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Abstract 
 
The defense of animal rights has contributed to 
questioning the relationship between humans and animals 
focusing on animal abuse by humans. Current Spanish law 
has been reformed to safeguard animals that are either 
protected fauna or that live under human control, no longer 
considering them as things but as sentient beings. The aim 
of this study is to analyze the relationship of speciesism 
and animal attitudes with people’s perceptions of farm 
animal abuse, considering the role of gender and place of 
residence and controlling social desirability. A sample of 
457 people, aged between 18 and 73 years old, 73% 
women, participated in this study. There were 63.7% of 
participants who lived in urban areas and the rest in rural 

areas of a territory highly protected by environmental law. 
They answered an online questionnaire including 
scenarios of farm animal abuse, the Animal Attitude Scale, 
Speciesism Scale and Social Desirability Scale. The 
results showed that negative perceptions of farm animal 
abuse and the willingness to intervene to stop it were more 
related to animal attitude than to speciesism. Furthermore, 
although participants living in rural areas leaned more 
towards speciesism, they did not have more negative 
attitudes than those living in urban areas. The results are 
discussed in terms of whether the law should consider all 
animals alike, irrespective of people’s perceptions, as with 
different human ethnicities and genders or whether 
distinctions should be made redefining animal 
instrumentality in terms of biodiversity and sustainability. 
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Resumen 
 
La defensa de los derechos de los animales ha contribuido 
a cuestionar la relación entre humanos y animales, cen-
trándose en el maltrato animal. La ley ha sido reformada 
para amparar tanto a fauna protegida como a animales que 
viven bajo control humano, pasando de considerarlos de 
cosas a seres sintientes. El objetivo de este estudio es ana-
lizar la relación del especismo y las actitudes hacia los ani-
males con la percepción del maltrato a los animales de 
granja, teniendo en cuenta el género y el lugar de residen-
cia, y controlando la deseabilidad social. Participaron en 
este estudio 457 personas, con edades comprendidas entre 
los 18 y los 73 años. El 73 % eran mujeres y el 63.7% vivía 
en zonas urbanas. Respondieron en línea a un cuestionario 
que incluía escenarios de maltrato de animales de granja, 
la Animal Attitude Scale, la Especiesim Scale y la Social 
Desiderability Scale. Los resultados mostraron que la per-
cepción del maltrato de animales de granja, y la disposi-
ción a intervenir para detenerlo, estaban más relacionadas 
con las actitudes hacia los animales que con el especismo. 
Además, los participantes que vivían en zonas rurales fue-
ron más especistas, pero no tuvieron actitudes más negati-
vas que los que vivían en zonas urbanas. Los resultados se 
discuten en términos de si la ley debería considerar a todos 
los animales por igual, independientemente de la percep-
ción social, como en el caso de los distintos géneros y et-
nias, o si debería hacer distinciones redefiniendo la instru-
mentalidad animal en términos de biodiversidad y sosteni-
bilidad. 

Palabras clave: Maltrato animal; Animal de granja; 
Especismo; Actitudes hacia los animales; Género; Lugar 
de residencia; Bienestar animal. 

Introducción 
 
The debate on animal abuse is having an increasing so-

cial impact, reflected in the media, especially when pets 
are involved (Bernuz & Maria, 2022). The movement in 
defense of animal rights has contributed by questioning 
the relationship between humans and non-human animals 

and by focusing on human behavior that may harm non-
human animal welfare. In Spain, the Criminal Code has 
recently been partially modified (Ley Orgánica 3/2023, de 
28 de marzo, de modificación de la Ley Orgánica 10/1995, 
de 23 de noviembre, del Código Penal, en materia de mal-
trato animal) to include stricter legislation to safeguard an-
imals that are protected fauna (Arts. 332-336, 338-340) as 
well as animals that are domestic, tamed, domesticated, or 
living temporarily or permanently under human control 
(Art.340bis, 340ter, 340quater, 340quinquies). This re-
form was motivated by the modification of the legal status 
of animals, no longer considering them as things but as 
sentient beings (Ley 17/2021, de 15 de diciembre, de mo-
dificación del Código Civil, la Ley Hipotecaria y la Ley 
de Enjuiciamiento Civil, sobre el régimen jurídico de los 
anímales). This change in the legal status of animals has 
had an impact on various laws including the Civil Code, 
the Mortgage Law, and the Civil Procedure Law in 2021, 
though not on Criminal Law until 2023. Moreover, in 
2023, the law went a step further to protect animal rights 
and welfare as sentient beings (Ley 7/2023, de 28 de 
marzo, de protección de los derechos y el bienestar de los 
animales).  

 
Interest in animal abuse has also increased among aca-

demics in several fields of knowledge. In psychology, re-
search on animal abuse has focused mainly on cruelty to 
pets (e.g., Bailey et al., 2016), whereas criminology has 
been more involved with international trade in endangered 
species of wild fauna (e.g., Wyatt et al., 2020). When it 
comes to farm animals, their study has been related to ve-
ganism and vegetarianism by both social scientists and 
veterinarians (e.g., Mota-Rojas et al., 2023; Rothgerber & 
Rosenfeld, 2021). 

 
The relationship human-animal depends on the type of 

animal and the context in which the interaction occurs 
(Dhont et al., 2019). People perceive differentially the cat-
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egories of animals1, adapting their interaction with one 
specific animal to the category in which it is included (Se-
villano & Fiske, 2020). This variability in the human-ani-
mal interactions leads to the same form of abuse being 
considered illegal or not depending on the animal involved 
and on the context in which it takes place (Cudworth, 
2015). This is particularly the case with animals whose in-
strumentality is legally and socially accepted, like those 
used for experimentation or for food, (Bègue & Vezirian, 
2022). Until recently, the lives of these animals were sub-
ordinated to the benefit of humans, even if this meant a 
cost to the animals’ welfare or even the loss of their lives 
(Caviola et al., 2021; Hodson et al., 2020).  

