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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

1.1. Emancipation movements and social change 
This dissertation deals with the development and use of local regulations to 

improve animal welfare and protection in Mexico. Using regulations to enhance 

a process of social change is complicated. The types of social change that deal 

with the behavior of humans towards animals (or non-human animals as they 

might be labeled) can be regarded as a form of emancipation.  

 

Emancipation movements 
All great emancipation movements have had a rough start. Among them are the 

emancipation of races, women, the environment (the intrinsic value of nature) 

and, of particular interest for this study, animals. 

The racial emancipation movement centered around the struggle to end 

the lack of recognition and respect from whites to blacks as equals. This has been 

the most conspicuous example. However, there has also been a struggle 

between whites and other non-whites, such as indigenous people and 

immigrants.  

The race emancipation movement was supported by blacks and a 

minority of white activists. In Britain, it led to the ban on slave trade and later the 

banning of slavery itself.  The ban on slavery was a central issue to the Secession 

War in the mid-19th century in the US. It played a large role also at the end of World 

War II, when black soldiers returned home to segregated positions. This alongside 

the colonization and later decolonization of African colonies, almost coincided 

with the birth of the civil rights movement in the US.  

Of course, the race movement continues. It still faces many challenges as 

has been proven by the Black Lives Matter Movement in the 21st century and the 

almost everyday cases reported in the news of violation of human rights related 

to race.  

Emancipation movements rarely have a clear-cut beginning and end. 

They always have old roots one can point at and typically need continuous 

attention to prevent any gains in respect becoming threatened again.  

Equally, women’s rights and the role of women in society show repeated 

waves of attention in their struggle for respect and equality. After World War I, 

many women were put under pressure to leave the jobs they had obtained during 

the absence of men. In many countries, eventually, they gained the long fought 

for right to vote. Also, after World War II, women’s rights achieved many gains. As 

a principle, the equality of women and men became widely recognized as 

having a moral basis. However, this movement still has much work ahead. For 

instance, the job market still needs to combat gender discrimination and 

conclude the struggle for equal pay. The issues surrounding sexual harassment 

also are far from solved.  

Environmental concerns started to take off in the 1960s when studies 

pointing out the need to rethink our human approach towards nature were 

published. An example is “Silent Spring (1962)” by Rachel Carson (Carson et al., 

1962), who raised the dangers of the use of chemicals in the form of synthetic 

pesticides. She skillfully highlighted their effects, including the killing of birds. This 

found a widespread resonance amongst American society. Another widely cited 
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work was Garrett Harding’s discourse on social and economic dilemma dealing 

with the (over)use of land in his article The Tragedy of the Commons (1968) 

(Hardin, 1968).  Many other new environmental problems followed. Today, all the 

effects of global warming, climate change for the (sustainable) development of 

humans are widely researched and have formed a central stage and policy issue 

during the 21st Century.  

Nowadays, regardless of the pending tasks, most countries, having 

recognized the importance of the environment, have aligned their national 

policies to help achieve the United Nations 2030 Sustainable Development Goal. 

The core issue is, not only the avoidance of human damages, but also the respect 

for nature given the delicate ecosystem network on which all species depend. In 

this sense, the environment can also be called an emancipation movement.  

All these movements now form a part of mainstream culture with 

advocates and governments continuing to work and fight for them in the public 

sphere. Various activities have achieved different degrees of societal 

consciousness; starting from direct action, such as street protests, to the design of 

policies and legislation. This illustrates the interplay between legislation and social 

change. All these movements seek ultimate progress as defined by social 

change. Even so, they have targeted action to achieve regulation to support this 

change.  

The animal rights movement belongs to the aforementioned emancipation 

movements. The ‘object’ of concern is ‘others’ - non-humans as is also true for the 

environment and nature. Also, the main obstacles to be overcome, as in the 

cases of race and gender, are not so different with the discriminated side defined 

as ‘others.’ However, animals will never be able to organize themselves and 

petition for legislation to protect themselves and ensure its enforcement. The 

striving to place this topic of concern on the political agenda are the same. In 

fact, some lessons are shared between and across emancipation movements 

(Strang & Soule, 1998), given that the early animal rights activists, were also 

involved, for instance, in the anti-slavery, women’s rights and civil rights 

movements (Beers, 2006).  

The animal rights movement has its origins in England following the action 

of a few ‘brute animal’ activists during the 17th century. It would be hard to 

imagine that this country was considered the cruelest in the way it treated 

animals. During the 1800s it was common to find cockfighting, dogfighting, and 

the baiting of the bulls in London (Shevelow, 2009). However, in the 1800s England 

also became home to the first animal legislation and to the first animal-protection 

non-governmental organization in the world,1 (Shevelow, 2009).  

The British animal rights movement soon caused an echo in the US. From 

the 1800s to the 1900s, animal rights activists faced heartbreaking failures and 

gains. Their work saw its (inter)national recognition after Peter Singer’s seminal 

work Animal Liberation in 1975. Since then, American society and animal rights 

advocates around the world would never see ‘factory farms’ and animal testing 

labs in the same way. 

The animal rights movement now has many fronts and concerns. Some 

activists seek improved welfare, others better protection, some seek to install rights 

and a few the abolition of all exploitative uses of animals. The differences 

between the degrees of welfare, protection, rights and abolitionism vary among 

                                                           
1 The Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA), which was awarded the term 

Royal by Queen Victoria. 
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organizations and governments. Most studies that have investigated and 

dissected these approaches, have been created mainly for western developed 

countries (DeGrazia, 2002), (Singer, 2002), (Scully, 2003), (Garner, 2004), (Pacelle, 

2005), (Sunstein & Nussbaum, 2006), (Beers, 2006), (Phelps, 2007), (Francione & 

Garner, 2010), (Garner, 2010), (Unti & Rowan, 2001), (Stallwood, 2013).  

Regardless of what advocates visualize as being the better approach, all, 

genuinely seek the benefit of the ‘others.’ Most of us (myself included) somehow 

empathize with the suffering of the ‘others’ – knowing we will never truly be able 

to feel exactly what the pigs experience at the slaughterhouse, the rabbits in the 

labs, the parrots in the cages, the cats abused at home. We care enough to 

research and do ‘hands-on’ work in favor of animals. 

Whether we, as humans, can recognize (or even care about) animal 

suffering or not, it is obvious that millions of animals are directly affected due to 

the relationship with the human species in many aspects of our lives; whether to 

feed, clothe, entertain, heal, aid, protect us or accompany us in our homes.  

 This close relationship, and especially our mismanagement of animals, has 

led us to pay the consequences. For instance, Mad Cow Disease in the UK in the 

mid-1980s, which affected thousands of animals, meat producers and killed 

several people (CNN  Editorial Reserch, 2021). Similarly, Foot and Mouth Disease 

in 2001 led to the slaughter of almost four million animals and a ban on the export 

of meat from the UK (BBC News,  2011). More recently, the COVID-19 pandemic 

in 2019 had taken over 4 million human lives by the time this was written (and still 

counting). All these actions are powerful evidence bearing witness to our 

mismanagement of animals and the need to pay closer attention to them. 

While animals no longer receive scant attention. It only takes a basic 

internet search to find a plethora of animal rights non-governmental organizations 

(ANGOs), news, reports, videos, books and research papers on the animal rights 

topic. These publications range from philosophy to law and, more recently, 

though far less, in public policy and regulations. All animal rights advocates would 

agree that there is a big road ahead.  

Animal mistreatment is openly frowned upon by many, but what constitutes 

mistreatment and where the boundary lies, is not always clear and is still evolving. 

Its development is as a result of the growing awareness of the needs of animals.’ 

It is also as a result of the awareness of the social change regarding behavior 

towards animals. These have both domestic and global perspectives regarding 

the development of the normative statutes that can further shape rules and 

legislation. This dissertation looks at the development and use of such regulations 

at the local level, where the context of local awareness is clearer than at a 

national or global level.  

 

The need for animal studies in the public policy sphere and in developing 
countries 
The highest degree of animal legislation is found in those parts of the world that 

are considered developed, North America, Northern Europe, Australia and New 

Zealand. Latin America, which is part of the developing area, has about mid-level 

animal rights legislation (Trent et al., 2005).  

While there are animal rights studies in a wide range of areas, there is a 

dearth of those concerning public policies (Schlosberg & Wissenburg, 2014) and 

politics in general (Boyer et al., 2015). This is especially true in the more developing 

countries, as most studies research scenarios in developed countries (Garner, 



Chapter 1  Introduction 

 4 

1995), (Garner, 1998a), (Garner, 1998b). There are some animal rights studies 

focused on developing countries (Waldau, 2011), but this scientific literature is far 

more limited in comparison to the literature in the aforementioned regions 

(Fakoya, 2012). Animal rights public administration studies in developing countries 

are not easy to find in scholarly journals. In the case of Latin America, a few are 

available and best found via animal protection web sources. For example, in the 

Animals and Society Institute, COPPA webpage and in some university 

repositories, such as the study from Henao in Colombia (Henao Carmona, 2012) 

(Trent et al., 2005), (Animals and Society Institute, 2014). This gap provides an 

opportunity to develop research on animal protection public policies in regions 

such as Latin America, which is where Mexico is located. 

 

Personal motivation to study the subject of local animal regulation in Mexico  
Like most animal rights activists, I had a companion animal that awakened me to 

a deeper recognition of animals and their suffering (Shapiro, 1994, p.150). I had, 

what I call, an ‘ambassador’ at home, who unintendedly became an advocate 

for the rest of the animal species. Petite was a small adopted poodle (with a bad 

temper), who triggered in me the need to work in favor of animals in Mexico. This 

changed my life and academic interests forever. 

As a teenager, I started to study the animal rights movement and 

applauded the gains being made for animals anywhere in the world. I noticed 

the research was void in Mexico when I compared it to the developed countries. 

In 2013 I observed an interesting phenomenon that seemed to be creating a 

social change towards animals in the country. Then I witnessed the appearance 

of one animal protection regulation after another. This ‘animal wave’ was, in large 

part, prompted by Teocelo, the (inter)nationally celebrated small municipality 

that had achieved the abolition of a bull-like event (similar to the running of the 

bulls) and became the first anti-bullfights municipality in Mexico.  

 I decided that the best approach to understand better what drivers and 

obstacles were shaping this process would be to look into what was going on 

locally, in the nitty-gritty of the local policy processes, since small changes at the 

local level, ultimately add up to potential transitions at state and national levels.  

Many of the first animal protection regulations were registered in the 

municipalities in the same south-center state of Veracruz. These were developed 

with a broad approach to animal rights and, typically, had a bottom-up policy 

process, where animal advocates were the main actors. I also found some other 

regulations in Veracruz’s neighboring center state, Puebla. These were created 

under a narrower and top-down approach, where the state government played 

the main role.  

I wanted to find out the impact of these types of regulations in terms of 

social change (if any) and to research whether this animal rights movement in 

Mexico heralded the seedlings for a definite change of view and attitude towards 

animals in the country.  

It is my hope that the research for this thesis, which analyzes in-depth the 

local policy processes and its actors, aids not only to greater understanding that 

can further the ‘animal cause’ in Mexico, but also that provides guidelines and 

lessons that can be used to study similar processes in other developing countries 

and in other scopes, such as in the ‘neighboring’ issue of better managing nature 

and the environment.  
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1.2. Animal legislation development in Mexico before and after 
2011  
 

‘Business as usual’ animal legislation before 2011 
This study analyzes the policy process of municipal regulations and its effects on 

social change. As such, it is important to explain how legislation is structured in 

Mexico and to understand why municipalities have autonomy to create their own 

regulations. 

There is no exclusive animal protection/welfare law at the federal level, 

where there are different types of legislation related to animal management, for 

instance, the sanitary and transportation norms.  

There have been attempts to create a unified animal welfare law since 

2007, when a couple of senators presented an initiative to create a General 

Animal Welfare Law in 2012, but this was not approved. At the beginning of 2014, 

other senators presented a new one in 2016, which also was not approved. A 

further new proposal was presented in 2018 and a year later, a few other senators 

recommended reforms to the 2018 proposal. However, these were still pending in 

2019 (Berlanga, 2019).  

During 2019, a senator proposed an addition to the Federal Penal Code to 

consider animal abuse as a national felony. His decision took into account the 

data provided by a national ANGO2 that affirmed that 60,000 animals die yearly 

in Mexico due to mistreatment. However, this also has not been approved 

(Senado de la Republica, 2019). All these attempts mean that animal welfare is 

part of the public discussion and remains of interest at the highest governmental 

level.  

Mexico is divided into 31 states, plus Mexico City as the capital district. The 

states are subdivided into municipalities and the municipalities into auxiliary 

boards or localities. The municipalities should align with the state legislation 

through the creation of their own operational regulations. However, they have 

autonomy to adapt their own municipal regulation to meet their own needs, as 

long as they do not contradict the state and federal legislation. 

There is a law, norm or regulation guiding almost every human activity in 

relation to animals at the federal and state levels. Up to 2021, from the 32 states, 

including the capital, a total of 31 have published an animal protection state law. 

The southern state of Oaxaca is the only state without one, although in 2019 there 

was a law initiative (Medrano, 2019).  

Many of the animal state laws and regulations before 2011 were created 

in a top-down setting, where the governments proposed and approved the 

legislation. Most focused on dealing with human health issues, such as the 

prevention of rabies, as opposed to caring for animals (as a priority), to lead finally 

to a positive impact on human health and on the human-animal links.  

 
‘Progressive’ animal legislation after 2011, a joint effort between advocates and governments 

From 2011 to 2014, the Mexican state and municipal governments started to take 

animal rights issues beyond their health impact on humans through the 

enactment of new legislation. These are labeled ‘progressive’ in this dissertation, 

precisely because they seek further protection for animals than those earlier to 

                                                           
2 AnimaNaturalis 
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2011 that were mostly oriented towards rabies prevention and other human 

welfare issues.  

This four-year span from 2011 to 2014 represented the ‘take off’ of the 

development of progressive animal-oriented legislation, reaching its peak in 2014. 

They addressed several now banned activities that were previously common in 

most part of the country, such as circuses that used animals, bull and cock fights, 

and the collection of household waste using animals (horses, donkeys, mules). 

Some even placed animal abuse as a felony into the states’ penal codes.  

The wave of progressive animal legislation was due in part to a policy 

diffusion effect generated by the first anti-bullfights municipality in Mexico, 

Teocelo; a small rural municipality in the southern Mexican state of Veracruz that 

banned a bull-type event. The ‘Teocelo effect’ motivated both ANGOs and 

animal-sympathizer authorities to challenge previously legal, but cruel, animal-

related practices in the states and municipalities. After 2014, the progressive 

animal protection legislation continued to grow in our field work period, though 

at a steadier pace, as can be observed in Figure 1.1. 

In a preparatory pilot study for this thesis, all of the progressive regulations were 

registered by state, municipality and type, from 2011 up to 2014, these are shown 

in Figures 1.2 through 1.5. The progressive legislations were not proposed by any 

one particular political party. Six out of the ten political parties were involved. The 

progressive legislation was a response to the interest of local governments, animal 

protection advocates and citizen petitions in general. 

Type of progressive animal legislation after 2011 at the state level 
Figure 1.2 shows the type of progressive legislation at the state level and its 

different combinations that reach a total of 35 statutes from 2011 to 2014.  

Figure 1.1 Total number of progressive legislations in Mexico (2011 - 

March 2016) 
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Figure 1.3 shows the geographical distributions of the 35 progressive state 

legislation from 2011 up to 2014. 

 

Figure 1.4 shows the type of ban at the municipal level and the combination of 

the 27 progressive regulations from 2011 to 2014. 

 

Figure 1.2 Type of legislation and number of states (2011 - 2014) 

Figure 1.3 Type of progressive action at the state level (2011 - 2014) 
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Figure1.5 illustrates the geographical distribution of the 27 progressive municipal 

regulations from 2011 to 2014. 

Figure 1.4 Type of ban and number of municipalities (2011 - 2014) 

Figure 1.5 Type of progressive action at the municipal level (2011 - 2014) 
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The creation of new progressive regulation against animal mistreatment 

practices, including the abolitionist measures, confirms the spread of the seedlings 

for the animal rights movement that, ultimately, would serve to improve the social 

attitudes towards animal issues. In the same period, the number of animal welfare-

oriented NGOs rose steeply. This created an atmosphere of change that led to 

the research interest of this dissertation in how these local processes creating and 

using animal regulations work in practice and what lies beneath the surface of 

rising numbers.   

 

1.3. Research objective and questions  
The study aims to analyze the policy process and identify the factors that led to 

successful, less successful and unsuccessful outcomes and, ultimately, observe 

what these mean in terms of social change. 

Studying the process of progressive regulations and social movements at 

the local sphere can contribute to understanding similar processes where context 

and actors play an important role. The relevance of the present research can be 

observed at three policy analysis levels: 
a) At the lowest level, it increases the insight into factors that support 

or hamper the acceptance and implementation of progressive 

regulations at the municipal or local level with two different 

approaches. One a top-down approach initiated by the state 

government. The other bottom-up approach originated by animal 

welfare advocates.  

b) At a medium level, it increases the insight into the process of the 

introduction of new, more progressive, subjects in policy and 

regulation, that not just codify behavior that is already mainstream 

and “normal,” but also actually aims to change what is regarded as 

normal behavior.  

c) At a high level, it increases insight into the long and winding road 

of what one could label a ‘civilization’ process, in which weaker 

groups in society (like previously women and minorities) increasingly 

receive protection from cruelty and abuse. 

 

Given the afore mentioned background, the present study aims to answer the 

following main research question:  

 

To what extent have the attempts to achieve animal regulations been 

successful in creating, publishing, and implementing those regulations, 

and which indications are there about the mutual influence of such 

attempts and the development of social awareness about animals? 

 

The question focuses on understanding how the actors (people and 

(sub)organizations active in formulation and implementation) were able to 

influence the process of creating and implementing the regulations and, in the 

course of or as a result of the process, have contributed to and generated a 

degree of social change.  

 

In order to answer the main question, the study considers the following sub-

questions: 
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a) How did the various stages of formulation and implementation of 

animal protection regulation evolve in the cases studied?  

b) To what extent did each of these stages in the policy process 

contribute to the progress and quality of the regulation?  

c) What characteristics of which actors can be shown to be most often 

relevant for the progress and results at each stage of the regulation? 

d) What contributions to pro-animal social change from the policy 

process and the regulations themselves can be observed?  

 
1.4. Methodology  
 

Case selection 
The study analyses the developments in 13 municipal regulations (cases) located 

in two eastern neighboring states in Mexico, Puebla (east-center) and Veracruz 

(east). The two states had enacted animal protection laws. In order for these to 

have a chance at being enforced, secondary laws (regulations) also needed to 

be created. 

The regulations were created with different approaches: the seven in 

Puebla with a top-down approach and the six in Veracruz with a bottom-up 

approach. The study also discusses the role of policy diffusion in the 13 

municipalities, since it was observed that within each of the states, there was a 

pioneer municipality that inspired the rest. The regulations selected were the total 

enacted in both states up to December 2013.  

In the state of Puebla, the cases are seven top-down non-progressive 

municipal regulations (just codifying existing social norms of good behavior). Four 

of them are classified as urban and two as rural municipalities. 

In the state of Veracruz, the cases are six progressive municipal regulations 

(forbidding ongoing cruel-animal practices and animal related events), five of 

them are urban and one is a rural municipality. 

 

Data collection and analysis 
The main source for information on each of the cases was semi-structured in-

depth interviews, with follow up talks via phone calls, messages through social 

media and some e-mail filled questionnaires. This was corroborated with 

information from publicly available sources, when this was available. I also had 

access to the official documents of the text of the enacted regulations. Whenever 

possible, I also gathered information by direct observation.  

The interviews were conducted with the stakeholders involved in the 

formulation and implementation of the municipal animal regulations, such as 

mayors, aldermen, the directors or people responsible for the administration of 

the animal control centers, their employees, ANGOs and some opponents. The 

government employees were interviewed in their workplace, unless they asked to 

meet elsewhere. ANGOs were interviewed in the place of their choosing, since 

most do not have a physical place for the ANGO. 

There were at least three interviews conducted in person and 

approximately five sources of secondary data per case. Each case of reports can 

be found in Chapters 4 to 10, corresponding to the state of Puebla, and 13 to 18 

for the state of Veracruz.  
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The interviews done in person lasted 2 to 2.5 hours per actor. At least two 

rounds of interviews were followed per actor. The questionnaire was based on the 

Contextual Interaction Theory (CIT). This is the main theory that guides the analysis 

of the actor characteristics and the types of interaction. The roles of the actors, 

their objectives and resources are classified under the Theoretical Framework for 

Case Study Analysis (TCA). Both CIT and TCA are explained in depth in Chapter 2. 

The information gathered was processed manually per case to be able to 

turn the answers to the questionnaires into narratives on the case to make them 

more accessible for the reader. The narratives are carefully built and consider the 

theories that guide the study, so as to not lose the academic purpose.  

This type of narrative-facts-theory guided writing coincides with what 

Beuving and de Vries mention should be a credible academic narrative where 

“that story must be both well connected to a body of existing knowledge and 

carefully grounded in empirical facts” (Beuving & Vries, 2015, p. 16).  

In the study, the narratives are presented chronologically. They consider 

the main actors and events in the formulation and implementation processes. 

These are organized in ‘clear time cuts’ and also consider the events that, in some 

cases, made a ‘twist’ or were able to influence the policy process enough so as 

to turn the tide or even hinder the process. They also highlight the incorporation 

or exclusion of strategic actors into the policy arena. When quoting an actor, the 

text was translated from Spanish to English and written verbatim. 
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1.5. Thesis outline  
The study is divided into 20 chapters, see Figure 1. 

 

 

Chapter 1 

Presents the struggles of some of the emancipation movements and introduces 

the animal rights movement as one of them. It states that regardless of our 

empathy towards the animal kingdom, our everyday lives are intertwined with 

them and the chapter shows how our animal-mismanagement has produced 

negative consequences, also for humans. The chapter further presents the need 

for animal studies in public policy and in developing countries, which strengthens 

the motivation to study local animal regulation in Mexico. 

 

Chapter 2 

Answers the question: Why are the Contextual Interaction Theory (CIT) and the 

Theoretical framework for Case Study Analysis (TCA) best fitted for the analysis of 

local animal rights policies, and not one of the other several theories on policy 

change? The Chapter explains the policy process from formulation to 

implementation, providing a brief history of implementation studies (first and 

Figure 1.6 Outline of the thesis 
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second generations), as well as their challenges, which led to the creation of third 

generation theories, such as the CIT. It explains CIT in detail as the guiding theory 

of the research and how it is numerically adapted to fit the analysis of animal 

policies. This Chapter also explains how the TCA and policy diffusion theories 

complement the CIT for a more in-depth look at the actors and the spread of 

policies. It also provides a brief explanation of policy success.  

 

Chapter 3  

Presents an introduction to the cases of the state of Puebla and answers the 

question: How did municipal animal regulations develop in a top-down political 

arena? In Puebla regulations were developed without constraining animal 

practices that were seen as “normal behavior” and with little intervention from 

the society. 

 

Chapters 4 to 10  

Explain and analyze each of the seven cases in the state of Puebla that were 

created under a top-down scenario. The cases are presented chronologically 

and start with the municipality of San Andres, which developed the first 

responsible animal ownership regulation in the state and in the country. This 

created a policy diffusion effect in a total of six more municipalities from 2009 to 

2013. 

Each case is presented by a thick description producing a theory guided 

narrative on the formulation and first stages of implementation of the regulation. 

The analysis is done from an actor-oriented perspective. This allows an analysis of 

the degree to which relevant actor-characteristics influenced the process. It also 

provides the elements to categorize the role played by each of the actors, show 

their objectives, as well as the power (im)balance and the type and degree of 

interaction among the actors in each of the stages.  

The cases end with a conclusion on the policy process and present later 

developments (after the in-depth data gathering period), to observe its 

contributions to the social change towards animals. 

 

Chapter 11 

Answers the question: To what extent did the seven cases in Puebla help the 

animal cause? It describes the outcomes, achievements and presents a table 

showing the grades of success in each of the policy phases and their overall 

contribution to the society’s awareness. 

 

Chapter 12  

Serves as an introduction to the cases of the state of Veracruz and also answers 

the question: How did progressive animal regulations develop in a bottom-up 

political arena? The chapter presents how the municipal animal regulations were 

developed as an ‘outcry’ from the society, and attempted to stir up the ‘business 

as usual’ animal management, moving beyond codifying what was regarded as 

normal behavior towards animals, but actually trying to change that.  

 

Chapters 13 to 18  

Explain and analyze each of the six cases that were created in a bottom-up 

scenario in the state of Veracruz from 2012 to 2014. The cases, just like the ones 

from Puebla (Chapters 4 to 10), are displayed in a chronological order, starting 

with Teocelo. This became known as the first municipality to abolish bullfights in 
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Mexico. Teocelo prompted a policy diffusion effect in other five municipalities, 

but also had an important effect in other municipalities and states where animal 

advocates were inspired and able to achieve pro-animal regulations. Each case 

follows the same line of exposure as in Chapters 4 to 10 and ends with 

observations that relate the policy process to more recent developments that 

benefit social change. 

 

Chapter 19  

Answers the question: To what extent did the seven cases in Veracruz help the 

animal cause? It describes the outcomes, achievements and presents a table 

showing the grades of success in each of the policy phases and their overall 

contribution to the society’s awareness. 

 

Chapter 20  

Provides the comparison of the 13 cases. It explores what they have in common 

and how they differ in terms of success. It presents and provides concrete answers 

to the research sub-questions and to the overarching research question in terms 

of the interplay of regulation and social change. It also presents how some 

unintended findings can contribute to further the animal rights cause, and what 

other aspects might be worth exploring. The chapter concludes by offering 

practical implications for animal rights advocates and presents the results on what 

the seedlings of this whole animal-oriented policy process and regulations mean 

in terms of social change in relation to animals in the near future. 
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Chapter 2:  The theoretical framework  

2.1. Introduction 
When a problem arises and is detected in the public sphere, then concerned or 

relevant society representatives can ask for this issue to be addressed by the 

government. This need for ‘an answer’ can generate a policy around the issue 

and governmental actions might be developed (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1979). A 

policy is basically the response of how the government intends to act, or not to 

act, in relation to that given public issue. Some of these actions may turn into laws, 

regulations, rulings, decisions, orders, or even a combination of such (Birkland, 

2010).  

As stated in Chapter 1, the close relation we have with animals creates 

positive and negative impacts in their and our everyday life. At times, this 

relationship is affected by an array of issues, e.g., blatant animal mistreatments 

cases that go viral in social media, the appearance of diseases which jeopardize 

human lives, among others. These outcomes can tend to stir up animal rights 

advocates who perceive these occurrences as public problems. Hence, they can 

then take the opportunity to call for the possibility for change (Einwohner, 1999). 

Frequently, this action petitions for a shift in policies (e.g., legislation, programs). 

However, the policy process is most often neither straight-forward, nor an easy 

endeavor.  

This study analyzes in-depth the policy processes of animal-oriented 

regulations in Mexico at the local (municipal) level, where the nitty-gritty action 

and counteraction of the policy process occurs. The aim is to understand the 

relation (if any) between the policy process and social change.  

Zooming in at the local level of the policy development allows for a 

detailed description and narrative analysis of the actors in the midst of the policy 

process. To be able to conduct an effective analysis, lead the data collection, 

perform the story description and guide the outcomes presented, we need 

direction by a theoretical framework that is able to dissect the formulation and 

implementation stages of the policy process, as well as focus on the interactions 

between the actors involved.  

As the focus of much of our local cases is on policy formulation, this chapter 

starts in Section 2.2 with a brief look at three prominent policy development 

theories: the policy streams model (Kingdon, 1984) (Kingdon, 1995); the 

punctuated-equilibrium model (Baumgartner & Jones 1993); and, the advocacy 

coalition framework (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1999).  

It is clear that, while all three have their virtues, and elements of them will 

be visible in our cases too, they are too mid- and macro-level oriented to suit our 

detailed analysis of local interactions. Section 2.3 gives the rationale for choosing 

the Contextual Interaction Theory (CIT) (Bressers, 1983) (Bressers, 2004), (Bressers, 

2009) as the main theory for this study, complemented by other theoretical tools. 

However, it should be noted that policy diffusion (Shipan & Volden, 2008), (Shipan 

& Volden, 2012) (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019) exists in all the cases analyzed and 

the Theoretical Framework of Case Study Analysis (Dente et al., 1998) helps 

facilitate the narrative and analysis of the roles of the actors involved in the policy 

process.  

The chapter continues by presenting the origins and history of policy 

implementation studies (the original focus of analysis of the Contextual Interaction 
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Theory) in Section 2.4. Policy implementation studies can be traced back to the 

first generation or top-down approach presented in Section 2.5, and the second 

generation or bottom-up perspectives described in Section 2.6.  

Next, Section 2.7 presents the challenges the studies encountered in 

implementation to the development from top-down and bottom-up approaches 

towards the creation of a combined approach or third generation works, as 

shown in Section 2.8, in which the CIT is embedded. 

Section 2.9 presents the elements that compose the CIT and explain why 

its realistic, parsimonious and deductive approach offers the most appropriate 

traits to conduct the analysis for this study. It also argues why, even though the CIT 

was developed as an implementation theory, with some modifications and 

drawing from a complementary theoretical framework, it is appropriate for the 

analysis of the formulation stage of policy processes, as well.  

Section 2.10 makes the connection between the CIT and the TCA adapted 

for the analysis of the cases in this study. A numerical assessment is proposed of 

the CIT’s actor characteristics (dependent variables), i.e., their motivations, 

cognitions and resources in order to favor the identification of where the actors 

present a positive, neutral or negative score. The adaptations are drawn from the 

original flow chart models (Bressers, 2004) for the assumptions in the types of 

interaction on the likelihood of application and the degree of adequate 

application (dependent variables), originally only used for predicting the degree 

of implementation and of only two-actors. 

Section 2.11 explains the theoretical tools that complement the CIT in 

observing the presence of multiple actors, their roles and their objectives. This 

differs from the traditional classification conveyed by CIT of the presence of two 

classifications of actors: the implementer (usually the government) and target 

group (usually the local population). Also, the policy diffusion phenomenon is 

recognized as a constant in all of the cases.  Section 2.12 briefly explains policy 

success. Finally, Section 2.13 draws conclusions. 

 

2.2. The policy process and policy development theories 
Chapter 1 presented the development and use of animal regulation as part of an 

emancipation process and a policy process in interaction with a social change 

process. There are several theories of the policy process that emphasize policy 

formulation and associated policy change; all of them playing significant 

attention to changes in perceptions and ideas. This could make them interesting 

for this study though, ultimately, other theories are needed as a basis to analyze 

individual local policy interaction processes. This section will mention three policy 

development theories.  

 

2.2.1. The policy streams model 
Many classic policy theories dissect the policy process in stages. Here, the policy 

formulation process was a stage when solutions would be developed to deal with 

social problems that made it to the “political agenda.” The policy streams model 

by Kingdon (1984, 1995) emphasizes that such rational logic is often lacking. There 

may be problems looking for a solution, but, equally, there might be “solutions” 

(options) looking for a problem to apply them to. Furthermore, nothing can 

happen unless there is sufficient support. So, there are problem perceptions, ideas 

about policy options and the political salience for voters, their chosen 
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representatives and people that emphasize certain problems or options. These 

three streams are seen as relatively autonomous; only when they come together 

can a new decision be reached. Political “entrepreneurs” will cleverly use, or 

even create, such confluence of streams. According to Kingdom these streams 

are to some extent perceptions, rather than actualities (Zahariadis, 1999). While 

the streams model does not gear towards explaining broad policy change, it is 

relevant because it assumes change to be continuous and normal. The model 

assumes decision maker’s ideas to be ambiguous, with different ideas held 

simultaneously and that this creates confusion, vagueness and tension. External 

impulses are varied and can be confusing too. Therefore, perception is crucial. 

There are options for policy entrepreneurs to influence the process and to create 

a window of opportunity. Within the context of the multiplicity of internal and 

external influences, Kingdon does not believe that such windows will remain open 

for very long. For instance, attention can be directed to a next point when the 

crisis or the media hype is over. This creates the image that, while policy change 

is not exceptional, often it will be rather unpredictable. Then, there is a great 

likelihood that any change will be overtaken by subsequent changes. This makes 

it uncertain as to whether the decision will achieve any degree of performance 

in later stages.  

Many of these observations can be recognized in the cases presented later 

in this thesis, especially for some of the bottom-up cases in the state of Veracruz. 

However, even in cases that present such recognizable features, the streams 

model does not really guide the analysis of the interactions among the individual 

actors in the process, with the possible exception of the “policy entrepreneur.” 

The analysis is more on the level of the policy process as a whole. 

 

2.2.2. The advocacy coalition framework (ACF) 
While the policy streams model dealt with decision-making, the advocacy 

coalition framework emphasizes long-term policy change and the role played by 

expert knowledge in the process (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999). The period 

concerned covers a decade or more, because Sabatier believes that clear 

patterns only become visible after such a time. The “advocacy coalition” is not 

the governing coalition of ruling parties, but rather a group of actors, from within 

government and outside, who share common convictions and who co-ordinate 

their behavior to a considerable degree (Sabatier, 1988) (Sabatier,1991). 

Commonly, more than one advocacy coalition is active in one policy sector – the 

“political subsystem” – but often, one predominates over the others. One can 

usually distinguish three to four coalitions. Characteristic of each coalition are their 

political convictions (policy beliefs) and resources. A number of layers can be 

distinguished in the actors’ policy beliefs. The “deep core” - consists of matters 

such as fundamental values. The “policy core” - contains standpoints related to 

problem perception, distribution of the costs of conducting the policy, the 

desirability of expert input, and the general public and other relevant values and 

preferences. The “secondary aspects” - involves the consequences in a given 

situation.  

The glue between members of a coalition is their shared beliefs, especially 

at the level of the policy subunit-specific “policy core” (the deep core is not 

policy-subunit-specific). The coalition uses the resources available to it to develop 

strategies and instruments. The actors in the subsystem are influenced by 

resources and limitations external to the subsystem, which, in turn, stem from more 
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or less stable conditions and more dynamic factors elsewhere in the system. The 

key point about the ACF is that it is an approach based on ideas and beliefs. 

