trust relationships. Indeed, the authors themselves acknowledge that these animals are “widely seen as ‘pests’ who do not belong in so-called human spaces, and who are therefore subject to periodic campaigns of extermination or relocation” (226–227). Common practices, such as the
	A second concern is that the distinction between domesticated and liminal animals, and the different political rights assigned to each, becomes less apparent in the context of the agora and the commons. The authors argue that domesticated animals should be granted greater freedom of movement and unleashed, potentially allowing them to distance themselves from humans. This development risks blurring the boundary between domesticated and liminal animals. As domesticated animals gain greater freedom within the
	whether the proposed categorical distinction can be consistently maintained. As a result, it may become increasingly difficult to determine which political rights and forms of participation are appropriate for each category of animals, thereby undermining the practical applicability of the authors’ account. 
	On balance, this book will be of particular interest to philosophers, political theorists, animal ethics scholars and animal activists. It offers a rich and insightful set of arguments, along with carefully developed proposals concerning the right to politics of domesticated, wild and liminal animals. In doing so, it provides a sophisticated account of what it would mean to create political spaces and practices capable of including animals in political life, not only through human representation on their be
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	Animals and the Right to Politics

	The Burger That Devoured the World 
	Eco-Animalist Reflections in Javier Morales’s Work 
	JOSÉ MANUEL CHICO 
	La Hamburguesa Que Devoró El Mundo. Un Panfleto Ecoanimalista 
	Plaza y Valdés, 2025, 173 pages 

	, by the writer and journalist Javier Morales, offers a work of reflection and advocacy that seeks to build bridges between ecologism and animalism—two movements that share many goals yet have often emphasized their differences more than their common ground. Conceived as a pamphlet in the classical sense, the book is deliberately addressed to a broad readership: both specialized and non-specialized audiences, including environmentally engaged readers, animal-advocacy activists, and members of the general pu
	The Burger That Devoured the World: An Eco-Animalist Pamphlet

	This eco-animalist pamphlet opens with a prologue by Ruth Toledano and closes with an epilogue by Marta Tafalla, two essential voices in contemporary eco-animalist activism. Their dual presence already signals Morales’s intention to situate the debate at a crossroads between, on the one hand, the empirical analysis of the structures sustaining global ecocide, and, on the other, the need to integrate the question of nonhuman animal rights as an inescapable component of any contemporary ecosocial project. To 
	animal ethics respond to five key questions posed by the author. The result is a heterogeneous and plural space where theoretical and activist perspectives converge. This structure allows the reader to engage immediately in the central issues: the instrumentalization and exploitation of nonhuman animals, the erosion of their habitats, and the urgent need to rethink our models of production. 
	The choice of the pamphlet as literary form is far from accidental. Javier Morales deliberately reclaims the tradition of this genre as a tool of urgency and social mobilization—a form that, rather than constraining reflection, enables the development of a rigorous discourse grounded in scientific evidence while also being direct and accessible. In this sense, its scientific dimension allows us to read the book from a solid, well-founded base, far from mere speculation: “Despite the negative connotation the
	The very title of the work already reveals the main thematic axes structuring the essay. First, the “burger” functions as a symbol of a production and consumption system that not only epitomizes the ecocide resulting from human activity, but also embodies a deeply speciesist tradition that reduces nonhuman animals to mere objects of instrumentalization and consumption. Second, the use of the verb “devour” suggests how the mass production of meat has transformed and devastated ecosystems, accelerating the de
	One example Javier Morales highlights is livestock farming. Drawing on George Monbiot’s (2022), he recalls that since 2014, the number of people suffering from chronic hunger has risen from sixty to six hundred and ninety million, despite a notable increase in global food production. One of the causes of this paradox, he notes, lies in the central role of animal agriculture (Morales 2025: 28–29). Both extensive and intensive livestock farming generate devastating consequences. As Javier Morales reminds us, 
	Regenesis: Feeding the World without Devouring the Planet 
	Nature

	On these grounds, Javier Morales offers an exhaustive examination of our contemporary ecosocial condition—particularly the ways in which human and nonhuman animals relate—and at the same time advocates for the creation of shared spaces where the struggles of both movements can converge. Beef, the symbol embodied in the burger, concentrates disproportionate impacts: it accounts for roughly one third of global methane emissions—a gas with a —and contributes significantly to deforestation, soil erosion, and bi
	warming potential up to eighty times greater than CO
	2