 
In order to develop and implement interventions aimed 

at reducing the abuse of farm animals and increasing their 
welfare, as provided by law, it is necessary to determine 
what factors influence the perceptions and behavior re-
lated to their abuse. One of these factors is obviously spe-
ciesism. The construct of speciesism arises in a context of 
subordination of animals to humans. It refers to the belief 
that humans are intrinsically more valuable than animals, 
and even that certain animals are more appreciated than 
others (Caviola & Capraro, 2020). Considering animals to 
be of less value than humans is justified by the conviction 
that the former have fewer capabilities than the latter 
(Amiot et al., 2017), especially when it comes to farm an-
imals (Gradidge et al., 2023; Krings et al. 2021). If animals 
are less valuable than humans, the latter are justified in us-
ing and exploiting the former, without affecting the moral 
status of those who do so or allow it (Amiot & Bastian, 
2017; Dhont et al., 2019, Kahane & Caviola, 2023). There-
fore, as speciesism justifies the subordination of animals 
to humans (Dhont et al., 2014), more speciesist people are 
expected to have a more negative attitude towards farm 
animals and, when they witness abusive behavior towards 
these animals, they will evaluate it less severely and will 
be less willing to intervene to stop it. Some studies show 
that men are more speciesist than women (Caviola et 
al.,2019; Graça et al., 2018; Hoffarth et al., 2019; Vezirian 
& Bègue, 2023), and more supportive of meat consump-

 
1 Herein, for expositive simplicity purposes, we will use the term 
animal instead of non-human animals and human instead of human 
animal. 

tion and the instrumentalization of animals (Piazza et al., 
2015; Vezirian & Bègue, 2023). 

 
Not only beliefs but also attitudes are related to animal 

abuse (Nurse, 2013). In general, people with more positive 
attitudes towards animals are more concerned about ani-
mal abuse and consider that an abuser deserves severe 
punishment (Vollum et al., 2004), especially when the 
people who assign it are women (Signal et al., 2018). Men 
have more violent attitudes towards animals (Henry, 2004; 
Zalaf & Egan, 2020) and are involved in animal abuse 
more often than women (Kronhardt et al., 2021; Zalaf & 
Egan, 2020). In addition to gender, attitudes toward ani-
mals are reported to be related to place of residence. Peo-
ple living in rural settings are more favorable to animal 
control and dominance than those who live in urban ones. 
Attitudes towards wolves, for example, are more positive 
in urban than in rural environments (Bjerke et al., 1998). 
People from rural settings view animals in a more utilitar-
ian way, so they may tolerate more behaviors that may col-
laterally cause some harm to animals (Teel & Manfredo, 
2010). In Spain, people living in rural surroundings 
showed more disagreement regarding animals being sen-
tient beings and deserving rights than those living in urban 
settings (Bernuz & María, 2022). However, to the best of 
our knowledge, differences in place of residence and in 
gender have been studied in relation to pets and wild ani-
mals but not to farm animals yet.  

 
Therefore, the aim of this study is to analyze the rela-

tionship of speciesism and animal attitudes with percep-
tions about farm animal abuse, considering the role of gen-
der and place of residence (urban, rural). Social desirabil-
ity will be included in the analysis as a control variable 
because animal abuse is perceived negatively by some so-
cial sectors. Based on the research reviewed above, it is 
expected that women will have more positive attitudes to-
wards animals (H1), whereas men will be more speciesist 
than women (H2). Additionally, participants living in ur-
ban settings will have more positive attitudes towards an-
imals than participants living in rural settings (H3). More-
over, participants living in rural settings will be more spe-
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ciesist than participants living in urban settings (H4). It is 
also anticipated that the evaluation of animal abuse is re-
lated positively to animal attitudes (H5) and negatively to 
speciesism (H6). Finally, it is expected that negative per-
ceptions about farm animal abuse, and the willingness to 
intervene to stop it, are related, positively with attitudes 
towards animals (H7), and negatively with speciesism 
(H8). 

 
 

Method 
 

Participants 
 
The sample consisted of 157 people aged between 18 

and 73 years old (M = 28, SD = 12), 73.0 % of which were 
women. There were 63.7 % living in urban areas and the 
rest in rural areas of the same territory, which is highly 
protected by environmental law. Fifty-one per cent had 
finished high school or the equivalent highest degree in 
vocational training, 37.8 % had university studies, 6.6 % 
had secondary and 2.6 % primary, compulsory education.  

 
Instruments 

 
Scenarios describing farm animal abuse. 
 
Ten scenarios describing transgressions against farm 

animals were prepared, according to law, and based on 
press releases. Two examples are “A person left their goats 
locked in a corral without water or food” or “A couple 
whose pigs were living in overcrowded cages in unhealthy 
conditions”. Participants rated the ten scenarios indicating 
their frequency, severity, if the behavior was justified, of-
fender’s intentionality, indignation they may feel, severity 
of punishment they would assign to the offender, how 
likely it would be that they would personally intervene to 
stop the transgression and how likely it would be that they 
would call the police. They scored the scenarios using an 
11-point Likert-type scale from 0 = strongly disagree to 
10 = strongly agree. The variables for the statistical anal-
ysis were calculated averaging participants’ answers to the 
eight questions in the ten scenarios.  

 
 

The Speciesism Scale (Caviola et al., 2019). 
 
It includes six items that constitute a single factor 

reflecting the consideration that humans have greater 
value than animals and that some animals are more 
valuable than others. Two examples of the items are 
“Morally, animals always count for less than humans” and 
“Humans have the right to use animals however they 
want”. The items were translated into Spanish for the 
study. Participants answered using an 11-point Likert-type 
scale from 0 = strongly disagree to 10 = strongly agree. 
The total score was calculated averaging the scores in the 
items. Internal consistency of the items in the study by 
Caviola et al. (2019) was .81.  