While the stated interest was initially on more fundamental policy change, far 

more work within this theory has been done on less fundamental changes. This is 

related mainly to “policy-oriented learning,” where experiences in other sectors 

or areas generate new ideas.  

Under the label of “policy diffusion” this last aspect also gets attention in 

this study. However, while the animal rights movement could certainly be 

regarded as an advocacy coalition, other actors in the process rarely show other 

advocacy coalitions, often just resistance or indifference. In general, this theory 

aims less to explain singular policy processes or decision-making, but emphasizes 

the long-term development of a “policy subsystem,” making it less relevant for this 

study, where the aim is to take a detailed look at how such local processes 

develop. However, such individual local processes might contribute nationwide 

to a subsystem change. What happens at a nationwide level may impact on such 

local processes  - a point to be taken from this theory.   

 

2.2.3. Punctuated equilibrium model 
The punctuated equilibrium model of Baumgartner & Jones (1993) seeks an 

explanation for what is commonly termed a simple observation. Political 

processes often seem to be stable for a long time, but, sometimes, large-scale 

changes can occur. Both stability (commonly) and change (sometimes) are 

important aspects of the policy process. While most theories seem to provide 

satisfactory explanations for either stability or change, this model seeks to explain 

both (True et al., 1999) using concepts from the systems approach and 

evolutionary theory.  

Periods of equilibrium and stability occur when a topic is dominated by 

what they call a subsystem, but what is more commonly termed a “network of 

actors.” This equilibrium is disturbed when the topic comes onto the “macro-

political” agenda. In such a case, even small changes (as well, of course, as what 

they call “a mighty blow”) in the objective conditions can ensure major shifts, due 

to positive feedback processes. Normally, counterforces are evoked when 

something happens that deviates too far from the norm. This is called negative 

feedback. When such an occurrence it can actually recruit extra support, the 

reinforcement increases continuously and, for some time, the end is out of sight. 

This positive feedback can cause unexpectedly rapid change, such as the 

collapse of East European communism.  

The aspect of evolutionary theory involved here is that one change creates 

more favorable conditions for the next, leading to a chain reaction. While this 

theory does not need “mighty blows” as such to explain incidental, great 

changes, it is clear that they form a first-class means to redirect attention, so 

leading to a chain reaction. More typical in this theory is the hypothesis that such 

major changes will be accompanied by mutually reinforcing changes in 

perceptions, the actors involved and rules of the game. This combination of new 

relationships will then also persist for a time. As a result, one should not expect a 

rapid erosion of policy changes in later stages, for example in implementation 

and the impact on society. 

 Again, the role of shifting attention of relevant actors is in this theory. The 

emphasis is not on individual local processes, but on the policy subsystem level. 

While the theory seems adequate to help understand the wave of new animal 
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rights NGOs and regulations described in chapter 1 (but not its slowing down in 

later years), it is less helpful to analyze the interaction among local actors. What 

can be taken from this theory is the attention given to the potential impacts of 

external shocks and the concept of positive feedback as a reinforcing power that 

can enable what was previously seen as impossible. 

 

2.2.4. Conclusion on the policy development theories 
This section discussed three theories of the policy process. Although they describe 

several phenomena that can be encountered in this study’s cases of local 

processes on the development and use of animal regulations, they proved to be 

more useful on the level of policy subsystems than for understanding interactions 

between actors in local policy processes. Thus, Contextual Interaction Theory (CIT) 

is presented below as the right ‘fit’ for the analysis of local processes that form this 

study. 

 

2.3. The policy process and the theoretical tools for this study  
Unlike the theories described in section 2.2, many authors approach the policy 

process as one that builds in phases or cyclical stages, e.g., issue emergence, 

agenda setting, alternative selection, enactment, implementation and 

evaluation (Birkland, 2011). To establish an order and analyze the policy processes 

in each of the cases in this study, the focus remains on the interaction of the actors 

in the formulation and first phases of implementation. Applying Contextual 

Interaction Theory (CIT) as the main theory conducting the research allowed the 

in-depth analysis required to look at the whole policy process centering on the 

actors. 

The CIT is a third-generation theory that goes beyond top-down and 

bottom-up implementation theories (as will be explained in the upcoming 

Sections 2.4 and 2.5). CIT originated and remained an implementation theory in 

its early versions. However, later versions of CIT were built in such a way that they 

are also apt to analyze policy formulation processes. Presently, CIT concentrates 

more on ‘social interaction processes’, rather than just at implementation. Hence, 

it is an accurate theory and a flexible tool for the thirteen cases under analysis.  

CIT is complemented with Policy Diffusion theory and the Theoretical 

Framework for Case Study Analysis (TCA) (both these theoretical supplements are 

further explained in Section 2.11). Policy Diffusion theory is used to depict how the 

formulation of the regulations came about in those municipalities that follow after 

the ‘first’ municipality in each of the states selected.  

TCA, as with CIT, also serves equally the formulation and implementation 

phases and focuses on the actors. TCA systematically focuses on the different 

roles of the actors their objectives and a typology of their resources in both 

phases, rather than only on the main roles of formulators, implementers, and the 

target group as is constructed in CIT.  

Although the study encompasses both policy formulation and policy 

implementation action, it gives special attention to the development of 

implementation research. The reason is that comparing the tradition of 

implementation research with the tradition of policy formulation studies, the 

former is much more geared towards explaining policy success or failure (in our 

case related to animal welfare and protection).  
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The main explanatory theory used stems from the policy implementation 

tradition. The upcoming sections adapt it, partially with the help of TCA, to make 

it also apt for studying policy formulation. 

 

2.4. Policy implementation and the Contextual Interaction Theory 
This section first presents diverse, yet concurring, definitions of what 

implementation entails. Then it introduces the different theoretical approaches 

that have been developed to capture its understandings, which build up to the 

choosing of CIT as the guiding theory for this study.  

As mentioned in the previous section, policy implementation is an 

important stage of the policy process. Analysis of it helps to highlight the various 

degrees of success or failure of the intended policies. Bressers (2004) emphasized 

the need to have an adequate understanding of implementation. He affirmed 

that “even though implementation studies constitute a dwindling portion of policy 

research, many of the current approaches actually imply, directly or indirectly, a 

better understanding of implementation processes” (Bressers, 2004, p. 284). 

Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983) conceived the process of implementation 

as going through stages. This starts with the approval of a statute, with the outputs 

reflected as decisions, then the compliance of such decisions by the target 

groups, followed by the real intended and unintended impacts as outputs. It also 

covers the perceived impact by the implementer, concluding with revisions or 

attempts of revisions of the statute (Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983). 

Schofield (2004) mentioned that implementation is transforming policy into 

action. Thus, there is a need to operationalize policy into action through 

proposing solutions to the problems (Schofield, 2004).  Hill (2003) agreed with 

visualizing implementation as actions, but that defining implementation for 

everyday actions was essential, as implementers do not have a manual for all of 

the implications of their work “implementers must discern what policy means in 

terms of everyday practice. This is not a trivial matter; policies rarely come with 

enumerated implications for implementers” (H. C. Hill, 2003, p. 268). 

This study agrees with the definitions presented, as well as the one that 

O’Toole (O’Toole, 2000) presented, where he also concurs and places an 

emphasis on recognizing implementation as a multi-actor process. He stated that 

policy implementation is a process that begins from the governmental intention 

to do or halt something about any policy issue, and then what happens when 

attempted in real action. To look at implementation requires the recognition of a 

multi-actor process, where systematic knowledge develops as the actors deal 

with a policy issue. 

Klok (Klok, 1995) brought the importance of actors to the discussion for 

understanding implementation. He included one characteristic that actors should 

deal with; this being that the conditional flow of resources where the activity from 

the actors is key to realize such flow. 

Pinpointing the common elements of what is conceived as implementation 

allows the introduction of the division of approaches that scholars have identified 

and refined over time in the analysis of implementation.  

Studies on implementation have been divided as first generation or top-

down theories, second generation or bottom-up theories, and later a third wave 

that seek to go beyond the previous two theories.  

Scholars like O’Toole (2000) and Hill and Hupe (2002) mentioned that 

implementation research is alive and ongoing and that “the top-down/bottom-
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up debates are ended, superseded by general recognition of the strengths of 

each” (O’Toole, 2000, p. 283).  

O’Toole mentioned that studies in the 1970s and 1980s were more 

inductive, but that later efforts have been more deductive and parsimonious. 

One theory matching these characteristics was developed in the Netherlands by 

Bressers and Klok, labeled “Instrumentation Theory” (Bressers & Klok, 1988). As part 

of the SUSGOV project (on governance for sustainable development), the theory 

was further developed by Bressers (and published in 2004). It was labelled 

‘Contextual Interaction Theory’ (CIT) by the project leader as he held the opinion 

that its scope is much wider than just comparing the efficacy of instruments 

(Lafferly, 2004) and has remained named as such ever since. For this reason, we 

sometimes refer to work before 2004 as part of CIT development. CIT was inspired 

from top-down and bottom-up approaches. In its 2004 version, it presented a 

predictive, deductive, and parsimonious model that focused on the interaction 

of the policy actors and offered a connection between policy design and policy 

implementation (O’Toole, 2000). Clearly, CIT offers the right theoretical fit for use 

in the present study. 

The next sections offer a brief explanation and history of the three 

implementation approaches on implementation: the top-down or first 

generation, bottom-up or second generation, and a combination of the two 

labeled third generation theories where CIT is embedded.  

 

2.5. The top-down, first generation perspective on 
implementation  
The top-down policy or first-generation perspective assumes that once the policy 

objective is set in motion, then the process is followed as envisioned, a step-by-

step path taken by the government, a legislator, a chief, executive or even a 

supervisor who believes in the compliance by rules.  

By following the rules, the top-down perspective’ followers want to avoid 

discretion from policy frontliners; i.e., those ‘implementing officials’ or (Sabatier & 

Mazmanian, 1980) ‘street-level bureaucrats’ (Lipsky, 1980) who perform the 

everyday actions. Researchers focusing on top-down studies see the “aspects of 

the implementation process putatively accessible to or controllable by those who 

formally adopt official policies, or mandates” (O’Toole, 1986, p. 182).  

A top-down perspective, as accurately defined by O’Toole in 2016 

(O’Toole, personal communication, January 12, 2016), looks to minimize the 

hurdles and observes the political machinery seriously, follows the rules, enforces 

sanctions, monitors and looks for ways and means to comply. Top-downers focus 

on ‘how to get them to do what we want them to do.’  

Matland emphasized the role of the policy designers and their objective to 

conduct the process as it was designed: “Top-down theorists see policy designers 

as the central actors and concentrate their attention on factors that can be 

manipulated at the central level” (Matland, 1995, p. 146).  

The most important focus for a top-down analysis is to look for compliance 

with the rules. However, even when following the policy process in the conceived 

linear path it was designed to be, great challenges are encountered. A study that 

marked the implementation analyses as a top-down approach and is itself an 

established basic reading for implementation scholars, is that by Pressman and 

Wildavsky (1973). This study provides a clear example of the challenges in policy 
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implementation and the great expectations placed on governmental programs 

to work as envisioned - in this case, of a federal American program. 

Pressman and Wildavsky (1984) centered their analysis on the 

implementation of the federal Economic Development Administration program 

in Oakland, California. In it, despite the vast availability of economic resources 

and a solid layout plan, implementation failed. The authors traced it back to 

various causes, such as its ill formulation and poor planning and then challenged 

the relation between the federal department and the local authorities. Also, due 

to the large disposition of economic resources, which had to be used in a short 

period of time, finally the plan was reformulated given many unexpected 

divergences (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1984).  

Another exemplary first-generation work is that of Mazmanian and Sabatier 

(1983). This focused on the ability of the central government to implement public 

policies and how well these were executed. They also observed that 

implementation cannot happen straightforwardly. 

These seminal works marked one approach in the analysis of 

implementation. The top-down implementer-analysts became interested in the 

results and the bumps along the implementation lane. As Mazmanian and 

Sabatier (Mazmanian & Sabatier) put it, analysts would look at the results, the 

factors that influenced the attainment of goals of the policies in relation to the 

objectives in the statute, then also on how were these objectives modified during 

the implementation, and - if it was the case - in any reformulation. This approach 

of analyzing implementation made researchers wonder if there was another way 

to observe the process, and so the second generation of implementation studies 

(explained in the coming section) came about.  

 

2.6. The bottom-up, second generation perspective on 
implementation  
In the bottom-up or second-generation implementation studies, scholars turned 

their focus from the central-designers of the government to the actions of public 

servants at the local level. Because of the nature of their work, being at ‘the front’, 

directly interacting with the target group (usually the citizens), they do not 

emphasize the strict application of the policy statute, but rather the 

implementation molded to the issues they face. As O’Toole (2000) pointed out, 

the bottom-up approach is a sympathizer of more interactive processes, target 

involvement and co-production.  

This type of implementation approach allows researchers to focus “on local 

implementation structures, and thus is better for assessing the dynamics for local 

variation” (Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1989, p. 302). Bottom-up analysts look at the 

role and value of street level bureaucrats. These actors are significantly analyzed 

in Lipsky’s work (1980). This has become, as Hupe and Hill (2007) put it, a classic 

and “scholarly theme of its own” (Hupe & Hill, 2007, p. 295). 

According to Lipsky (1980), street level bureaucrats are public service 

workers who are in direct contact with citizens and have a considerable amount 

of discretion when executing their job. These workers might find a way to avoid 

doing ‘things right’, or might even act contrary to the statutes, when any 

discretion is present, there is insufficient supervision, or when any type of negative 

consequences for acting ‘their way’ are too low. 
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Lipsky places an emphasis on analyzing what these workers face: “To 

understand how and why these organizations often perform contrary to their own 

rules and goals, we need to know how the rules are experienced by workers in 

their organization and to what other pressures they are subject” (Lipsky, 1980, p. 

xi). However, not all has to be on the negative side, as these street level workers 

might focus on problem solving, even if that entails not following the statute as it 

was proposed and conceived of by the formulators. In the ‘real world’, it is 

unrealistic to assume that, if a full compliance with the statute is not reached, then 

implementation has failed.  

Matland (1995) correctly pointed out that bottom-uppers perceive that, if 

the local level implementers cannot have the freedom of being discretional and 

adapt the policy to what they are facing, then it would likely fail; given that 

contextual factors can take over the intended objectives created by policy 

designers, who are, often, not in control of the whole process. 

Under this perspective, the participation of the policy frontliners is 

considered very important in the reshaping of policies. In fact, under the bottom-

up approach, the front line is where policy development matters the most: 

“Hierarchy is out, local control is in; planning is out, interaction is in; and finally, 

design is out, accommodation is in” (Linder & Peters, 1987, p. 469). 

Hill and Hupe (2002) mentioned that a fair amount of the work that 

frontliners perform is not written down in an official statute and the rules that they 

must follow are at times vague or even ambiguous (my emphasis). Added to this 

situation is that they also face a wide array of unforeseen circumstances during 

implementation, having to interpret and improvise. They become not only 

implementers, but also formulators at the same time. 

As already established, since the frontline implementers face the daily 

challenges of having direct contact with the target group, this situation poses an 

advantage. It makes them ‘more knowledgeable’ of the process into which the 

policy is being attempted to be implemented. This favors decentralization. 

However, there should be some caution. As Linder and Peters put it, 

“decentralization should be understood within the context of some centralized 

control” (Linder & Peters, 1987, p. 463).  

The bottom-up perspective has been criticized for the discretion and 

control that the lowest level of governmental officials may acquire. It is seen as a 

shift of the power of the servants at the top, to the ones at the bottom. As Linder 

and Peters put it, given they are often attributed for the success or failure of the 

programs, however, to put it in those terms would be “to admit defeat and the 

inability of the policymaking hierarchies in government to function effectively to 

produce governance” (Linder & Peters, 1987, p. 465); evidently a situation that 

would not be entirely true.  

The top-down and bottom-up approaches have strengths and weaknesses 

and, both recognize challenges in the policy process. These are briefly 

summarized in the following section. 

 

2.7. Implementation challenges   
Past perspectives on policy implementation have been criticized by scholars, 

such as Linder and Peters (1987). To them, creating policies on the back of what 

is already known to be acceptable in practice is a misconception of 

implementation. Feasibility should not be the only criterion in the formulation of 

policies. They state that programs and statutes could be implemented as 
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envisioned and, nevertheless, fail, or even obtain contradictory outcomes. As 

Pressman and Wildavsky (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973) add, in some cases, the 

implementation already was destined to be unsuccessful, due to, for example, 

unrealistic expectations, since the formulation, lack of political agreement from 

the beginning or for other reasons. They continued by saying that the failure to 

comply with the planned goals, or even making the programs to work at all, 

should make us wonder about why programs - with clear conflict of interests, 

disagreements among the actors that were supposed to cooperate, and 

insufficient resources - were created at all. Accordingly, as Linder and Peters 

(1987) also expressed, ‘implementation’ is only part of the explanation as to why 

policies might fail. 

Regardless of the approach for strict attachment to the policy (top-down) 

or on the emphasis of the work of the everyday frontliners; when promises are not 

fulfilled and only create hope, inevitably there is a degree of frustration. This can 

be in part remedied as Pressman and Wildavsky (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973) 

stated, by looking with more attention at the formulation, goals and the 

implementation itself, since it is precisely the ordinary circumstances that lead to 

success or failure. “If one is always looking for unusual circumstances and 

dramatic events, he cannot appreciate how difficult it is to make the ordinary 

happen” (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973, p. xii). 

The challenges throughout the process are an ambiguous amazement for 

the two sides of the policy-oriented actors, the formulators and implementers. As 

Hill and Hupe (M. J. Hill & Hupe, 2002) specify, formulators do not fathom why the 

clear rules written down in the official documents are not effectuated the way 

they were designed to, given that the resources needed were contemplated. 

Hence, it’s tempting to see the implementers as the ones at fault. The other way 

around happens from the point of view of the implementers. For them, official 

documents and their guidelines may be perceived as unclear or unrealistic and 

the problem for them remains on the formulators side. 

Ambiguity, according to Matland (Matland, 1995), does not strike as a flaw, 

nor as a strength. It is certainly not the characteristic responsible for failed 

implementation, but it can be seen as useful in the formulation and 

implementation stages, since it opens a window to learn new approaches and 

shape objectives. 

The challenges in the policy process and the different approaches to 

analyze them allow learning and the creation of a new approach to look at policy 

implementation; one that attempts to combine the strengths of both bottom-up 

and top-down approaches. This third approach is explained below.    

 

2.8. Learning from top-down and bottom-up, a third generation 
and a combined implementation approach 
There are clear methodological and normative differences in the top-down and 

bottom-up perspectives. For instance, the discretion the workers exercise in 

relation to the target group was perceived by top-downers as a problem that 

could even lead to a unique treatment for each case. The lack of consistency 

puts at risk the compliance with the rules. Bottom-uppers, on the other hand, 

believed in leaving out policy makers, as frontliners ‘know best’, due to their 

proximity to the problem in the real world. 
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Hill and Hupe (2002) mentioned the top-down and bottom-up 

implementation approaches as two ‘worlds’, each seeing the other as distinct 

and separate in the implementation literature. For them, policy formulators, 

generally tend to sympathize with the top-down approach; and implementers, 

who are closer to the target group, favor the bottom-up. When outcomes of a 

policy differ from those envisioned, then the government officials tend to blame 

‘the other world’ (M. J. Hill & Hupe, 2002, p. 164).  

Nevertheless, policies will not work well unless there is co-production of 

policy, which for bottom-uppers means actively involving the targets. For 

Mazmanian and Sabatier (Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1989), both the top-down and 

bottom-up approaches pose advantages under different circumstances. They 

mentioned that, on the one hand, the top-down approach is useful where the 

situation is well-structured and the interest lies mainly in “mean responses.” The 

top-down has an advantage where there is a ‘dominant’ statute guiding the 

process and/or where funds are scarce.  

On the other hand, these authors mentioned that the bottom-up approach 

is more suitable in cases where the analyst wants to focus more in “the dynamics 

of different local situations” (Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1989, p. 302), and where the 

so-called dominant statute is non-existent and, in its place, there are multiple 

actors with power independency. 

Analyses, such as those by Linder and Peters (1987) and Goggin et al. 

(1990), view the importance of the actions of the front liners, but do not disregard 

the work of the rules of the political system, and give importance to the context 

and the environment.  

Hill and Hupe (2002) concurred with the previous assertions of Mazmanian 

and Sabatier (1989), Linder and Peters (1987) and Goggin et al., (1990). Hill and 

Hupe said that, depending on the focus of the study, the assessment of each 

approach becomes more relevant than the other, and that there is still room for 

harmonizing variables to more effectively study implementation from the nature 

of the policy and taking into account the importance of the institutional context. 

Consequently, they “see no case for a ‘general theory of implementation’ […] 

there are not better and worse ways of studying this important subject” (M. J. Hill 

& Hupe, 2002, pp. 82-83). 

A combined approach can take valuable lessons from the previous two 

approaches, whilst also mending some differences between them; thereby, 

recognizing the value of the two. Goggin et al., (1990, p. 19) mentioned that 

combined syntheses extant in third-generation theories clarify through their 

unique research design: theoretical models with specific hypotheses, operational 

understanding of key concepts, identify causal paths, frequency and patterns on 

distribution, look for reliable indicators, variables and measures, data analysis and 

testing for case studies of qualitative and statistical processes. 

The third-generation approach takes elements of the previous two 

approaches and add integrative variables to keep contributing in the analysis of 

implementation. Goggin et al., (1990) indicated that the aim of the third-

generation theories is to be more scientific, “to shed new light on implementation 

behavior by explaining why that behavior varies across time, policies and units of 

government” (1990, p. 18). 

In this relatively new third-generation approach, contributions, such as 

those of O’Toole and Montjoy (1984), mentioned, for example, the inter-

organizational importance of the implementation studies, the creation of third 

agencies and the use of a ‘fixer’ to supervise and assist. However, they also 
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recognized the challenges of these proposals. O’Toole et al., (2009) suggested 

multilevel governance as the missing link in public policy theories. 

O’Toole (2000) made a review on the assessment and prospects of policy 

implementation, recounting the debate of top-down and bottom-up studies. He 

mentioned those known as synthesizers and others who are indirectly related to 

contributions, such as Ostrom’s Institutional Analysis and Development framework, 

governance, networks, formal and deductive approaches. In this, he recognizes 

the importance of the Contextual Interaction Theory (CIT) constructed by Bressers 

(1983, 2004, 2009) as a significant and useful third-generation theory that is both 

deductive and parsimonious (O’Toole, 2000) (Bressers, 2004). It is precisely this 

nature and its focus on the actors and their characteristics that offer a theory fit 

to guide the present study. 

  

2.9. The Contextual Interaction Theory (CIT): A multi-actor 
interaction focus in the formulation and implementation 
processes   
The theory that supports this research best is the Contextual Interaction Theory 

(CIT) developed by Bressers (1983, 2004, 2009). This has been continuously refined, 

along with other scholars and different type of analyses. This section reviews the 

use of CIT in the different fields of analysis that have refined and consolidated the 

use of the theory. It describes how CIT, as a third generation (top-down and 

bottom-up combination) implementation theory, is also appropriate to analyze 

the formulation of policies. After this, the section presents the CIT’s actor-centered 

characteristics, complemented by some Theoretical Framework for Case Study 

Analysis (TCA) features, which are relevant to this study. Finally, CIT is linked to the 

object of this study, which is the analysis of animal-oriented policies. This 

subsection considers additions made to the theory that were found particularly 

useful for analyzing in the empirical chapters of animal-local policies, but that can 

be applied also to any other field of policy analysis.   

 

2.9.1. The CIT and its use 
Some studies using CIT have focused on governance, contextual factors, 

networks, boundary judgments and further assessment of the actors (Bressers & 

Klok, 1988; (Bressers & O’Toole, 1998), (Bressers & O’Toole, 2005) (Bressers & Lulofs, 

2010); (de Boer & Bressers, 2011); (Bressers et al., 2016). CIT has also been used and 

validated in the analysis of emerging market economies and in sustainability 

studies. Examples include: Clean Development Mechanisms in Cameroon 

(Minang et al., 2007); wetland restoration projects in the Netherlands, Finland, 

Oregon and New Jersey (Owens, 2008); anti-HIV programs in China, Indonesia 

and Vietnam (Spratt, 2009); alternative energy in South Africa (Mohlakoana, 

2014); water treatment policy governance in Mexico (Casiano Flores, 2017); and, 

climate policy in Indonesia (Gunawan et al.,  2017), among others. 

 

2.9.2. The CIT as a third generation theory and the policy process 
CIT is a third-generation theory based on an implementation approach. In its early 

versions, CIT focused on only two groups of actors: the implementers and the 

target group. Later versions include multiple actors and, up to a point, have used 

the theory to include the formulation process; thus completing the analysis of the 
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whole policy process. As will be seen, this comes at a price when the 

acknowledged multiplicity of actors can no longer be easily grouped into two 

camps. As is so often the case in policy formulation processes, complexity arises 

and prediction of results becomes much more difficult. Hence, later applications 

of CIT have used it predominantly as a heuristic device, more to understand, than 

to predict the course and outcomes of the process.  

Policy formulation in CIT signifies the “processes that involve the conversion 

of diffuse inputs into a more focused output” (Bressers, 2004, p. 288). Policy 

implementation “indicates processes that involve turning a more or less focused 

input (the ‘policy’) into a number of diffuse outputs” (Bressers, 2004, p. 288). Policy 

implementation for CIT also means, the multiple processes where there is an 

application of different and relevant policy instruments. While this intended 

process can work as expected, “… it is also highly possible that application is 

hindered, delayed or even prevented during the process” (Bressers, 2004, p. 284). 

CIT recognizes that policy instruments face an ongoing process in which 

implementers and target groups are constantly interacting, even over long 

periods (O’Toole, 2004), in which different degrees of implementation occur. They 

can even emerge as ‘side’ policies with their own degrees of implementation. 

For CIT, the policy process is then constituted by its formulation and 

implementation, their mutual influence and multi-actor participation: “between 

vision and policies and between policies and their implementation mutual 

influences occur. Often policies get further shape in the process of implementing 

them. This is even more true when the policy formation and implementation have 

a multi-actor character” (Bressers et al., 2016). It is then a theory that focuses on 

the actors, their exchanges and on the multiple contexts in which they interact. 

CIT does not view the policy process as a basic scheme of merely inputs 

and outputs, as presented in Figure 2.1, but as one that relies on the inputs and, 

most crucially, on the characteristics of the actors that are part of the process 

(Bressers, 2004). It consists of multi-actor interactions and the evolving inter-relation 

among phenomena in an arena. “Several inputs are in such a process 

“processed” into something new and different. Since, in social reality, this 

conversion is not produced by, e.g. production lines, but by activities and 

interactions of actors (people, representing themselves and/or organizations), 

they are specified as “interaction processes”” (de Boer & Bressers, 2011, p. 60). CIT 

is, therefore, a harmonious balance between top-down (policy statute linear-

implementation) and bottom-up (local, multi-factor, non-linear implementation) 

approaches. 

 

CIT has a heuristic approach for the analysis of the formulation and 

implementation of policies, it is a “deductive, parsimonious and a realistic theory” 

Figure 2.1 Basic process model (Bressers, 2007, p. 6) 
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(Owens 2008, p. 42) that also aims at mending the multi-factor case from ad-hoc 

explanations of policy outputs, by producing a theory that takes into account the 

contextual factors. Through a limited amount of ‘core variables’ CIT is able to 

construct a deductive analysis and, consequently, has an explanatory power to 

build cumulative knowledge (Bressers, 2004). 

CIT recognizes the complexity of all the possible combinations of the 

contextual factors, but breaks them down by focusing on the interaction of a 

limited tri-core actor (independent) and other context-dependent variables 

(Bressers, 2004). These take into account the external circumstances of an array 

of policy instruments (O’Toole, 2004).  

The 2004 version of CIT viewed the policy process as a link between the 

inputs and outputs, predominantly with two interacting actors, as represented in 

Figure 2.2. The actors can be groups and organizations or individuals representing 

them (Bressers et al., 2016). There could be more actors. However, it is common 

to have two sides, actors or group of actors interacting in time over the issue at 

stake (Owens, 2008, De Boer & Bressers, 2011). 

 

The process can be divided. It can be zoomed in for more detail and 

zoomed out to observe the relation among the phenomena of the inputs and 

outputs, as illustrated in Figure 2.3. Therefore, CIT offers a useful guide for decision-

makers. 2.9.3. CIT’s actor’s characteristics: motivations, cognitions and resources. 
 

Actor-characteristics 

Figure 2.2 Interaction process model (Bressers, 2007, p.7) 

Figure 2.3 Zoom in and out of the interaction process model (Bressers, 2007, 

p. 10) 
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CIT shows how policy interaction processes are driven by human activities. Hence, 

the theory is sustained by “a dynamic interaction between the key actor-

characteristics that drive social-interaction processes and in turn are reshaped by 

the process” (Bressers & Lulofs, 2010, p. 23). Focusing on the actor characteristics 

allows a parsimonious explanation of the course and also the effects of the policy 

process (Bressers et al., 2016, p. 46). The outcomes depend on the combinations 

of such characteristics (O’Toole, 2004, p. 325).  The actors, their three 

characteristics (motivations, cognitions and resources) as core of the process can 

be observed Figure 2.4.  

 

 
To sum up the actor characteristics (explained in-depth below) are their 

motivation, which is their positive or negative drive that leads the actor into a 

determined (non)action. Their cognitions, which are their information (held to be 

true) that enable the actor to interpret the process; and their resources, which are 

the means that provide the individual actor with the capacity to act. The 

resources also include the actor’s power in relation to the rest of the actors 

involved in the process (Bressers et al., 2016) (Bressers et al., 2013).  

For Owens (2008), the three actor characteristics “are not arbitrarily chosen 

as three important variables among others, but because they have high 

explanatory power; in essence because they are variables at the core of the 

interaction processes” (2008, p. 42). The tri-characteristics have a shared 

interdependent influence. These dependent variables (characteristics) are also 

recognized by other scholars, such as Klok (1995) as key to analyzing human 

activity, while named as motivations and resources, the latter understood as 

information, time, legal resources, money and consensus, authority or trust. 

Bressers (2004) does not disregard the impact of possible multiple factors, 

“but claims that theoretically their influence can best be understood by assessing 

their impact on the motivation, information and power [resources] of the actors 

involved” (Bressers, 2004, p. 290). The motivations, cognitions and resources have 

proven to be the most useful to explain the dynamic of the policy processes, as 

these are in reality processes of social interaction.  

The tri-characteristics provide the detailed analysis needed and avoid 

complexity. O’Toole states that, by incorporating more variables, the complexity 

becomes overwhelming. For example, when observing 15 independent variables 

Figure 2.4 Process model with the actor characteristics excluding 

inputs and outputs (Bressers, 2007, p. 11) 
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and even simplifying their value as dichotomous, the result would still be the 

gargantuan analysis of 32,768 combinations (O’Toole, 2004). 

The actor characteristics are elaborated in Figure 2.5 and further explained 

in detail below. The three characteristics complement each other, neither takes 

precedent over the other and the analysis cannot be completed by excluding 

one or the other.  

 

Motivations  
Motivation is recognized as a key detonator in the performance of any human 

activity (Klok, 1995). An actor’s reactions to their daily tasks is not merely a 

response to external situations. If that were the case, then their inner motivations 

would not have an impact in the process. “One should not forget about the 

potential impact of characteristics of individual people, such as their diplomatic 

skills (or lack thereof), creativity and the degree to which their task-driven 

motivation is supported by personal enthusiasm. Productive “chemistry” between 

individual persons and other positive and negative emotions can also occur” (de 

Boer & Bressers, 2011, p. 67). Motivations are a compound of reactions from 

external influences and internal approaches.  

The motivations of both formulators and implementers in a policy process 

are key as to whether the statute will be created and later applied. The answer, 

in part, relies on whether the process coincides with the interests and goals of the 

actors (Bressers, 2004), e.g., the motivations of the front-line workers can serve as 

a coping mechanism, but also a way to maximize their job satisfaction (Nielsen, 

2006).  

Even when actors are positively motivated, they might face frustration 

because of unmanageable workload or lack of resources (Nielsen, 2006). 

Figure 2.5 Dynamic interaction between the key actor-characteristics 

that drive social interaction processes and in turn are reshaped bu the 

process (De Boer and Bressers, 2011, p. 69) 
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Motivation is then also reflected in the actor’s behavior, which, for Bandura (1986), 

was a result of equally self-generated and external causes (Bandura, 1986). 

Behavior and self-effectiveness assessment deserve special attention when 

analyzing the actor’s motives (or lack of), and are explained below. 

 

Motivations: Self-effectiveness assessment and behavior 
CIT’s motivations incorporate how an actor perceives their self-effectiveness and 

model their behavior accordingly. These perceptions are processed in the actor’s 

mind. In the seminal psychology work of Bandura’s ‘Social Cognitive Theory’, 

motivations “are rooted in the core belief that one has the power to produce 

desired effects; otherwise one has little incentive to act or to persevere in the face 

of difficulties (Bandura, 1997)” (Bandura & Locke, 2003, p. 87). Thus, motivations 

are influenced by the actors’ self-effectiveness assessment and by their own 

perceived efficacy (Bandura & Locke, 2003). 

Actors’ motivations are guided in either a positive or negative way in 

relation to their self-perception of efficacy, even by vicarious experiences, 

through seeing others succeed or fail (Bandura, 1986). Actors will persist and invest 

greater effort in any task when they feel confident. They will tend to refrain from 

performing the desired action when they judge themselves as incapable and 

inefficacious (Bandura, 1986). 

The self-perceived efficacy can act (up to a point) independently from the 

actors’ skills; although, both skills and self-efficacy beliefs are needed for 

competent functioning (Bandura, 1986). Pressure also plays a role on actors’ 

motivations. External pressure can affect actors’ values and internal goals, which 

can then be adopted into the actors’ own drive and behavior. Internal pressure 

can also happen, when, for example, the actor wants to follow what their peers 

are doing.  

Thus, internal and external perceptions influence actors’ motivations, self-

perceptions and guide their behavior. 