	The pamphlet does not merely expose the magnitude of the problem—it also proposes a path toward convergence and mutual understanding between these 
	movements. Javier Morales argues that if we truly wish to protect nonhuman animals, we must also protect their habitats, recognizing their right to live freely within the ecosystems they inhabit. Likewise, environmental movements, particularly the more conservationist ones, should recognize that a vegan diet is not only an ethical choice but also an effective conservation strategy capable of reducing pressure on land, water, and biodiversity. Conversely, animalist movements could adopt a more ecological per
	Ecoanimal: Una Estética Plurisensorial, Ecologista y Animalista 

	One of the pamphlet’s strengths lies in its deliberate shift of focus toward nonhuman animals and their habitats, accompanied by a marked distancing from the author’s personal “I”. Unlike previous works such as (2017), in which Javier Morales intertwined personal experience, literary narrative, and eco-ethical reflection, places emphasis on external reality: the ecological catastrophe threatening the biosphere and the lives of the species that depend on it. The author’s voice becomes a transparent vehicle t
	El Día Que Dejé De Comer Animales 
	The Burger That Devoured the World 

	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Do you consider yourself an environmentalist? Why? 

	2. 
	2. 
	Do you consider yourself an animalist? Why? 

	3. 
	3. 
	Do you think there are conflicts between the environmentalist and animalist worlds? 

	4. 
	4. 
	If your answer is yes, why do you think this is the case? Do you believe points of convergence are possible? 

	5. 
	5. 
	Are you a member of any organization? 


	Among the wide range of voices from different fields of knowledge, we find figures such as Núria Almirón, Leonardo Anselmi, Joaquín Araújo, Coral García Bayón, Óscar Horta, Cristina Ibáñez García, Alicia Puleo, and Jorge Riechmann, among others. This plurality of perspectives exposes both common ground and 
	tensions within the movements, showing that despite their divergent approaches, shared goals and principles can be harmonized toward joint action. 
	One of the most frequently cited issues by interviewees is the critique of anthropocentrism and the urgent need to embrace antispeciesist frameworks— ethical positions that reject any hierarchy subordinating some species to others. Yet tensions also arise: debates around so-called “invasive species” or the role of extensive livestock farming (viewed by some environmentalists as a sustainable alternative but deemed unacceptable from an antispeciesist ethic) reveal how deeply these differences shape understan
	Taken together, these perspectives offer a panoramic view of the diversity and complexity that exist within both movements, from which we can discern shared conclusions as well as persistent divergences. thus stands as both a concise and forceful response to the global ecological crisis afflicting our planet and a robust defense of nonhuman animal rights from an explicitly antispeciesist standpoint that rejects all traces of anthropocentrism. At the same time, it is also a dialogue—an invitation to continue
	The Burger That Devoured the World 

	Paradoxes in the Legitimization of Animal Experimentation 
	Review of Marta Tafalla’s 
	Paradojas de la Experimentación en Animales 
	NURIA MÁXIMO BOCANEGRA, PhD 
	Full Professor, Occupational Therapist 
	Full Professor, Occupational Therapist 
	Director of the Institutional Research Chair “Animals and Society” 
	Rey Juan Carlos University 

	Plaza y Valdés, 2025, 372 pages 
	stands as a significant contribution to current debates in animal ethics. Marta Tafalla (philosopher and professor of ethics and aesthetics at the Autonomous University of Barcelona) has long devoted her work to examining the moral relationship between humans, nonhuman animals and the natural world. In this volume she returns to that terrain with a sharper analytical lens, interrogating the conceptual architecture that underpins animal experimentation and arguing that its legitimacy relies on a set of inter
	Paradojas de la Experimentación en Animales 

	The contemporary European context renders this analysis especially timely. Although the European Union and several member states have introduced reforms aimed at reducing the use of animals in research, the gap between 
	regulatory aspirations and actual practice remains substantial. The Netherlands has advanced transition programs toward non-animal methods; the United Kingdom has tightened transparency requirements and reopened debate on the scientific validity of animal models; and Germany has promoted stricter restrictions alongside increased funding for replacement techniques. At the same time, cases such as the Vivotecnia scandal in Spain or the documentary reveal the persistence of opaque practices and a growing publi
	Infiltrada en el Búnker 