 
 
 
The Animal Attitude Scale (Herzog et al., 1991). 
 
It includes 20 items, such as: “It is morally wrong to 

hunt wild animals just for sport”, or “I do not think that 
there is anything wrong with using animals in medical re-
search”. The items were translated into Spanish for the 
study. Participants were asked to answer using an 11-point 
Likert-type scale from 0 = strongly disagree to 
10 = strongly agree. The total score was calculated aver-
aging the scores in the 20 items. Internal consistency in 
Herzog et al.’s (1991) study was .88. 

 
The Marlowe–Crowne Social Desirability Scale 

(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). 
 
It measures the tendency of participants to respond in 

a socially appropriate way. Participants answered the short 
Spanish version by Gutiérrez et al. (2016) that consists of 
18 items with dichotomous responses, true = 1 or 
false = 0, that are added together to obtain a single final 
score. Examples of the items are: “I always try to practice 
what I preach”, or “I never hesitate to stop what I am doing 
to help somebody in trouble”. Gutiérrez et al. (2016) re-
ported an internal consistency of .78. 

 
Sociodemographic characteristics. 
 
Participants were also asked about their gender, age, 

academic level, and place of residence (rural or urban). 
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Procedure 

 
The instrument booklet including the tools described 

above was administered online via the QualtricsXM plat-
form, using a link that was provided to students of psy-
chology and social work degrees. These students distrib-
uted the link among people of different genders, ages, and 
places of residence, in their close environment and 
through social networks, using a “snowball” procedure. 
They were rewarded for their participation with extra 
points for a subject. At the beginning of the instrument 
booklet, it was stated the voluntary and anonymous nature 
of participation, ensuring the confidentiality of all an-
swers, and requesting express consent for participation. 
The presentation of the scenarios and the attitude scales 
were randomized to control for a carry-over effect. 

 
 
Data analyses 

 
The data were analyzed with statistical packages IBM 

SPSS Statistics 23.0 and JASP 8.18.1. First, the internal 
consistency of the eight scales used to evaluate the scenar-
ios were calculated using Cronbach’s α and McDonald’s 
ω, and the descriptive analyses of the variables resulting 
from averaging the items in each of them: Frequency, Se-
verity, Justification, Indignation, Intentionality and Pun-
ishment. Additionally, internal consistency was assessed, 
using Cronbach’s α and McDonald’s ω, for the Animal 
Attitude Scale and Speciesism Scale, before calculating 

the descriptive analyses of the variables resulting from av-
eraging the items in each of them. In the case of the Mar-
lowe–Crowne Social Desirability Scale, no internal con-
sistency was assessed and the score in social desirability 
was calculated by adding the items, instead of averaging, 
because it is an index, not a scale.  

 
Subsequently, two ANCOVAs were carried out with 

Gender and Place of residence as the criterion variables, 
Social desirability as covariable, and Animal attitude and 
Speciesism as the dependent variables, respectively. Then, 
two stepwise multiple linear regression analyses were car-
ried out with Animal attitude and Speciesism as criterion 
variables, respectively, and Frequency, Severity, Justifica-
tion, Intentionality, Indignation, Punishment, Personal in-
tervention, Call the police and Social desirability as pre-
dictors.  

 
Afterwards, the variable Perception was calculated by 

averaging Severity, Indignation, Justification, Intentional-
ity and Punishment, and the variable Reaction by averag-
ing Call the police and Personal Intervention. Internal 
consistency, Cronbach’s α and McDonald’s ω, was calcu-
lated for the second set of variables before averaging 
scores. Finally, two stepwise multiple linear regression 
analyses were performed with Animal attitude, Speciesism 
and Social desirability as predictors and Perception and 
Reaction as criterion variables, respectively.  

 
 
 
 

Table 1. 
 
Internal consistency and descriptive analyses for the eight scales used to evaluate the Scenarios. 
 
Scales α ω Min-Max    M SD 
Frequency .91 .91 0-10 4.60 2.34 
Severity .90 .90 0-10 8.87 1.46 
Justification .85 .85 0-10 8.89 1.43 
Indignation .91 .91 0-10 8.85 1.51 
Intentionality .87 .87 0-10 7.85 1.93 
Punishment .92 .92 0-10 8.18 1.94 
Pers. Intervention .94 .94 0-10 6.24 2.64 
Call the police .93 .93 0.3-10 7.28 2.47 
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Results 
 

The evaluation of Abuse of Farm  
Animals. 

 
Descriptive analyses and internal consistency for the 

eight scales used to evaluate the scenarios of the abuse of 
farm animals are shown in Table 1.  

 
Reliability ranged from .94 for Call the police to .85 

for Justification. Participants' scores are high in general, 
close to the maximum, with the exception of the scales as-
sessing Intentionality, Personal intervention and Call the 
police. The low score in the Frequency scale means that 
the behavior is perceived as infrequent. 

  
The relationship of Animal Attitude 
Scale and Speciesism Scale with  
Gender and Place of residence. 
 

We assessed the internal consistency of each scale, us-
ing Cronbach’s α and McDonald’s ω, and calculated the 
descriptive analyses of the variables resulting from aver-
aging the items in each of them. Item 5 of the Speciesism 
Scale had to be eliminated to reach acceptable values of 
internal consistency. No internal consistency was calcu-
lated for the Social Desirability Scale because it is an in-
dex. In this case, the variable was calculated adding the 
score of the items. Table 2 shows these results.  

 
Two ANOVAs were carried out to test whether there 

were differences in Gender and Place of residence in Ani-
mal attitude and Speciesism, including Social desirability 
as covariate. As 54 of the participants resided in the 
coastal area, they were excluded from these analyses and 
comparisons were only made with those from rural and 

urban areas. There were statistically significant differ-
ences in Animal attitude due to Gender [F(1,392) = 77.67, 
p < .001, η2 = .11]. Both women and men had very pos-
itive attitudes toward animals, but women scored higher 
(M = 7.90, SD = 1.19) than men (M = 6.88, SD = 1.39), 
which confirms H1. Neither Social desirability, nor the in-
teraction between Gender and Place of residence, nor the 
simple effect of Place of residence were statistically sig-
nificant, which rejects H3.  