 

Cognitions 
Cognitions are related to actors’ information and frames of references (such as 

their previous or current understanding of a given topic). This includes their 

boundary judgments (what is ‘in and out of the box’ of a given topic) and their 

interpretation of reality.  

One can state that cognitions are about information that are subjectively 

thought to be true, since: “Human thought is a powerful tool for understanding 

and dealing effectively with the environment” (Bandura, 1986, p. 454). This 

thought paves way to the construction of abstractions of reality that lead actors 

to generate interpretations, and judgments. These later conduct, monitor and 

regulate their daily actions (Bandura, 1986). 

For Bressers (2007), receptivity and openness to (new) knowledge also 

influenced thought. This regroups, bounds and unbounds understandings where 

the actors’ cultural context plays a role (Bressers, 2007) or they see previously 

unrecognized options to combine with those of others to enable new forms of 

action and, thus, widening their receptivity. 

Knowledge, which influences thought, interpretation of reality and 

boundary judgments, forms the basis for actors to construct their reasoning or 

understanding about subjects at stake.  
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Cognitions related to the policy process as such, guides us to concur with 

Dente et al., (1998), since it is important to begin by acknowledging the existence 

of a problem, in a formulation phase, for instance. If most actors have the same 

problem definition, then thinking of common possible solutions becomes a bit 

easier (Dente et al., 1998). In the implementation phase, supportive cognitions 

serve for actors to think, re-think and look for alternatives to make the policy work.  

 

CIT’s cognitions complemented by the TCA 
Dente et al., (1998) classified cognitive knowledge in scientific and interactive 

knowledge. This study uses part of their Theoretical Framework for Case Study 

Analysis (TCA) (further explained in Section 2.11) to complement the CIT. Given 

that the types of knowledge identified by them are accurate for our analysis, 

these are explained in detail in the following: 

 

TCA’s: Scientific knowledge 
Scientific knowledge refers to expert knowledge. It can be used by some actors 

to try to influence others. Sometimes, ‘experts’ can become part of the policy 

process. In the cases under study, this type of knowledge, comes, for instance, 

from veterinarians, lawyers and animal rights activists. Scientific knowledge can 

also be gained by experience developed, for example, as a public servant. 

Interactive knowledge occurs when the actor knows how to create an ‘effective’ 

working relation or collaboration with other actors and, thereby, co-create a 

degree of trust. This provides the actor with strategy that is able to see the other 

actors’ behaviors and resources.  

 

TCA’s: Interactive knowledge 
Interactive knowledge occurs when actors creates an ‘effective’ working relation 

or collaboration with other actors and, thereby, build a degree of trust. This 

provides them with strategy, as they can see the other actors’ behaviors and 

resources. They can sometimes anticipate other actors’ behavior and use this 

knowledge to prevent or try to redirect it to their personal goals within the subject 

at stake. De Boer and Bressers (2011) saw strategies as way of dealing with the 

constellation of actors and their characteristics, or attempts to change these (de 

Boer & Bressers, 2011). These strategies include, for example, preventive 

processes, the addition of new actors as policy brokers or boundary spanners, 

adding new resources and introducing new information, among others (De Boer 

& Bressers, 2011). 

Trust has an important role to play as a component in actors’ interactions. 

“[Trust] has by definition an interpersonal and conceptual (non-physical) 

character. This means that this resource is not exchanged in measurable 

quantities, but is the result of shared activities. Consensus/trust might increase 

because of interactions that provide valuable results for the actor and might 

decline because of interactions that have negatively valued results” (Klok, 1995, 

p. 28). Interactive knowledge is about ‘knowing’ how to create collaborations, 

strategies and develop trust between actors, in order to advance the goals 

intended. 

 

Resources in relation to capacity and power  
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Resources are: “The practical means or instruments that actors have to realize 

their objectives” (Hermans & Thissen, 2009). The aim is to obtain ‘sufficient’ 

resources for actors to act, and acquire objectives and goals (Klok, 1995). 

Depending on an actor’s objectives, some resources might be more useful 

than others. Unlike the previous two actor characteristics (motivations and 

cognitions), which are referred to the actors’ individual features, their resources 

only gain value in terms of the capacity they provide to the actor to achieve their 

intended actions.  

In CIT, resources are also labelled as capacity and power (see Figure 2.5), 

although “[t]he relationship between power and resources is not always direct. 

Power is in first instance largely a result of attribution to an actor by others” (de 

Boer & Bressers, 2011, p. 71). Furthermore, power needs to be supported by 

resources and can only be assessed at a collective level, mostly when there is 

power imbalance and mutual dependency of the actors’ resources. “The 

amount of imbalance of social power partly depends on the extent to which 

people exercise the influence that is theirs to command. The less they bring their 

influence to bear on others, the more control they relinquish to them” (Bandura, 

1986, p. 452). The exchangeability of resources has its consequences for the 

balance of power.  

Power can be used to coerce another actor to act according some other 

actor’s interests. When this does not happen, and power is evenly distributed, 

there is a power balance. When motivations align, power is unused and lies latent 

or as a sleeping power. As acknowledged by Dente et al., (1998), when there is 

an even distribution of resources, and these cannot be interchangeable, there is 

no mutual dependency, but an autonomy of the actors. 

 

CIT’s resources complemented by the TCA 
The study draws on Dente’s, et al. (1998) Theoretical Framework for Case Study 

Analysis (TCA) to identify and further explain CIT’s resources (capacity and 

power), particularly as found in De Boer and Bressers (2011) and as shown in Figure 

2.5. The resources identified in TCA are not hierarchically organized. They are 

assessed and classified by means: legal, political, economic, and cognitive, 

which can be scientific or interactive knowledge (Dente et al., 1998). However, 

given that CIT includes cognitions as one of the actor characteristics, then these 

type of ‘resources’ are already embedded when assessing the individual actors’ 

cognitions. This was pointed out above when the cognitions were explained. The 

following definitions are all extracted and explained accordingly from Dente et 

al., (1998), unless stated otherwise. 

Legal resources are understood as those related to the actor’s authority to 

act, the right of appeal or the “right to be consulted” (Dente et al., 1998, p. 205), 

which is derived from the law. It is necessary to recognize that, within their legality 

to act, there is discretion in their actions, especially by those actors in direct 

contact with the target group. These are mostly those at the front line of 

implementation; the ‘street level bureaucrats.’  

Political resources are those resources that the actor has gained through 

their strategic position amongst the rest of the actors. Thus, approval and 

confidence are important. Political resources are legitimized by other actors who 

follow, sympathize or support a particular actor’s position, hence, directly 

influencing the actor’s confidence to act. In this study, political resources were 
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mostly exerted by the government and opposition groups, more than by the 

animal rights sympathizers. 

Economic resources are related to the access to, or control of resources, 

but specially money, that can be used and exchanged for other actor’s services 

or to acquire other resources. In some cases in the study, economic resources are 

represented by the access to vaccines, euthanasia drugs, neuter and spay 

surgeries and infrastructure in the animal centers. 

Time, during the policy process itself, time can be a resource, as well as a 

constraint, depending on how the actors make use of it. Scholars, such as Durant 

(Durant, 1984) and Schofield (2004), have pointed out the need for studies to take 

into account the time factor, since it had been little considered and should be a 

key ‘novel theme’3 in implementation. In most cases of this study, time is already 

framed by the period of the three-year municipal administrations. In this sense, 

actors must work within that time frame to achieve consensus. For actors that do 

not want to change the status quo of current developments ‘time is on their side’ 

and, thus, a resource. But the opposite is for those that do envision the need for 

rapid changes in a tight-time period. 

 

2.10. The CIT applied to this study 
In this section, we relate CIT to this study. This focuses on the analysis of animal-

oriented policies. As has been stated, the policy process is, in essence, a human 

interaction process. Thus, the actors play a key role. Actors are individuals who 

convey their interests, knowledge and resources (or lack of) into their everyday 

actions and do so on behalf of their own or the group or organization they are 

part of.   

In the first part of this section, the CIT’s dependent variables are explained 

as they are applied in this study. This is followed by the numerical assessment of 

each variable to identify positive, neutral or negative scores. Then CIT’s two 

predictive (originally only implementation) models and its terminology are 

mentioned to help in the explanation of the various ‘types’ of interaction. This 

leads to the assessment of the outcomes and the start of identifying where 

success could be found. 

2.10.1. The core variables in CIT as used in this study 

Motivations on the perception of animal protection 
The actors’ own motivational interests play an essential role in the formulation and 

implementation of animal-oriented activities, including policy processes. As such, 

these might well be one of a few types of social movements that, ‘in essence’, 

does not seek a direct gain for the creator and/or the implementer, but rather to 

a third party ‘nonhuman animals’ (K. Stallwood, 2017, p. 287).  

Animal rights advocates are driven by an emotive function of feeling 

empathy with the state of other beings. This is because of the perceived joyful 

and harmful experiences that allow people to learn, without having to live the 

experience themselves, through what is known as vicarious arousal4 (Bandura, 

1986); in this case, that of animals.  

Given the nature of the topic of animal policy processes, some actors 

might be motivated to ‘work’ in favor of, others remain neutral and some others 

                                                           
3 “The themes have been labelled as novel in that they have not been previously explicated and 

linked together as a model in the existing [implementation] literature” (Schofield, 2004, p. 294) 
4 Seeing others positive and/or negative reactions to experiences. 
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might want to act against the proposed animal regulations. Regardless of an 

actor’s stance, motivation is a key variable that can trigger or hinder the other 

two actor characteristics. 

 

Motivations: Self-effectiveness assessment and behavior towards animal 
protection 
The self-effectiveness assessment, self-perceived skills and performance means all 

provide actors with the capacity (or not) to act in the formulation and 

implementation of animal-related regulations. A negative personal assessment 

could demotivate the actor, while a positive might make the motivation even 

stronger.   

In most cases, those actors who have a genuine interest in animals (and 

judge themselves as capable) act accordingly. In other cases, the actors have a 

positive or neutral approach to the animal issue because they are ‘only’ fulfilling 

their daily job’s tasks. In others, civil servants are pressured or encouraged by 

outside interest groups, such as Animal-rights NGOs (ANGOs) or higher 

governmental authorities to act.  

In this study, for instance, external pressure can trigger attention to animal 

rights topic when a state with top-down policies, pressures municipalities to 

become responsible for their animal management. In other cases, representing 

the bottom-up policies, the actors do not want to be perceived as laggards and 

they want to ‘catch up’ or follow what other peers are doing and have achieved. 

Bandura states this peer pressure as one where “[t]hose who are most 

experienced and competent provide models of efficacious styles of behavior. A 

vast amount of social learning occurs, for better or for worse among peers” (1986, 

p. 416). This happens mostly among the animal rights advocates. 

 

Cognitions in relation to animal protection 
Knowledge (which influences thought), frames of reference, interpretations of 

reality and boundary judgments, altogether aid the actors in their input to a given 

topic. In this study, this is in relation to animal protection. The actors associate their 

previous experience and knowledge to new information, expanding, or not, their 

boundaries of these subjects to include or exclude animal protection.  

The actors’ cognitions in relation to the animal topic, as observed in the 

present study, are formulated in three ways. First, there are actors whose 

boundary judgments do include animals. The animal topic is important enough 

to have a place in the political discussion, only as long as it is related to human 

health. For example, the control of rabies. Second, there are other actors who 

process their cognitive thinking to search beyond the zoo-sanitary impacts, by 

regarding animals as beings’ worthy of welfare or protection. Some of the 

aforementioned actors are willing to widen their judgment based on the second 

actors’ knowledge and are voluntarily influenced, creating a sphere of trust. Third, 

there are actors who do not see the importance of the animal topic as deserving 

a place in the political arena.  

In both the formulation and implementation stages, the first two actors 

display supportive cognitions. These are supportive when they are aware of the 

actions they should take, know how to perform them given the circumstances, 

and are open to learn further while doing this work and keeping their knowledge 
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updated to changing circumstances. It is easier for the policy process when most 

actors have a common understanding.  

For the third type of actor, whose cognitions are unsupportive, these are 

reflected when, during the formulation process, there is a lack of understanding 

of the animal topic and what is required to draft appropriate animal regulation 

and when there is also less or no openness.  

At the implementation phase, unsupportive cognitions occur when actors 

are unaware of the actions they should take and how to perform them, given the 

circumstances. These lead to actors becoming unable to enforce the regulation 

and to settle simply to act out ‘business as usual’ (as they would, even without a 

regulation). Some examples of unsupportive cognitive frames include when 

actors lack knowledge on how to formulate a legally consistent regulation or how 

to make appropriate use of complaints on animal mistreatment from society 

during the implementation. Some straightforward examples are when people see 

bullfighting, not as an animal welfare issue, but rather as a cultural heritage issue, 

where animals are created for mankind to be used at humans’ will. Such situations 

can also impact on the motivation of actors.  

 

Resources in relation to power and capacity regarding animal protection 
In this study, most of the actors claim to lack resources to achieve their objectives, 

sometimes in the creation, but mostly in the implementation of animal regulations. 

Therefore, there is most frequently a mutual dependency between actors and, 

many times, an imbalance of power.  

Actors can balance the absence of resources by strategically employing 

those which are available. The lack of money can be compensated by attracting 

strategic partners to the process who can sponsor the proposed activity. Some 

resources can be acquired or even shifted during the process itself and others 

can be exchanged among the actors.  

At times, formal and informal sources display an important position on 

power. Hence, they are able to shift or even stop the process. In some cases, 

power is expressed through economic pressure; for example, from the bull and 

cock-fight industry over the municipal administrations. The industry could exercise 

enough pressure so that governments stop pursuing or stop citizens’ initiatives that 

want to banish those practices. The industry ‘threatens’ to stop giving money to 

the governments, which is given (in part) in exchange for the permits needed for 

the animal-like events. This mutual dependency, can lead to the loss of power of 

governmental actors who, in everyday life, are ‘the authority’ in the municipality. 

The power of animal-rights NGOs (ANGOs) is reflected in how much they 

can ‘pressure or convince’ the government; for example, using social media, 

rather than the courts. In some cases, ANGOs use animal regulations as a tool for 

further agenda setting. They can help in the balance of power, for instance, by 

approaching and convincing (more powerful) legislators of the importance of the 

animal topic. 

 

2.10.2. Assessment of the motivations, cognitions and resources of the 
actors 
The CIT and TCA provide parsimonious frameworks that allow the assessment of 

the main actor characteristics and their influence on the policy process. The 

variables are evaluated per actor, during the formulation and first phase of the 
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implementation processes. This study assigns them numerical values to assess 

actor’s characteristics (motivations, cognitions and resources) to identify positive 

neutral and negative scores for each actor. These can also be translated into an 

easy visual assessment for the reader.  

The numerical assessments were analyzed under the role of each actor 

(see Section 2.11) and the CIT’s actor’s characteristics. Each assessment can be 

traced back to the narrative of each case for corroboration (Chapters 4 to 10 

and 13 to 18). The assessment of characteristics considers each actors approach 

to formulation and first phase of implementation of the municipal animal 

protection regulations.  

This type of assessment can be applied and tested for different topics of 

interest in any policy process. 

 

Assessment of the motivations and self-effectiveness assessment in the study 
The assessment of actors’ motivation considers the following criteria: the actors’ 

motivations to animal welfare or protection or both, and to the formulation or 

implementation of regulations, as well as their self-perceived efficacy. 

The motivation to make regulations work is more important for the 

formulation and a degree of implementation, compared to the drive for animal 

protection per se.  

During formulation, actors negotiate and perhaps leave out of the 

regulation some more culturally animal-embedded and controversial animal 

practices. In this situation, actors are more motivated to identify alternatives to 

benefit the formulation of the regulation, whenever constraints are encountered. 

These actors score high or medium in favoring animal protection. They strive for 

less controversial activities that could benefit animals more than when ‘business 

as usual’ prevails.  

During implementation, a similar situation happens. Actors, who have the 

will to enforce the regulation, score high or medium in animal protection, given 

that whenever they encounter internal obstacles (within the body assigned for 

the implementation) or external challenges (outside the implementing body), 

they are driven to look for solutions. 

The assessment of the motivation and self-effectiveness in this study, in both 

the formulation and implementation phases, can be presented as follows:  

Assessment of the motivations 
● [3] Positive: High motivation on animal protection and high motivation 

towards the regulation.  

o This is a perfect set of motivations. It fits, for instance, animal rights 

sympathizers, regardless as to whether they are positioned in 

government or in ANGOs.   

● [2] Positive: Medium motivation on animal protection and high 

motivation towards the regulation. 

o These actors are the ones interested in the regulation to be 

approved, even if is not completely inclusive to all animals. They 

are more willing to negotiate and perhaps ‘give in’ to some of 

the petitions of the ‘not so animal-oriented’ actors. Having a 

medium motivation towards animal protection and a high 

motivation towards implementing the regulation achieves more 

results for the regulation’s enforcement, than if it is the other way 

around. 
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● [1] Positive: High motivation on animal protection and medium 

motivation towards the regulation. 

o If an actor is highly motivated towards animal protection, but 

does not perceive the regulation as an outcome, then the actor 

might focus on other activities more than in the formulation or 

implementation of the regulation. Nevertheless, they will still favor 

the process. 

● [0] Neutral: Medium motivation on animal protection and medium 

motivation towards the regulation. 

o These are neutral motivations. 

● [-1] Negative: Low motivation on animal protection, but strong motivation 

towards the regulation. 

o The regulation is viewed and managed as a short-term strategy, 

its approval or partial implementation can position the actor in 

‘good grace’ with the target group, regardless of achieving 

animal protection or the regulation’s continuity.  

● [-2] Negative: Low motivation on animal protection, but medium 

motivation towards the regulation.  

o Animals are not important and the regulation is a secondary 

priority. 

● [-3] Negative: Medium/Low motivation on animal protection and low 

motivation towards the regulation. 

o This is the opposite of [3] and clearly fits active opposers. They 

can either work in the government or in NGOs or businesses that 

openly oppose animal protection. 

 

Self-effectiveness assessment 
● Positive self-effectiveness assessment based on the actor’s positive skills 

and performance means.  

● Neutral self-effectiveness assessment based on the actor’s either neutral 

skills or neutral performance means.   

● Negative self-effectiveness assessment based on the actor’s either 

negative skills or negative performance means.   

 

At least a minimum of [1] in the actor’s motivation with positive self-effectiveness 

assessment is enough to make the creation process or the implementation derive 

positive motivations. When it is below [1], the motivation to formulate the 

regulation or implement it, becomes fragile. Below [1], and any other issue, 

political for example, can easily re-focus the actor’s motivation, since the interest 

on animals is neither medium nor high. 

 

Assessment of the cognitions in the study 
The actors’ cognitions are assessed according to the following criteria: their 

understanding in terms of their boundary judgments (‘in and out of the box’), their 

frames of reference, information, knowing what to do, and their interpretation on 

the animal rights topic. Their cognitions also take into account their openness to 

learning during the creation and implementation of the regulation. The actor’s 

cognitions can be supportive, neutral or unsupportive.  

It is more important for the formulation process, when actors have a high 

understanding on the animal rights topic and/or has a high openness to the 
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subject; even if, at first, the actor does not have a full understanding of it. The 

higher the openness, the more likely the actor is to be receptive to widen the 

knowledge and the boundary judgments. In the implementation phase, it is more 

important that actors are aware of the actions they should take, know how to 

perform them and are also open to learning while doing. 

The assessment of the cognitions in the formulation phase are: 

 

● [3] Supportive: High understanding and high openness 

o This is a complete set of cognitions. The actors understand the 

animal topic and know how to formulate the regulation.  

● [2] Supportive: Medium understanding and high openness 

o These actors, though they might not completely understand the 

scope of the animal topic or how to draft a regulation, might still 

have supportive cognitions, since they are open, receptive and 

willing to work in favor of the creation of the regulation. 

● [1] Supportive: Medium understanding and medium openness 

o These are neutral cognitions. These actors, although they might 

understand the animal topic, are cautious in openness during the 

process, mostly when it conflicts their understanding.  

● [0] Unsupportive: Low understanding and/or low openness 

o These cognitions occur when actors are not open to the topic 

and or the process and are unwilling to learn. 

 

The cognitions assessment is supportive and enables the formulation of the 

regulation when it reaches at least a total of [1].  

 

The assessment of the cognitions in the implementation phase are: 

 

● [3] Supportive: High understanding and high openness 

o This is a complete set of cognitions. The actors are aware of the 

actions they should take and how to perform them, given the 

circumstances and are open to learn further while doing.  

● [2] Supportive: Medium understanding and high openness 

o These actors, though might not completely understand the 

actions they should perform and how to perform them, have 

supportive cognitions, because they are open, receptive and 

are willing to learn further while doing. 

● [1] Supportive: Medium understanding and medium openness 

o These actors might not completely understand the actions they 

should perform nor know how to perform them. Nevertheless, 

they are more or less open, receptive or willing to learn further 

while doing. 

● [0] Unsupportive: Low understanding and/or low openness 

o These cognitions are when actors do not know how to act and 

are not open to learn.  

 

The cognitions assessment is supportive and enables the implementation of the 

regulation when it reaches at least a total of [1]. Below this score, there is low 

openness and the outcomes are diminished or even overrun. 
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Assessment of the resources and power in the study 
The array of resources is explained in Section 2.9. They are not hierarchical and 

become more or less important in the different specific circumstances of each 

phase during the whole policy process. Resources are assessed on their 

sufficiency and on their accessibility for the intended action in the formulation 

and implementation of the regulation. 

 

● [3] Sufficient: own and easily accessible resources sufficient for intended 

action 

o When all of the resources needed are available for the actor. 

Hence, they are sufficient for the intended action. 

● [2] Sufficient: Most essential and easily accessible resources for intended 

action  

o Since most of the resources needed are available, then these are 

assessed as sufficient. 

● [1] Sufficient: Some essential resources for intended action are only 

accessible from other actors. 

o Resources are sufficient for the actor, since they can be 

exchanged during the process to achieve the intended action. 

● [0] Neutral: Essential resources are not easily accessible for the intended 

action.  

o Resources are not easy to access. However, they are not 

impossible to attain. This translates into neutral resources for the 

time being (until something changes). 

● [-1] Insufficient: Some essential resources for the intended action are 

unavailable for the actor. 

o The actor has resources, but not the ones needed. Hence, they 

are insufficient for the intended action. 

● [-2] Insufficient: Resources from other actors are sufficient to hinder the 

intended action. 

o The actor’s resources are diminished by the resources of other 

actor(s). 

● [-3] Insufficient: Resources from other actors are sufficient to stop the 

intended action. 

o The actor’s resources are overrun by the resources of other 

actor(s). 

 

At least a minimum of [1] represents sufficient resources to lead the actor to 

positive results in either the formulation or implementation of the regulation. Each 

actor has their own resources and contribution to power. Power plays an 

important role as a process variable in each phase and not as an individual 

resource. 

 

● Power balance  

o Is when power is overall more or less balanced among all actors 

involved in the process. 

● Power imbalance 

o Is when the power rests more on one actor involved in the 

process. 
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2.10.3. CIT’s formulation and implementation interaction processes 
The 2004 version of CIT provided predictive, (originally only implementation) 

models for two instances during the implementation phase. The first when the 

question was whether implementation would actually take off. Accordingly, the 

first model looks at the likelihood of implementation. The second is when 

implementation has started. Thus, the second model focuses on the degree of 

adequate application. These models had “flow charts” showing which 

combination of motivation, cognitions and resources of actors was linked to a 

prediction of the nature and results of the process.  

However, these two models were developed to assess the interaction 

between two set of actors - the implementer and target group. This study 

identified a multiplicity of actors (as explained in Section 2.11), representing the 

different organizations who interact among themselves driving the dynamics of 

the formulation and implementation processes. This is as opposed to a direct 

interaction with the local population that is, ultimately, the target group. This 

approach has an impact on the way Contextual Interaction Theory is applied. 

Thus, the approach for this study is somewhere in between. It uses the logic 

of the original flow charts to identify interactions and possible outcomes, but is less 

strict; in the sense that the multiplicity of actors requires different assessments and 

also because we analyze not only implementation, but also and foremost 

formulation processes. Nevertheless, the actors’ interactions can also explain 

similar positive, neutral or negative outcomes that help us to know when to expect 

and where success will be observable. This is similar to the original flow charts, 

given that the actors’ characteristics remain the core- dependent variables from 

CIT in the formulation and implementation stages of the animal regulations. In the 

empirical cases we will therefore mention the found types of interaction under 

headings that are different but adapted from CIT as ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’, and ‘likelihood of implementation of the regulation.’  

During the formulation phase, the study looks at the interactions based on 

success (as described in detail in Section 2.12) by asking “is the regulation actually 

realized?” and the aspect of “does the new regulation legally protect the scope 

of animals as envisioned by the formulators?” and “is this the degree of protection 

originally aimed for?” Similarly, for the implementation phase, the questions are: 

“is there any implementation at all?” and “is this implementation actually able to 

generate social awareness about animals?” In both phases, CIT’s actor 

characteristics are the base for assessing each actor and the interactions 

between them. 

 

2.11. CIT complemented by the Theoretical Framework for Case 
Study Analysis and Policy Diffusion 
The Contextual Interaction Theory (CIT) used as the main theory for this study is 

complemented by Theoretical Framework for Case Study Analysis (TCA) and 

Policy Diffusion theories. 

TCA aids CIT to create a more in-depth classification of the actor’s 

cognitions and their resources (as explained in Section 2.9). TCA further explains 

actor’s objectives and the roles they play within the whole policy process. 

Policy diffusion theories are drawn on also to explain the ‘snowball effect’ 

in the creation of animal rights regulations in different municipalities within two 

neighboring states and their influence in other municipalities and states. 
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2.11.1. The Theoretical Framework for Case Study Analysis (TCA) 
The Theoretical Framework for Case Study Analysis (TCA) was developed by Bruno 

Dente, Paolo Fareri and Josee Ligteringen in 1998. The TCA provides for a close 

look at the actor’s objectives, at each of their roles in the formulation and 

implementation phases and, as explained in Section 2.9, also at their cognitions 

and resources. “The framework focuses on the identification of the relevant 

actors, their resources and their patterns of interaction, in order to explain why a 

certain decision has been taken” (Dente et al., 1998, p. 7). TCA views the policy 

process in a similar way to CIT. It is precisely their similarities that allow them to 

complement each other. The discussion below explains some of the central 

concepts in TCA in relation to the actors’ objectives and their roles. 

 

Objectives: (1) Global or Specific and (2) Content or Process 
It is important that TCA establishes the objectives and roles of actors, since these 

can either remain constant or shift in the stages of the policy process. The different 

objectives also help classify each actors’ role. For some actors, the changes are 

unlikely, because one who has specific objectives for seeking a solution would less 

likely become uninterested and just focus on participating in the process, 

regardless of the outcome. The actors who are not particularly keen in reaching 

an outcome can easily shift objectives.  

 

Global objectives 
Objectives of this type are independent from the actor’s participation in the 

process. Global objectives have already been established in the ‘life’ of the actor 

prior to the proposed policy. The actor will decide to join the process if they 

perceive that, by doing so, this will aid in the track where the actor wants to direct 

or continue their path (Dente et al., 1998). 

 

Specific objectives 
Specific objectives are a complex of the overall reasons that are applied to the 

process and issue at stake. These would also aid in the realization of the actor’s 

total objectives. However, once the actor has joined the process due to the 

interaction (with other actors) to realize its specific objectives, actors can also shift 

their objectives (Dente et al., 1998). 

 

Content objectives 
Here, actors perceive that the issue at stake can have positive or negative results 

to their interests. For example, a park, rather than a water treatment plant. Those 

actors that hold this type of objectives recognize that by participating in the 

process, they could obtain benefits, if the proposed outcome presents more 

advantages than do the contrary (Dente et al., 1998). 

 

Process objectives 
An actor with process objectives is not as interested in any particular outcome as 

such. Regardless of this, they are interested in participating in the process to 

solidify its position. If another solution is proposed and this fits best to the actor’s 

process objectives, then without further concern, the actor will support the new 

intended solution (Dente et al., 1998). 



Chapter 2  Theoretical framework 

 43 

Actors and their roles 
According to Dente, et al. (1998), actors in the process hold different interests for 

the issue at stake. Hence, they can be classified with different types of objectives 

and assigned with diverse roles. These roles can be derived from their institutional 

position, the availability of their resources or by their role acquired in the process. 

Sometimes, this can shift from one role to another in the different phases of the 

process. 

 

The promoter 
According to Dente et al. (1998) the promoter holds a central role during policy 

formulation, raising the problem, activating the subjects responsible for its 

treatment and, in most cases, proposing a solution, mainly with content 

objectives. They noted that the problem is “perceived and attacked” and, in 

many cases, promoters also hold supportive cognitions.  

 

The director 
This particular actor is most concerned with the outcome and are the ones that 

will try to overcome the obstacles. When necessary, they ‘bring to the table’ new 

actors to aid in the flow of the process, depending on the type of challenges 

faced, such as lack of interest, different degrees of opposition or conflict. Strategy 

(interactive knowledge) is a very important cognition for a director. They can find 

actors to collaborate who hold content objectives and act as a parallel. 

However, in cases of conflict, they can look for actors with process objectives 

(Dente et al., 1998). 

 

The enabler 
The TCA acknowledges that there may be other types of actors involved in the 

process. An enabler was identified in this study whose involvement in the process 

was only to aid the achievement of the goal. They have a strategic position in 

terms of influence and supportive cognitions. They can aid promoters and 

directors, but may (or may not) take a direct part in the policy process. 

 

The opposer  
The opposer is an actor who is actively involved in the process, but acts contrary 

to what the promoter and director propose. This role can hold global or specific 

objectives, as well as content or process objectives (Dente et al., 1998).  

 

The mediator  
This actor holds their presence by aiding the director when conflict emerges 

among the actors involved. They do not hold a preference over any outcome, as 

such, and are able to mediate and aid the course of the process. They hold 

mainly process objectives (Dente et al., 1998).  

 

The gatekeeper 
The gatekeeper usually holds a legal or the two types of cognitions (scientific and 

interactive knowledge). This actor has a privileged position. They are able to block 

the process, given that “[w]ithout its consensus the process cannot proceed 

toward its termination. […] So the gatekeeper’s objective is to consolidate its 
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privileged position and to prevent the adoption of solutions involving costs at its 

charge” (Dente et al., 1998, p.  207).  

 

The filter 
This ‘induced actor’ “does not hold specific interests about the issue, or at least 

not enough to justify its participation in the network as an autonomous decision, 

but becomes the carrier of another actor’s requests (under pressure) to a third 

participant” (Dente et al., 1998, pp. 207-208).  

 

2.11.2. Policy Diffusion  
Policies ‘spread’ or diffuse across governments. How or why this happens has 

been of interest to many scholars; some of which are noted in this section. The 

definition of policy diffusion used in this study is based on Shipan and Volden 

(2012): “policy diffusion is defined as one government's policy choices being 

influenced by the choices of other governments” (Shipan & Volden, 2012, p. 788). 

They emphasized that governments do not conduct their policies solely for 

internal reasons, but that also they rely on others who have already experienced 

those former decisions. This occurs from the local level, all the way to the 

international arena, which becomes even more evident in this inter-connected 

communication world. However, they emphasized that we should not lose sight 

that the policy context and the nature of the policies also matter (Shipan & 

Volden, 2012). 

Policy diffusion is also related to the complexity, compatibility, perceived 

advantages and observability of the policies, where complex policies spread at 

a slower pace. Those perceived as being easily observed as most compatible 

and that could pose advantages, diffuse quicker, including those that are 

culturally alike (Strang & Soule, 1998).  

The diffusion phenomenon was accurately classified by Gilardi and 

Wasserfallen (2019) as a political process, in which the main actors are 

policymakers. However, they mentioned that through the political dynamics, this 

diffusion and adoption of policies, not only focuses on what works elsewhere, but 

equally on what is popular, setting aside the policy consequences. Policymakers, 

they stated, then filter this, through their ‘ideological lenses.’ Once the adoption 

of a certain policy has taken place elsewhere, the more likely it is to be accepted, 

even at the issue definition (formulation) stage. As the debate changes, different 

types of policies will be adopted, this, the authors claimed, is a self-reinforcing 

cycle (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019). 

Gilardi and Wasserfallen (2019) mentioned that policy diffusion is, not only 

about looking at the political consequences (classic or dominant policy diffusion 

model), but also about looking at the diffusion of the political aspects in the 

formulation or issue definition stage (a blind spot in the dominant model).  

For these authors, the vast majority of policy diffusion literature has 

concentrated on the belief that only those policies considered as effective 

spread. This is once the policymakers have evaluated the policy outcomes, 

looking at what others have adopted and through learning from or competing 

with them. Even though they recognize that, while this is true and a core aspect 

of diffusion, it ignores the political elements of the evaluation of the policy 

consequences that are filtered equally by ideology and electoral effects, as well 

as by the policy consequences (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019). 
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They propose a novelty in their political model. This looks at the issue 

definition stage, since, for them, even the terms of discussion (at the early stage) 

can spread, as well as the perceptions of the ‘state of the world’, which can lead 

to ‘self-fulfilling prophecies’, “e.g., competitive behavior as a consequence of 

beliefs in the presence of competition” (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019, p. 12). These 

then have an impact on the decision to adopt (or not) a policy. For them, at the 

adoption stage, considering factors such as electoral outcomes and ideological 

biases, expands the dominant or classical model of just looking at the policy 

consequences (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019).  

For Gilardi and Wasserfallen (2019), not only governments, but parties and 

other political actors, take part in the process, since the process of diffusion 

develops not on criticizing or welcoming the possible adoption of a policy, but on 

whether the actors are active advocates or opponents (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 

2019). For this study, the aspects of particular interest when looking at the diffusion 

of animal policies are expressed through these sorts of questions: Should animal-

oriented policies spread? Once the animal topic has reached the policy sphere, 

should governments promote animal-related policies or should they oppose 

them? How have other actors reacted elsewhere?  

Strang and Soule (1998) mentioned that classical diffusion studies relate to 

the introduction and adoption of innovation. These are ‘novel’ for the adopters. 

Innovation for them is also understood as progressive where change agents take 

a role (Strang & Soule, 1998). When facing innovation, Rogers (2003) stressed that 

the context and structure of the social system can enable or hinder the diffusion 

of such innovations (Rogers, 2003). Animal-oriented policies fit well into the 

innovation and progressive outlook.  