	The book weaves together philosophical analysis, historical reconstruction and applied ethical discussion. After tracing the historical processes through which animal experimentation came to be legitimized, Tafalla leads the reader to the central chapter, where she develops her main thesis: that contemporary biomedical discourse is structured by several paradoxes (15). Subsequent chapters examine concrete cases, illustrating how these paradoxes materialize in institutional decision-making, experimental prot
	The book’s most substantial contribution lies within this argumentative core. The central chapter identifies a set of paradoxes that shape the contemporary justification of animal experimentation and that, following standard philosophical criteria, can indeed be reconstructed as paradoxes in the strict sense. 
	The epistemological paradox holds that animals are sufficiently similar to humans to allow for reliable extrapolation of results, yet sufficiently different to deny them moral consideration (15, 20, 35, 50). This tension is paradigmatically illustrated in the use of murine models, whose genetic proximity is invoked to defend their scientific relevance while their capacity to suffer is simultaneously downplayed. Tafalla is right to highlight this inconsistency, though her analysis might have gone further in 
	The moral paradox asserts that animals lack morally relevant interests even though it is explicitly acknowledged that they feel pain and seek to avoid it (23, 28, 57, 77, 84, 89, 98). Ethics review forms (requiring researchers to justify the suffering inflicted while treating such suffering as insufficient grounds to halt a study) offer a clear example of this contradiction. Tafalla elucidates this tension effectively, though a more detailed examination of how “lesser evil” rhetoric functions as a mechanism
	The institutional paradox emerges from the claim that animal experimentation is exceptional and used only when no alternatives exist, despite the fact that it has become a routine and large-scale practice (110). The systematic approval of redundant or methodologically outdated protocols exemplifies this gap between discourse and practice. While Tafalla identifies the contradiction, she devotes less attention to the structural incentives—funding systems, disciplinary cultures, publication pressures—that help
	Finally, the paradox of progress presents animal experimentation as a driver of scientific innovation, even though many of its practices persist largely due to tradition or economic interests (130). The continued reliance on animal models with low predictive validity in toxicology, despite the availability of more reliable in vitro methods, is a telling case. Tafalla convincingly shows how these paradoxes operate as forms of collective cognitive dissonance, enabling societies to maintain a self-image of eth
	The applied chapters illustrate how these paradoxes translate into concrete practices. Tafalla examines the logic of ethics committees (114), the rhetoric of “scientific necessity” (163), institutional opacity (362) and the emotional distancing that allows painful procedures to be normalized (183). She analyzes experiments justified by habit, protocols maintained despite poor reliability and decisions grounded in unexamined methodological assumptions. She also discusses methodological alternatives (computat
	Despite the coherence of the overall argument, the book leaves certain avenues underdeveloped. Tafalla focuses on dismantling the system’s internal paradoxes but devotes less space to exploring how the institutional structures that sustain them might be transformed. Although she gestures toward scientific and ethical alternatives, she does not articulate a political or regulatory framework capable of overcoming the paradoxes she identifies. This limitation does not diminish the value of the work, but it doe
	Taken as a whole, offers a rigorous and conceptually robust analysis of the tensions that shape contemporary animal experimentation. Its reconstruction of the paradoxes sustaining the system constitutes a valuable contribution to moral philosophy, bioethics and critical animal studies. While the book could have further elaborated the institutional 
	Paradojas de la Experimentación en Animales 

	implications of its diagnosis, it provides an indispensable analytical framework for understanding why animal experimentation persists even as its ethical and scientific foundations appear increasingly untenable. 
	Zoos Uncovered 
	Animals vs. Zoos: An Insider’s Critique of Wildlife Captivity 
	Review of David Perpiñán’s 

	ANNA MULÀ 
	University of Pompeu Fabra 
	David Perpiñán, 2026, 233 pages 
	David Perpiñán’s is a valuable contribution to the field of animal ethics, focusing on the realities of zoos and the captivity of wild animals. Perpiñán, a veterinarian with extensive experience in zoos, clearly and openly discusses the problems faced by captive animals, challenging common claims about zoos’ roles in conservation, education, research and animal welfare. Through 20 carefully selected case studies, Perpiñán blends scientific evidence, personal experience and factual analysis to dismantle the 
	Animals vs. Zoos: An Insider’s Critique of Wildlife Captivity 