 
There were statistically significant differences in Spe-

ciesism for Gender [F(1,392) = 8.96, p = .003, η2 = .02] 
and for Place of residence [F(1,392) = 5.00, p = .03, 
η2 = .01), but not for the interaction between them, nor for 
Social desirability. Both women and men were only 
slightly speciesist, but women (M = 3.43, SD = 1.21) less 
than men (M = 3.82, SD = 1.30), which confirms H2. 
Also, people living in urban places were less speciesist 
(M = 3.45, SD = 1.17) than those living in rural places 
(M = 3.73, SD = 1.40), which confirms H4.  

 
The relationship between the  

evaluation of farm animal abuse and 
Animal attitude and Speciesism. 

 
Correlations were calculated for the eight scales used 

to evaluate the episodes with Animal attitude, Speciesism 
and Social desirability. As shown in Table 3, correlations 
are statically significant in all cases, except for the rela-
tionships of Speciesism with Intentionality, confirming H5 
and H6. As participants’ attitude towards animals were 
more positive, they considered the abuse of farm animals 
as more frequent, serious, unjustifiable, intentional, outra-
geous, and punishable, and they were more willing to in-
tervene personally and to call the police. By contrast, par-
ticipants who were more speciesist considered the abuse 
of farm animals as less frequent, serious, unjustifiable, 

Table 2. 
 
Internal consistency and descriptive analyses for Animal Attitude Scale and Speciesism Scale. 
 

 α ω Min-Max M SD 
Animal attitude scale .84 .84 2.7-10 7.57 1.35 
Speciesism scale .77* .61* 1-8 3.23 1.81 

Note. *After eliminating Item 5. 
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outrageous, and punishable, and they were less willing to 
intervene personally and to call the police. However, Spe-
ciesism wasn’t related in statistically significant terms 
with Intentionality. Social desirability correlated, alt-
hough very weakly, with Indignation, Personal interven-
tion and Call the police, but not with Animal attitude or 
with Speciesism. 

 
The relationship of the perception of 

and reaction against the abuse of farm 
animals with Animal attitude and  
Speciesism  

 
To assess the percentage of variance explained by An-

imal attitude and Speciesism in relation to the perception 

of and reaction against the abuse of farm animals, two var-
iables were calculated collapsing, on the one hand, the per-
ception scales and, on the other hand, the intention of be-
havior scales. The first variable, Perception, was calcu-
lated averaging the scores in the scales of Severity, Justi-
fication, Indignation, Intentionality, and Punishment. Fre-
quency was not included because it reduces internal con-
sistency. The second variable, Reaction, was calculated 
averaging the scores in the scales of Personal intervention 
and Call the police (r = .66, p < .001). Table 4 shows the 
internal consistency values for Reaction and the descrip-
tive analyses for the two new variables. 

 
Two stepwise multiple linear regression analyses were 

carried out with Perception and Reaction as criterion var-
iables, respectively, and Animal attitude, Speciesism and 

Table 3. 
 
Correlation of the scores in the eight scales used to evaluate the scenarios of the abuse of farm animals with Animal 
attitude, Speciesism and Social desirability. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Animal attitude                       
2. Speciesism -.539**                     
3. Frequency -.198** .095**                   
4. Severity .380** -.297** -.252**                 
5. Justification .419** -.259** .108** .277**               
6. Indignation .387** -.290** -.233** .879** .326**             
7. Intentionality .155** -.086** -.341** .409** .112** .372**           
8. Punishment .294** -.186** -.254** .738** .208** .701** .397**         
9. Personal intervention .298** -.203** -.307** .462** .014** .478** .212** .475**       
10. Call the police .302** -.183** -.195** .592** .110** .599** .219** .643** .665**     
11. Social desirability .028** -.020** -.066** .071** -.045** .103** -.035** .054** .139** .105*  

Note: *p < .05; **p < .01 

Table 4. 
 
Internal consistency for Perception and descriptive analyses for Perception of and Reaction toward farm animal 
abuse. 
 

 α ω Min-Max M SD 
Perception .79 .81 2-10 8.53 1.23 
Reaction * * 0.25-10 6.76 2.33 

Note: *Two-item scale. 
 



 
 

 ACCIÓN PSICOLÓGICA, diciembre 2023, vol. 20, nº. 2, 29–42. ISSN: 2255-1271 https://doi.org/10.5944/ap.20.2.39324 

 
36 

Social desirability as predictors. As shown in Table 5, all 
the correlations between variables were statistically sig-
nificant, except for Social desirability and Perception, 
which confirms H6 and H7. The highest correlations of 
Perception and Reaction were with Animal attitude. 
Social desirability correlated with Reaction but not with 
Perception. Table 3 also shows that the correlation of 
Social desirability and Animal attitude and Speciesism 
was not statistically significant. 

 
When Perception of the episodes of farm animal abuse 

was the criterion variable, a statistically significant solu-
tion just including Animal attitude explained 18% of the 
variance, [F(2,454) = 32.10, p < .001]. As shown in Table 
6, Social desirability did not enter the equation. For Reac-
tion against the episodes of farm animal abuse, the statis-
tically significant solution [F(1,455) = 99.46, p < .001] 
included Animal attitude and, in this case, Social desira-
bility to explain 12 % of the variance (see Table 6).  
 