The creation of animal legislation in one place favors the creation of similar 

legislation in others (Lutz & Lutz, 2011). In this type of ‘innovative’ social movement, 

the role of communication is significant and, nowadays, especially in the social 

media. This was already identified by Strang and Soule in 1998 “[t]he mass-media 

play a crucial role in amplifying and editing the diffusion of collective action, and 

much protest today is organized around that fact” (Strang & Soule, 1998, p. 271). 

In the diffusion of innovative social movements, the authors remarked that 

activists become key players and “experts cannot be distinguished so easily from 

adopters, as activists move seamlessly across the two roles” (Strang & Soule, 1998, 

p. 272). Which was clearly observed in our cases in this study. 

Scholars, such as Strang and Soule (1998), commented that the most 

common finding when studying diffusion is spatial proximity, since it allows for 

easier interaction and also influence (Strang & Soule, 1998). Other researchers, 

such as Shipan and Volden (2012), declared that policy diffusion was no longer 

viewed simply due to geographical closeness (clustering) and that even this is an 

outdated approach, albeit one that offers a good starting point. Perhaps 

geographic clustering might be better viewed as governments sharing the same 

type of political issues and opportunities almost synchronically (Shipan & Volden, 

2012).  

 

The mechanisms of policy diffusion 
For practical research, policy diffusion scholars tend to classify policy diffusion into 

four mechanisms, acknowledging that in the ‘real world’ these might not present 

themselves as being so ‘neatly organized’ (Marsh &  Sharman, 2009, p. 272) as 
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they tend to overlap. This overlapping was observed in this study as presented in 

Chapter 20.  

Most commonly, governments (adopters) embrace policies through (1) 

learning, (2) competition, (3) imitation/mimicry/emulation, and (4) coercion 

(Shipan & Volden, 2008) (Marsh & Sharman, 2009) (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019).  

 

(1) Learning for Marsh and Sharman (2009) takes place when 

governments have ‘rationally’ decided to emulate practices, as they 

considered that these are assessed as more efficient and effective 

than other alternatives. Coincidentally, for Shipan and Volden (2008), 

learning happened when policies were deemed as efficacious 

elsewhere, as these tended to have had positive outcomes (Shipan & 

Volden, 2008). Gilardi and Wasserfallen (2019) stressed that 

policymakers paid equal attention and learnt, not only from the policy 

effects, but also from the consequences, mostly electoral 

consequences. Policymakers focused on whether the policies were 

‘people-pleasers’, and whether these would favor their re-election. 

Under this logic, they stressed that it was quite common that bad 

policies spread (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019). “In learning, 

policymakers focus on the policy itself – how was it adopted, was it 

effective, what were its political consequences? In contrast, imitation 

involves a focus on the government – what did that government do 

and how can we appear to be the same? [...] In the former, you learn 

about consequences; in the latter you simply aspire to be like the other 

actor” (Shipan & Volden, 2008, pp. 842-843). The learning mechanism 

(unlike imitation) is expected to have lasting effects (Shipan & Volden 

2008). 

(2) Competition happens across countries, states and localities in an array 

of policy topics (Shipan & Volden, 2012). Although it can have positive 

outcomes, it is not necessarily so in all cases, as “the negative 

externalities arising from competition can produce bad outcomes” 

(Shipan & Volden, 2008, p. 840). According to Shipan & Volden (2008), 

just as in learning, the competition mechanism is expected to have 

lasting effects. 

(3) Imitation is described by Shipan and Volden (2012) as: “the coping of 

another government's policies without concern for those policies' 

effects; thus, the extent of learning in these circumstances is merely the 

acknowledgment that a government that is perceived to be a leader 

has the policy and that it must, therefore, be something desirable” 

(Shipan & Volden, 2012, pp. 790-91). The authors stated that, because 

learning does not really take place, governments even tend to copy 

bills ‘word by word’ - including typos -, though they recognized that 

these untested attempts might work. Frequently, these turned out as 

inappropriate political choices. Shipan and Volden (2008) remarked 

that imitation, unlike learning, can happen in a short time, even 

immediate. Thus, it can be expected to dwindle quickly or as time 

passes (unlike in learning) (Shipan & volden, 2008).  

a. For Gilardi and Wasserfallen (2019) emulation (imitation) is 

based on “the social construction of appropriate policies […] 

Accordingly, norms and conventions are socially constructed 

and policymakers conform to these norms with the adoption 
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of appropriate policies” (Gildardi & Wasserfallen, 2019, p. 6). 

This, they commented can be connected to the diffusion of 

human rights policies and, in our cases, also of animal ‘rights’ 

protection and welfare. The authors perceived emulation as a 

mechanism in which international organizations are conveyers 

of policies perceived as appropriate and, accordingly, 

diffusion is spread. However, just as Shipan and Volden (2012), 

Gilardi and Wasserfallen emphasized, emulation does not 

imply rational and fact-based evaluations of the policy 

consequences (Shipan & Volden, 2012).  

b. In some cases, emulation can relate to decoupling of 

international ‘best practices’, that are attractive to 

policymakers at a local level, but locally they can “allow them 

to either water down the effectiveness of a policy or even 

pursue goals that are not consistent with the original version of 

a policy. This way, policymakers can serve, at the same time, 

an international and domestic constituency” (Shipan & 

Volden, 2012, pp. 9-10). The imitation mechanism, according 

to Shipan and Volden (2012), is perceived to have short-lasting 

effects.  

(4) Coercion, as observed by Shipan and Volden (2012), entails incentives, 

but even threats or force from one government on the policies of 

another, in which economic power plays an important role. According 

to the authors, its lasting effects are less clear than with learning and 

competition (longer lasting) and imitation (short lasting). Gilardi and 

Wasserfallen (2019) observed that policies are adopted by 

governments, when those perceived as powerful countries or 

organizations coerce political changes through conditionality of 

resources in the target countries (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019). This was 

particularly observed in our cases, though from the state government 

to the local governments, as explained in Chapter 20. 

 

Gilardi and Wasserfallen (2019), besides perceiving the four mechanisms as the 

‘cornerstone’ of diffusion research, pointed out that, contrary to the conception 

that diffusion prioritizes “the spread of policies through fact-based evaluations of 

policy consequences” (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019, p. 2), there are more 

elements to it. This is because: (a) policy diffusion is not only of successful policies, 

policymakers take into account also the political effects, (b) the learning process 

is mediated by politics as well as filtered by the ideological stands of the 

policymakers, (c) policy diffusion is also “shaped at the issue definition stage, 

where nature, causes, and solutions of problems are discussed” (Gilardi & 

Wasserfallen, 2019, p. 2), (d) and (e) policymakers can react to the policy 

decisions taken by others on empirically false assumptions. 

They also stated that policymakers are influenced by: (a) learning from the 

perceived successes or failures elsewhere, (b) the policies elsewhere, where they 

face competition for resources, (c) the coercion from international organizations 

or powerful countries, and (d) how appropriate they view the policies they decide 

to emulate/imitate.  

Shipan and Volden (2012) observed that much of policy diffusion research 

remained at the adoption stage of policies. Some were still dichotomized 

(adoption or not) but, given that policies are not just binary options (Shipan & 
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Volden, 2012), and that policies do not end in the adoption process, then looking 

at how they were implemented contributes to learning (Shipan & Volden, 2012) 

and the process can be (more) complete when identifying policy success or 

failure. 

Marsh and Sharman (2009) also stated that there is a need to identify 

whether policy diffusion is successful or unsuccessful. This study aims at 

contributing to briefly defining success in the next section in a theoretical sense 

and, in relation to the empirical cases presented in Chapter 20, by showing, not 

only if policies were successful or not, but also their degrees of success and how 

these related to the diffusion mechanisms. 

 

2.12. Policy success  
Assessing whether a policy has been successful or not is of importance for 

scholars, policymakers and should also be for society. This section has the 

objective to present - for the scope of this study - what is regarded as success and 

what is not. The conclusion of the cases in Chapters 11 and 19 and the 

comparisons in Chapter 20 present sections and tables showing, not only whether 

the policies were successful, but also their degrees and what these meant for 

societal animal-awareness. 

 

2.12.1. The need to assess 
An assessment is necessary to analyze “the results of specific policies or programs 

and an essential part of the policy process” (Subirats, 1995, p. 144). Subirats (1995) 

declared that the evaluation process is not about an actor making its own 

decisions in a consistent way throughout the process, and that the outcome is not 

the most important element of the decision, the whole internal process leading to 

that decision is as important, beyond whether a certain policy has accomplished 

the established statutory goals (Subirats, 1995).  

The actors involved in the policy process have different perceptions of 

what an evaluation should take into account. “Policies and policy instruments 

used in public action programs are constantly appraised and evaluated in the 

light of particular logic and outlook of the people directly or indirectly involved” 

(Subirats, 1995, p. 147). Evaluation, Subirats (1995) continued, was also not a 

matter of unraveling the ‘truth’ of the results of a program, but an analysis of the 

different versions of the perceived realities guided by theory and analytical 

frameworks.  

The challenge is for the policy community to learn and reshape the policy 

and being open to admit disappointment “as a constant policy test [is] the best 

way to insure improved policy performance. Evaluation, as an opportunity to 

discuss objectives and results, may well be the most suitable instrument for doing 

this” (Subirats, 1995, p. 251). Regardless of the outcomes, the need to assess how 

policies perform and which are successful in general, as well as under the 

conditions of the cases under analysis, is undoubtedly an important, yet 

challenging, task. 

 

2.12.2. Success in the formulation phase 
The need to define when success occurs essentially requires one to pinpoint how 

and where success is present. The TCA accurately presents what can well be 

success in the formulation stage. TCA hypothesizes that, whenever the problem is 
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defined collectively or by most of the actors involved, including ‘potential 

opponents’, then there is room for successful decision-making, whilst polarization 

is reduced. Even when there is a high level of polarization, this can reverse to low, 

as long as it is acknowledged at an early stage (Dente et al., 1998).  

It is difficult to determine whether a program will in fact succeed, even 

when it has reached the political agenda and actions developed accordingly. 

As Ingram and Mann (1980) put it: if a rival or competing interest face distress, it 

can make the government to redress. With this logic in mind, there are also 

demands that could have been assessed as inappropriate, ‘too controversial’, 

lacked support and, thus, blocked from the political agenda at some point when, 

in some other time, they might have obtained the attention needed from the 

policymakers (Ingram & Mann, 1980).  

Once on the political agenda, formulators that have achieved success in 

that stage still have a long way to go, especially when policies are innovative and 

go against culturally embedded practices. Nagel (1980) mentioned that 

prohibition policies (those that specify what is right and what is wrong) face 

compliance barriers, mostly in the post-adoption phase as noncomplying 

behavior (doing the wrong thing) is registered. However, this is reduced when the 

legal instruments are clear and also deviate at a minimum from custom (1980).  

This study can conclude that when issues reach the political agenda and 

then policies are developed accordingly, there is success. However, the question 

whether the outcomes will be successful cannot be guaranteed at this stage and 

observing the process throughout time is necessary.  

 

2.12.2. Success in the implementation phase 
Mazmanian and Sabatier (1989) recognized that boundaries between 

implementation and formulation are somewhat blurred, as the policy struggle 

often continues into the implementation phase. Predicting success or failure is 

complicated and most likely incomplete at first glance. Failure can still be present, 

even in programs where all stakeholders agreed and where the resources 

needed might be available. Statutes might even be unanimously approved, but 

when the political actors that achieved ‘success’ in the formulation are, for 

example, removed from their positions, replaced or blocked, then implementers 

might just not care or not care enough.  

Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) indicated that new covenants or linkages 

with people unaware of the policy might be needed. Here, there might be 

incompatibility or an absence of preference, or commitments to different or 

opposing projects. These, among many other circumstances (Pressman & 

Wildavsky, 1973) pose a challenge to the implementation. 

Pressman and Wildavsky (1984) found in cases where there were initial 

agreement, this could dissolve slowly as time passes and in unforeseeable ways. 

This was, in part, because opposition might not be manifest rapidly, latent conflicts 

are evident in time and then renegotiation should take place giving way to new 

antagonistic situations. “The interests and organizations involved would have 

thought they wanted to do something, but experience would teach them that 

they had been mistaken. Few programs could be undertaken if all participants 

had to be specified in advance, all future differences resolved at the outset, and 

future bargains made under yesterday’s conditions” (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1984, 

pp. 91-92). Accordingly, Pressman and Wildavksy correctly commented that, 
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even when there were apparently solid aims and common understandings, 

people and organizations change, as do the contexts. 

In some implementation literature, success is somehow assumed to be 

identified when ‘we see it’, when certain goals are met and when actions are 

taken. However, different actors can hold different definitions of success. 

“Success and failure are slippery concepts, often highly subjective and reflective 

of an individual’s goals, […] Some, because of their entrepreneurial role in 

promoting the interest of a given group, may proclaim great victory, where others 

see compromise at best, and perhaps even defeat” (Ingram & Mann, 1980, p. 

12). For this, it is important to define success taking into account the contexts 

where policies developed and define where success was observed. 

In the first edition of their renowned implementation work, Pressman and 

Wildavsky (1973) asked: “If decisions are not taken as rapidly as planned, if a 

program takes five or ten years to implement, how can we determine whether 

the program has succeeded? If we don’t know whether or to what degree 

success has been achieved, we certainly cannot estimate the probability of 

achieving that nonexistent status” (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973, p. 123). Taking 

into consideration this observation, the actions developed immediately and at an 

intermediate stage become even more relevant for stating when success, or a 

degree of it, is seen. 

 

Success in the top-down approach 
In the top-down implementation literature, it was presupposed that 

implementation success accounts for the following of the rules, once the policy 

makers had stated them on writing. The questions over time to measure success 

emphasize the achievement of the established statute. Sometimes 

implementation can be merely symbolic, and even contradictory to the rules. “No 

matter how well a statute structures the formal decision process, the attainment 

of its objectives is unlikely unless officials in the implementing agency are 

committed to those objectives” (Meier & McFarlane, 1995, p. 287). 

Defining success might involve some speculations, as Mazmanian and 

Sabatier (1983) put it, if objectives were “not attained, did the program result in 

more of those values than would have been the case without the program? The 

latter approach involves some thorny methodological problems in specifying 

what might have occurred without the program, but it nevertheless may be 

precisely the sort of analysis that policymakers need in a world where optimal 

solutions are few and far between” (Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983, p. 10). Thus, not 

meeting the goals, as established in the laws, is not necessarily a lack of success. 

 

Success in the bottom-up approach 
When looking at the bottom-up theories approach, Sarbaugh-Thompson (1998) 

stated that a program can be viewed as successful when these are widely 

adopted. Even innovations created and used by street-level bureaucrats that are 

considered to work are politically successful when they are also accepted by the 

authority with access to funds, or by those that hold some form of authority and 

are useful for achieving a policy goal (Sarbaugh-Thompson, 1998). 

 

Success in a combination approach 
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When policies are too strict, too explicit and implementation does not happen by 

the ‘book’, then it is often evaluated by formulators as a failure. However, Hill and 

Hupe (2010) in their focus on third generation theories, cautioned about falling 

under the argument that implementation studies “work with a taken-for-granted 

assumption that aspirations will not be achieved, that policies will not live up to 

the rhetoric of those who formulate them and that ‘disasters’ will occur” (M. Hill & 

Hupe, 2010, p. 487). In some cases, vagueness helps implementation to occur and 

the lack of clarity is sometimes rectified by regulations (O’Toole, personal 

communication, January 12, 2016). 

In the implementation phase, this study concurred with the TCA (Dente et 

al., 1998), which states that success is mostly the outcome of a learning process 

of the actors. In the cases analyzed by the TCA (1998), the actors did not easily 

demonstrate the capacity to anticipate the constraints and even conflict. Thus, 

success turned out to be the result of ‘learning while doing’, rather than of 

previous analysis and anticipation. For Ingram and Mann, “implementation will 

resemble a disorderly learning process” (Ingram & Mann, 1980, p. 27). Schneider 

and Ingram (1997) similarly referred to the benefits of learning in the aid of 

outcomes. In the 2004 version of CIT too, “learning” is the predicted nature of the 

process for various combinations of actor characteristics.  

The truth is that “[g]iven the seamless web of continuous adjustment in both 

goals and activities in the policy process, and given the ambiguity of fully 

measuring the range of impacts attributable to any particular policy intervention, 

few policies could be characterized as complete successes or unmitigated 

failures” (Ingram & Mann, 1980, p. 177). Thus, circumstances and the particular 

context take part when assessing the outcomes.  

There are certain characteristics particular to each case. “There are few 

hard and fast rules about what makes for successful implementation, and what 

works in one setting often fails in another. Local factors and characteristics unique 

to specific implementation contexts have a strong and direct effect on outcome. 

Many of these factors, such as commitment to policy and institutional support, are 

difficult to quantify” (Ingram & Mann, 1980, p. 26).  

Given the challenges when attempting to define success, this study cannot 

only relate to partial compliance with the regulations in the implementation 

phase, as we have seen, it is a process that goes beyond ‘formal’ fulfillment.  

Success in this study, first takes its roots from the interaction between the 

three main actor characteristics, as defined by the main guiding theory - the CIT: 

their motivations, cognitions and resources and how these aid the actions toward 

the fulfilment of the overall animal-intended strategies; some of which might, or 

might not. be written in the regulations. Thus, success is related in part to the 

learning ‘while doing’ of the actors, as pointed out by Dente et al., (1998). This 

helped the actors develop useful strategies to achieve the creation, publishing 

and a reach a degree of implementation while, at the same time, influencing the 

development of social awareness about animals. 

While this study adopts an open mind towards various forms of “success”, it 

also calls for some specification to be able to compare cases. At a more 

operational level, success is identified in the formulation phase by asking: “is the 

regulation actually realized?”; and, the aspect of “does the new regulation 

legally protect the scope of animals as envisioned by the formulators?”; and, “is 

this the degree of protection originally aimed for?” Similarly, for the 

implementation phase: “is there any implementation at all?”; and, “is this 

implementation actually able to generate social awareness about animals?” 
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2.13. Conclusion 
This chapter has briefly reviewed the policy process from the formulation to the 

implementation phases. It first presented three policy development theories that 

are more suited to a macro level analysis than for the analysis of local interactions. 

This led to the choosing of the Contextual Interaction Theory (CIT) as the main 

theory to guide this study. 

The chapter also explained CIT’s origins in implementation theories, and 

presented these theories’ challenges. These, in part, allow for the creation of CIT 

as a third-generation theory with a realistic, parsimonious and deductive 

approach. The chapter also presented - for the first time - how the theory is also 

appropriate (with some adaptations) for the analysis of the formulation stage; 

thus, allowing for a complete look of the whole policy process. 

It also justified additions to CIT that facilitate the identification of the actors’ 

characteristics of positive, negative or neutral scores. The chapter also presented 

the use of complementary theories for CIT in cases where there is a multiplicity of 

actors (as opposed to CIT’s originally only two-actor approach) and where policy 

diffusion is also present. Finally, the normative concept of success was presented 

and how it is identified in this study explained.  

The following chapters present the cases and empirically solidify the use of 

CIT (with the adaptations presented) for local, multi-actor, formulation and 

implementation processes.  
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Chapter 3:  The cases of Puebla, a top-down approach 

3.1. Introduction: a state’s mandate behind the creation of 
municipal animal regulations  
The present chapter is an introduction to the seven cases in the state of Puebla 

that are part of this study, which can be found in Chapters 4 to 10. The cases are 

relevant because they analyze the regulation process of the seven municipalities 

that enacted a ‘Regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats’, out 

of the 217 municipalities in the state (INEGI, 2020a). These were also the first of their 

kind in Mexico. 

 The Chapters 3 to 11, including this introductory chapter, rely on data 

gathered by means of a combination of desk research and interviews with the 

stakeholders. Chapters 4 to 10 are organized first by presenting an overview of 

the case, and the results obtained in terms of the outcomes related to the 

regulation and societal change.  

The overview is followed by a brief presentation of the demographics of 

the municipality. After that, follows the narrative, which is divided into the 

formulation and implementation processes. These are distributed into different 

phases according to course-changing events, and the transition from one 

municipal administration to the next. 

 Each phase is followed by theory guided interaction figures, tables as well 

as theory guided analysis. In the analyses, it is stated which of the actors had 

interaction with the local population. The local population ultimately represents 

the target group. As the target group consists of the whole population, the 

dynamics of the implementation process are often not driven by the direct 

interactions with the target groups, but the interactions among the organizations 

that are involved in the implementation. This has an impact on the way 

Contextual Interaction Theory is applied. After the analyses, the general 

conclusion is presented along with the recent developments in the municipality, 

many can be traced back to the formulation and first phases of the regulation. 

 The time frame of analysis of the seven cases is shorter than analyzing a 

complete animal protection policy process. The in-depth data gathering period 

focuses on the formulation and the beginning of the implementation of the 

regulations from 2009 to 2015 and in some cases up to 2016. Afterwards, each of 

the cases also includes an update up to 2020, in the hope that the information 

could be useful for further research in the seven cases and in other municipal 

cases. Revisiting the status of the cases some years later also enables a more 

longitudinal assessment of the effects of the (attempted) regulation.  

 This chapter aims at introducing the Puebla cases with some backgrounds 

for understanding: What was the rationale for the creation of animal regulations 

in the state of Puebla? And who were the main actors involved?  

 The municipal regulations were created to obey a petition from the state’s 

Ministry of Health to convey with the joint responsibility to prevent and control 

rabies transmitted by dogs and cats. But in most cases, animal activists also saw 

a window of opportunity to place dogs and cats on the political agenda.  

 The present chapter is structured as follows. Section 3.2 explains the 

background of the development of programs to combat rabies in Mexico and in 

Puebla, as Atlixco, located in the state of Puebla, was the municipality with most 

rabies cases in Mexico. Section 3.3 provides the justification of the creation of the 
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first regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats in Mexico, and 

presents the actors involved in the process. Section 3.4 shows the geographical 

location of Puebla and of the municipalities that are part of this study. It also 

presents which municipalities will be dealt in which order throughout Chapters 4 

to 10 and the contents of Chapter 11.  

  

3.2. Rabies in Mexico and in the state of Puebla, having a 
municipality with most rabies cases during the 1990s 

The state of Puebla is particularly relevant since in the late 1990s, Atlixco, one of 

its municipalities (Chapter 8) occupied the first place in cases of rabies in Mexico. 

Dogs were the main source of human rabies cases in the country (Norman & 

Contreras Hernandez, 2005).  

The rabies virus, is a zoonosis that can affect and even take lives of both 

animals and humans. According to the World Health Organization: “A zoonosis is 

any disease or infection that is naturally transmissible from vertebrate animals to 

humans” (WHO, 2020).  The WHO acknowledges that: “Rabies is a vaccine-

preventable disease. Vaccinating dogs is the most cost-effective strategy for 

preventing rabies in people” (WHO, 2021). 

Given the stray dog and cat overpopulation, the control of the zoonosis 

becomes critical for achieving a healthy society in Mexico. At the federal level 

there was a need to create policies in coordination with the state’s health services 

to ameliorate the disease. Collaborative programs started in the 1970s 

(CENAPRECE, 2016). By 2001, the national government created a program 

specifically focused to combat the virus in conjunction with the state and 

municipal governments. It was called Action Program: Rabies (Centro Nacional 

de Vigilancia Epidemiologica, 2001) and it has continued under different names 

throughout the decades. 

The governments perceive that a decent way to treat animals, is only 

conceivable when the ‘normal’ confrontation of people with dogs and cats is not 

with numerous stray, most of the time sick and sometimes even dangerous dog-

packs. Making dogs and cats part of the family requires that most animals are in 

fact kept within the family space; and that the stray animal problem is solved. 

Thus, vaccinating and containing the stray animal problem in a ‘humane’ way is 

an essential ingredient in the development of a civil awareness towards animal 

care. 

The rabies program has proven effective, since 2006 there have not been 

any human deaths due to rabies transmitted by dogs or cats in Mexico. In the 

state of Puebla, the rabies control strategies became predominantly relevant in 

the late decade of the 1990s and the beginning of the 2000s; when Atlixco, a 

municipality located in the east-central part of the state, registered the most 

cases of the zoonosis at a national level (Municipios, 2014a).  

In 2010 there was one case of rabies in a dog in Puebla (CENAPRECE, 2016). 

In 2016, the state declared that for over a decade there had not been any 

human rabies cases detected (Redacción Angulo 7, 2016). 

In 2016, however there was a rabies-human death in the southwestern state 

of Guerrero caused by the bite of a bat (CENAPRECE, 2016). Mexico wanted to 

be certified free from rabies by the Pan American Health Association (PAHO) and 

the WHO (CENAPRECE, 2016). In 2019 Mexico, was the first country to receive the 
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validation as free from rabies transmitted by dogs from both organizations (PAHO, 

2019). 

  

3.3. The state of Puebla, home to the 1st municipality with a 
Regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats in 
Mexico 

3.3.1. Combating rabies as the preamble for the creation of animal 
regulations 
In Puebla, the elaboration of key strategies at the state level to combat rabies 

became critical, when Atlixco had the national record for the most rabies cases 

in the late 1990s and the beginning of the 2000s in Mexico. The twice a year, 

‘house by house’ cost-free vaccination campaigns, as well as some neuter and 

spay campaigns were developed by the State’s Ministry of Health.  

 This Ministry is the highest authority when it comes to decisions of animal-

health management in the state of Puebla; which means that the Ministry is 

above any municipality’s health authorities. The Ministry, thus wanted to assign 

part of the responsibility of the animal management to the municipalities. 

 The Ministry worked through its Health Jurisdictions and through its 

Coordination of Zoonoses. Puebla is divided into 10 Health Jurisdictions. The Health 

Jurisdictions are geographical areas compounded of several municipalities. Six of 

the seven municipalities that are part of this study, belong to the Health 

Jurisdiction Number 5, and one is part of the Jurisdiction Number 10. 

 The municipalities at the same time, are also divided into ‘auxiliary boards.’ 

These are community-like geographical areas, that the municipalities create, to 

divide its territory into different areas. The ‘auxiliary boards’ have their own 

Auxiliary President, which plays the role of the Mayor, within that given 

geographical area.  

 The Health Jurisdictions are organized by the state’s government to be able 

to provide in conjunction with the municipal governments, health services for the 

population. The Jurisdictions deliver supplies for the municipal rabies campaigns, 

the humanitarian drug for the animals’ killings, the veterinarians (vets) and part of 

the supplies needed for the spay and neuter campaigns. 

 Out of three services, the only mandatory task for the municipalities was to 

provide the rabies vaccines, the surgeries were optional, meaning that the 

animals’ caretakers (owners) could decide whether they wanted their animals to 

be ‘fixed’ or not. The killings were left for the municipalities to decide on. 

 

3.3.2. The creation of the first animal regulation in the state of Puebla 
In 2009, the State’s Ministry of Health assigned a veterinarian as the Institutional 

Liaison Officer of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses. His duty was to become 

knowledgeable of the existing legislation and norms in Mexico, in order to clarify 

the activities pertaining the Zoonoses Coordination in Puebla. 

The Institutional Liaison mentioned that besides defining the responsibilities 

of the Coordination, the other clear task he was assigned and which to him was 

the biggest challenge, was to understand and later define the boundaries of the 

actions that should be developed by the municipal administrations in “the 
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prevention, control of zoonoses and public health risks which [so far] had been 

the task of the Zoonoses Coordination […] For this reason, the regulation only 

considered dogs and cats and not the rest of the animals, as that would mean 

animal health [not public health] and the other types of animals are the 

responsibility of other Ministries [e.g. Nature and Wildlife].” 

He was then responsible for the creation of a proposal, that would later 

become the homologized text of the regulations for the Responsible Ownership 

of Dogs and Cats, in the seven municipalities included in this study, developed 

from 2009 to 2013. Nevertheless, he stated that by that time he was unaware that 

his proposal would reach such outcome.  

Thus, he made a thorough review of the federal, state and municipal 

legislation as well as international normative frameworks. The goal was to 

understand the responsibilities of the institutions that could be involved in the 

regulation. For personal conviction, his motivation was also to assign the 

responsibility “to the animal owners and define the competences of each of the 

actors involved in the regulation.”  

He then drafted a municipal regulation that was in agreement with the 

federal zoo-sanitary norms. Even though there was a state’s Animal Protection 

Law from 19835  (PAOT, 2014), it did not have a regulation. In order for the law to 

be implemented in the state, it needs regulations to explain who, how and when 

the law should be enforced. Regulations give the laws ‘the teeth’ to sanction.  

The final document of the regulation was not developed to comply with 

the Animal Protection Law. The petition from the State’s Ministry of Health tried to 

create a joint responsibility with the municipalities, for the prevention and rabies 

control transmitted by dogs and cats. The Liaison wrote as the objective, in the 

text of the regulation, to “establish the preventive actions, control and vigilance 

of the problems derived from the presence of dogs and cats.”6  

 He mentioned that even though the regulation was not developed to 

include animal protection as such, animal protection was necessary, as it was the 

humans’ task to place limits to enhance the respect for animals, both for the 

benefit of animals and later of humans. 

 After the elaboration of the regulation’s draft-proposal, he presented it to 

the other personnel of the Zoonoses Coordination. He wanted their technical 

opinion on the prevention and control of rabies, to make sure everything was 

within the existing norms. He said that, looking back, he realized not all of the 

actors that should have been involved in the creation were taken into account. 

But in 2009, the Zoonoses Coordination did not see the necessity to include others.  

 The next step for the Institutional Liaison, was to persuade the municipal 

authorities “to adopt and adapt the project.” The regulation was presented at 

first to 10 municipalities in the state of Puebla, in some cases during their municipal 

Aldermen sessions. The Institutional Liaison’s main task during the meetings, was to 

convince the Health Aldermen of the project’s importance. His line of thought 

was that once the Health Aldermen were committed, then they would persuade 

the rest of the Aldermen and the Mayors.  

 The project was accepted in all of the 10 municipalities. But the first 

municipality to actually embrace, work on the project and enact a regulation for 

the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats was San Andres Cholula, in 2009. 

The regulation was the first of its kind in the state of Puebla, and also in Mexico. 

                                                           
5 When Puebla became the second state in Mexico to have a law of its type after Colima in 1981.  
6 This is the translated objective in all of the seven municipal regulations. 
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 The meetings for the promotion of the regulation continued in other 

municipalities in Puebla. These were led by the Institutional Liaison and the 

veterinarian (vet) in charge of Zoonoses from the Health Jurisdiction No. 5. 

According to the vet, the project was presented in 18 more municipalities. 

However, only six more followed San Andres’ example from 2009 to 2013. It was 

not until 2017 that another municipal animal regulation was created. 

 In San Andres, the revisions of the text of the regulation lasted five to six 

months and the Institutional Liaison worked together with the State’s Ministry of 

the Interior and the Health Alderwoman of San Andres. Their work-meetings 

consisted in the revision article by article. At first the State’s Ministry of Interior was 

not convinced of the project, hence the ambiance in the meetings was 

unfriendly. The Institutional Liaison said that it improved as the state’s authorities 

recognized the importance of the project, and together the three actors 

involved, approved the final text.  

 The vet from the Health Jurisdiction No. 5, mentioned that most of the other 

six municipalities faced a challenge to convince the Mayors, also because the 

cost for publication of the regulation was around 21,000 pesos (approximately 

1,200 euros) which is a lot of money for a municipal administration.  

 The Institutional Liaison would meet with the Mayors and Aldermen and 

mention that the cost for not having a regulation was higher, because the number 

of animal aggressions was excessive, and that these could stop by having an 

animal regulation. The working relationship he was able to develop with the 

municipal authorities was in general terms good; although, he said that 

sometimes he perceived and had the challenge to work with “a lack of 

commitment.”  

 Despite the challenges, the Institutional Liaison was able to accomplish the 

objective of persuading ‘at least’ seven municipalities for the creation of their own 

animal regulations. This meant, that the Ministry of Health was no longer the sole 

actor accountable for the management of animals, but a shared responsibility 

between the state and municipal governmental actors. Mostly, the municipal 

Animal Centers (A-Centers). 

 

3.3.3. The Animal Centers as key for implementing the animal 
regulation 
The A-Centers responsibility increased due to the creation of the animal 

regulations. In Puebla these are organized by a Director (most of the times a vet) 

and workers, called operators, who pick up animals from the streets, cage them 

and later kill them. They also aid in the twice a year free rabies vaccination, house 

by house campaigns. One in March and another in September. But in general, 

the A-Centers’ work is perceived as inhumane and as not dignified; along for 

example, with the rubbish collectors. These type of jobs are where municipal 

Directors assign Union workers to.  

 Union workers are many times characterized by working less hours, and not 

being able to get fired despite their performance. When Union workers perform 

poorly in other more ‘dignified’ departments, the Directors send them to the A-

Centers as operators as a ‘punishment.’ As a consequence, many times, these 

Union workers fall into cruel practices when managing animals.  

 Sadly, even after the creation of the animal regulations, the A-Centers’ 

remained operating with the same staff, a ‘business as usual’ approach and at 

the end of the political agenda, because animals were not perceived as a 
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priority. However, the efforts from the animal advocates and the few motivated 

civil servants made a difference in the outcomes as it will be presented in each 

of the cases in the coming chapters. 

 

3.4. The geographical location of the municipalities  
Puebla is situated in the east-center part of Mexico, approximately 100 km east of 

Mexico City. It holds a strategic position between Mexico City and the cultural-

commercial state of Veracruz, home to the Port of Veracruz (UNESCO, 2018) 

which is the main commercial port of the country (Redacción El Economista, 

2017). The location of the states of Puebla and Veracruz are shown in Figure 3.1. 