	From mammals to invertebrates, the author explores a broad spectrum of species, including iconic ones for zoos such as the Przewalski’s horse, ocellaris clownfish and northern bald ibis. Each species serves as an example through which broader issues are examined, such as the ethics of conservation projects, welfare concerns and questionable institutional practices. The book is further enriched by a glossary, a full list of featured species and a compilation of 180 references. 
	The ethical challenges of captive breeding programs are thoroughly discussed, using examples like the California condor, golden lion tamarin and European bison. Perpiñán highlights the widespread failure of these initiatives, which often consume vast human and financial resources, with minor or no measurable success. Cases like the orca, giant Pacific octopus and Komodo dragon reveal serious welfare concerns resulting in shortened lifespans, while the Asian elephant, hippopotamus and Amazon River dolphin il
	Three chapters are devoted to lesser-discussed species: bears. Perpiñán begins with an analysis of China’s “Panda diplomacy”, whereby pandas are leased to allied countries under the guise of conservation, exposing the political and commercial motivations behind these agreements. He then examines the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on zoo operations, including the decision by some institutions to return pandas to China due to difficulties in importing sufficient quantities of bamboo—ironically, also from Chi
	One aspect that may be viewed critically by some academic readers is the absence of in-text citations using the conventional author/year/page format. Although the book includes an extensive and well-curated reference list, the lack of specific in-text referencing may make it more difficult for researchers to trace particular claims directly to their original sources. However, this stylistic choice also makes the book more accessible to a broader audience, enhancing its readability and impact beyond strictly
	offers a meticulously researched and powerful critique of the official narratives promoted by zoological institutions. Throughout the book, Perpiñán provides readers with the tools to develop their own informed opinions, though his stance becomes clear: he sees no meaningful role for zoos in modern conservation, education or research. 
	Animals vs. Zoos 

	In conclusion, is an essential resource for scholars in animal ethics, veterinarians, conservationists, educators, policymakers and any reader interested in the moral complexities of human-animal relationships. The book’s combination of scientific rigor, pointed critique and personal narrative effectively highlights the urgent need for transparency in zoological practices, making it a compelling and necessary addition to the animal ethics discourse. The book is available online in English () and Spanish ().
	Animals vs. Zoos 
	https://www.amazon.com/dp/B0GFGHQR9C
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	Evaluating Animal Flourishing in Research Contexts 
	Of Mice and Primates: Virtue Ethics and Animal Research 
	Review of Rebecca L. Walker’s 

	ANTONIO PAGLIUCA 
	University of Pompeu Fabra 
	Oxford University Press (Oxford Scholarship Online), 23 April 2025, 162 pages 
	1. INTRODUCTION 
	The book argues, in contrast to conventional theories based on rights or utilitarianism, that virtue ethics provides a more suitable framework for biomedical research involving animals. It is therefore addressed to scholars in the field of animal ethics, but above all to laboratory researchers themselves. Its publication is situated within a context of increasing debate concerning laboratory practices involving animals and the ways in which they are employed in scientific research. The author states that vi
	eudaimonism

	Through the case study of Harry Harlow’s primate research, the book highlights the limits of approaches centered solely on external justification, showing how virtue ethics enables an analysis of cruel practices and their longterm impact on animal flourishing. The author argues that flourishing includes non-rational capacities and external goods shared with animals, challenging 
	-

	Aristotle’s exclusion of animals from in the central chapters. The final chapters address justice in research oversight and intellectual virtues in science, ultimately proposing a conception of moral status grounded in flourishing rather than individual capacities. 
	eudaimonia 

	2. WALKER’S VIRTUE-ETHICAL ACCOUNT OF ANIMAL RESEARCH 
	In chapters 1 and 3 of the book, the author highlights the distinction between Aristotelian virtue ethics and the version of virtue ethics she employs. Aristotelian virtue ethics is an ethical approach that focuses on the character, habits and flourishing of the moral agent, rather than on the application of principles or rules to determine right action. This ethical approach is known as , as it is concerned with flourishing or personal happiness (), which represents the ultimate end of human life. This eth
	eudaimonism
	eudaimonia

	Aristotle holds that the human being possesses a characteristic function, namely “activity of the soul expressive of reason” (39) which, when realized with excellence, leads to a flourishing life. The ultimate human end, therefore, consists in realizing this function effectively. Since activity expressive of reason is the distinctive function of the human being in flourishing, Aristotle maintains that non-human animals, being incapable of participating in this activity, cannot be described as happy (35). Ar
	telos

	The author, however, seeks to overcome this anthropocentric view by modifying and expanding the concept of human flourishing to include animal flourishing. The author challenges the idea that human flourishing is defined exclusively by the function of reason and argues instead that is also grounded in external goods, such as social support and material resources, as well as in non-rational capacities, including physical health, the capacity to experience emotions and sociality. Since these elements are also
	eudaimonia 