Discussion 
 
The aim of this study is to analyze the relationship of 

animal attitudes and speciesism with people’s perceptions 
of farm animal abuse, taking into account the role of gen-
der and place of residence (urban, rural). According to ex-
pectations, men were more speciesist than women. In ad-
dition, women had more positive attitudes towards ani-
mals than men. The gender differences found in animal 
attitudes are in line with previous research in which 
women are more empathetic and more concerned about 
the environment (Plant et al., 2019), including animal wel-
fare (Amiot & Bastian, 2017; Martin et al., 2023) than 
men. Men tend to have more negative attitudes towards 
animals (Henry, 2004; Zalaf & Egan, 2020), as well as be-
ing more speciesist (Caviola et al., 2019; Graça et al., 
2018; Hoffarth et al., 2019; Vezirian & Bègue, 2023), 
more supportive of meat consumption and of the instru-
mentality of animals (Piazza et al., 2015). Recently, Mata 

Table 5. 
 
Correlations between Animal attitude and Speciesism with Perception of and Reaction toward the abuse of 
farm animals. 
 

 Perception Reaction 
Animal attitudes .42** .33** 
Speciesism -.29** -.21** 
Social desirability .04 .13** 

Note: ** p < .001. 
 

Table 6. 
 
Results for the stepwise correlation analysis using Perception of and Reaction toward farm animal abuse as the 
criterion variables and Animal attitude and Speciesism, as well as Social desirability, as predictor variables. 
 

 B Standard 
Error Beta t p Order 

cero Partial Semi 
partial 

Perception         
(Constant.) 5.604 .298  18.801 .000    
Animal attitude .386 .039 .424 9.973 .000 .424 .424 .424 
Reaction         
(Constant.) .854 .810  1.055 .292    
Animal attitude .562 .076 .325 7.405 .000 .329 .328 .325 
Social desirability .146 .051 .125 2.850 .005 .134 .133 .125 
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et al. (2023) showed that, irrespective of the country, 
women had stronger pro-animal attitudes than men. 

 
Some authors suggest that these gender differences 

may be related to sexism and that by expressing these at-
titudes men may be seeking to assert their masculinity 
(Nurse, 2020). From this perspective, attitudes against an-
imals would be men’s way of showing their power over 
those they consider weaker, in this case animals, perpetu-
ating their role of superiority in society and the continuity 
of patriarchy (Nurse, 2013). However, Vezirian and Bègue 
(2023) found that social dominance orientation does not 
mediate the link between gender and support for animal 
experimentation, suggesting that the relationship between 
gender and animal attitudes is more complex. In this sense, 
Salmen and Dohen (2023), by reviewing the psychologi-
cal evidence on the associations between sexism, spe-
ciesism, meat, and masculinity, concluded that the assess-
ment of the relation between patriarchal gender and prac-
tices of animal exploitation can be a very fruitful approach 
to research and intervention. Adopting this perspective, 
future research would benefit from studying the underly-
ing mechanisms that relate gender to animal abuse.  

 
When it comes to place of residence, participants living 

in rural settings were more speciesist than participants liv-
ing in urban settings, irrespective of gender, but there were 
no differences in animal attitude. Previous research (e.g., 
Bernuz & Maria, 2022; Teel & Manfredo, 2010) has 
shown that people living in rural environments tend to in-
strumentalize animals more, normalizing both their ex-
ploitation and causing them harm. The lack of statistical 
significance for animal attitude was unexpected, espe-
cially because Zalaf and Egan (2020) had stated that rural 
lifestyles are linked to animal welfare perceptions. How-
ever, these studies did not involve farm animals. Mata et 
al. (2023) carried out a cross-cultural study on consumers’ 
attitudes toward farm animal welfare concluding that these 
attitudes reflect not only cultural and economic differ-
ences, but also the scientific evidence on the issue availa-
ble in each country.  

 
It is worth noting at this point that studies on animal 

attitude compare countries instead of rural vs urban setting 
inside the same territory, thus differences they found may 
be between cultures and not between places of residence. 

In the present study, although comparisons between places 
of residence were carried out, scores in animal attitude 
were very high in general terms, reducing the likelihood 
of differences between them. Also, as the territory was 
small (2,034 km2), urban and rural settings are very close, 
and limits may be diffuse. Likewise, given this small size 
of the territory, the contact with nature of people living in 
urban settings may reduce the differences with those liv-
ing in the study rural setting (Collado & Sorrel, 2019). 
These considerations can also be applied to scores in spe-
ciesism that showed differences between places of resi-
dence, although the effect size was small. Future research 
should consider these factors to be able to reach valid con-
clusions on the relationship between people’s reaction 
against animal abuse and their place of residence.  

 
Last, but not least, a relevant result that deserves com-

ments is that negative perceptions of farm animal abuse 
and the willingness to intervene to stop it were more re-
lated to attitudes towards animals than to speciesism. 
Moreover, it is worth noting that participants’ answers 
were not associated with social desirability, except for the 
reaction against animal abuse, probably because it is an 
intention of behavior scale. Even in this case, the relation 
between animal attitude and reaction against animal abuse 
was statistically significant and higher than that or spe-
ciesism.  

 
It may be argued that the Speciesism Scale focuses on 

the morality of the relation of superiority of humans over 
animals and on their instrumentality, whereas the Animal 
Attitude Scale includes more facets of the relationship hu-
man-animals as well as morality. Indeed, moral judgments 
have been shown to be better predictors of behavior than 
general attitudes (Martín et al., 2014) and, in addition, re-
search has supported the authors' defense of the unidimen-
sional structure of both scales. Also, although both animal 
attitude and speciesism were related to perceived justifi-
cation, indignation, and severity of the abuse of farm ani-
mals, the scores were higher for animal attitude than for 
the speciesism. Future research should delve deeper into 
the nature of the relationship of both constructs with ani-
mal abuse and not only in their predictive capability.  