 

San Andres Cholula became nationally known as the first municipality in Mexico 

to have a regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats in 2009. This 

created an almost immediate policy diffusion of soft coercion (from the state’s 

government to the municipalities), geographic closeness (clustering) and 

imitation mechanism in the six other municipalities. The seven cases are analyzed 

in Chapters 4 through 10 in a chronological order. Chapter 4 analyzes San Andres, 

Chapter 5 San Pedro, Chapter 6 Tehuacan, Chapter 7 Tochimilco, Chapter 8 

Atlixco, Chapter 9 Nealtican, Chapter 10 Texmelucan; and Chapter 11 presents 

an overview of the contents of the regulations of all seven cases, and an exposé 

of developments at the state level as a result of the creation of the municipal 

regulations and how they are classified in terms of success for the animal cause 

Figure 3.1 Location of the state of Puebla in relation to Mexico 
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and the societal animal awareness. The locations of the seven municipalities in 

the state are shown in Figure 3.2.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.2 Location of the seven selected municipalities of Puebla 
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Chapter 4:  The 1st regulation for the Responsible 
Ownership of Dogs and Cats in Mexico  

4.1. Introduction: The story of San Andres, a public health 
concern 

 
Interview with the Director of the Canine and Feline Welfare Center (A-

Center): “The humanitarian traps positively changed the A-Center’s 

image, the citizens would no longer chase after the Center’s officials 

and were also more willing to visit or call the Center.”  

 
This is the story of the first regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and 

Cats in the state of Puebla and in Mexico. Out of the seven regulations from 

Puebla that are part of this study, San Andres was an example to follow for the 

other six municipalities. It generated a policy diffusion result and motivated 

neighboring municipalities to have their own regulation. These were 

homologated, meaning that it was basically the same text for all of the 

municipalities.  

The policy process was divided in four phases. One of them was in the 

policy formulation stage, and three in the implementation stage. The policy 

phases were shaped by course-changing events and the transition from one 

municipal administration to the next.  

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors could be divided into two 

groups, those from the state’s government and those from the municipal 

government. They had mixed motivations towards animals, some wanted their 

protection and not only the control of the zoonoses. However, all wanted the 

creation and implementation of the regulation since it would help control rabies 

and the dogs and cats’ overpopulation.  

The main actors involved also had supportive cognitions with high 

understanding on what to do and high openness to learn further. This created a 

general scenario of cooperation. The actors also held sufficient resources to first 

create the regulation and later to start the implementation. There were other 

actors present in the process. Nevertheless, they did not play an important role, 

either because they were obstructed by the municipal government, or were not 

allowed to be more involved, like in the case of the animal non-governmental 

organizations (ANGOs). Or because they did not perceive the importance of the 

regulation, like the Municipal Police and the Municipal Legal Department. 

In terms of the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’, the resulting 

situation was mostly one of ‘Cooperation.’ Once the regulation was created, 

during the first implementation phase the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Active constructive cooperation.’ 

San Andres was nationally praised by the veterinarian association for the 

first animal regulation of its kind. The municipality motivated other municipalities 

in Puebla and ANGOs that searched for further legislation to protect animals, and 

not just manage their zoosanitary impacts.  

The regulations created in Puebla from 2009 to 2013; as well as the animal 

regulations created in the state of Veracruz in 2013 (that are also part of this study, 

Chapters 13 to 18); motivated important steps for animal legislation in Puebla.  
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The ANGOs in Puebla worked together with the municipal and state 

authorities for example to achieve the first municipality in Puebla and in Mexico 

to prohibit circuses with animals in 2014 (Central, 2014).  Important steps at the 

state level were the inclusion of animal mistreatment as a felony in the state’s 

penal code in 2013 (Cruz, 2013), the abolition of circuses that used animals also 

in 2014 (Avelino, 2014), and the creation of a Citizens Council for Animal Welfare 

in Puebla, among other actions beneficial for animals in the state and its 

municipalities. 

 

Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017) 

 

San Andres Cholula is considered the municipality with the best social and 

environmental indicators in the state of Puebla (UNION Puebla, 2018). It has 

become the home of highly recognized universities (Municipios, 2015). The 

municipality attracted prestigious architects, investors and developed elite 

shopping centers. The area is also known for its corporate national and 

transnational facilities, including high-tech and car companies such as 

Volkswagen (VW) and Audi. The VW plant is the second biggest outside Germany. 

San Andres has attracted upper-class housing developers (Vazquez Pinacho, 

2018, pp.  66-68). However, this high-class urban area, is surrounded at its periphery 

by poor urban communities (Medel Sanchez & Rodriguez Escobedo, 2016).  It is 

also characterized by pre-Hispanic and Hispanic architecture as well as 

indigenous food and customs (INAFED, n.d.). It is home to one of the most 

Approval May 11, 2009

Publication August 5, 2009

Entering into 

force 
August 6, 2009

San Andres creation of the 

regulation dates of:

2008 - 2011
1st From August 6, 2009 

until February 2011

2011 - 2014 2nd

2014 - 2018 3rd

San Andres implementation of the regulation 

under the municipal administrations :

Table 4.1 Dates of the 

formulation 
Table 4.2 Dates of the 

implementation 

Table 4.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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emblematic baroque indigenous-catholic churches. San Andres is subdivided 

into six auxiliary boards7 (INAFED, n.d.) and 13 localities. 

 

4.2. The creation of the 1st regulation for the Responsible 
Ownership of Dogs and Cats, the collaboration of the state and 
municipal authorities 
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through six in-depth semi-structured interviews and six follow up talks 

with the actors involved. After the interviews and talks, whenever the interviewees 

had other comments or I had further questions on the information given, we 

exchanged follow-up emails and calls. Lastly, there was a review of internet sites 

and online newspapers. 

 

4.2.1. Formulating actors 
The actors involved in the creation of the regulation were: the State’s Ministry of 

Health through the Coordination of Zoonoses represented by the Institutional 

Liaison Officer, the veterinarian in charge of Zoonoses from the Health Jurisdiction 

No. 5, the municipal Chief of the Department for the Promotion of Health, and the 

state’s Ministry of Interior represented through one of its lawyers. 

 

4.2.2. 2008 - 2009 
The idea to develop a project for dealing with zoonoses related to dogs and cats 

was developed by the state of Puebla’s Ministry of Health. The Ministry stated that 

they could not deal with this problem alone and the responsibility was then seen 

more as an issue for the municipalities to deal with. Before 2008, it was only the 

Ministry of Health working in the municipalities to provide them with free rabies 

vaccines and spay and neuter surgeries. The state’s government then needed 

the participation from each of the 217 municipalities in the state of Puebla. The 

argument was that a health problem could affect many municipalities.  

The municipalities are part of diverse Health Jurisdictions. The Health 

Jurisdiction No. 5 covers 28 municipalities, including San Andres Cholula. The 

veterinarian in charge of Zoonoses from this Health Jurisdiction mentioned that up 

to 2006, there were periods of rabies outbreaks in her Jurisdiction. This was a 

concern for her and for the State’s Ministry of Health. The answer to the problem 

was to develop a project with the goal to protect public health.  

As mentioned in the introduction to all the cases of Puebla (Chapter 4); the 

State’s Ministry of Health assigned a veterinarian as the Institutional Liaison Officer 

of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses. His first task was to become 

knowledgeable of the existing legislation and norms. He conducted a national 

and international desk investigation to search for alike legislation. The goal was to 

be able to identify the activities for the Zoonoses Area to work with the 

municipalities. The task provided him with supportive cognitions to successfully 

develop a prototype of a public health project in the form of a regulation. 

                                                           
7 These are community-like geographical areas that the municipalities create, to divide its territory 

into different areas. The ‘auxiliary boards’ have their own Auxiliary President, which plays the role 

of the Mayor, within that given geographical area.  
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He said the regulation was limited to only dogs and cats, as these were 

considered the main source of zoonoses, mostly rabies. The municipalities in the 

state of Puebla were to respond to the petition from the State’s Health Ministry to 

aid public health and not for the animals’ health per se, thus to convey a solution 

for the control and prevention of rabies.  

According to the Institutional Liaison, some municipalities had the intention 

to create their public health regulations as a reaction to the Ministry’s demands. 

But their knowledge on how to do this was insufficient. The Liaison viewed the 

municipal administrations’ length of three-years as an impediment. He saw it as 

too short to enable continuity or full implementation of the project.  As will be 

further elaborated in the comparative Chapter 20, Mexico lacks continuity from 

administration to administration. However, it is what it is, and he had to adapt the 

project in recognition of this limitation. 

The Institutional Liaison’s motivations were positive to create a regulation 

but medium on animal protection. He mentioned that despite his childhood when 

he killed many animals for hobby and later as a youngster hunter, he chose to 

become a veterinarian and re-shape his relationship with animals. “Because 

animals have always made me feel good, I like them.” He also bred a lot of 

animals for consumption and killed them himself. He has euthanized many others 

and provided them “a good way of dying to stop their suffering.” 

In his point of view animal protection is necessary, and it is the humans’ task 

to draw boundaries to be able to respect animals, both for their benefit and also 

for humans.’ He stated that animal protection not only favors animals and helps 

the environment, but their protection should also be promoted for animals’ 

intrinsic value as well. 

For him, just as human history has evolved to create a healthy relation 

among humans, it has furthermore promoted human rights. It is also essential to 

create laws that allow humans to coexist with other species since “animals, with 

the exception of humans, cannot adapt themselves to the recklessness of the 

human intelligence.” The creation of an animal regulation was step in that 

direction.                                                                                                                                                                          

The text he developed became the basis for the seven municipal animal 

regulations which were introduced in the state of Puebla from 2009 to 2013.  

His task was later to convince the municipalities of their responsibility in the 

public health issue. Both the Institutional Liaison and the vet from the Health 

Jurisdiction No. 5 had sufficient resources to visit the municipalities and present 

the project.  

 The Health Jurisdiction vet mentioned that her interest in animal protection 

relied on the close relation she had with animals while growing up. Like with 

“cows, sheep, and mostly dogs. The animals’ habitats make us learn a lot of 

things.”  

 Unlike the Institutional Liaison, her interest lied merely on the health 

concern. In the reduction of bites and overpopulation. She was not directly 

interested in animal protection. Therefore, she had a negative low motivation on 

their protection but strong towards a regulation to impact the health concern. 

 The most important topics for her, were the sanctions and to establish who 

was going to execute the regulations. She knew of up to 1,400 aggressions from 

dogs to humans per year. “60% of these were caused by stray dogs and 40% 

directly to the dogs’ owners, in their houses.” She said this “is a concern and all of 

this happens because people are irresponsible, they even feed stray dogs, but 

when dogs bite they say it is not theirs.” 
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The vet and the Institutional Liaison tried to convince the local 

administrations of the importance of creating their own regulations. In all the 

municipalities, the project was accepted. But the first municipality to work on the 

project and create a basis for further policy diffusion was San Andres Cholula.  

The Institutional Liaison mentioned that the negotiations for its formal 

approval in San Andres started between him and the municipal Chief of the 

Department for the Promotion of Health. She was also not interested in animal 

protection. She became interested in the project as a public health proposal. All 

the more because it came directly from the State’s Ministry of Health. She then 

had the negative low motivations towards animals but strongly positive for the 

regulation as such, just as the vet from the Health Jurisdiction No. 5. 

The regulation as conceived had in effect some benefits for animal 

protection for San Andres and for some of the other municipalities that enacted 

an animal regulation from 2009 to 2013. While the regulation was not aiming at 

animal protection, fighting the zoonoses risks in practice led to practices that also 

benefited the safety and wellbeing of animals themselves, for instance by free 

population control through the neuters and spays, widespread vaccination, and 

some animal mistreatment fines. It also opened a window of opportunity for 

animal advocates to find backing for their work.  

The Chief of Health then faced the challenge to convince first the 

municipal Health Alderman, so that he could later influence the rest of the 

Aldermen. The Health Alderman suggested the Chief of Health and the Liaison to 

make a presentation. She developed supportive cognitions to convey why the 

municipal administration should support the regulation. 

In the presentation, the Chief explained that the approval of this project 

would ‘immortalize’ the Mayor’s and the Aldermen’s names. Since it was the first 

of its kind in the state. The Chief’s other argument was that despite the 

municipality’s importance, up to 2009 it lacked municipal regulations. She 

mentioned that it even lacked one for graveyards. She then had sufficient 

resources to convince the strategic actors for its endorsement. The regulation was 

approved on May 2009.  

The Institutional Liaison and the Chief realized that the next step was to 

contact the State’s Ministry of Interior through its Legal Department for its legal 

advice. The Liaison and the Chief mentioned that at first, the Ministry was not 

convinced about the proposal. The Legal Department’s argument was that it was 

a ‘first world regulation’ not fit for Mexico. But that if they wanted they could 

submit a written petition to the Ministry.  

The Chief and the Institutional Liaison stated that by ‘pulling some strings’ 

the Ministry finally offered the aid from an attorney. He would then become the 

Legal Advisor from the Legal Affairs Department representing the Ministry of 

Interior. His task would be to analyze the text of the regulation article by article.  

The Advisor worked along with the Chief and the Institutional Liaison. At first 

for exactly half an hour every week. After a few weeks, the lawyer allowed hour-

long meetings. As time went on, the Chief and the Institutional Liaison developed 

an amicable relation with the Advisor and the working meetings were no longer 

timed.  

The negotiations lasted five to six months. A well-known animal NGO 

(ANGO) from a neighboring municipality approached the Institutional Liaison and 

the municipal authorities from San Andres to also be allowed to work on the 

regulation. However, San Andres’s authorities did not approve the ANGO’s 

participation. From the Chief’s point of view, the ANGO wanted to take over the 
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project. Once the regulation was approved by the Legal Affairs Department, the 

Chief needed to write a formal letter to petition for the regulation’s publication in 

the official gazette. The payment for its publication was made by the municipal 

government to the State’s Ministry of Interior. The first regulation for the 

Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats was published in August 2009. The Chief 

decided to print 3,000 copies of the regulation to publicize it among the society. 

 

4.2.3. Résumé 
The interest from the State’s Ministry of Health to establish the municipalities’ 

responsibility for the management of rabies led to the development of a health 

project in the form of an animal regulation. The Ministry assigned an Institutional 

Liaison Officer to create a document that became the prototype for seven 

municipal animal regulations, including San Andres.  

The Institutional Liaison and the veterinarian in charge of Zoonoses from the 

Health Jurisdiction No. 5 were assigned to promote the regulation in the 

municipalities. The municipal authorities from San Andres became interested in 

the project not only for the public health. But also, because it would mean they 

could ‘immortalize’ their names, as it would be the first regulation of its type in the 

country. 

The regulation was unanimously approved. The State’s Ministry of Interior 

became involved in the legal revision of the document, at first the Ministry was 

reluctant since it viewed the regulation as ‘a first world legislation’ not fit for 

Mexico. The constant work from the Chief of Health from San Andres, the 

Institutional Liaison, and the lawyer from the Ministry of Interior, resulted in the 

publication of the first regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the 

formulation of the regulation, can be observed in Figure 4.1. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Promoters, Director and Filter. Those that were part of 

the process but did not participate directly in the formulation are identified as 

other actors. 

4.3. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation  

Figure 4.1 Interaction in the formulation process 
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The case of San Andres was the first of the seven municipal regulations created 

from 2009 to 2013. The State’s Ministry of Health had a concern for health risk 

caused by zoonoses, mostly from rabies transmitted by dogs. The Ministry wanted 

to involve the municipalities since before 2009 it had been solely the Ministry’s 

responsibility to try to tackle the problem. The Ministry assigned a veterinarian as 

the Institutional Liaison Officer of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses to develop 

a project which he translated into a municipal animal regulation.  

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation.  

The Institutional Liaison became the Promoter in the process. He had 

specific and content driven objectives to achieve a document that could be a 

prototype for the municipalities to follow. He had positive though medium 

motivation towards animal protection and high for the creation of a regulation 

for the owners of dogs and cats which stated the Ministry’s and the municipalities 

responsibilities.  

Given the national and international research on animal related legislation 

he acquired supportive cognitions and scientific knowledge, with high 

understanding on what to do and high openness to interact with the other actors. 

Due to its strategic position in the state’s government, he had sufficient legal and 

political resources to approach the municipal authorities and try to convince 

them of the project. 

The veterinarian in charge of Zoonoses from the Health Jurisdiction No. 5 

was assigned to promote the project along with the Liaison, and she was also a 

Promoter in the process. She also had specific, and content driven objectives to 

spread the project in the municipalities. However, she was mostly concerned for 

reducing the bites and rabies transmitted from dogs to other dogs increasing the 

risk for people. She therefore had low motivation for animal protection as such, 

but strong towards the creation of the municipal animal regulations.  

She also had supportive cognitions with high understanding on how to act 

and high openness to do so. Due to her background as a vet and being in charge 

of zoonoses in 28 municipalities, she had the scientific knowledge to understand 

the importance of dealing with the health risks. She also had interactive 

knowledge to approach the municipal health authorities to explain the project 

given that she worked together with them in the rabies and neuter and spay 

campaigns. She had the same amount and type of sufficient legal and political 

resources as the Liaison.  

The Chief of the Department for the Promotion of Health was convinced 

about having a regulation for San Andres for zoosanitary reasons and not 

because she cared about animal protection. She had specific and content 

driven objectives to achieve the first regulation of its type not only because of the 

health benefits; but also since it would be the first at a national level, and could 

also benefit the municipality’s importance. She then was the Director in the 

process and had low motivations for animals but strong to create the regulation.  

She had supportive cognitions with high understanding on who she 

needed to approach and convince about embarking on the project and high 

openness to work with the Liaison and other essential actors. She developed 

interactive knowledge to convince the Health Alderman in order to influence and 

convince the Mayor and Aldermen to approve the regulation. She also had 

sufficient legal and political resources given her strategic position and working 

relation with the municipal and state governments.  
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Once the project was accepted and approved by the municipal 

authorities, the state’s Institutional Liaison and the municipal Chief of Health 

needed the legal revision of the document to achieve its publication in the State’s 

Official Gazette. The Ministry of Interior assigned a Lawyer to become the legal 

advisor. He had the role of a Filter given that, it was under the ‘pressure’ of the 

Ministry that he had to advise the Liaison and the Chief. At first, he made it clear 

he was only doing it unwillingly, providing Promoter and Director only half an hour 

per week of legal advice. However, this changed as time progressed and the 

three of them had an amicable working relationship. The Filter had only global 

and process driven objectives since he was not interested in the outcome but in 

merely doing the job he was assigned for.  

He had negative low motivation towards the whole project at first but later 

medium motivation in helping revise the regulation. He also had supportive 

cognitions of scientific legal knowledge but at first low openness. As the working 

relationship progressed with the other actors, it changed to high openness. His 

legal resources were sufficient to help achieve the text of the regulation.  

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ process, can be labeled as ‘Cooperation’ due to the positive 

motivations from the formulators, that is the Promoters and Director. The initial 

negative motivations of the Filter, softened over time as he eventually aided in 

the process. There were sufficient cognitions (information) to know how to act. 

There was an overall balance of power among the Promoters, Director and Filter, 

as power remained latent while key motivations of the actors were sufficiently 

aligned. The assessment of the policy process in the formulation stage is shown at 

the end of this chapter in Table 4.4. 

 

4.4. Implementation Phase I: the first steps to publicize the only 
regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats in 
Mexico  
 

4.4.1. Implementing actors 
The Chief of Health was the main actor. She would give orders to the Canine 

Control Center (A-Center). 

 

4.4.2. August 2009 - February 2011 
San Andres Cholula was the first municipality to publish a regulation for the 

Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats. The Institutional Liaison gave talks to the 

Municipal Judge and Police on how to make the implementation happen. He 

emphasized on the importance of making the Canine Control Center (A-Center) 

personnel wear uniforms “and not just t-shirts and jeans […] as citizens then do not 

acknowledge their authority.”  

 After the first month of the publication of the regulation, the municipal 

government asked the Institutional Liaison to make a test for the municipal 

workers. The purpose was to know how much they understood of the animal 

regulation. According to the Institutional Liaison all failed the test. Some of the 

workers even mentioned that the regulation should be withdrawn as they 

predicted that it could be used for corruption. They mentioned that the person 

responsible for the A-Center could ask for the collection of fines for his or her own 
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benefit. According to the Institutional Liaison corruption was not viable. It would 

be the municipal judge to decide the sanction in case of infringement of the 

regulation, and the economic fine would be paid directly to the Municipal 

Treasury and not to the A-Center.  

The next step was to publicize the regulation among the citizens in San 

Andres. False news started to spread. In one of the local media, the Mayor was 

publicized as the ‘Dogs’ Mayor’ in a negative sense, and the regulation was 

mentioned as a strategy to tax dogs’ owners. This was mainly due because of the 

regulation’s name ‘responsible ownership’, which in Spanish is written as 

‘responsible tenancy’ (the same term is used when people own cars and must 

pay a yearly fee).  

The Chief of Health decided to organize the first Expo of Health and Animal 

Welfare, where ANGOs were invited. The main objective of the Expo was to 

sensitize and inform people about the regulation. The Chief developed three 

promotion and diffusion activities in the Expo to promote responsible ownership: 

a custom contest for kids, due to their close relation to companion animals. Also, 

at the expo the municipal government handed out free vaccination record-

cards so that families could keep record of the vaccines applied to the dogs and 

cats under their care. In these cards, the free neuter and spay surgeries offered in 

the A-Center were also promoted.  

The municipal government also started the installation of street signs 

showing the owners’ responsibilities. It also placed stickers on the trash bins 

located in the public places, in order to promote the regulation. Next to the bins, 

the government offered free recycled plastic bags for the citizens to grab to pick 

up their animals’ waste.  

The Chief also proposed a pilot project for an animal census. Each animal 

owner that received a vaccination record-card was also assigned an individual 

number. The animals were vaccinated and dewormed for free, and the animal’s 

record-card was stamped. The Chief of Health advised the people to take care 

of the animals’ record-card, because it was an important document.  

She mentioned that San Andres was the only municipality in Puebla which, 

until 2009, properly incinerated the animals’ corpses free of charge for the owners. 

The Health Department started to receive phone calls of animal related 

complaints in relation to the regulation. The Department started keeping a 

record, which included an individual number for each complaint, the date and 

time when it was made.  According to the Chief of Health, most of the complaints 

were about aggressive dogs that had bitten, they were then collected by the A-

Center and killed. If the complaint was about a roaming animal, the owner had 

only two ‘chances’ to stop leaving the animal roam alone on the street. The Chief 

of Health mentioned that at the third time, the animal was collected and taken 

to the A-Center and was killed, but this latter action was not told to the owners. 

The animals that were given in ‘donation’ to the A-Center were turned to 

an ANGO of a neighbor municipality, with which the Chief had made a verbal 

agreement. The problem was that the ANGO often ran out of space, because of 

their ‘no kill’ approach. Whenever the ANGO needed to put down an animal8 

that the A-Center had turned to them, the corpses were given to the A-Center 

for their incineration. According to the Chief of Health, this turned into an 

unsustainable agreement, at some point the ANGO would even deliver more 

corpses than the number of animals the A-Center had handed over. The A-Center 

                                                           
8 Mostly due to irreparable physical damage. 
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then decided that most animals should be killed instead of giving them to the 

ANGO. The Chief said that this fact was hidden from the owners because 

otherwise people would not have cooperated in giving away their animals.  

The resources like gauzes, syringes, and medication for the neutering and 

spaying campaigns were provided by the municipal government. But the 

veterinarians, were sent to the A-Center of San Andres by the Health Jurisdiction 

No. 5. The campaigns became popular because they were cost free for the 

population. However, if people needed the service at a different day than 

campaign-days, then they would have a cost, although low in comparison to the 

cost of a private animal clinic. 

The second Animal Expo took place at the end of 2009 when the rest of the 

street signs and trash bin stickers were placed on the main streets. That day there 

were also free neuter and spay surgeries. The animal owners received free animal 

waste scoopers. The state’s zoo participated, also a dogs’ beauty contest took 

place. The Chief of Heath mentioned that ANGOs were not welcome as they 

“wanted to take over the project.” She said that the municipal government was 

invited to present at the largest national veterinarians’ conference, since San 

Andres had the first regulation of its type in the country. 

The Chief of Health planned to make an animal clinic census and provide 

free rabies vaccines for dogs and ask the local veterinarians to perform the neuter 

and spay surgeries using the special fast-surgery technique used by the vets of 

the Health Jurisdiction. But only five vets were trained in the technique, so surgeries 

would not be possible. She also wanted to start making inspections to the illegal 

slaughterhouses that were clearly working under terrible conditions. She then 

wanted aid from the ANGOs. Both projects never started given the short time left 

of the municipal administration and the lack of a good relationship with the 

ANGOs. 

 

4.4.3. Résumé 
Within the first month after the regulation was published, the Institutional Liaison 

made a test to all of the municipal workers to know their level of awareness of the 

animal regulation. None passed the test, and, adding to this, a local media 

reported that the regulation was developed to tax dog owners and the Mayor 

was called the ‘Dog’s Mayor.’  

The Chief of Health decided to organize two Expos of Health and Welfare. 

Free neuter and spay surgeries, as well as free vaccination record-cards and 

animals’ waste scoopers were handed out to the citizens who attended the 

Expos. The municipal government installed street signs and stickers on the trash 

bins to promote the regulation, mostly showing the owners’ responsibility as 

established in the regulation. There was a children’s contest, and a dogs’ beauty 

contest.  

Some animals given in ‘donation’ to the A-Center were turned to an ANGO 

from a neighbor municipality, the rest were killed. The citizens’ complaints 

received after the regulation was created, remained mostly about aggressive 

and roaming animals. In case of the latter, the owners were given two chances 

to correct their behavior and if they did not do so, then the dogs were killed along 

with those that were reported as aggressive. The neuter and spay campaigns 

became popular among the population. When surgeries were performed outside 

the campaigns they were offered by the A-Center at a low cost.  
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San Andres had the first animal regulation of its type in the country. The 

municipal government was invited to give a talk at the largest national 

veterinarians’ conference.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the first 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 4.2. The Chief was the 

one that played a direct role and is labeled as the Director. The Director and the 

A-Center had interaction with the local population. However, it is not shown in the 

figure, because like in any implementation process, the local population is the 

target group, thus it does not present a source of variation.  

  

4.5. Analysis of the first implementation phase  
The A-Center collaborated for a few months with an ANGO to reduce the number 

of animals killed. The A-Center would give them the dogs and the ANGO would 

offer them for adoption. In return the ANGO would give them the corpses of dead 

dogs and the A-Center would send them to be incinerated free of charge for the 

ANGO. The relationship with the ANGO ended when the Chief of Health 

considered that it was an unequal relationship. According to her, the ANGO 

turned more corpses to the A-Center, than the A-Center would give them live 

animals.  

The analysis of the process concentrates on the Chief of Health that played 

the role of the Director as she was really the sole actor who played a direct role 

in the first phase of the implementation of the regulation. 

She developed diverse actions to promote the regulation and decided 

who to collaborate or stop collaborating with. She had the same type of specific 

and content driven objectives, her motivations increased from negative to 

positive, her cognitions and resources remained supportive and sufficient as in the 

previous phase. She had some interaction with other actors involved. Mainly with 

the Canine Control Center (A-Center) operators that basically just followed the 

Chief’s orders. The operators had the same function as before the regulation, to 

collect dogs that had bitten, that were roaming the streets or those that were 

given in ‘donation’ to the A-Center and proceeded to kill them.  

The actor characteristics of the Director are shown at the end of this 

chapter in Table 4.5. 

 

Figure 4.2 Interaction in the first phase of the implementation 
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4.6. Implementation, the second municipal administration: a 
welcomed humanitarian cage-trap method 
 

4.6.1. Implementing actors 
The A-Center was the only municipal governmental actor to try to enforce the 

regulation. There was collaboration with one ANGO.  

 

4.6.2. February 2011 – 2014  
The second municipal administration in charge of implementing the animal 

regulation entered office in February 2011. The Canine and Feline Welfare Center 

substituted the Canine Control Center (for practical matters it will continue to be 

called A-Center). Its renewed image and infrastructure was more attractive to 

the citizens. A new A-Center Director was appointed. He was a motivated vet 

who cared about animal protection and believed that “all animals have the right 

to live with welfare and free from mistreatment.” He therefore showed positive 

(high) motivations to implement the regulation.  

The personnel appointed to work in the A-Center, the operators, received 

training on the regulation from the Ministry of Health. Due to his own personal 

interest, the Director of the A-Center closely studied the regulation and tried to 

think of ways to implement it. He also trained the operators on the topic, they had 

to read it and learned how to enforce it in daily practice. Both the Director and 

operators then had supportive cognitions to know how to implement the 

regulation.  

According to the Director and operators, the A-Center lacked sufficient 

resources and personnel to fully operate and implement the regulation. The 

resources to operate the A-Center were provided by the municipal government. 

At times three ANGOs from neighboring municipalities helped with diapers 

needed for after the neuter and spay surgeries. These were used as mats to place 

the animals still numb due to the anesthesia.  

The State’s Institutional Liaison from the Ministry of Health and the 

veterinarian from the Health Jurisdiction No. 5, who participated in the creation 

of the regulation, mentioned that in the state of Puebla, as it is also explained in 

Chapter 39 it was common practice to assign underperforming workers from the 

Union to places most workers avoid. These include the cleaning staff or the 

Canine Control Centers. However, in San Andres, none of the operators from the 

A-Center belonged to the Workers’ Union, unlike in some other municipalities form 

Puebla that are part of this study. 

The operators mentioned that they tried to perform their job as best as 

possible with the resources available. For example, if they lacked the anesthetics 

needed for euthanasia, then they would not perform the killings. Electroshock to 

kill animals was no longer an option for the A-Center, unlike in previous 

administrations when it was still allowed. The operators said they would not even 

know how to apply the electroshock method.  

The two operators interviewed, started to work in the A-Center in 2013 and 

both of them reported that they liked their job. Both operators had positive (high) 

motivations towards animals. One of the operators mentioned that he cared 

about animal management because he was concerned about the bites from 

                                                           
9 The introduction to the top-down cases of the state of Puebla. 
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dogs to humans. The other operator cared about animal protection. Since he had 

started working in the A-Center, he became aware of animal mistreatment cases 

and developed empathy for animals. He oversaw leaving the legal notifications 

when there were violations of the regulation. He was also in charge of the animal 

awareness talks in schools, hence became the education-operator.  

The operators’ tasks were also to administer vaccines, receive animals in 

‘donation’, pick up the dead animals from the streets, follow up on the aggression 

complaints and aid the Director in the surgeries. In 2014, the education-operator 

said that he visited all the schools from elementary up to high school that were 

located in the main square of the municipality and gave awareness talks. In each 

talk, he would give a copy of the animal regulation.  

He also gave awareness chats to the adults that visited the A-Center to 

pick up the animals that the Center had collected. He visited auxiliary boards that 

belong to the municipality of San Andres to give talks in the schools. He 

collaborated with the people that were promoting the prevention of violence by 

and against animals in their community. The animal awareness talks consisted of 

explaining the importance of neuter and spay surgeries, the meaning of rabies 

vaccine shots and on why animals should be kept in houses. 

The citizens welcomed most of the activities done by the A-Center but 

when the staff of the center needed to capture animals, many people opposed 

this. The operators said that sometimes animals reacted aggressively. For instance, 

they would bite the ropes used to catch them and their gums would bleed, which 

was frowned upon by the citizens. When the animals were placed in the truck, 

three or four people would step out of their houses. They would surround the A-

Center’s truck, would claim the dog was theirs and they would demand the 

operators to bring the animal down the truck.  

According to the operators, the most common complaints that the A-

Center received and that were dealt according to the regulation, were about 

animal mistreatment, animal aggressions, roaming packs and abandoned dogs. 

However, the A-Center operators prioritized complaints related to animal 

aggressions, since they had to make sure the dog did not have rabies. 

The Director of the A-Center mentioned that even though the complaints 

were dealt with in accordance to the regulation, most people did not offer any 

proof of the situation they witnessed (mistreatment, abandonment, etc.). 

Nevertheless, the A-Center responded to all complaints. These were made 

directly in the A-Center in person or by phone. The people needed to explain 

what the complaint was about. The operators or the Director would record the 

date, name, address and phone number of the complainant. They also had to 

provide the contact details of the people they were making the complaint 

against. Each complaint was dealt with anonymously, which meant that the 

people at fault were not given the contact details of whoever made the 

complaint. 

When the workers investigated the reports, they used a legal document to 

be able to write down what they observed in the inspection. First, they checked 

if the animal was vaccinated, and, if the animal was sick, they checked whether 

it was receiving the proper medication. Then they would report back to the A-

Center’s Director. He assessed the situation and gave the people some days to 

correct their fault.  

The operators would go back to the house and if the situation was not 

corrected, then the Director would give them two options. First a fine from 100 to 

200 minimum daily wages, which consisted of a lot of money, from around 324 
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euros to the double. Or the second option to correct the fault. The people could 

go to the Municipal Legal Department to try to contest the fine, but most of them, 

would then correct the situation for the animals.  

The Director mentioned that in a case of a pet store, the business also 

immediately mended the situation. He mentioned that it was challenging to 

convince the Municipal Legal Department to participate, because there was a 

lack of agreement with the municipal government rules. In one case, he made a 

first, second and third notice to the people that had a dog in a very bad shape. 

But the owners just mocked him, and since the Legal Department was not willing 

to work with the regulation, then nothing could be done in benefit of the animal. 

The Director of the A-Center claimed he had done everything he could to 

enforce the regulation, but there was only so much he could do. At times the 

Police would escort the A-Center operators during inspections in private homes. 

However, the Police did not help to enforce the regulation. The Director said that 

one-time people started throwing rocks at him and the Police officer remained 

passive, just watching.  

The operators also mentioned that when the population wanted to 

violently confront them, the A-Center would call the Police. Sometimes they 

received a backup from the Police, but sometimes the help was delayed. The 

policemen mentioned to the A-Center workers, that because people in the area 

knew them and sometimes were acquainted to them, then they could not 

morally act against the people.  

The Director said that even though in the regulation it is written that the A-

Center could ask for help from the State’s Police, when he had requested for it, 

they just ignored him. He asked the people who were making the complaints to 

go to the Municipal Legal Department and ask them to be heard and to follow 

up on the complaint. But people would also just ignore the Director and leave the 

situation solely in his hands. 

Up to 2015 the A-Center had two volunteers that only received voluntary 

tips from the people for the big vaccination campaigns that took place twice a 

year. The Director said that despite the lack of promotion of the regulation, he 

considered that these campaigns had helped in the protection of dogs and cats 

and that they helped dissuade animal mistreatment.  

He said that the A-Center had a good relationship with the ANGOs. The A-

Center promoted the talks and workshops that the ANGOs hosted in different 

schools. However, the Director was careful about letting the ANGOs play an 

important role, because he said, then they would want to take over directing how 

the A-Center should enforce the regulation. 