	The moral agent, thus, has a duty to be concerned with animal flourishing, and for this reason the author maintains that her theory overcomes anthropocentrism by attributing moral considerability to animals, understood as the recognition of their potential to flourish. It follows that within the laboratory context the researcher, in order to be a virtuous agent, must recognize that animals can be 
	disposed toward flourishing despite being in captivity. The author argues that, for an animal, living a flourishing life does not mean reproducing the biological norms of the species, but rather being placed in the condition of being “an excellent one of its kind” (49). 
	To clarify this point, the book refers to the studies of Margaret Harlow, which show that male macaques in laboratory settings took care of offspring displaying behaviors not typically observed in nature. Being “devoted fathers” (49), according to the author, would demonstrate that these animals were flourishing in a significant way within the laboratory context (39, 42, 46, 49, 50). It is also possible that inducing enormous pain or conditions of extreme scarcity would cause animals to display greater comp
	None of this, however, seems to provide a good justification for what has been done to the animals. Animal flourishing thus becomes the responsibility of the virtuous researcher, who must not limit themselves to the pursuit of scientific results but must also ensure that the animal is provided with the conditions necessary to flourish. The author emphasizes that bonds between researcher and animal are fundamental to the flourishing of both parties. On the one hand, the laboratory animal would benefit from s
	In the book, the author presents virtue ethics as an approach that can be effectively applied to the animal world. She highlights how virtue ethics is well suited to the context of laboratory research, as it proposes a non-anthropocentric approach to the relationship between researcher and animal. 
	3. EVALUATIVE ANTHROPOMORPHISM AND THE LIMITS OF WALKER’S APPROACH 
	I argue that the approach proposed does not fully overcome anthropocentrism, and that this becomes evident in the practical application of the theory by the virtuous researcher. Within the laboratory, the researcher has a moral duty to attend to animal flourishing. The obligation of moral considerability toward the animal is closely tied to the researcher’s perception: the more virtuous the researcher is, the greater their capacity to understand whether or not an animal is flourishing (75). 
	This raises a fundamental question concerning the criterion by which the researcher evaluates whether an animal is flourishing. The author suggests that 
	an animal flourishes not when it reproduces the biological norms of its species, but when it is an excellent creature of its kind. When the researcher observes that the animal is an excellent creature of its kind, the animal is considered to be flourishing. To clarify what is meant by being an excellent creature of its kind, the author offers the example of the macaque as a good family father, who, despite not behaving in accordance with the biological norms of his species, is said to be “flourishing to a s
	I consider the criterion identified by the author to be problematic because it is anthropomorphic. Anthropomorphism (Epley, Waytz and Cacioppo 2007: 864) is the tendency to view non-human agents as similar to humans by attributing human characteristics, motivations, intentions or emotions to the behavior of nonhuman agents. In this specific case, it takes the form of evaluative anthropomorphism, namely the tendency of the researcher to assess animal flourishing through human criteria and behaviors. In the e
	-

	Anthropomorphism is problematic because it tends to distort animal flourishing by placing human modes of flourishing at the center and adapting them to the animal sphere. The behavior of the monkey as a “devoted father” is in fact an artificial behavior produced by the laboratory environment, arising from the deprivation of natural environmental conditions. Such behavior, according to research (Lutz et al. 2022: 6; Dawkins 1988: 217), emerges as a compensatory adaptation rather than as an expression of well
	Moreover, evaluative anthropomorphism does not manifest solely as a criterion for determining which behaviors count as signs of flourishing, but also as a criterion for establishing whether or not an animal is suffering. This second aspect emerges in the chapter in which the author emphasizes compassion as a fundamental virtue to be cultivated by the practically wise researcher. Compassion is directed toward animal flourishing, since once the animal exhibits suffering, the compassionate researcher seeks to 
	In this regard, the book refers to the episode of a macaque housed in isolation, which had discovered a small hole in the steel wall of its cage created by a missing bolt. The monkey repeatedly ran back and forth across the cage, stopped in front of the hole to peer at other macaques, and performed a social gesture in their direction. Because the other animals could not see it and therefore did not respond, the macaque returned to its observation point, repeatedly checking the situation and experiencing its
	Having observed such behavior, the compassionate researcher will seek to address the isolation itself, rather than merely mitigating its psychological consequences. However, compassion is a virtue that is activated in the researcher when they experience discomfort in response to the animal’s displayed behavior. It is therefore not sufficient that the animal is in fact suffering; rather, it is necessary that this suffering be expressed in a form that is intelligible to the human observer. When animal sufferi
	Not all animals, indeed, are able to display behaviors such as those of the macaque, which explicitly expresses its suffering through clear visual signals, such as jumping, running back and forth or repeatedly observing the hole. Evaluative anthropomorphism is also evident in this example, insofar as it becomes the interpretative criterion for determining whether or not an animal is suffering, based on the animal’s capacity to express suffering in ways that are comprehensible to the researcher. The compassi
	By contrast, other species such as mice, which are among the most widely used animals in research, will receive less protection. Mice, as prey animals in nature, have a biological tendency to conceal pain in order not to appear vulnerable. As a result, their suffering is less evident and less readily recognizable to researchers; for this reason, compassion is not activated, and the researcher will act in a less virtuous manner toward them (92). 
	1 
	1 