 
The main limitation of this study is that participants’ 

genders were not balanced. However, as the sample was 
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large and it was checked that the group variances were ho-
mogeneous, the results could be interpreted. Despite this 
limitation, this study provides evidence on the perceptions 
of and reactions against farm animal abuse that could be 
useful for future psycho-legal research on the topic. The 
Spanish Criminal Code includes in the same category an-
imals that are domestic, tamed, domesticated and that 
temporarily or permanently live under human control, as 
opposed to protected fauna. We already know that people 
react more negatively against the abuse of domestic than 
of protected animals (Martín et al., 2023), but evidence is 
scarce on perceptions of the abuse of other types of ani-
mals whose instrumentalization is legally and socially ac-
cepted. 

 
The Ley 7/2023 currently in force to protect animal 

rights and welfare as sentient beings applies only to com-
panion and wild animals in captivity, excluding: animals, 
used in bullfighting shows; production animals; animals 
used for experimental and other scientific purposes, in-
cluding teaching, and animals used in veterinary clinical 
research; wild animals, unless they are in captivity; ani-
mals used in professional and specific activities; and fi-
nally hunting dogs, herds and auxiliary hunting animals. 
Also, the companion animals cited directly in the legal text 
are only cats, dogs, and ferrets, leaving the preparation of 
a longer list of them for future regulations. It is true that 
the Spanish government has also approved a royal decree 
to regulate the application in Spain of the EU normative 
on the official controls on the welfare of farm animals such 
as poultry, cattle, sheep, goats, pigs, horses, fur species 
and farmed fish (Real Decreto 159/2023, de 7 de marzo, 
por el que se establecen disposiciones para la aplicación 
en España de la normativa de la Unión Europea sobre con-
troles oficiales en materia de bienestar animal, y se modifi-
can varios reales decretos). 

 
The question that arises looking at these regulations is 

whether the law in general, and the Criminal Code in par-
ticular, should consider all animals alike, irrespective of 
people’s perceptions, as it does with different human eth-
nicities and genders, or whether it should make distinc-
tions depending on the animal instrumentality for humans. 
This is a question that concerns psychology to the extent 
that instrumentality may be redefined in terms of sustain-
ability, as a means of protecting biodiversity. Future psy-

chological research on peoples’ perceptions of and reac-
tions against animal abuse could thus be a valuable tool to 
improve compliance with the actual law and provide evi-
dence that would be useful for its improvement. 

 
 
Fundings: This work was founded by the Spanish 

Ministry of Science and Innovation (PID2021-122526NB-
100, funded by 
CIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033/FEDER, UE). The 
first author also has a research contract co-founded by the 
Canary Islands Agency for Research, Innovation and In-
formation Society of the Regional Ministry of Economy, 
Knowledge, and Employment and by the European Social 
Fund (ESF) Integrated Operational Program of the Canary 
Islands, Axis 3 Priority Theme 74 (85 %). 

 
 

References 
 

Amiot, C. E. & Bastian, B. (2017). Solidarity with 
Animals: Assessing a Relevant Dimension of 
Social Identification with Animals. PLoS ONE 
12(1), Article e0168184. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0168184 

 
Amiot, C. E., Sukhanova, K., Greenaway, K. H., & 

Bastian, B. (2017). Does Human–Animal 
Similarity Lower the Need to affirm Humans’ 
Superiority Relative to Animals? A Social 
Psychological Viewpoint. Anthrozoös, 30(3), 499–
516. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2017.1335117 

 
Bailey, S., Sims, V., & Chin, M. G. (2016). Predictors of 

View about Punishing Animal Abuse. Anthrozoös 
29(1), 21–33: 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2015.1064217 

 
Bastian, B. Loughnan, S., Haslam, N., & Radke, H. R. 

M. (2012). Don’t Mind Meat? The Denial of Mind 
to Animal Used for Human Consumption. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38(2), 
247–256. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211424291 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0168184
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2017.1335117
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2015.1064217
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211424291


 
 
 ACCIÓN PSICOLÓGICA, diciembre 2023, vol. 20, nº. 2, 29–42. ISSN: 2255-1271 https://doi.org/10.5944/ap.20.2.39324 39 

Bègue L. & Vezirian K. (2022). Sacrificing Animals in 
the Name of Scientific Authority: The Relationship 
between Pro-Scientific Mindset and the Lethal Use 
of Animals in Biomedical Experimentation. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 
48(10), 1483–1498. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211039413 

  
Bjerke, T., Ødegårdstuen, T. S., & Kaltenborn, B. P. 

(1998). Attitudes Toward Animals among 
Norwegian Adolescents. Anthrozoös, 11(2), 79–86. 
http://doi.org/10.2752/089279398787000742 

 
Bernuz, M. J. & María, G. A. (2022). Public Opinion 

about Punishment for Animal Abuse in Spain: 
Animal Attributes as Predictors of attitudes Toward 
Penalties. Anthrozoös, 35(2), 1–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2021.2012341 

 
Caviola, L. & Capraro, V. (2020). Liking but Devaluing 

Animals Emotional and Deliberative Paths to 
Speciesism. Social Psychological and Personality 
Science, 11(8), 194855061989395. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619893959 

 
Caviola, L., Everett., J. A. C., & Faber., N. S. (2019). 

The Moral Standing of Animals: Towards a 
Psychology of Speciesism. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 116(6), 1011–1029. 
http://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000182 

 
Caviola, L., Kahane, G., Everett, J. A. C., Teperman, E., 

Savulescu, J., & Faber, N. S. (2021). Utilitarianism 
for Animals, Kantianism for People? Harming 
Animals and humans for the Greater Good. Journal 
of Experimental Psychology: General, 150(5), 
1008–1039. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000988 

 
Collado, S. & Sorrel, M. A. (2019). Children's 

Environmental Moral Judgments: Variations 
According to Type of Victim and Exposure to 
Nature. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 62, 
42–48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.02.005 

 
Crowne, D. P. & Marlowe, D. (1960). A New Scale of 

Social Desirability Independent of 

Psychopathology. Journal of Consulting 
Psychology, 24(4), 349–354. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047358 

 
Cudworth, E. (2015). Killing animals: Sociology, 

Species Relations and Institutionalized Violence. 
The Sociological Review, 63(1), 1–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-954X.12222 

 
Dhont, K., Hodson, G., Costello, K., & MacInnis, C. C. 