The A-Center received aid from the State’s Ministry of Health for the free 

neuter and spay campaigns offered to the people from the municipality. The 

surgeries only had an economic cost for the citizens when they were performed 

outside the campaigns. On Mondays and Fridays, the A-Center offered low-cost 

surgeries, of 250 pesos, around 12 euros. Which was less than four minimum wages. 

The cost was also very inferior to what the surgery would have cost in a private 

clinic, around 1,000 pesos, approximately 50 euros. The people had to pay the 

fee directly at the municipality’s Treasury Department and later take the receipt 

to the Director in the A-Center. This avoided any type of corruption. 

The Director mentioned that the people were becoming more aware of 

the existence of the regulation. Whenever dogs and cats were picked up from 

the streets and placed in the A-Center, more citizens visited the Center to pay the 

fine, for example for letting their animals roam free, and would later take them 
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back to their houses. Citizens also started to complain when guide dogs for the 

blind were not allowed to enter places.  

On the topic of adoption, the A-Center did not give animals for adoption. 

They had an agreement with an ANGO. The A-Center turned the dogs to the 

ANGO and they would offer them for adoption. All of the animals given to the 

ANGO were previously neutered or spayed and properly vaccinated against 

rabies. At times, when the ANGO, The Flee (La Pulga) would host neuter and spay 

campaigns. The A-Center would give them supplies and The Flee would report 

the number of surgeries performed so that the A-Center could count them as their 

own. 

The Director implemented a humanitarian cage-trap for the dogs. The trap 

worked by enticing the dog with food. The animal would voluntarily get into the 

cage and once the dog started to eat, the trap would automatically close. The 

cage-trap was welcomed by the society and the ANGOs. It avoided using a lasso 

to try to catch the animals and make a disturbing scene. Using a lasso was not 

good for the dogs and it was not accepted by the people - many times the dogs 

would get scared and react aggressively, turning the catching process into a 

shocking spectacle which made people upset.  

With the humanitarian cage-traps the people would pass by the cages, 

they could recognize the dogs and tell the dogs’ families where their animal was. 

This method, although not established in the regulation, was effective for the 

Center. The Director mentioned that before the traps, the percentage of animals 

that were collected by the owners in the A-Center was only 1% but when the traps 

were introduced, the percentage of animals collected increased to 10%.  

To be able to get their animals back from the A-Center, the citizens would 

have to pay a fine. However, if the animal was neutered or spayed before being 

caught, they would get 50% off. If the animal was not ‘fixed’ but the owner 

allowed the Director to perform the surgery, then they would also obtain 50% 

reduction of the fine. In addition, if the owners had the animals’ vaccine records 

up to date, the fine was condoned. 

The humanitarian traps positively changed the A-Center’s image. It made 

citizens less likely to chase after the Center’s officials and made them more willing 

to visit or call the A-Center. In the A-Center, the animals were sheltered under a 

roof, and they had access to food and fresh water every day. Despite the better 

image the A-Center achieved, the Director said that most people preferred to 

leave the animals in the Center to be killed rather than to pay the corresponding 

fine or get them ‘fixed.’  

In case the people did not have the money for the fine, he would tell them 

to go to the streets and pick up one kg of poop, that their fine would be 

condoned and that they would be able to take their dog with them. In all of those 

cases, the animals’ owners would not return for their animals. The A-Center had 

to put them down. Nevertheless, he had seen more citizens walking their dogs 

with a leash and carrying plastic bags to clean up after them. He believed this 

was due to the existence of the regulation. 

The Director reported that spays, neuters and vaccine shots increased 

considerably in comparison with the previous A-Center’s administration. In 2014 

the A-Center achieved the goals envisioned in terms of surgeries and rabies shots. 

The operators mentioned that they noticed a rise in the complaints concerning 

animal mistreatment and aggressions and a decrease in roaming animals due to 

the traps.  
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The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 4.3. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Directors, those that were part of the process but did 

not participate directly in the implementation are identified as other actors. The 

Directors interacted with the local population. 

4.6.3. Résumé 
The Director and the operators received training on the regulation. However, they 

also taught themselves the best activities to try to enforce it. The Director 

developed humanitarian cage-traps to capture roaming animals and avoided 

using the lasso technique which was traumatic for both the animals and the 

people witnessing it. The traps were welcomed by the society and ANGOs, the 

citizens were more willing to approach the A-Center.  

Despite the lack of full enforcement of the regulation, the Director 

considered that the regulation had helped animal protection and had dissuaded 

animal mistreatment up to some point. The goals established for the number of 

surgeries and vaccine shots were reached by the A-Center. The A-Center had a 

good collaborative relation with some ANGOs in terms of adoptions and neuter 

and spay surgeries. 

The A-Center also responded to all of the complaints the best they could 

without the participation of the Municipal Legal Department, since they refused 

to participate. The Legal Department argued that some other municipal rules and 

the regulation itself were not in accordance with each other, though the 

Department did not mention to the Director which other rules, or how they were 

opposing or not in accordance with each other. The Director believed that the 

Legal Department did not want to learn how to enforce the regulation.  

 

4.7. Analysis of the second implementation phase 
In the second municipal administration the Director of the A-Center and the A-

Center operators made a positive difference for animals in San Andres. The 

innovative-humanitarian cage traps that the Director created were welcomed 

by the society who then favored the work of the A-Center. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the second phase of the implementation of the 

regulation.  

Figure 4.3 Interaction in the second phase of the implementation 
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The Director of the A-Center liked animals and cared not only about the 

health problem due to the overpopulation and rabies cases. He also cared about 

ensuring their protection. He played the role of a Director, he had specific and 

content driven objectives to enforce the regulation and even go beyond it. He 

had positive (high) motivations both towards animals and towards the 

implementation of the regulation. Because of his background as a vet, and his 

openness to learn how to best implement the regulation, he had supportive 

cognitions of scientific and interactive knowledge. Since he also had a good 

relationship with some ANGOs and with the Health Jurisdiction. 

He mentioned that even though the A-Center lacked human capital, 

economic resources, as well as the willingness from other municipal authorities 

(the Police and the Legal Department) to work together for the correct 

implementation of the regulation, he was able to work well with the A-Center 

operators and could say that the regulation was having a positive impact on the 

citizens. Given his position in the A-Center he was able to petition for the 

economic resources to build the humanitarian cage-traps. The regulation 

appointed him with legal resources, and because of relationship with the ANGOS 

he also had political resources. His resources were sufficient to implement the 

regulation. 

The A-Center operators who also played the role as Directors, had specific 

and content driven objectives to aid the Director in the implementation of the 

regulation. Both liked animals and were aware of the mistreatment they faced. 

They had positive (high) motivations. Since they received training by the state’s 

health authorities and by the A-Center Director, they also developed supportive 

cognitions to understand how they should act and had high openness to learn 

further. They claimed to lack resources, but the ones they had of legal nature 

were sufficient to achieve some of the regulation’s enforcement. 

The nature of the interaction in terms of the ‘likelihood of implementation 

of the regulation’ could be labeled as ‘Active constructive cooperation’ because 

of the positive motivations of the actors involved. There were sufficient cognitions 

(information) on how to act. The actors gained with an appropriate application 

of the regulation. There was a balance of power among the Directors, all part of 

the A-Center. The assessment of the policy process in the second phase of 

implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 4.6.  

 

4.8. Implementation, the third municipal administration, an 
increase in the animals’ surgeries and rabies shots 
 

4.8.1. Implementing actors 
The Director and operators of the A-Center remained as the main actors to 

continue with the implementation of the animal regulation. 

4.8.2. 2014 – January 2015 
A new municipal administration entered office in 2014. The government was no 

longer willing (up to January 2015, when intensive data-collection stopped in this 

case) to provide the economic resources needed for the humanitarian traps, as 

the animal topic was not perceived as a priority. However, the Director of the A-

Center saw that people were having a better response when the traps were 
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installed. According to him, the people constantly asked him when will the traps 

be installed again. He continued to petition for them. 

In the Director’s point of view, because the A-Center lacked a humane 

way to trap animals, it was unavoidable to stop collecting them from the streets. 

Which undoubtedly increased the roaming animal population. The only dogs that 

were in the A-Center were the ones given in ‘donation’ by their owners. 

The fines the A-Center collected were mostly related to aggressive dogs. 

The reports were mostly of roaming dogs on the streets, that had increased in 

comparison to the former administration. The A-Center continued to provide 

education talks related to the responsible ownership of companion animals. The 

operators mentioned that there were still some people who believed that if 

animals were vaccinated, they would die. Others mistakenly believed that if their 

pets had already been neutered or spayed then they would be allowed to roam 

around the streets.  

For the Director the regulation has not lost importance despite the lack of 

advertising, which had ceased since two municipal administrations ago. He said 

that even though for every 10 citizens, only one knew about the existence of the 

regulation, people were becoming more knowledgeable on how to make a 

complaint. He did not foresee failure for the regulation as there were many 

animals and the topic will always need attention.  

For the Director, the regulation was the main tool for the protection of dogs 

and cats, and he did not see that future administrations would abolish it, perhaps 

they would only make changes to it. He would have liked to make changes in the 

regulation. Nevertheless, the municipal government did not approve of them. He 

wanted to add an annual tax for people who owned cats and dogs that had not 

been neutered or spayed. The regulation should also include the benefits in the 

prevention and in the decrease of cancer for a ‘fixed’ animal.  

The Director stated that when the surgery is done “before the first [animals’] 

heat the chances for cancer are only of 0.5%, before the second it increases up 

to 14% and after it rises up to 50%.” For him the ideal age to perform the surgery is 

between four to six months’ old. He would also add in the regulation a dog 

insurance for the owners who have aggressive or potentially aggressive dogs. If 

the animals attacked, then the insurance would cover the cost of the injuries 

done to people. He knew of a case where a dog bit a month-old baby on the 

leg and the child was no longer going to be able to walk. But nothing was done 

about the case.  

He would also add that the people who owned such type of ‘aggressive’ 

animals, would have to request a permit from the Municipal Civil Protection 

Department. In it, it should be stated that the owner is fit to look after a potentially 

aggressive animal. In the Article 17 of the regulation, it is stated that people can 

own as many animals as they please according to the space available for them. 

He would add that they should also have a fence or an element of containment. 

Without it, people should not be allowed to own animals. 

The Director mentioned that since the creation of the regulation in 2009 

there was the beneficial shift from a Canine Control Center to a Canine and 

Feline Welfare Center (A-Center). The A-Center now had to report directly to the 

Municipal Control Department and the State’s Ministry of Health, this increased 

accountability and the surgeries and rabies shots successfully increased.  

In 2014 he reported almost 2,000 surgeries. Up from 1,300 registered in 2013. 

An important increase was also observed in the number of vaccinations. He had 

an average of 8,000 in 2012 and 2013, while he reported more than 22,000 in 2014. 
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Some other useful indicators to measure if the regulation was giving positive results 

could be to observe fewer roaming packs, less births, more ‘fixed’ animals in 

comparison to the number of the dog population (some 30,000), though these 

were not observable for the reports in 2014. He said he could also measure the 

average of any action against the number of the population. By 2015 he 

mentioned that there was one dog per every three and a half inhabitants. 

For the Director, all of society had to participate in complying with the 

duties established in the regulation, since ultimately it is a social problem. He 

observed that in comparison with the past municipal administration, there had 

been less complaints of all types. For him, one for the biggest impediments for the 

implementation of the regulation was people’s idiosyncrasy, “they say they feel 

bad, they mention, if you take the animals [to the A-Center], you’ll kill it. [People 

say] I rather have it alive without food or sick. But when [the dogs] eat the chickens 

[out of hunger], then we [the A-Center] get the call [to collect and kill the 

animal].”  

The education-operator would have liked to give an incentive to people 

who did the right thing “give them a wristband with the words ‘I am for neuter 

and spay’, or a sticker ‘I am a responsible animal owner, I am for neuter and spay.’ 

Or lollipops with similar words.” 

One of the operators mentioned that the most important action to achieve 

animal protection would be to not let animals out of the houses. For the 

education-operator it would be if people became aware of the responsibility of 

having an animal. For the Director, it would be to work on peoples’ awareness 

and “promote human development with quality, starting at childhood up to 

adulthood.” The operators concluded that they tried to show and communicate 

to the people that the A-Center is not a filthy place. They tried to keep it clean 

and under health measures, that their job is one of dignity. They wanted people 

to know they are there to serve them and that their job aids for building a healthy 

social environment.  

The Director concluded stating that “the level of animal mistreatment is 

proportional to the society’s education.” He also mentioned that San Andres set 

the example for other municipalities to follow, as the municipality was the first to 

have a regulation for dogs and cats. 

 

4.8.3. Résumé 
The A-Center Director and operators observed that the indicators, such as the 

considerable increase of rabies shots applied and the big increase of neuter and 

spay surgeries, showed that the regulation was giving positive outcomes. These 

indicators were boosted substantially in comparison to the previous year. 

However, the municipal administration no longer provided the money needed for 

the humanitarian traps, since they did not view the topic as a priority, which was 

a setback for the implementation and increased the number of stray animal 

population.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the third 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 4.4. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Directors. They had interaction with the local 

population.  
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4.9. Analysis of the second implementation phase, the third 
municipal administration 
In the third implementation phase, some implementation of the regulation 

continued, even though some resources diminished they were still sufficient, the 

fact that the A-Center Director and Operators remained in their job, allowed for 

continuity. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the third phase of the implementation of the 

regulation.  

The Director of the A-Center remained with the same specific and content 

driven objectives to enforce the regulation and with the same role as the Director 

in the process. He also had the same positive (high) motivations and supportive 

cognitions as in the previous phase. His resources diminished and in his point of 

view were a setback for the enforcement of the regulation in comparison to the 

previous phase of the process, given that the municipal government did want to 

provide the money for the humanitarian traps. However, his legal resources were 

still sufficient.  

The A-Center operators, who also remained as Directors, had the same 

specific and content driven objectives and continued to aid the Director in the 

implementation of the regulation. Both remained with positive (high) motivations, 

supportive cognitions and they felt their resources also diminished in comparison 

to the previous phase, but still sufficient. 

The nature of the interaction in terms of the ‘likelihood of implementation 

of the regulation’ the process can likewise be labeled as in the previous phase, 

one of ‘Active constructive cooperation’ because of the positive motivations of 

the actors involved. The sufficient cognitions (information) on how to act, and 

there was a balance of power among the Directors, who remained as the main 

actors and part of the A-Center as in the previous phase. The assessment of the 

policy process in the third phase of implementation is shown at the end of this 

chapter in Table 4.7.  

 

4.10. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments  
The first municipality to have a regulation for the Responsible Ownership of 
Dogs and Cats in Mexico  
San Andres was the first municipality in the state of Puebla and in Mexico to have 

a regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats. The creation of the 

regulation and the strategies that followed it, were applauded by the national 

Figure 4.4 Interaction in the third phase of the implementation 
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veterinarians’ association. The association invited the municipality to give a talk in 

their annual conference.  

The regulation was created by the State’s Ministry of Health authorities. The 

objective was to tackle the health problem that zoonoses posed to the human 

population, mostly rabies. The Ministry of Health did not want to try to deal with 

the problem alone and wanted to involve the municipalities.  

San Andres was the first municipality to believe in the project, and together 

with the state’s authorities worked to achieve the regulation. Since San Andres is 

one of the wealthiest municipalities in the state, once the regulation was 

published, the municipal government assigned money for its promotion. This 

included animal expo awareness events, free copies of the regulation for the 

citizens, stickers, doggie-waste bags available by the trash bins in the public 

places, etc. 

The resources provided to manage animals were also important. The 

municipality renewed its Animal Center, it had a full-time veterinarian as the 

Director and at least two A-Center operators to aid the Director. One of the 

operators was assigned to give animal awareness talks in the schools. For three 

years, during one municipal administration, the Director had the resources to 

create and install humane animal traps. These type or resources were not 

common in the other municipalities that are part of this study. 

The outcome in San Andres for creation of the animal regulation turned out 

to reach a degree of success for the society and for animals. For instance, despite 

lack of much formal enforcement, the presence of the regulation is indeed seen 

as a support in the back by the ANGOs and helpful for their activities. The 

municipality also set a good example for the rest of the six municipalities that 

created animal regulations from 2009 to 2013. 

The actors directly involved in the process of creation of the animal 

regulation for San Andres, had mix motivations from positive to negative for 

animals as such, but most of them had strong motivations to create the first dog-

cat regulation of its type. The actors involved in the implementation phases had 

mostly high motivations towards animals and towards the enforcement of the 

regulation. 

 All the actors also reported positive frames of reference, their cognitions 

were also supportive with high understanding on what to do and openness to 

learn further in the process. More than half of them had previous experience in 

working directly with animals. The main limitations were in terms of resources to 

develop more strategies in favor of animals, punish animal mistreatment and 

collect fines.  

  

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period  
In 2020 the A-Center continued to operate and has a webpage10, that is helpful 

to promote the article 94 of the State’s Animal Protection Law for citizens to know 

how to make animal mistreatment complaints. It shows the phone number for 

legal advice on how to do make a complaint. The website also shows the address 

and phone numbers of the A-Center. It promotes the importance of the neuter 

and spay surgeries. 

                                                           
10http://www.findglocal.com/MX/San-Andrés-Cholula/105238460868515/Instituto-de-Bienestar-

Animal  
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The website also shows a case where the A-Center collaborated with the 

State’s Environmental Department to improve a dog’s living situation, it does not 

however state where the dog was. It also promotes the right way to wash the 

dogs and cats’ paws due to the COVID-19 pandemic. It states the use of 

antibacterial gel and alcohol can affect the animals’ paws and their nostrils. In 

general, one can state that the animal topic is still alive in the municipality; and 

that the animal regulation in 2009 helped change the view of citizens towards 

animals.  
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Analysis of the creation of the first regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats (2008 - 2009)

Actors
Roles, not 

hierarchical 
Objectives: global or 

specific 
Objectives: content or 

process
Motivations Cognitions Resources Power

Type of interaction: likelihood of 
establishing the regulation

Institutional Liasion 
Officer of the State’s 
Coordination of 
Zoonoses

Promoter Specific Content 

[2] Positive. Medium on animal protection (he likes animals 
since he was a child and perceives as positive any activities  that 
promote their welfare. But does not actively or openly seek 
animal protection). High on the creation of the regulation 
(assigned to him to develop a zoosanitary project). High in 
convincing municipalities for the creation of the regulation. 
Willing to work with this first municipality to create a pilot 
regulation and a guide. To convince the municipal authorities 
and the State's Ministry of Interior of the importance of the 
regulation.  Positive self-effectiveness assessment on the basis 
of positive skills and performance means. 

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high openness. 
Positive: Frames. Knew about the animal topic and willing to 
research more on it. Scientific and interactive knowledge. 
Interpretation: The objective for creating a regulation was not 
for the protection of animals, it was the State's Ministry of 
Health which wanted municipalities to tackle their zoonoses 
problem and not leave all the dog and cat overpopulation 
problems for the state to resolve. The regulation was designed 
as a document that could create long time lasting policies by the 
municipalities. 

[3] Sufficient.
Political, Legal. Own 
and easily 
accessible 
resources sufficient 
for intended action.

Power is 
balanced among 
the Promoters, 
Director and the 
Filter.

Cooperation. Due to the positive 
motivations from the Promoters and 
Director, the neutral ones from the 
Filter. The sufficient information to 
know how to act.

Veterinarian in charge 
of Zoonoses from the 
Health Jurisdiction No. 
5 

Promoter Specific Content 

[-1] Negative. Low on animal protection (animals should be 
controlled to avoid zoonoses). Strong on the creation of the 
regulation (out of health concern). Positive self-effectiveness 
assessment on the basis of positive skills and performance 
means. 

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high openness. 
Positive: Frames. Understood the animal topic. Scientific and 
interactive knowledge given her backgournd as a vet and the 
close working relationship with the municipalities. 
Interpretation: The State's Ministry of Health wanted 
municipalities to tackle their zoonoses problem and not leave all 
the dog and cat overpopulation problems for the state to 
resolve.

[3] Sufficient.
Political, Legal. Own 
and easily 
accessible 
resources sufficient 
for intended action.

Municipal Chief of the 
Department for the 
Promotion of Health

Director Specific Content 

[-1] Negative. Low on animal protection (does not care about 
animals). Strong on the creation of the regulation (out of 
personal interest). The regulation would place her, the mayor 
and the rest of the government in a recognized position, as San 
Andres would be the first municipality to have that type of 
regulation). Positive self-effectiveness assessment on the basis 
of positive skills and performance. 

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high openness. 
Neutral and later Positive: Frames. Did not know about animal 
policies. But visualized the positive impact the regulation could 
bring to the municipality and was willing to learn. Interactive 
knowledge given her position in the municipality and the 
working relationship with the state's actors. Interpretation: The 
regulation was in the state's interest, but the municipality could 
also benefit. It does not matter to think about the future 
administrations, the municipality could benefit in the short term 
from the regulation.

[3] Sufficient.
Political, Legal. Own 
and easily 
accessible 
resources sufficient 
for intended action.

Analyst lawyer from 
legal affairs from the 
Ministry of Interior

Filter Global Process

[-1] Negative. Low on animal protection (animals are irrelevant). 
Medium then Strong on the creation of the regulation, at first, 
he was not convinced about the regulation, but due to pressure
from the Ministry and the working relationship with the Liaison 
and the Chief of Health, he was willing to aid by advising on the 
legal requirements of the regulation and avoid legal 
discrepancies with other legislations. Positive self-effectiveness 
assessment on the basis of positive skills and performance 
means. 

[3] Supportive. High understanding and at first low openness 
that later changed to high openness. Negative that changed to 
Positive: Frames. The animal topic was not important. But 
possessed scientific knowledge in relation to the legal 
background. Interpretation: There is no need for that type of 
1st world regulation in a country like Mexico.

[3] Sufficient.
Political. Own and 
easily accessible 
resources sufficient 
for intended action.

Table 4.4 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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Analysis of the implementation of the regulation, the first municipal administration for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats  (August 2009 - February 2011)

Actors
Roles, not 

hierarchical 
Objectives: general or 

specific 
Objectives: content or 

process
Motivations Cognitions Resources 

Municipal Chief of the 
Department for the 
Promotion of Health

Director Specific Content

[2] Positive. Medium on animal 
protection. High in publicizing the 
regulation to the society. Positive 
self-effectiveness assessment on the 
basis of positive skills and 
performance. 

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high 
openness. Neutral and later Positive: Frames.
Interpretation: It was also important to approach 
animal NGOs (ANGOs) but only as peripherial 
actors and do not let them take the control and 
ceased their participation if they wanted to lead 
the implementation.

[3] Sufficient.
Political. Own and 
easily accessible 
resources sufficient 
for intended 
action.

Table 4.5 Assessment of the policy process in the first phase of implementation 
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Analysis of the implementation, the second municipal administration (February 2011 - 2014)

Actors
Roles, not 

hierarchical 
Objectives: global or 

specific 

Objectives: 
content or 

process
Motivations Cognitions Resources Power

Type of interaction: likelihood of 
implementation of the regulation

Director of the 
Canine and Feline 
Welfare Center 

Director Specific Content

[3] High on animal protection (because all animals 
should possess welfare and not suffer 
mistreatment). High on the implementation of the 
regulation.  Positive self-effectiveness assessment 
on the basis of positive skills and performance 
means.

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high 
openness. Positive: Frames. Understood the animal 
topic. Scientific and interactive knowledge. Look for 
humane methods to catch animals, and with that 
according to him, gain the sympathy from the society. 
Interpretation: The traps were making society more 
sympathetic to the A-Center's job, which was good, 
since it was a service for the society.

[3] Sufficient. Legal, 
Political, Economic. 
Own and easily 
accessible resources 
sufficient for intended 
action.

Power is 
balanced 
among the 
Directors.

Active constructive cooperation. Given 
the positive motivations and supportive 
cognitions from the actors directly 
involved in the process.

Operators of the 
Canine and Feline 
Welfare Center 

Directors Specific Content

[3] High on animal protection (they cared about 
animals). High on the implementation of the 
regulation.  Positive self-effectiveness assessment 
on the basis of positive skills and performance 
means.

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high 
openness. Positive: Frames. To learn ow to implement 
the regulation.  Interpretation: The society was 
becoming more aware.

[2] Sufficient. Legal. 
Most essential and 
easily accessible 
resources for intended 
action.

Table 4.6 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation 
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Analysis of the implementation, the third municipal administration in the implementation the regulation (2014 - January 2015)

Actors
Roles, not 

hierarchical 
Objectives: global or 

specific 
Objectives: content or 

process
Motivations Cognitions Resources Power

Type of interaction: likelihood of 
implementation of the regulation

Director of the 
Canine and Feline 
Welfare Center 

Director Specific Content

[3] High on animal protection. High on 
the implementation of the regulation. 
These remained the same as in the 
previous phase. Positive self-
effectiveness assessment on the basis 
of positive skills and performance 
means. 

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high 
openness. Positive: Frames. Same as in the previous 
phase. Interpretation: San Andres set the example for 
other municipalities to follow. The regulation has not 
been fully implemented regarding fines for 
mistreatment, but it is slowly achieving its objectives 
of making citizens aware of the existence of the 
regulation.  

[1] Sufficient. Legal. 
Some essential 
resources for intended 
action are only 
accessible from other 
actors. 

Power is 
balanced 
among the 
Directors.

Active constructive cooperation. Given 
the positive motivations supportive 
cognitions from the actors directly 
involved in the process.

Operators of the 
Canine and Feline 
Welfare Center 

Directors Specific Content

[3] High on animal protection. High on 
the implementation of the regulation. 
These remained the same as in the 
previous phase. Positive self-
effectiveness assessment on the basis 
of positive skills and performance 
means. 

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high 
openness. Positive: Frames. Same as in the previous 
phase. Interpretation: The regulation is working. They 
are doing the best they can with the resources 
assigned.

[1] Sufficient. Legal. 
Some essential 
resources for intended 
action are only 
accessible from other 
actors. 

Table 4.7 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation, the third municipal administration 
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Chapter 5:  The 2nd regulation for the Responsible 
Ownership of Dogs and Cats  

5.1 Introduction: The story of San Pedro Cholula, the strong lobby 
and work of an animal organization 

 
Interview with the Alderman of Sports and Social Development: “animals are 

victims of abuse under the argument of tradition. For example, people do 

not feed them [dogs] because then they become aggressive and are 

therefore better house guardians. People leave them abandoned on their 

rooftops or they keep them chained, both in the rural as in the urban areas, 

because that is a general practice that proves the lack of mindfulness.”  

 
This is the story of the second regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs 

and Cats in the state of Puebla. Out of the seven regulations from Puebla that 

are part of this study, in San Pedro it was the most welcomed at the creation 

phase. It even had the support from the Mayor, a situation that did not happen 

in any other of the six cases. 

‘Leaving a Print Foundation’ (DH), was the only animal non-governmental 

organization (ANGO) of San Pedro. It had collaborated since 2008 with the 

State’s Ministry of Health through its Health Jurisdiction, and with the municipal 

government in the neuter and spay surgeries of dogs and cats. Once DH found 

out about San Andres’ animal regulation (Chapter 4), it lobbied to achieve a 

regulation for San Pedro. 

The text of the regulation approved in San Andres, which was the same 

text that the state’s authorities were promoting for the rest of the municipalities, 

was mostly focused on human welfare. However, DH saw it as a step towards 

achieving beneficial actions for animal welfare in the near future. 

The policy process was divided in three phases. One in the policy 

formulation stage, and two in the implementation stage. The policy phases were 

shaped by course-changing events and the transition from one municipal 

administration to the next.  

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors could be divided into two 

groups. Those involved in the creation, that widely welcomed the regulation, with 

the exception of one; and those in charge of the implementation that were 

mostly opposed to it.  

The groups of actors in the creation and implementation had mixed 

motivations towards the regulation, positive during the creation but medium and 

negative low during the implementation. They also had mixed cognitions. These 

were supportive with high understanding on what to do and high openness to 

learn further from the creators. But unsupportive mostly with low openness and 

low understanding from the implementers. In the creation there were sufficient 

resources to achieve the regulation. In the implementation there was lack of 

resources. 

In terms of the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ the resulting 

situation was one of ‘Active cooperation.’ Once the regulation was created, the 

‘likelihood of implementation of the regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Symbolic 

learning’ and at a later stage of no implementation. 

The animal activists were hindered to collaborate further with the A-Center 
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by the municipal administration since 2014. The ANGO DH shifted its work and 

efforts to the state’s capital, where together with other ANGOs and activists has 

achieved legislation and policies beneficial for animals. 

San Pedro has up to 2020 not developed any actions to promote animal 

protection and does not work with any animal activist. 

 
Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017a) 

San Pedro Cholula is home to the biggest pyramid in the world in its base (H. 

Ayuntamiento, 2018 - 2021). On top of the pyramid there is a catholic church, and 

behind them an active volcano, this scenery attracts tourists from all over the 

world. San Pedro is a mix of indigenous heritage and novo-Hispanic culture, it has 

37 churches, which is considered a large amount for the relatively small size of the 

municipality. When the Spanish discovered San Pedro, they saw so many temples 

that they imagined they could pray in a different temple all year round 

(Secretaria de Turismo, 2014). San Pedro is the sixth most visited Magical Town in 

Mexico (Mena, 2018). It is subdivided into 13 auxiliary boards11  and 18 localities . 

 

                                                           
11 These are community-like geographical areas, that the municipalities create, to divide its 

territory into different areas. The ‘auxiliary boards’ have their own Auxiliary President, which plays 

the role of the Mayor, within that given geographical area.  

Approval October 2, 2009

Publication May 28, 2010

Entering into 

force 
May 29, 2010

San Pedro creation of the 

regulation dates of:

2008 - 2011
1st From May 29, 2010 until 

February 2011

2011 - 2014 2nd

2014 - 2018 3rd

San Pedro implementation of the regulation 

under the municipal administrations :

Table 5.1 Dates of the formulation Table 5.2 Dates of the implementation 

Table 5.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 



Chapter 5                                                         Puebla: San Pedro, 2nd top-down case 

88 

 

5.2. The creation of the regulation, the close collaboration of the 
local animal NGO (ANGO) with state and municipal authorities 
  
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through thirteen semi-structured interviews. After the interviews, 

whenever the interviewees had other comments or I had further questions on the 

information given, we exchanged follow-up messages through Twitter, What’s 

App messages or phone calls. Lastly, there was a review of online sites and online 

newspapers.  

 

5.2.2. Formulating actors 
The actors involved in the creation of the regulation were the Health authorities 

from the state government through the Institutional Liaison Officer of the State’s 

Coordination of Zoonoses. The veterinarian in charge of Zoonoses from the Health 

Jurisdiction Number 5. San Pedro’s Mayor, the two Governing, Justice and Public 

Safety Alderwomen (the first was removed by the end of 2009 and the second 

entered in office right after). The Health and Public Assistance Alderman (HP 

Alderman), the Sports and Social Development Alderman (SSD Alderman) and a 

local ANGO ‘Foundation Leaving a Print’ (DH) 12.  

 

5.2.3. 2009 – May 2010 
The purpose for the creation of the regulation in San Pedro Cholula was the same 

as in the neighboring municipality of San Andres Cholula, to diminish human 

health risks due to the overpopulation of dogs and cats. 

 The ANGO DH had a close working relationship since 2008 with San Pedro’s 

municipal government and the state’s Ministry of Health through its Zoonoses Area 

to aid in the neuter and spay campaigns (Contreras, 2008). The objective was to 

achieve free weekly spay and neuter campaigns for the dogs and cats of San 

Pedro. DH also had developed a non-formal education program to raise animal 

awareness. The representative from DH had positive (high) motivations since she 

cared about animal protection because she considered she had been born as 

an animal activist. She perceived animal protection as “the action or compound 

of actions that have the objective to achieve animal welfare. […] As the number 

of people interested in doing actions to protect [animals] increases, we will evolve 

and construct societies more committed and happy.”  

 In mid-2009 when San Andres, the neighboring municipality of San Pedro, 

approved and published a regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and 

Cats, DH was highly motivated to create a regulation in its own municipality.  DH’s 

interest was to benefit animal welfare and also to diminish human health risks due 

to the overpopulation of dogs and cats.  

 The Institutional Liaison from the State’s Ministry of Health who was 

appointed to work with the municipalities and convince them of the importance 

of an animal regulation, asked DH to revise the content of the regulation that had 

been recently approved in San Andres. He trusted DH given their supportive 

cognitions of the animal topic. 

 For DH, the regulation was narrow and it focused mostly on human welfare 

                                                           
12 The acronym DH is used for its name in Spanish, Dejando Huella. 



Chapter 5                                                         Puebla: San Pedro, 2nd top-down case 

89 

 

rather than on that of the animals. Nevertheless, DH considered that if achieved, 

the regulation would mean an advancement towards the benefit of animals, and 

decided to favor it.  

 Compared to other municipal regulations in Puebla13, San Pedro was the 

case with most municipal governmental supporters. For the Mayor of San Pedro 

his interest in animal protection was based on his experience as a child, since his 

father was a dogs’ lover. He learned from this example and had positive (high) 

motivations for animals.  He stated that in his house “not even a fly is killed.” The 

Mayor was then particularly interested in the creation of the regulation for two 

reasons. The first was a political view, since by the end of the 1990s, San Pedro 

had registered rabies cases; due in part to the canine overpopulation. The 

second, was a personal reason, for him, dogs and cats are the animals that are 

mistreated the most, “starting by their owners.” He was open to learn from the 

ANGO DH and hence developed supportive cognitions on how to achieve a 

regulation for San Pedro.  

 One of the Aldermen that most welcomed the regulation and lobbied for 

its approval was the Sports and Social Development Alderman (SSD Alderman). 

He mentioned that the municipal government decided to focus on companion 

animals, since in most homes, people have cats and/or dogs as companions; 

hence the municipal authorities wanted to first observe the reaction from the 

society towards their management.  The Mayor and the SSD Alderman agreed 

and stated that it is how governments work, first they test one strategy and them 

they decide further. The SSD Alderman emphasized that governments “look at 

what is urgent rather than at what is important, but they have to look at what is 

important.”  