	I therefore argue that evaluative anthropomorphism, in both examples analyzed, places the human being at the center by establishing evaluative criteria on the basis of what humans regard as flourishing and what humans interpret as 
	The author cites the following study: Baumans, V. et al., 1994: “Pain and Distress in Laboratory Rodents and Lagomorphs: Report of the Federation of European Laboratory Animal Science Associations” (FELASA), 28 (2): 97–112. 
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	Laboratory Animals 

	manifestations of suffering. Animal flourishing thus becomes subordinated to human criteria, and for this reason the author’s vision of a virtue ethics inclusive of the animal world remains anchored in anthropocentric elements. 
	4. CONCLUSION 
	I conclude by stating that, overall, I consider the book to be worth reading despite the issues highlighted. Its focus on the role of the agent within the laboratory, and on the obligation to behave virtuously toward animals, offers a profound reflection on the ethical challenges of the laboratory environment—a setting in which animal flourishing is severely compromised. Emphasizing the role of the agent in a context where the animal lives under the researcher’s control is indeed fundamental, since it is ne
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	Legal Pragmatism for Animals 
	More Equal Than Others: Humans and the Rights of Other Animals 
	Review of Raffael Fasel’s 

	FRASER SUTHERLAND 
	Oxford University Press, February 2024, 224 pages 
	In , Raffael Fasel draws on his legal and philosophical expertise to develop arguments that are sophisticated yet clear and accessible. This remarkable and engaging book addresses tensions between the defense of human rights and the extension of some of these rights to non-human animals (henceforth, animals). 
	More Equal Than Others: Humans and the Rights of Other Animals