(2014). Social dominance Orientation Connects 
Prejudicial Human-Human and Human-Animal 
Relations. Personality and Individual Differences, 
61-62, 105–108. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.12.020 

 
Dhont, K., Hodson, G., Loughnan, S., & Amiot, C. E. 

(2019). Rethinking Human-Animal Relations: The 
Critical Role of Social Psychology. Group 
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 22(6), 769–784. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219864455 

 
Graça, J., Calheiros, M. M., Oliveira, A., & Milfont, T. 

L. (2018). Why are Women Less Likely to Support 
Animal Exploitation than Men? The Mediating 
Roles of Social Dominance Orientation and 
Empathy. Personality and Individual Differences, 
129, 66–69. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.03.007 

 
Gradidge, S., Alcañiz-Colomer, J., & Loughnan, S. 

(2023). Inhuman Animals: Moving 
Dehumanization into the Domain of Human-
Animal Relations. Behavioral Sciences, 50, Article 
101249. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2023.101249 

 
Henry, B. C. (2004). The Relationship between Animal 

Cruelty, Delinquency, and Attitudes toward the 
Treatment of Animals. Society & Animals: Journal 
of Human-Animal Studies, 12(3), 185–207. 
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568530042880677 

 
Herzog, H. A., Betchart, N. S., & Pittman, R. B. (1991). 

Gender, Sex Role Orientation, and Attitudes toward 

https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211039413
http://doi.org/10.2752/089279398787000742
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2021.2012341
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619893959
http://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000182
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000988
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047358
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-954X.12222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219864455
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2023.101249
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568530042880677


 
 

 ACCIÓN PSICOLÓGICA, diciembre 2023, vol. 20, nº. 2, 29–42. ISSN: 2255-1271 https://doi.org/10.5944/ap.20.2.39324 

 
40 

Animals. Anthrozoös, 4(3), 184–191. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2752/089279391787057170 

 
Herzog, H. A., Grayson, S., & McCord, D. (2015). Brief 

Measures of the Animal Attitude Scale. 
Anthrozoös, 28(1), 145–152. 
http://doi.org/10.2752/089279315X141293507218
94 

 
Hodson, G., Dhont, K., & Earle, M (2020). Devaluing 

Animals, “Animalistic” Humans, and People who 
Protect Animals. In K. Dhont & G. Hodson (Eds.), 
Why People Love and Exploit Animals: Bridging 
Insights from Academia and Advocacy (pp. 67–89). 
Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351181440-5 

 
Hoffarth, M. R., Azevedo, F., & Jost, J. T. (2019). 

Political Conservatism and the Exploitation of 
Nonhuman Animals: An Application of System 
Justification Theory. Group Processes & 
Intergroup Relations, 22(6), 858–878. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219843183 

 
Kahane, G. & Caviola, L. (2023). Are the Folk 

Utilitarian About Animals? Philosophical Studies, 
180, 1081–1103. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-
022-01833-2 

 
Krings, V. C., Dhont, K., & Salme, A. (2021). The Moral 

Divide between High- And –Low-Status Animals: 
The Role of Human Supremacy Belief. Anthrozoös, 
34(6), 787–802. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2021.1926712 

 
Kronhardt, G., Ayres, L., & Da Silva, A. F. (2021). 

Animal abuse: Profile or the Offender, Typology of 
Violence and Forms of Control. Derecho Animal: 
Forum of Animal Law Studies, 12(1), 6–23. 
https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/da.515 

 
Ley 17/2021, de 15 de diciembre, de modificación del 

Código Civil, la Ley Hipotecaria y la Ley de 
Enjuiciamiento Civil, sobre el régimen jurídico de 
los animales. Boletín Oficial del Estado, 300(1), 
154134–154143. 

https://www.boe.es/eli/es/l/2021/12/15/17/dof/spa/
pdf 

 
Ley 7/2023, de 28 de marzo, de protección de los 

derechos y el bienestar de los animales. Boletín 
Oficial del Estado, 75(1), 45618–45671. 
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/l/2023/03/28/7/dof/spa/p
df  

 
Ley Orgánica 3/2023, de 28 de marzo, de modificación 

de la Ley Orgánica 10/1995, de 23 de noviembre, 
del Código Penal, en materia de maltrato animal 
Boletín Oficial del Estado, 75(1), 45611–45617. 
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/lo/2023/03/28/3/dof/spa/
pdf  

 
Martín, A. M., Hernández, B., Frías‐Armenta, M., & 

Hess, S. (2014). Why Ordinary People Comply 
with Environmental Laws: A Structural Model on 
Normative and Attitudinal Determinants of Illegal 
Anti‐Ecological Behaviour. Legal and 
Criminological Psychology, 19(1), 80–103. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8333.2012.02062.x 

 
Martín, A. M., Vera, A., Marrero, R. J., & Hernández, 

B. (2023). Bystanders’ Reactions to Animal Abuse 
in Relation to Psychopathy, Empathy with People 
and Empathy with Nature. Frontiers in Psychology, 
14, Article 1124162. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1124162 

 
Mata, F., Dos-Santos, M., & Cocksedge, J. (2023). 