 He said he cared about animal protection because when he was a kid, he 

realized that animals are a great company. Therefore, he showed positive (high) 

motivations to favor the regulation. For him, “animals are victims of abuse under 

the argument of tradition. For example, he mentioned that people do not feed 

them [dogs] because then they become aggressive and are therefore better 

house guardians. People leave them abandoned on their rooftops or keep them 

chained, both in the rural as in the urban areas, because that is a general 

practice that proves the lack of mindfulness.”  

 In the Alderman’s point of view, this wrongdoing carries another, such as 

generating overpopulation when the animals are finally abandoned on the 

streets. People view animals as ‘tools’, but if children were educated on the topic, 

then as they become adults, they will understand that animals are family 

members.  

 The second Alderman that welcomed the project was the Health and 

Public Assistance Alderman (HP Alderman). For him, it should be a human 

obligation “to protect the lower species.” The most important topic is the 

responsibility an animal owner should have in the care of an animal, to prevent 

the animal from becoming a nuisance to others. He had positive though medium 

motivations towards animal protection but high towards the creation of the 

regulation. 

 He saw a common interest from the municipal authorities involved in the 

creation of the regulation, the ANGO DH and the Health Jurisdiction. In his point 

                                                           
13 As mentioned in the introduction to the Puebla cases, this study analyzes a total of seven 

municipalities in the state, which up to 2013 were the only cases that had enacted a Regulation 

for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats. 
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of view given that the municipal administration in San Andres and the Health 

Jurisdiction had recently achieved the publication of the first animal regulation. 

He said that this helped the municipal authorities of San Pedro to be open and to 

listen to the ideas from the Health Jurisdiction and from DH. However, despite the 

common agreement of the actors involved, they faced challenges from the 

society and from other governmental actors.  

 For the Mayor, the biggest challenge was the citizens’ idiosyncrasy, he said 

the municipality lacked a society more “evolved in the animal topic.” That there 

needed to be more awareness from both the authorities and the society to know 

about animal rights, so that they would be able to distinguish between different 

concepts like an abandoned or a stray dog14. The rest of the actors involved in 

the creation, apart from DH and the State’s Health authorities, recognized they 

were not aware of the correct animal-terminology. But those like the Mayor and 

the two Aldermen who favored the regulation were open to learn more, hence 

they developed supportive cognitions towards the topic along the creation 

process.  

 The SSD Alderman mentioned that the idea was not to have a perfect 

regulation, but rather one that could adapt itself according to the requirements 

of future administrations. He said that it did not matter if the government agreed 

with or even promoted the regulation because if it did not consider the families, 

Animal Non-governmental Organizations (ANGOs), priests, pastors, etc. the 

regulation would not work.  

 For him, it was essential to listen to the people who are important for the 

community. Taking into account their view is necessary for such a legal mandate 

to actually work. He said that all people regardless of their job have to be aware. 

That is why he considered that the regulation lacked participation from strategic 

actors in its creation. For him, the most important topic was then how to apply the 

sanctions. In his view the government could not do so, if first they did not widely 

promote the regulation. 

 For the SSD Alderman the biggest challenge for the regulation was the 

topic about trapping animals on the streets to be killed. He said that when he 

worked at the previous municipal administration from 2005 to 2008, they used to 

kill the animals by poisoning them. Later via electroshock, and after with lethal 

injection, meaning euthanasia. Euthanasia he said is costly and according to him 

sometimes the government does not have the money to perform all of the killings 

as such. 

 Once the regulation was revised by DH along with the State’s Institutional 

Liaison, it was presented to all of the Aldermen. For DH, the Institutional Liaison and 

the vet in charge of Zoonoses from the Health Jurisdiction, the process had been 

flowing smoothly but the problem started due the regulation’s opponent, the 

Governing and Public Safety Alderwoman15.  

 She had negative low motivations and unsupportive cognitions since she 

mentioned that to her, the regulation was worthless. The sanctions established in 

the animals’ regulation for animal mistreatment were exceeding those imposed 

for human abuse. Due to the opinion from the Governing and Public Safety 

Alderwoman, the rest of the Aldermen (aside from the ones involved in the 

creation), hesitated in approving the regulation and it lagged for some months. 

                                                           
14 Abandoned, understood in the regulation as an animal that was left on the streets by his owner. 

Stray, an animal that was born and has lived on the streets since birth. 
15 This is the most important municipal governmental position after the Mayor. 
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According to the Mayor, the Aldermen who had not been involved in the 

creation of the regulation, were mostly concerned on how to collect more money 

for the general budget of the municipality than about any other issue.  

 Despite the temporary failure, DH re-established contact with the Mayor to 

reactive the interest in the regulation since during the lagging months a new 

Governing and Public Safety Alderwoman was appointed. The previous one 

resigned to pursue other political interests. The new Alderwoman was sensitive to 

the animal topic had positive (high) motivations and developed supportive 

cognitions and hence turned out to be key in accelerating the process for the 

regulation’s publication. Hereafter, the proceeding meetings were productive 

and the document was the result of a unanimous consensus among the Mayor 

and all of the Aldermen.  

 According to the vet in charge of Zoonoses from the Health Jurisdiction, 

the HP Alderman and to the Institutional Liaison, the pressure from DH to the 

municipal authorities was fundamental for the enactment of the regulation. 

 Once the regulation was approved on October 2009, the next challenge 

for both the Institutional Liaison and DH was the cost for its publication. It consisted 

of 1,000 pesos per page (almost 59 euros) which would have meant a payment 

of around 34,000 pesos (2,000 euros). However, the municipality received a 

discount from the State’s Program for Municipal Integral Development for its 

publication and it was published by the end of May 2010.  

 

5.2.4. Résumé  
The health argument for the creation of the second municipal animal regulation 

in Puebla, was the same as in the first regulation from the neighbor municipality 

of San Andres (Chapter 4). San Andres’ outcome had motivated the only ANGO 

of San Pedro to look for a regulation for its municipality. DH had developed a 

working relationship since 2008 with the municipal government and with the 

State’s Zoonoses Area to promote and aid the neuter and spay campaigns. 

 Unlike in San Andres and in the other cases of Puebla, San Pedro’s creation 

process of the regulation had many more governmental sympathizers, including 

the Mayor (in the rest of the Puebla cases, Mayors were not interested in the 

topic).  

The only local ANGO DH had a close working relationship with the 

municipal government of San Pedro and the State’s Zoonoses Area to help 

ameliorate the overpopulation of dogs and cats through helping in the neuter 

and spay campaigns. Once San Andres achieved its animal regulation. DH was 

highly motivated to achieve a regulation for San Pedro. 

DH developed a close relationship with the State’s Institutional Liaison from 

the Ministry of Health and together worked on presenting the project to the Mayor 

and municipal authorities in San Pedro.  

 The close collaboration during the creation of the regulation between the 

ANGO with the state and the municipal authorities, benefited the enactment of 

the regulation.  

 DH wanted a regulation that also focused on animal protection. But 

nonetheless promoted it as it was, among the municipal authorities, even though 

it mostly focused on human welfare. The Mayor was interested and convinced of 

the regulation’s benefit. A couple of Aldermen also welcomed the creation. 

Regardless of the cooperation among the actors, they faced the opposition from 

the Governing, Justice and Public Safety Alderwoman. This governmental position 
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was the second most important municipal authority after the Mayor. 

 The Alderwoman widely disapproved the regulation because in her point 

of view it benefited animals more than people. She managed to make the rest of 

the Aldermen hesitate about the approval of the regulation and the topic lagged 

for a few months. However, once a newly appointed Governing Alderwoman 

entered office, the interest in the animal topic took off again. The approval of the 

regulation was a consensus among the Mayor and all of the Aldermen. The 

structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the formulation of the 

regulation can be observed in Figure 5.1. 

5.3. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
The case of San Pedro was the second of the seven municipal regulations created 

from 2009 to 2013. The Institutional Liaison remained as the main representative of 

the State’s Ministry of Health to contact and work with strategic municipal actors 

that could trigger the interest in the creation of the regulation for their 

municipality. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation.  

The Institutional Liaison was the Promoter with specific and content driven 

objectives to promote the project of the regulation. He had positive (high) 

motivation towards animals and towards convincing municipalities of the 

importance of having their own regulations. Given his background as a vet and 

because he had done the research to create an animal regulation that could 

serve as a prototype for the municipalities to follow, he developed supportive 

cognitions with high understanding on what to do and high openness. He had 

scientific and interactive knowledge. Given his strategic position in the state’s 

government he had sufficient legal and political resources to visit the 

municipalities and present the regulation.  

The veterinarian in charge of Zoonoses from the Health Jurisdiction Number 

5, was briefly involved in the process since she was also one of the Promoters of 

the regulation. She had specific and content driven objectives to spread the 

project in the municipalities. She was mostly concerned about reducing the 

health risk for people. She therefore had medium motivation for animal 

protection, but strong towards the creation of the municipal animal regulations.  

Figure 5.1 Interaction in the formulation process 
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She also had supportive cognitions with high understanding on how to act 

and high openness to do so. She had scientific and interactive knowledge to 

approach the municipalities given that she worked together with them in the 

rabies and neuter and spay campaigns. She had sufficient legal and political 

resources.  

The Mayor had specific and content driven objectives to create an animal 

regulation. He had interest in animal protection based on his experience as a 

child, thus he had positive (high) motivations for animals.  He was open to learn 

from the ANGO DH and hence developed supportive cognitions on how to 

achieve a regulation for San Pedro. Given his governmental position, he had 

sufficient political and legal resources. 

DH also became the Promoter of the regulation. It had specific and 

content driven objectives to achieve any actions that could benefit animals. It 

had positive (high) motivations both towards animals and towards the creation 

of a regulation that could in any way benefit animals. Since it had years of 

experience in working with animals, and due to the interest to learn about 

legislation, it had supportive cognitions of scientific knowledge with high 

understanding of what to do and high openness to learn further. As a result of the 

relationship with the municipal and state authorities it had interactive knowledge 

and also sufficient political resources to approach other actors. 

The Alderman of Health and Public Assistance (HP) and the Alderman of 

Sports and Social Development (SSD) believed in the importance of the 

regulation and became the Directors in the process. They both had specific and 

content driven objectives to achieve the creation of an animal regulation. They 

had developed supportive cognitions with medium understanding on what to do 

to promote the regulation but high openness to learn from the Promoters. Both 

Aldermen also had sufficient legal resources. The difference between them was 

their motivations. The HP Alderman had positive though medium motivations for 

animals and high towards the regulation. The SSD Alderman had positive (high) 

motivations both towards animals and towards the regulation. 

The first Governing, Justice and Public Safety Alderwoman was opposed to 

the project. She became the Opposer and Gatekeeper in the process. She had 

global and content driven objectives to hinder the process. She also had 

negative low motivations both for animals and for the regulation. She had 

unsupportive cognitions with low understanding on the importance of the 

regulation and low openness. Her position in the government was important as 

she was the second in command after the Mayor, therefore she had sufficient 

legal resources to temporarily block the process of creation of the regulation until 

she left the administration.  

The second Governing, Justice and Public Safety Alderwoman entered 

office when her predecessor left her position. She became a Director in the 

process to reactivate the creation of the regulation. She therefore had specific 

and content driven objectives to accomplish the regulation. She had positive 

(high) motivations both towards animals and towards the regulation. She also 

developed supportive cognitions to understand what to do and had high 

openness to learn from the Promoters and the other Directors. Given her strategic 

position she had sufficient legal resources to make the regulation happen. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ process the resulting situation can be labeled first as ‘Opposition’ 

indicated by a stalemate and a power balance between the Promoters and the 
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Opposer (together with the hesitant colleagues). The first Governing, Justice and 

Public Safety Alderwoman (Opposer) had no dominance to really wipe the 

proposal off the table, she was only able to put the process “on hold.”  

When she was replaced by the second Governing Alderwoman the 

interaction shifted to ‘Active cooperation.’ Due to the positive motivations from 

the formulators, that is the Promoters and Directors. Their positive (high) 

motivations; and there were sufficient cognitions (information) to know how to 

act. There was also a balance of power (after the removal of the first Governing 

Alderwoman) among all of the actors involved. The assessment of the policy 

process in the formulation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 5.4. 

 

5.4. Implementation Phase I: Lack of implementation, but the 
development of other actions in favor of animals 
 

5.4.1. Implementing actors 
The actors involved in the first phase of the implementation of the regulation were 

the municipal authorities through its governmental office called the Canine 

Control Center (A-Center), the State’s Ministry of Health through its Health 

Jurisdiction, the ANGO DH, and briefly also an independent animal activist 

 

5.4.2. 1st administration May 2010 – February 2011, 2nd administration 
February 2011 – February 2014 
There were few actions performed by the municipal government for the 

promotion of the regulation. Therefore, the implementation was negatively 

affected. Some of these actions were the elaboration of a leaflet between DH 

and the municipal authorities. It contained the main requirements of the 

regulation, such as the needs of dogs and cats, the owners’ responsibilities, the 

requirements for the pet shops, where to make the complaints, information about 

the proper method for the killings, the sanctions and the contact information of 

the authorities responsible for the regulation’s enforcement.  

 In October 2010, DH and the municipality held an inauguration event of 

the regulation at the main plaza of San Pedro. In this context animal-oriented 

conferences and workshops took place. The printed leaflets were distributed 

among the society.  

 The Alderman of Sports and Social Development (SSD) mentioned that the 

regulation lacked promotion due to time constraints; since the administration only 

had less than a year left to enforce it before the new administration entered 

office.  For him the resources were also not enough to enforce the regulation. 

Therefore, he emphasized the importance to collaborate with other municipal 

departments and governmental levels (state and national). 

 The Canine Control Center (A-Center) is where the neuter and spay 

surgeries, vaccinations and killings of dogs and cats took place. The vet who was 

in charge of the A-Center as well as the A-Center operators, mentioned that 

neither of them were taken into account during the creation of the regulation. 

Regardless, they did not have time to enforce it anyway since it was published by 

May 2010 and the municipal administration ended in February 2011.  

 The Director’s motivations were neutral both towards animals and towards 

the implementation of the regulation. He had worked in the A-Center before the 
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regulation was enacted. His background as a vet and as the Director of the A-

Center gave him scientific knowledge on the animal topic. But his cognitions on 

the regulation were medium given that he was not considered in the process for 

the creation. He also mentioned he lacked resources and time to even try to 

implement it. Still, the A-Center, the Health Jurisdiction and DH continued to work 

together after the publication of the regulation in the weekly neuter and spay 

surgeries (Greathouse & Contreras, 2011).  

 The ANGO DH and other animal advocates wanted to assign animal 

activists to witness the killings in the A-Center, but the proposal was rejected by 

the Mayor and Aldermen as to avoid problems with the A-Center workers. The SSD 

Alderman mentioned that the ANGOs cannot be in charge of the A-Center 

because “they cannot be judge and jury,” but in his view the animal activists were 

heard. The Mayor, the Aldermen and DH mentioned that most of the A-Center 

operators were part of the Workers’ Union and they were at first reluctant to 

change to the new more humane practices for euthanizing animals, they still 

preferred the electroshock.  

 A couple of months after the publication of the regulation, the Mayor 

authorized the placement of an independent animal activist in the A-Center. The 

activist did not belong to any ANGO. Her motivations were the same as DH’s, 

which were positive (high) towards animals and towards the regulation. She had 

supportive cognitions but medium understanding on how to act once she was in 

the A-Center. She lacked resources to make the changes envisioned to benefit 

animals. 

 For DH and the independent activist, the situation for the animals did not 

improve, as there were insufficient resources to properly run the A-Center and a 

lot of killings were still happening. The animal activist got worn out after a couple 

of months and was removed from her job, afterwards no other activist was 

assigned for the A-Center.  

 With the publication of the regulation the hope of DH and animal activists 

in relation to the A-Center, was to finally have the right budget assigned to it by 

the municipal government, so it would be able to fulfill its tasks properly. The 

activists expected the number of killings to decrease and the neuter and spay 

surgeries to increase as a result of more awareness from both the society and the 

A-Center’s workers. They also expected a change of attitude from the A-Center 

workers, for them to have a more humane treatment of animals. But none of the 

expected outcomes happened. 

 According to the Mayor, the municipality had a phone number where all 

types of complaints were collected. Then these were distributed to the 

corresponding departments, including to the A-Center when these were related 

to animals. If the civil servants did not answer the complaints, then these were 

forwarded to him and then the Mayor could act. DH was able to monitor some 

cases where animals were removed from the houses where they were at risk, but 

these were “isolated cases and more due to the pressure from the ANGOs […] 

than from the government.”  

 All of the state’s and municipal actors interviewed recognized that the 

regulation was not enforced. Due to the lack of enforcement DH stated that the 

reaction from the society was in general negative, because the people realized 

that even though there was a new regulation, there were no resources and 

political structure to enforce it.  

 To DH, this lack of enforcement sent the wrong message. When people 
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realized the regulation served no purpose, it promoted a culture of illegality. DH’s 

spokeswoman saw this as the main contradiction, because “there is no worse 

thing than a law without enforcement. Even if the government approved and 

enacted the regulation out of pressure or out of conviction, as an animal activist 

I cannot understand the fact that the government does not have the budget [to 

enforce it]. It is contradictory, counterproductive, you send the message to the 

citizens that it does not matter if there is a law.” 

 Despite the lack of enforcement in San Pedro Cholula, the Mayor, the 

Aldermen and DH perceived the regulation as one of the most important results 

of their work towards animal protection.  

 For the Mayor, the work between the government and the society 

represented by DH was the most enriching advancement. To him, it aided animal 

awareness among the people in the society, “these actions are more relevant 

than sanctioning.” He nonetheless regretted not involving DH in the enforcement.  

 He said that it would even have been better to make a joint investment 

with ANGOs and the state. He said the government also overlooked making an 

animal census. But these required actions, in his point of view, can only be 

achieved via a hybrid socio-governmental investment.  

 If the investment could happen, then the ANGOs could also receive 

governmental resources. He said the work for the creation had been better than 

the implementation. Even while the municipality achieved high numbers of neuter 

and spay surgeries and unwanted animals were ‘donated’ to the A-Center due 

to the regulation. The document had lacked a lot of promotion, he realized that 

with it “the society gets to know the benefits of having a regulation” and would 

then value it. For him, the municipality also lacked “a good amount of allocated 

resources.” He identified this as the main factor hindering the implementation. 

 DH continued to try to achieve animal welfare and started to work in the 

nearby municipalities of San Pedro. The ANGO developed a program together 

with the World Animal Protection organization, an international ANGO16. The 

program included training kindergarten teachers on animal welfare. The goal was 

for the teachers to share the acquired knowledge to their own students. The 

project was implemented for more than a year and DH reported that it had a 

positive impact on the teachers and the children. It even had an unforeseen 

though positive impact on the wives of the Mayors (first ladies) of the 

municipalities. 

 The first ladies were convinced that if animal welfare was triggered, then it 

would also aid in the prevention of crime against children and diminish the 

bullying in schools. Because of these predicted results, the first ladies wanted to 

have an animal regulation for each of their municipalities. They were not only 

enthusiastic, but were able to place the topic in their municipal agendas and 

obtain the economic resources for their regulations’ publication.  

 The obstacle later was that the State’s Coordinator of the Zoonoses 

Program (the Institutional Liaison’s boss) blocked the advancement of such 

regulations. His argument was that the negotiations were being held solely 

between the municipalities and not trough the State’s Coordination. 

 In the second municipal administration that entered office in 2011 the same 

actors and set of actions of performing animal killings, rabies shots and performing 

neuter and spay surgeries continued, but the lack of resources for the correct 

                                                           
16 This is a well know international animal NGO, formerly known as World Society for the Protection 

of Animals (WSPA). 
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enforcement of the regulation were also constant.  

 

5.4.3. Résumé 
The actions that followed the regulation were ‘business as usual.’ The municipal 

government collaborated with the Health Jurisdiction allowing the weekly neuter 

and spay campaigns to happen in the A-Center. These were performed together 

with the aid of DH since 2008. 

For the Mayor, Aldermen, the Director of the Canine Control Center (A-

Center) and operators, due to time constraints the regulation was not properly 

enforced. For the Mayor, there were also insufficient resources to properly 

promote and enforce the regulation.  

The A-Center, which was the main municipal governmental body for the 

implementation, was operated by people who had no interest in animal welfare 

nor for the regulation. The A-Center only benefited animals as they had been 

doing it before the regulation, by allowing the weekly neuter and spay surgeries 

held by the Health Jurisdiction and DH. The fact that an independent animal 

sympathizer was hired in the A-Center for some months, made no difference for 

the animal management or for the implementation of the regulation. 

The lack of enforcement of the regulation, mostly related to the animal 

mistreatment complaints disappointed DH. To them it sent the wrong message for 

the society, and it promoted a culture of illegality. Nevertheless, they continued 

to collaborate with the state and municipal authorities through the surgery 

campaigns; and also with an international ANGO. The international project 

consisted of training teachers nearby municipalities on animal welfare, so that 

they could then teach their students.  

The project ran for over a year and caught the interest of the wives of the 

Mayors of nearby municipalities. They then sought for a regulation of their own. 

But the process was blocked by the state’s health authorities under the argument 

that it was a project between the municipalities and the ANGO and not run by 

the Ministry of Health.   

In San Pedro, despite the lack of enforcement, all of the actors involved in 

the creation, agreed that the regulation is one of the most important 

achievements in favor of animals. The structure of the interaction between the 

actors involved in the first phase of attempt of the implementation, can be 

observed in Figure 5.2. Those that played a direct role are labeled as Directors 

and Gatekeeper, they had interaction with the local population. However, it is 

not shown in the figure, because like in any implementation process, the local 

population is the target group, thus it does not present a source of variation. Those 

that were part of the process but did not participate directly in the 

implementation are identified as other actors.  
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5.5. Analysis of the first implementation phase 
Despite the enthusiasm, mostly from the animal activists after the regulation was 

published, it was not enforced, since as mentioned by most of the actors involved 

there were no resources to do so. For DH it was mostly lack of will and an 

incongruity that the government would approve a legislation and not have the 

resources to implement it. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the interactions between 

the actors who played a direct role in the first phase of the implementation of the 

regulation.  

The Health Jurisdiction was a Director in the process with the same specific 

and content driven objectives as in the previous phase to try some 

implementation of the regulation. It had positive but medium motivations towards 

animals and high in complying with the implementation part that pertained to 

them, which was contributing to diminish the animal overpopulation and its 

zoonoses. The Health Jurisdiction also had the same supportive cognitions and 

sufficient legal and political resources to act.  

DH became the Director in the process and had the same kind of specific 

and content driven objectives for the implementation of the regulation, with 

positive (high) motivations as in the previous phase, and also the same supportive 

cognitions. However, its resources diminished from sufficient in the previous phase, 

to insufficient in this first phase of implementation. 

The Director of the Canine Control Center (A-Center) was the Gatekeeper. 

The actor decided that despite the existence of the regulation he was not going 

to enforce it because he and the A-Center did not have the resources to do so. 

He had global and process driven objectives given that he felt ignored in the 

Figure 5.2 Interaction in the first phase of the implementation 
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creation of the regulation. Nobody asked for his input, even though he was the 

one in charge of the A-Center.  

He had neutral motivations, composed of medium motivation towards 

animals as well as towards the regulation. His cognitions were though supportive 

because he mentioned he understood about the animal topic but he did not 

know how to enforce the regulation and was not really open to learn much 

further, he also claimed to lack time and any resources to even try to enforce it. 

The independent activist that worked for a few months in the A-Center was 

a Director in the process. She had positive (high) motivations both for animals and 

for the implementation of the regulation. She had supportive cognitions though 

with medium understanding on what to do once she was in the A-Center. 

Conversely, she had high openness. But due to the lack of will from the operators 

of the A-Center to implement the regulation, she wore out and was removed from 

the A-Center. She therefore had insufficient resources to see the intended 

changes happen. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as can be labeled as ‘Symbolic learning’ given the 

positive motivations from the Directors but mostly neutral from the Gatekeeper. 

There was not enough information on how to act from most of the actors involved. 

All of the actors also mentioned that there were insufficient resources to enforce 

the regulation. There was also an overall balance of power between the Directors 

and Gatekeeper. The assessment of the policy process in the first phase of 

implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 5.5. 

 

5.6. Implementation, the third municipal administration: lack of 
implementation no more collaboration with animal activists 
 

5.6.1. Implementing actors 
The only governmental authority that kept dealing with dogs and cats was the A-

Center, through its Director and operators. The participation from the other 

governmental bodies did not take place. The collaboration between DH and the 

government ceased. 

 

5.6.2. February 2014 – August 2015 
A new municipal administration entered office in February 2014, and a new 

Director was appointed for the A-Center. He and the A-Center operators affirmed 

that they did not receive any training on the regulation. But the Director 

mentioned that he read it and tried to enforce it accordingly. One of the 

operators interviewed mentioned that in the previous administration from 2008 to 

2011 the former Director of the A-Center gave the operators some training on how 

to handle animals. He stated that the training continued with the new Director 

appointed for 2014 – 2018.   

 The same operator also mentioned that he is only aware of about 70% of 

the regulation’s contents. Despite the training the A-Center Director and the A-

Center workers later mentioned that they did not enforce the regulation out of 

lack of resources, will and clarity; therefore, they had unsupportive cognitions. 

 He had been working in the A-Center for 12 years. The three A-Center 

operators were part of the Workers’ Union and hence were able (if they wanted 
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to) to keep their job until they retire. The other two operators had been working in 

the A-Center for 8 and 10 years respectively. On average the operators had 

medium motivation towards animals and low towards the implementation of the 

regulation. 

 One of the operators interviewed mentioned that he cares about animal 

protection “because not for being just animals they can be denigrated, 

mistreatment. Since I was a kid, I knew that everything that has a life deserves 

respect.” He said he liked his job in the A-Center, but he knew that it can be 

improved each time. The operator mentioned that they all had the equipment 

needed to perform their work they had been doing for years in the A-Center but 

not to enforce the regulation. 

 The Director of the A-Center believed that animal protection is important 

because Mexico is lagging on the topic. To him there is no clear definition on what 

constitutes mistreatment. He said he had cared for animals since he was a kid. He 

mentioned that when he was appointed as the A-Center’s Director, it was his first 

time working for the government. It was a surprise to him how the A-Center 

operates. He was hoping to see a similarity between the work in his private clinic 

and in the A-Center, which he quickly realized was not true.  

 Over the eight years he had run his clinic he witnessed a progress in animal 

treatment. But in the A-Center he mentioned he met people every day wanting 

to get rid of their animals “because they ate the roses,” and silly things as such. 

“These are people from all economic backgrounds, even though sometimes 

there are poor people who love their animals.” 

 The operators mentioned that in the late 1990s their work was barbaric, 

especially the killings. The two operators interviewed said that there were killings 

they had to perform that they would rather forget because they had to 

electroshock animals to death. They affirmed that during the decade of 2000 their 

work improved considerably, because they started using euthanasia. One of 

them mentioned that they were trained on how to trap and kill animals by the 

World Animal Protection International.  

 The operators’ duties in the A-Center up to 2014 were to vaccinate and 

trap animals, also to aid the Director in the killings. These were only done via 

euthanasia. One of the operators said that the animals hence suffered less in 

contrast to when they used electroshock as the killing method.  

 The two A-Center operators mentioned that by 2014, in comparison to all 

of the previous years they worked in the A-Center, they were able to observe a 

more positive attitude towards animal from the society. One of them said “they 

are a bit more conscious” mostly in the urban areas, where people tend to have 

fewer dogs and even provide them with veterinary treatment.  

 He mentioned that in areas outside the city, in the auxiliary boards, they 

have to be more cautious, since people tend to act more aggressively towards 

their work. At times the people have damaged the A-Center’s vehicle. There 

have been times where they had to ask the aid from the Police, although in the 

operators’ point of view the Police took a long time to arrive. 

 One of the operators said that they try to think like the people and speak 

to them accordingly. In some auxiliary boards, the operators only attended to 

receive ‘donated’ animals and no longer to collect them from the streets. 

However, when they had to visit areas where it was likely, that the inhabitants will 

behave aggressively, they would call the Police one or two days in advance so 

that they were able to make a joint inspection.  



Chapter 5                                                         Puebla: San Pedro, 2nd top-down case 

101 

 

 In the year 2000, the operators were threatened to death. One of them 

affirms that some citizens have the belief that if the A-Center takes the dogs away 

and kills them, then the dogs will no longer guide and help the owners cross the 

river when they die (this is an indigenous pre-Hispanic belief).  

  The Director and operators mentioned that people would react with 

surprise in relation to the existence of the regulation. Most people continued to 

act as if it was non-existent. According to the Director and operators, by 2014 and 

2015 they received very few citizens’ complaints in relation to animal abuse. 

People mostly made the complaints about animals abandoned on the roofs of 

the houses, or those regarding the allegedly ‘bad’ behavior of the neighbors’ 

animals.  

 The complaints were dealt with anonymously. The operators mentioned 

that the Director of the A-Center assessed each complaint and he decided how 

to proceed. Once in a while he would write a formal notification, not most of the 

times because, according to him, many of the complaints were “just a whim 

[these were only problems among neighbors]. If it is an aggression [when a dog 

had bitten] the answer [from the A-Center] is immediate, I tell the citizens to 

attend a clinic for public health services. We catch the animal and have it under 

observation for 10 days.” But whenever the people would see a formal written 

complaint, people would correct their attitude. 

 In the cases where there was no need for a formal notification, the 

operators would visit to the private homes, and if they observed an irregularity 

then they would decide on how to act. Frequently they would talk to the people 

and point out what they were doing wrong. The operators mentioned that most 

of the times the people rectified their behavior towards their animals. Regardless, 

once notified, many people would insult the operators, and tell them that they 

should pay attention to the holes on the streets or to the poor gardening of the 

common areas instead.  

 The people would express that their dog can be outside, on the streets. 

One of the operators said “people shout, don’t you know that animals are free to 

run and ‘potty’ on the streets?” The Director mentioned that once notified, the 

people would place the dogs inside the houses for a while, since they reacted 

negatively towards the fines imposed for roaming dogs. The operators 

remembered a case of serious animal mistreatment that went on for more than a 

year. In the end, the case was declared by the Public Attorney as not within his 

competence and it was only registered as a record of facts with no sanction.  

 For one of the operators, the regulation was not formulated correctly. It was 

a document written in a very short time. For him it was not clear who should 

sanction, and who should collect the money from the fines. The people that 

made it “did not take into account the uses and customs of the citizens, of the 

communities, because something that is mistreatment for the government it is not 

felt that way by the people. For example, hitting children in the communities is not 

seen as mistreatment.”  

 In his view, the people that created the regulation “are people that live 

outside of reality, they view everything as bad. But the people in a rural 

community, perhaps only have very little to eat for the day [there is no food for 

the animals]. There are a lot of things to change in the regulation, they need 

different regulations for different places.”  

 The Director considered that nevertheless, in some way, the regulation has 

aided. For him, it is well written and legally solid. But most people do not 
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understand it, hence he said, they must find a way to sanction the people and 

not punish the animal. 

 Up to mid 2015 the Ecology and Environmental Education Alderwoman, 

the Director of the A-Center and the operators had blocked the participation 

from the ANGOs that wanted to collaborate with them. Because they said they 

see them as agents of criticism rather than of help. For instance, one of the A-

Center operators mentioned that the ANGOs dislike the killing of animals. He 

believed that the role of ANGOs should only be to give opinions, “because they 

only criticize but do not offer solutions, […] they should make people conscious, 

[…] but they see animals as business and it should not be that way.”  

 DH hoped that because the administration from 2014 - 2018 would last 

almost one more year than the previous administrations of only three years, that 

this would mean that the regulation would start to work better, but it did not. DH 

moved its work to the capital of the state of Puebla where they said they were 

heard by Puebla’s A-Center Director. In DH’s point of view, it has to be an animal 

activist in charge of the A-Center in San Pedro to accomplish the enforcement of 

the regulation. 

 The Director of the A-Center in San Pedro mentioned that the regulation 

has helped as an education tool, one of the operators mentioned they gave a 

few talks for kindergarten and elementary schools, and also some in the summer 

courses17 organized by the municipal government (Municipios, 2015a).  One of 

the operators affirmed that an education program for children needs to be 

developed. He said that when they have given talks for parents in the schools, 

they explained that animals are like children that one or two are enough. But they 

received answers like “you should not tell me how many kids or animals I can 

have. Even if you are working for the government, at most, you can tell me how 

to treat them, because you are not helping me to provide for them.”  

 One of the operators mentioned that they have even given awareness 

talks during the neuter and spay campaigns, where mostly women attend. 

Occasionally also in the federal welfare programs meetings “but nothing really 

seems to work.” The growth of the understanding of the regulation is at an 

extremely slow pace. That is why he considers that the main factor hindering the 

implementation is the society itself.  

 The ANGO DH and the A-Center’s Director confirmed that it was not within 

San Pedro’s municipal authorities’ priorities to enforce the regulation and that 

resources allocated were not enough. The Director mentioned that 

correspondingly the A-Center was not fully committed to work on the regulation. 

The municipal government did not aid the A-Center since as mentioned by the 

operators, it is an area that generates more expenses than income. The Director 

mentioned that one of the economic arguments for the lack of allocation of 

resources to the A-Center, is that it provides mostly free services. The services are 

vaccination, killings and some spay and neuter campaigns, and does not 

generate income. 

 The Director said that the A-Center’s operation expenses without 

considering the salary of any of the workers is of 40,000 monthly pesos (about 2,353 

euros). He also stated that the municipal government asked him to recover that 

money. But he said that the government does not understand that the A-Center 

mostly provides free services. The only income they can recover consisted on the 

fixed fine of 144 pesos (8.5 euros) applied when an animal was caught and taken 

                                                           
17 The summer school is for kids and teenagers from six to fifteen years of age. 
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to the A-Center. But most of the people preferred to leave the animal in the 

Center than to pay the fine. The Director said that up to mid 2014, the A-Center 

was bringing in more income from own fined than they got from the previous 

administration, which accounted for a total of 13,000 pesos.  

 The A-Center has not been able to implement the fines related to animal 

mistreatment, because according to the Director, they lack a legal department. 