	The book focuses on the tension between what Fasel calls Meritocratic and Aristocratic approaches and advocates for the Species Membership Approach, which is a form of legal pragmatism, as an alternative to both. He presents not merely the moral justification of rights, but whether a legal system can sustain stable, public and egalitarian rights while extending protection beyond humans (1–4). 
	Fasel deems the Aristocratic and Meritocratic approaches legally unworkable (11–12). Despite all that the law shares with philosophy, legal reasoning is subject to simplicity, publicity and feasibility constraints. These constraints require the law to adopt an understanding of rights that philosophy does not need. Fasel develops these arguments clearly and systematically, offering critical but charitable discussions of various past authors in a balanced, exhaustive and original historical review. 
	1. ARISTOCRATIC AND MERITOCRATIC VIEWS 
	Fasel presents the Aristocratic and Meritocratic approaches as a conflict between egalitarian legal protection based on group membership and moral individualism that assigns rights based on individual traits. 
	Fasel explores Enlightenment thinker Jean-Baptiste Salaville to illustrate the Aristocratic approach, which grounds equal rights in membership of the human species to secure equality among humans as humans while excluding animals from rights protection—regardless of their interests or degree of sentience. He presents the Meritocratic approach through Jean-Claude Delamétherie, whose view rejects species membership as morally relevant and instead grounds rights based in individual sentient beings’ capacities 
	2. COCHRANE’S SENTIENTISM 
	Fasel also examines contemporary author Alasdair Cochrane who grounds rights on sentience, claiming that sentience is a sufficient condition for animals to have moral claims. Like the Aristocratic approach, Cochrane focuses on relevant traits, and like the Meritocratic view, he also denies that species membership possesses moral relevance. 
	Fasel ultimately rejects Cochrane’s proposal as an effective middle ground because he argues that it remains meritocratic since it grounds an animal’s moral status in its sentience. He argues that because sentience comes in varying levels, grounding rights in sentience risks reintroducing forms of contestability and instability into legal rights attribution. This therefore undermines egalitarian protection (110–123). 
	In a recent blog, Cochrane (2025) responds to Fasel and argues that sentience acts as a threshold. This means that once an individual is sentient, they possess equal moral status. He claims that this occurs regardless of what interests they have. Differences in interests may therefore justify variances in rights, although not differences in moral status. He also challenges Fasel’s claim that his view is not socially or legally workable by noting that legal systems currently recognize contexts where animal i
	On Fasel’s view, Cochrane’s defense of sentientism is philosophically plausible but legally unworkable because it grounds legal rights in individual characteristics rather than group membership. 
	3. LEGAL PRAGMATISM 
	In the final section, Fasel abandons the philosophical exploration that occupies most of the book and turns too abruptly to legal pragmatism. He presents a legal strategy that promotes stable and legally administrable rights instead of a philosophical synthesis of the Aristocratic and Meritocratic views (169–173). 
	The philosophical ideas he explains earlier could have been better connected with the solution he proposes. After all, philosophers like Korsgaard (2018), Nussbaum (2024) and Casal (2026) provide philosophical arguments in favor of taking species into account, in some respects, both in our moral and legal thinking. Casal (2025) argues that taking species into account is even compatible with moral individualism, which shows that Fasel arguably underestimates the extent to which species-sensitive legal framew
	Moreover, the Great Ape Project, to which Fasel refers (87–103), is itself another example of a focus on species that is compatible with moral individualism, which is why Casal and Singer can defend this project. 
	Fasel’s overall rationale not to offer a synthesis between the law and philosophy may still work but his approach could be more ambitious as (i) laws often contain biological information that spares judges from having to acquire any such knowledge of their own and (ii) there are many philosophical arguments for employing species and groups of species under the same laws. We also include very different humans under the same laws. The book therefore presents a legal framework that seems cut off from the previ
	Fasel concludes with an explanation of how legal pragmatism could be applied to great apes. This, however, is an over-determined case, since dozens of philosophers have already supported it with numerous philosophical arguments. Great ape rights are not necessarily an unsolvable problem that must be deferred to legal pragmatism. Had Fasel focused more on other groups of animals, he may have been more persuasive in showing the necessity of his approach. 
	Finally, his exploration of the types of rights is brief. He cursorily explores how proportionality is currently applied to rights (176–196). A more precise mapping or typology of the rights different species could have within the framework would strengthen the depiction of legal pragmatism in practice. 
	4. UNCHARITABLE READING OF SINGER 
	Fasel frequently cites Peter Singer as an illustration of the risks associated with meritocratically grounding rights in individual capacities rather than comprehensively engaging with the strongest parts of Singer’s work (100–109). Singer has controversially defended euthanasia for some cases of profoundly disabled children. Fasel cites this defense to reject meritocracy. However, this focus underplays the broader views of Singer who seeks largely to constrain such outcomes and who, in his recent work on a
	Another problem is that Fasel’s refutation rests on existing attitudes to euthanasia. Such attitudes can change and are in fact changing. Perhaps in some years the fact that a view recommends euthanasia for profoundly disabled neonates would not be seen as a problem. While Fasel rightly notes that rights do not always expand but can also contract, he does not offer a robust approach as to how these values, such as protection against euthanasia for disabled humans, can be protected. The species membership ma
	In short, identifies the core tensions between the Aristocratic and Meritocratic approaches, but it falls short of providing a philosophical synthesis. Despite this, Fasel provides a timely and engaging contribution to an extremely important contemporary debate. 
	More Equal Than Others 

	BIBLIOGRAPHY 
	Cochrane, A., 2025: “In Defence of Sentient Rights: A Response to by Raffael Fasel”, . 
	More Equal Than Others 
	IACL-AIDC Blog

	Casal, P., 2026: “Distributive Justice and Animals”, . 
	Oxford Studies in Political Philosophy

	More Equal Than Others: Humans and the Rights of Other Animals
	Fasel, R., 2024: 
	, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

	Nussbaum, M. C., 2024: , New York: Simon & Schuster. 
	Justice for Animals: Our Collective Future

	Korsgaard, C. M., 2018: , Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
	Fellow Creatures



	1.