Attitudinal and behavioural Differences Towards 
Farm Animal Welfare among Consumers in the 
BRIC Countries and the USA. Sustainability, 15, 
Article 3619. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15043619 

 
Mota-Rojas, D., Whittaker, A. L., de la Vega, L. T., 

Ghezzi, M., Lezama-García, K., Domínguez-Oliva, 
A., Falcón, I., Casas-Alvarado, A., & Alonso-
Spilsbury, M. (2023). Veganism and Animal 
Welfare, Scientific, Ethical, and Philosophical 
Arguments. Journal of Animal Behaviour and 
Biometeorology, 11(2), Article 2023015. 
https://doi.org/10.31893/jabb.23015 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2752/089279391787057170
http://doi.org/10.2752/089279315X14129350721894
http://doi.org/10.2752/089279315X14129350721894
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351181440-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219843183
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-022-01833-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-022-01833-2
http://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2021.1926712
https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/da.515
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/l/2021/12/15/17/dof/spa/pdf
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/l/2021/12/15/17/dof/spa/pdf
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/l/2023/03/28/7/dof/spa/pdf
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/l/2023/03/28/7/dof/spa/pdf
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/lo/2023/03/28/3/dof/spa/pdf
https://www.boe.es/eli/es/lo/2023/03/28/3/dof/spa/pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8333.2012.02062.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1124162
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15043619
https://doi.org/10.31893/jabb.23015


 
 
 ACCIÓN PSICOLÓGICA, diciembre 2023, vol. 20, nº. 2, 29–42. ISSN: 2255-1271 https://doi.org/10.5944/ap.20.2.39324 41 

Nurse, A. (2013). Animal Harm: Perspectives on why 
People Harm and Kill Animals (ed.). Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315567174 

 
Nurse, A. (2020). Masculinities and Animal Harm. Men 

and Masculinities, 23(5), 908–926. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X20965458 

 
Piazza, J., Ruby, M. B., Loughnan, S., Luong, M., Kulik, 

J., Watkins, H. M., & Seigerman, M. (2015). 
Rationalizing Meat Consumption: The 4Ns. 
Appetite, 91, 114–128. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2015.04.011 

 
Plant, M., Van Schaik, P., Gullone, E., & Flynn, C. 

(2019). “It’s a Dog’s life”: Culture, Empathy, 
Gender, and Domestic Violence Predict Animal 
Abuse in Adolescents –Implications for Societal 
Health. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 34(10), 
2110–2137. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516659655 

 
Real Decreto 159/2023, de 7 de marzo, por el que se 

establecen disposiciones para la aplicación en 
España de la normativa de la Unión Europea sobre 
controles oficiales en materia de bienestar animal, 
y se modifican varios reales decretos. Boletín 
Oficial del Estado, 57(1), 34550–34573.  

 
Rothgerber, H. & Rosenfeld, D. L. (2021), Meat-related 

Cognitive Dissonance: The Social Psychology of 
Eating Animals. Social Personality Psychology 
Compass, 15(5), Article 12592. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12592 

 
Salmen, A. & Dhont, K. (2023). Animalizing Women 

and Feminizing (Vegan) Men: The Psychological 
Intersections of Sexism, Speciesism, Meat, and 
Masculinity. Social and Personality Psychology 
Compass, 17(2), Article e12717. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12717 

 
Sevillano, V. & Fiske S. T. (2020). Animals as Social 

Groups: An Intergroup Relations Analysis of 
Human-Animal Conflicts. In K. Dhont & G. 
Hodson (Eds.), Why People Love and Exploit 

Animals: Bridging Insights from Academia and 
Advocacy (pp. 67–89). Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351181440-5 

 
Signal, T., Taylor, N., & Maclean, A. S. (2018). 

Pampered or Pariah: Does Animal Type Influence 
the Interaction between Animal Attitude and 
Empathy? Psychology, Crime, & Law, 24(5), 527–
537. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2017.1399394 

 
Sims, K. K., Chin, M. G., & Yordon, R. E. (2007). Don’t 

Be Cruel: Assessing Beliefs about Punishments for 
Crimes against Animals. Anthrozoös 20(3), 251–
259. http://doi.org/10.2752/089279307X224791 

 
Suárez-Yera, C., Ordóñez-Carrasco, J. L., Sánchez-

Castelló, M., & Rojas Tejada, A. J. (2021). Spanish 
Adaptation and Psychometric Properties of the 
Animal Attitude Scale and the Speciesism Scale. 
Human-Animal Interaction Bulletin, 12(1), 1–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1079/hai.2021.0002 

 
Teel. T. & Manfredo, M. J. (2010). Understanding the 

Diversity of Public Interest in Wildlife 
Conservation. Conservation Biology, 24(1), 128–
129. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-
1739.2009.01374.x 

 
Vezirian, K. & Bègue, L. (2023). The Gender Gap in 

Animal Experimentation Support: The Mediating 
Roles of Empathy and Speciesism. Anthrozoös, 
36(6), 1115–1127. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2023.2243739 

 
Vollum, S., Buffington-Vollum, J., & Longmire, D.R. 

(2004). Moral Disengagement and Attitudes about 
Violence Toward Animals. Society & Animals: 
Journal of Human-Animal Studies, 12(3), 209–235. 
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568530042880668 

 
Wyatt, T., van Uhm, D., & Nurse, A. (2020). 

Differentiating Criminal Networks in the Illegal 
Wildlife Trade: Organized, Corporate, and 
Disorganized Crime. Trends in Organized Crime, 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315567174
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X20965458
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2015.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516659655
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12592
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12717
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351181440-5
http://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2017.1399394
http://doi.org/10.2752/089279307X224791
https://doi.org/10.1079/hai.2021.0002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2009.01374.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2009.01374.x
http://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2023.2243739
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568530042880668


 
 

 ACCIÓN PSICOLÓGICA, diciembre 2023, vol. 20, nº. 2, 29–42. ISSN: 2255-1271 https://doi.org/10.5944/ap.20.2.39324 

 
42 

23, 350–366. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12117-020-
09385-9 

 
Zalaf, A. & Egan, V. (2020). Attitudes to Animals in 

Cyprus and the UK: Associations with Personality, 
Delinquency, and Morality. Anthrozoös, 33(5), 
629–642. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2020.1799549 

 
 
 
 
 

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12117-020-09385-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12117-020-09385-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2020.1799549