At times, animals are used as an excuse in the midst of disputes between 

neighbors; then people make false complaints about animal mistreatment so that 

the A-Center operators would be encouraged to remove the animals from their 

owners.  

 For one of the operators, the regulation lost importance. Once it was 

enacted, a lot of complaints arose, later the enthusiasm disappeared, “it was like 

a new toy, like a commotion.” The Director proposed to the municipal authorities 

the creation of an animal brigade. With the purpose to monitor and prevent 

companion animals’ mistreatment and also supervise animals used for 

consumption and for carrying burden. Like in the US, with power to sanction. The 

brigade should be formed by veterinarians and volunteers, but not by animal 

activists. By mid 2015 he had not received an answer from the Mayor and the 

Aldermen.  

 The Director additionally asked the Aldermen to change the way of 

collecting the fines. He suggested they could be more like those applied to 

vehicle owners, where the A-Center operators could leave a ticket to the 

offender and then the people could pay it at the municipal office. Nevertheless, 

up to mid-2015 this had not been approved, because according to the Director 

the A-Center is not important to the municipal government.  

 One of the operators confirmed that since the A-Center is a department 

that mostly generates expenses, the municipal government does not take them 

into account, “the laws are made by the rich and graduates, and even so they 

do not work.” 

 The A-Center had to report to the municipality and to the State’s Zoonoses 

authorities, the monthly indicators are the number of killings, vaccinations and 

spay and neuter surgeries. The operators mentioned that they make a 

comparison between the current month and the same month from the previous 

year. In most of the indicators there had been an increase with the exception of 

the killings and the number of dogs caught. They were catching fewer dogs 

because they were seeing less dogs in the urban areas.  

 Regarding the surgeries, the operators observed that people were 

neutering the same number of female dogs and males. That is not like before, 

when people avoided spaying males due to a macho attitude. The Director 

mentioned that in his point of view, it would be desirable for the whole animal 

situation in the municipality, to report a lower number of dogs caught and killed. 

As this would mean that there are fewer animals on the streets and that people 

are thus becoming more aware. 

 The Director was assigned also as the Director of the Slaughterhouse and 

therefore he had less time to be in the A-Center and he also worked in his private 

clinic. HIs motivations were medium towards animals, at least in the A-Center 

since he had little time to run it.  He mentioned that by 2015 there was no budget 

for the A-Center anymore, and he had to ask for the resources to the Municipal 

Treasury Department. But the constant response was that there were no 

economic resources. The Director mentioned that the Treasury Department is 
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discretional. Hence, he learned to ask for more than what he needs, because he 

knew they were going to obtain about a quarter of what he asked for. He 

mentioned that at times he had to economically aid the A-Center out of his own 

pocket.  

 The Director’s point of view coincided with that from the former Mayor and 

DH, that one of the main obstacles for the regulation is the lack of resources. For 

DH also the lack of administrative personnel and political will was missing. In DH’s 

point of view “It [the regulation] becomes numb, if there are no cases to 

comment, no success cases to brag about, then it becomes numb.” 

 For DH the regulation had never been successful, not even partially. The 

legislation can only work when citizens demand its enforcement. For DH, 

enforcement is also closely lined up to having a humanitarian education and 

culture. The few cases when a violation of the regulation occurred and that had 

received a response, were when the society demanded it and pressured for 

answer. There has to be awareness among the society, a real change “so that it 

would be a rare thing that somebody mistreats an animal.” 

 For DH, one of the most important actions to achieve animal protection 

would be to educate people to guarantee animal rights and overall, their welfare 

is respected. Just as important as education, for DH it would have been to revise 

all of the legislative part, detect the gaps and create a state’s regulation derived 

from the current state’s Animal Law. A revised state’s law could become an 

important tool to pressure all of the municipalities in Puebla and establish an 

obligation to assign a budget for its enforcement in favor of the protection of all 

types of animals. Minor changes to the regulation of San Pedro were proposed 

by a couple of Aldermen on September 2015 (Municipios, 2015b). However, these 

were not approved. 

 The A-Center’s Director mentioned he would not change anything in the 

regulation. To him the main factors hindering the implementation are the above- 

mentioned lack of promotion and lacking economic resources to buy all the 

equipment and medicine needed and to be able to improve the A-Center. He 

also mentioned that he saw a contradiction coming from the Aldermen 

themselves, except from his boss, the Ecology and Environmental Education 

Alderwoman. At times he had even received some help from her, as she would 

advocate for the A-Center. There had been cases where some of the Aldermen 

would violate the regulation “because they want people to like them, they know 

they are doing wrong, but nevertheless ask me to let the dogs go and take them 

back to their houses.”  

 For one of the operators the most important action for animals, would have 

been to really enforce the regulation and make children aware. For him the only 

way to avoid failure is to make people conscious. For example, he mentioned 

that even though his father suffered from alcoholism “he was violent, but I have 

changed [myself] this for my kids. In the past harassment was normal, now it is not, 

and it is called bullying.” For him, taking into account the opinion from the 

community is as important as having good laws.  

 The Director mentioned that despite the lack of enforcement, he has seen 

a positive impact due to the regulation in the municipality’s downtown. 

Downtown is where people only had one or two dogs and not as many as before, 

he said that people living downtown would even take the animals to the vet.  

 The Director did not see possibilities that future administrations will revoke 

the regulation, but it could fail if it is left aside; thus, its promotion is essential. The 
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most important action would be to sanction the people and not punish the 

animals.  

 DH also did not expect that future administrations will dare to revoke the 

regulation, “because the authorities would not like to get themselves in trouble. 

They know that people are becoming more interested in the animal topic. The 

citizens would most likely manifest themselves against such a decision.” Even 

though by 2015 the citizens were still limited to only calling the ANGOs so that they 

could try to do something in favor of animals in distress, instead of making formal 

complaints to the authorities, in DH’s perspective, the citizens would definitely be 

dissatisfied if the government would try to revoke the regulation.  

 

5.6.3. Résumé 
Once the new municipal administration entered office, the Mayor appointed a 

new A-Center Director. DH, the only ANGO that had collaborated with the 

government since 2008, was blocked by the Ecology and Environmental 

Education Alderwoman, the Director and the operators of the A-Center to 

continue to collaborate with the municipal government. Since they considered 

the ANGOs as only agents of criticism of their work.  

 Due to lack of interest and willingness from the municipal government, as 

well as lack of resources the regulation was not enforced. One of the A-Center 

operators mentioned that the regulation was created outside of the 

municipality’s idiosyncrasy. In addition, all of the A-Center operators mentioned 

they did not have the resources to implement the regulation.  

 The Director from the A-Center would have to petition for supplies for the 

A-Center’s operation and sometimes he said he had to chip in from his own 

money.  

 He and operators gave a few animal awareness talks, mostly for children. 

There were not any cases with sanctions due to animal mistreatment. However, 

the Director was able to collect some money due to a fixed fine to the owners 

had to pay whenever the A-Center caught their animals at the streets.  

 He also had to bend the regulation when the Aldermen would tell him to 

return the dogs to their houses and exempt citizens from the fine. Despite the lack 

of enforcement, the Director, the operators and DH did not think the regulation 

will be revoked, but if the situation of lack of willingness from the actors that should 

be involved, as well as the poor allocation of resources continued as such, the 

regulation would certainly fail.  

 The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in this second 

phase of attempt of implementation, can be observed in Figure 5.3. Those that 

played a direct role are labeled as Gatekeepers those that were part of the 

process but did not participate directly in the implementation are identified as 

other actors. The Gatekeepers had some interaction with the local population, 

though acted ‘business as usual’ as if the regulation did not exist. 
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5.7. Analysis of the second implementation phase, lack of 
implementation in the third municipal administration 
Under the argument that there were no resources to implement the regulation, 

lack of will from the Mayor and Aldermen, and also lack of clarity on how to 

proceed, the A-Center, which was the only governmental body assigned to deal 

with the animal topic, continued to work as before in the catching and killings of 

animals. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the second phase of the implementation of the 

regulation.  

The Director and operators of the A-Center became the Gatekeepers in 

the process, given that since the start they were not open for its implementation. 

They mentioned that they continued to work ‘business as usual’ but without the 

collaboration from the Health Jurisdiction and the animal activists. 

They had then global and process driven objections. Their motivations were 

negative though medium towards animals but low towards the implementation 

of the regulation. Their cognitions were unsupportive as they had low 

understanding of what to do and low openness to learn how to enforce the 

regulation. All of the actors mentioned that even if they had tried to implement 

the regulation, they lacked resources to do so.  

Given the analysis and the asseveration from the actors that the 

implementation did not take place, the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘None’, which can be observed in Table 5.6 at the 

end of this chapter.  

 

5.8. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments  
 

The close collaboration with animal activists that were later blocked  
San Pedro was the second municipality in the state of Puebla to have a regulation 

for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats from 2009 to 2013. Its objective 

remained the same as in the first municipality (Chapter 4) to control zoonoses and 

manage the dog and cat overpopulation for humans’ sake.  

 The only ANGO from San Pedro, ‘Leaving a Print Foundation’ (DH) had 

been working with the state and municipal government since 2008 in the neuter 

and spay surgeries. And as soon as San Andres, the neighbor municipality 

published the first animal regulation of is type, DH saw a window of opportunity to 

reach its own for San Pedro. DH convinced the municipal authorities of the 

Figure 5.3 Interaction in the second phase of the implementation 
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importance of animals.  

The creation of the regulation was then welcomed by the municipal 

authorities, including the Mayor, who actively worked for its publication. The 

sympathy from the Mayor was unique in comparison to the other cases in Puebla 

that published similar regulations from 2009 to 2013, given that none of the other 

Mayors were interested in the animal topic.  
 Most of the municipal authorities favored and enacted the regulation. 

Nevertheless, despite the achievement, the success according to DH, the state 

and municipal authorities was only temporary since the regulation was not really 

enforced from 2010 to 2015.  

 DH worked together with a renown international ANGO in San Pedro’s 

nearby municipalities to train kindergarten teachers on animal welfare, so they 

could transmit animal awareness to their students. The program turned out to be 

successful and caught the attention from the wives of the Mayors who then 

wanted a regulation for their municipalities. But the projects were then blocked 

by the State’s Director of Zoonoses since in his point of view it was a project only 

between the municipalities not considering the state authorities first.  

 DH was later blocked to further work together with the municipal 

government of San Pedro when a second administration entered office. Given 

that DH would be obstructed in San Pedro, it thus decided to focus its efforts to 

the capital of the state. In the capital, DH was able to contribute with other 

ANGOs for other achievements like the abolition of animals used in circuses at the 

state level in 2014, the inclusion of animal mistreatment as a felony in the State’s 

Penal Code in 2013, the creation of a Citizen’s Council for Animal Welfare where 

DH’s representative became the president. 

 The actors directly involved in the process of creation of the animal 

regulation for San Pedro, had high motivations to reach a positive outcome to 

publish an animal regulation. The actors involved in the attempts of 

implementation phases had mixed high and medium motivations towards 

animals and towards the enforcement of the regulation, mostly due to lack of 

interest from the municipal government in animals in general, the Animal Center 

wanted to keep things working ‘business as usual’ and thus stop all collaboration 

with the DH (ANGO).    

 Throughout the whole policy process, the actors reported mixed positive, 

neutral and negative frames of reference, their cognitions also ranged from 

supportive to unsupportive, with mixed high, medium and low understanding on 

what to do and openness to learn further in the process. Half of the actors had 

previous experience in working directly with animals, one of them worked in the 

creation of the first animal regulation in the state (Chapter 4). The main limitations 

were in terms of lack of motivations and resources from the municipal authorities 

to enforce the regulation.  

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period 
In San Pedro the proposed changes to the regulation in 2015 to increase fines and 

punish mistreatment were not approved (Gobierno de Puebla, 2018 ), though 

widely publicized (Llaven Anzures, 2015) (Notimex, 2015a) (Notimex, 2015b). 

 By 2017 the municipality continued to perform and to report animal killings, 

the number of attacks to people by dogs, and the number of rabies shots applied. 

The enforcement of the regulation was still null (David, 2017).  

 By 2020 the services advertised by the municipal government in relation to 



Chapter 5                                                         Puebla: San Pedro, 2nd top-down case 

108 

 

animals, are reports for animal aggressions to humans, animal killings, recollection 

of dead animals off the streets and the neuter and spay surgeries (Ayuntamiento 

de San Pedro Cholula, n.d.).  

 The municipality mentioned that it does not perform any other actions 

related to animals, it does not rescue or give animals in adoption (A. K. 

Hernandez, 2019). However, the ANGO DH reported that the neuter and spay 

campaigns have continued and that the municipal government hired a 

veterinarian dog-trainer for a while to train the dogs that are put for adoption. 

 DH also mentioned that there was a case of a woman in 2020 that made 

an animal complaint and received the A-Center’s help. The rescued dog was 

given to the A-Center and that the people that were accused improved the living 

conditions of the lamb and the goat that were living with the dog. 

 In 2020, there was a case of a Policeman who ran over a puppy on 

purpose, a citizen video recorded the case and DH reached out to the Mayor, 

who suspended the policeman. 

 These few actions in favor of animals show that despite a strict lack of 

enforcement of the reguln, the animal topic has since 2009 started to change the 

mentality in favor of animals both among the citizens and in the government.  
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Table 5.4 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation (continues in the next page) 
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Table 5.4 continuation from the previous page  
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Table 5.5 Assessment of the policy process in the first phase of implementation 
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Table 5.6 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation, lack of implementation 
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Chapter 6:  The 3rd regulation for the Responsible 
Ownership of Dogs and Cats  

6.1 Introduction: The story of Tehuacan, the substitution of the 
word ‘donation’ for ‘adoption’ only in text, not in reality 

 
Interview with TAC’s18 former president “There is an enormous difference 

between having or not a regulation […] there are people who find out about 

the existence of the regulation and that helps, some respect it.”  

 

This is the story of the third regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and 

Cats in the state of Puebla. Out of the seven regulations from Puebla that are 

part of this study, Tehuacan did continually seek for actions to benefit animals. It 

was the only municipality that achieved a change in the regulation from the 

word ‘donation’ to ‘adoption’ in order to avoid unjustified animal killings in the 

animal center.  

The policy process was divided in three phases. One of them in the policy 

formulation stage, and two in the implementation stage. The policy phases were 

shaped by course-changing events and the transition from one municipal 

administration to the next.  

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors could be divided into two 

groups in the creation phase, the state in favor of keeping the text of the 

regulation homologated like the previous two municipalities of San Andres 

(Chapter 4) and San Pedro (Chapter 5) and the local ANGO that fiercely 

opposed to keeping the word ‘donation’ in the text who persuaded the 

municipal Aldermen to back up their decision.  

They had however, similar motivations towards the protection of animals 

and on the importance of achieving a regulation. They had different degrees 

but still supportive and cognitions with high and medium understanding on what 

to do as well as openness. In terms of ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ 

the resulting situation was mostly one of ‘Cooperation.’ But given that most of the 

power remained with the ANGO and the municipality’s Aldermen, they then held 

sufficient resources to make the change in the regulation. 

Once the regulation was created, there was a phase of stagnation since 

the regulation was not implemented in the second municipal administration. The 

situation shifted again when the third municipal administration entered office 

and a collaboration between ANGOs, and the government started to happen. 

Thereafter the ‘likelihood of implementation of the regulation’ can be labeled as 

‘Active cooperation’, implying that the actors cooperate to achieve a common 

outcome, though they all recognize that the implementation of the regulation 

lacked the enforcement of fines due to animal mistreatment. 

The increase of animal groups in Tehuacan and their continued action to 

work and petition for animal welfare, as well as the citizen’s participation in their 

social media, have proved that despite the bumps in the implementation, the 

animal topic is very much alive in the municipality. 

  

                                                           
18 A local animal non-governmental organization 
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Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017b) 

 

Tehuacan is mostly known for its natural water springs and its cactus biosphere 

reserve. Tehuacan is subdivided into 12 auxiliary boards19 and 90 localities. 

Tehuacan is the only municipality that belongs to a different State’s Health 

Jurisdiction from the seven municipalities which, up to 2016, had regulations for 

the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats. Nevertheless, the activities from one 

State’s Health Jurisdiction to another remain the same; that is to perform spay and 

neuter surgeries and to organize the yearly vaccination campaigns. 

6.2. The creation of the regulation, the substitution from 
donation to adoption to avoid killings  
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through six semi-structured interviews. After the interviews, whenever 

the interviewees had other comments or I had further questions on the information 

given, we exchanged follow-up e-mails, What’s App messages or phone calls. 

Lastly, there was a review of online sites and online newspapers.  

 

6.2.1. Formulating actors 
The actors actively involved in the creation of the regulation were the State Health 

                                                           
19 These are community-like geographical areas that the municipalities create, to divide its territory 

into different areas. The ‘auxiliary boards’ have their own Auxiliary President, which plays the role 

of the Mayor, within that given geographical area. 

Table 6.1 Dates of the formulation Table 6.2 Dates of the implementation 

Table 6.3 General facts of the muncipality in comparison to the state 
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Jurisdiction through its Zoonoses Institutional Liaison, the authorities from the 

municipal government, specifically the Health Alderman and the Regulations’ 

Alderman and one of the municipality’s animal non-governmental organizations 

(ANGO) called TAC.  

 

6.2.2. 2010 – February 2011 
In the municipality of Tehuacan, the creation of the regulation was envisioned 

under the same argument as in the previous two municipal regulations (Chapters 

4 and 5)20. It was essential for the State’s Ministry of Health to make the 

municipalities responsible for the management of the canine and feline 

overpopulation and hence reduce the risks due to zoonoses, mostly rabies.  

 The Institutional Liaison Officer of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses was 

assigned to create the text of the regulation for the Responsible Ownership of 

Dogs and cats; and promote it in all the municipalities of the state. He 

approached the municipal government of Tehuacan to initiate the process of 

creation their own regulation. 

 In 2010, the local animal non-governmental organization (ANGO) called 

‘TAC A Protection for the Environment’21 (TAC) had the interest to participate in 

the creation of the regulation. Their concern was to benefit the animals, especially 

dogs. TAC therefore had positive (high) motivation to create the regulation.  

 TAC stated that the meetings to assess whether an animal regulation for 

Tehuacan could work were not an open process for the society in general. 

Basically, civil servants from the State’s Health Jurisdiction attended the meetings 

and in representation of the society, six citizens, two of which were law students. 

One of the law students informed an independent animal activist of the meetings. 

This activist became the president of TAC and the ANGO’s representative.  

 TAC’s president then approached the Regulations’ Alderman, who 

surprisingly said that he until then ignored the existence of the proposal of a 

regulation as such. TAC then asked for a meeting with both the Health Alderman 

and the Regulations’ Alderman. In it, both Aldermen mentioned that they had 

analyzed the possibility for Tehuacan to be able to have its own animal regulation. 

Throughout the process they were able to develop supportive cognitions and 

positive motivations, though medium on animals but high on the creation of the 

regulation.  

 The ideal plan, according to the Aldermen was to copy the exact text that 

had been approved in the other two municipalities of Puebla. The text of the 

regulation was provided by the Institutional Liaison to both of Tehuacan’s 

Aldermen.  

 TAC considered the exact text of the regulation as a problem, since the 

text, according to TAC was based on the previous Animal Protection State’s Law 

of 1983 and not on the approved law of 2010. In TAC’s view, the text of the 

regulation proposed by the Institutional Liaison, was mostly focused on human 

health rather than on the protection of animals. This observation coincided with 

that of the animal activists involved in the previous regulations of San Andres and 

San Pedro.  

 For TAC the text of the regulation was “plagued by ambiguous terms with 

words such as ‘to procure’ instead of ‘to do’, ‘to contribute’ instead of ‘to carry 

                                                           
20 San Andres Cholula (2009) and San Pedro Cholula (2010)  
21 Una Protección al Ambiente 
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out’, ‘to try’ instead of ‘to accomplish’ and with a transitory article that allows the 

Mayor to make his own interpretation when there is any controversy.”  

 Due to the aforementioned, TAC showed supportive cognitions and 

proposed changes for the regulation in accordance with the Sate’s Animal Law 

of 2010. TAC also advocated for the substitution of the word ‘donation’ for 

‘adoption.’ Since for TAC it was clear that if the word ‘donation’ was allowed in 

the regulation, then once dogs and cats were received in the Animal Center, 

they could just be killed like it happened in the other two municipalities of San 

Andres and San Pedro. 

 On the contrary, if ‘adoptions’ was written instead, then animals could 

have a chance to be saved by the ANGOs or even by the citizens themselves.  

According to TAC, the Health Alderman told them to let the regulation be 

approved just as it was and that later it could be modified. 

 The Institutional Liaison argued that the few changes in the words did not 

make a difference, because ‘donation’ and adoption are used as synonyms in 

the 2010 Animal Law. That is if an animal was adopted or donated, it can be 

euthanized.  

 I was able to corroborate this information to be true in the document of the 

Law. The only time the word ‘donation’ is used, it is a synonym for ‘adoption.’22 

However, the word ‘donation’ in the previous two municipal animal regulations 

of San Andres and San Pedro, meant that animals are turned in by their families 

to the A-Centers to be killed.  

 On the contrary, the word ‘adoption’ in the municipal regulations, is only 

referred to as animals given to ANGOs and/or to families so that they can ‘adopt’ 

them and take care of them. For TAC, the text of the regulations should not 

contradict the state’s law, which does not have the term ‘donations.’  The word 

‘donation’ in TAC’s point of view, promoted irresponsible ownership “the owners 

can relinquish their dogs when they do not like them anymore or because they 

are too old, etc. The civil servants allow this out of comfort.” 

 The Institutional Liaison, the Regulations’ Alderman and TAC actively 

participated in the creation of the text of the regulation for Tehuacan. The 

change in the terminology proposed by TAC was something that the Institutional 

Liaison did not foresee and disliked, he then had medium openness. The 

ambience in the meetings was then surly.  

 The Institutional Liaison argued that the ‘donations’ were for the benefit of 

human’s health, he therefore had positive though medium motivations towards 

animals but high for creation the regulation. At the end the municipal Aldermen 

were, according to TAC, willing, and the substitution of the word from ‘donation’ 

to ‘adoption’ was approved on September 2010. The Aldermen and TAC’s 

resources were sufficient to change the text of the regulation and those from the 

Institutional Liaison were insufficient to leave the text exactly as it had been 

approved and published in San Andres and San Pedro. 

 TAC was pleased with the change, but they mentioned that ultimately, the 

most important objective in having a regulation, was for the municipality to be 

able to intervene on animal mistreatment cases. 

                                                           
22 Article 31, 5th paragraph “The animal protection associations that conduct the donation of a 

pet should list it in the [Pet] Registration [Census].” Article 50, 1st paragraph “In case the animal is 

not claimed on time, the authorities will conduce it for its adoption to the animal protection 

associations, that will commit themselves to its care and protection, or will kill it if they deem it 

necessary.” Animal Protection Law for the State of Puebla, January 27, 2010.  



Chapter 6                              Puebla: Tehuacan, 3rd top-down case 

117 

 

 Once approved in September 2010, the fee for the publication of the 

regulation was not a constraint for the municipal government, and it was soon 

published by December 2010. When the regulation was enacted, an ANGO from 

the municipality of San Pedro Cholula, ‘Leaving a Print Foundation’ (DH), which 

had actively participated in the creation of their own municipal regulation, held 

a press conference for the inauguration of Tehuacan’s regulation. According to 

TAC no further action plan was developed to start the implementation of the 

regulation. 

 

6.2.3. Résumé 
The objective by the State’s Ministry of Health was to create another homologous 

regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats for Tehuacan as it had 

previously done it in the municipalities of San Andres and San Pedro. 

 The state and municipal authorities along with TAC, a local animal non-

governmental organization (ANGO) agreed to work together on the creation of 

the regulation. The fact that two other municipalities in the state of Puebla had 

recently approved homologous regulations, helped the animal activists of 

Tehuacan to be familiar with the text. This allowed them to be able to propose a 

crucial change. To substitute the word ‘donation’ for ‘adoption’ in the pursuit to 

avoid animal killings. Since the word donation implied receiving unwanted 

animals in the Animal Center to be killed. The state authorities did not expect to 

face some opposition to the text. The municipal Aldermen sided with the ANGO 

and approved the change TAC strived for and the regulation was soon published. 

The structure of the interaction in the formulation of the regulation can be 

observed in Figure 6.1. Those that played a direct role are labeled as Promoters, 

those that were part of the process but did not participate directly in the 

formulation are identified as other actors. 

6.3. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
Tehuacan was the third of the seven municipal animal regulations created from 

2009 to 2013. As in the previous cases, the Institutional Liaison was the main 

representative of the State’s Ministry of Health to approach the municipalities and 

look for strategic actors that would want to create an animal regulation for their 

own municipality. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation. 

In Tehuacan, the local ANGO got involved in the creation of the municipal 

animal regulation and worked closely with two Aldermen and the State’s Ministry 

of Health Institutional Liaison. On the grounds that TAC had read the two animal 

regulations recently published in the municipalities of San Andres and San Pedro, 

Figure 6.1 Interaction in the formulation process 
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TAC wanted to change the word ‘donation’ for ‘adoption’ to refrain people from 

leaving the dogs and cats in the Animal Center to be killed. With the substitution 

of the word, TAC hoped animals could be given a second chance. Get saved by 

the ANGOs who can place them for adoption or directly get adopted by the 

citizens in the Animal Center. 

TAC played the role of the Director in the process since it was the one that 

managed to overcome the obstacle presented by the Institutional Liaison who 

opposed to the change. It had specific and content driven objectives to achieve 

a regulation that could benefit animals more and not just human health. 

TAC had positive (high) motivations for animals and at first medium for the 

regulation but shifted to high as long as the word substitution was made. It had 

supportive cognitions given that it had knowledge on the animal topic and 

understood what to do to achieve its objective; hence TAC had high 

understanding on what to do next and high openness. It had sufficient political 

resources to persuade the Aldermen and make the change happen. 

The Institutional Liaison Officer of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses had 

the role of the Promoter. He had specific and content driven objectives to 

replicate the regulation he had achieved in the other two municipalities of the 

state. He had positive though medium motivations towards animals but high 

towards achieving a regulation for another municipality. He had supportive 

cognitions but with medium understanding on what to do and medium openness. 

Given that, even though he was the Promoter, he was very resistant in making 

any changes to the text of the regulation. But since he was outnumbered by the 

Aldermen who also participated in the creation and by the ANGO, he decided 

to let them make the change and respected it. He had insufficient legal and 

political resources to create the regulation as he had designed it. 

The Health Alderman and Regulations’ Alderman were also the Promoters. 

At first, they had global and process driven objectives, since they were not aware 

of the proposal of an animal regulation for the municipality and were not really 

interested in the outcome, these later shifted to content and specific driven 

objectives to create the regulation.  

They had medium motivations towards animals and medium towards the 

regulation that later shifted to high, mostly following what the other municipalities 

had done. They had supportive cognitions though with medium understanding of 

the topic but high openness to learn further mostly and achieve the regulation. 

Their legal resources were sufficient to achieve a regulation for Tehuacan. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ process can be labeled as ‘Cooperation.’ TAC was able to make the 

change happen, and thus have more ‘power’ to obtain what it wanted, the 

ANGO who acted as the Director. This was due to the positive (high) motivations 

of the Director combined with those positive though medium of the Promoters.  

There were supportive cognitions, information on what to do. But medium 

openness from the Institutional Liaison. There was an imbalance of power, since 

the dominance remained on the side of the ANGO who was able to persuade 

the Aldermen. The assessment of the policy process in the formulation is shown at 

the end of this chapter in Table 6.4. 

 

6.4. The lack of implementation, the regulation was ignored, and 
the animal management went business as usual 
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6.4.1. The actors 
The actor who tried to trigger the implementation was just the local ANGO TAC. 

 

6.4.2. February 2011 – February 2014 

New interest on the animal topic started to happen in Tehuacan and the ANGO 

‘Leaving a Print Foundation’ Tehuacan (DHT) was created as branch of DH 

located in the municipality of San Pedro. DH San Pedro had participated in the 

creation of the animal regulation for its own municipality. However, both DH San 

Pedro and DH Tehuacan exclusively worked in each of their municipalities 

respectively and with their own objectives. DHT was created due to the interest 

of an independent animal activist who did her master’s thesis on the promotion 

of the Dogs and Cats’ Regulation in Tehuacan. Her motivation were the animals, 

to her animals’ suffering was also hers, and “when something hurts you, you 

search for a way to ameliorate it.”  

 From 2011 to 2014 Tehuacan’s local ANGOs TAC and DHT as well as the 

person who would become the future Coordinator of the Municipal Center for 

the Canine and Feline Attention (A-Center) in the next municipal administration 

(2014 – 2018), they all reported that no activity in relation to the enforcement of 

the regulation happened after its enactment. According to them, for two years 

the neuter and spay surgeries stopped (2011-2013), but the killings continued. The 

surgeries started again in 2014. 

In 2011 TAC hosted an event for the ‘blessing of the animals’ by a local 

priest. They also had different booths to offer information about animal welfare. 

The ANGO partnered with local vets to help animals in need that were reported 

by the citizens.  

TAC made a public demand and exposed photos of the A-Center and its 

pickup truck in dire conditions and mentioned that the government did not care 

about animals and where they are placed (TAC, 2011). 

TAC approached the authorities with 15 animal mistreatment complaints 

from citizens to a local pet store, but the authorities only made a visit and did not 

act further, (TAC, 2012).  

 TAC became suspicious of the State Zoonoses’ Department since the 

Department reported 6,000 spay and neuter surgeries in Tehuacan. TAC had 

registered only around 1,000. TAC confronted both the municipal and state 

governments whenever the ANGO knew of faulty actions.  

 For example, TAC recorded a case of malpractice from the State’s 

Zoonoses Department, where a dog died because he received an injection from 

a contaminated syringe. When TAC confronted the veterinarians (vets) from the 

Health Jurisdiction that performed the neuter and spay surgeries in Tehuacan, the 

vets replied that sometimes they re-use syringes because they needed to save up 

on resources. This was necessary, since at times, they did not receive all the 

resources needed for the surgeries.  

 The Institutional Liaison Officer of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses 

argued to the contrary of what the vets stated. He mentioned that resources are 

previously assigned for the quantity of surgeries that will be performed in each 

neuter and spay campaign, hence TAC suspected that resources were then 

diverted somewhere in the chain. 

 According to TAC the “mentality that the A-Center has to pick up dogs 

from the streets like if they were trash has not changed, therefore neither the new 
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concepts added on the regulation, nor its implementation are a priority.” This lack 

of interest according to TAC was reflected in the A-Center since the person in 

charge during 2011 to 2014, was the brother-in-law of a former deputy who did 

not care for the topic. 

 

6.4.3. Résumé 
The interest in the implementation of the regulation was mostly concentrated at 

the ANGOs TAC and DH. According to the ANGOs there were no efforts from the 

municipal government to make the regulation work, as the person responsible for 

the A-Center did not care about the animal topic. The neuter and spay surgeries 

even ceased for two years, however not the killings. The surgeries were later only 

conducted by the State’s authorities. TAC suspected that resources were diverted 

as the surgeons argued that they had to skimp on resources. The structure of the 

interaction between the actors involved in this phase where there was lack of 

implementation can be observed in Figure 6.2.23 Those that played a direct role 

are shown in the figure and the local population only took part as a source of 

complains which were ‘processed’ via the ANGO TAC. 

6.5. Implementation, the third municipal administration and the 
first attempts by the authorities and pro-animal organizations to 
collaborate 
 

6.5.1. Implementing actors 
The municipal authorities through its Coordinator of the Municipal Center for the 

Canine and Feline Attention (A-Center), the A-Center operators and the local 

ANGOs.  

 

6.5.2. February 2014 – August 2015 
In February 2014 a new municipal administration entered office. The personnel in 

the Municipal Center for the Canine and Feline Attention (A-Center) was 

renewed. The ANGO TAC and the Coordinator from the A-Center mentioned that 

the lack of promotion as well as the lack of enforcement of the regulation by the 

previous municipal administration, made a negative impact on the regulation. In 

2014 TAC launched a petition through Change.org to stop dog mistreatment from 

                                                           
23 The implementation did not take place according to four interviewees, two ANGOs, the 

Institutional Liaison and the future director of the A-Center in the following municipal 

administration. Since I was not able to locate and interview the A-Center workers from that 

administration, I decided not to make an analysis of the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation.’ 

Figure 6.2 Interacion in the lack of implementation 
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false trainers (Change.org, 2014). 

Despite the achievement from TAC to delete the word ‘donation’ of 

animals in the text of the regulation, the A-Center continued to receive animals 

in ‘donation’ to kill them under the instruction of the State’s Health Jurisdiction for 

a few months during 2014. However, due to the close work and willingness from 

the new A-Center’s Coordinator along with the ANGOs, the big number of killings 

as well as the catching of animals declined by 2015.  

 The differences in the approach between the ANGOs and the State 

authorities continued. The ANGOs were concerned in seeking animal protection, 

while the authorities just considered human health. But their working relation 

improved by 2015. In part due to the will from the vet of the State’s Health 

Jurisdiction assigned to Tehuacan, neuter and spay campaigns increased. The 

State’s Ministry of Health provided the surgical equipment and the vets, the 

municipal government had to provide the syringes, antibiotics and a truck. 

 TAC, the state and municipal Health and Zoonoses authorities managed to 

work together. For TAC, their constant collaboration with the authorities, allowed 

them to be considered in the politicians’ agenda. They felt they had a voice to 

defend the animals in the government. For example, one of TAC’s members was 

the daughter of the newly appointed Health Alderwoman, the A-Center was 

assigned under the Department of Health which was appointed to her. 

 The A-Center’s Coordinator mentioned that by 2015 the A-Center was not 

in the best conditions, yet he had high expectations for improving the 

infrastructure. The crates measured only one by one meters, he wanted to make 

them at least two by two. The elected Madam Mayor promised a new place for 

the A-Center, since by 2015 it did not even have toilets. It also needed an 

incinerator for the animal corpses. But the municipality did not have the money 

to build such a place and the Coordinator looked for sponsors, but the changes 

did not happen.  

 The Coordinator and the A-Center operators did not receive any training 

on how to implement the regulation. The Coordinator said he read it carefully and 

figured out how to enforce it and that all of the A-Center workers were doing 

what they could to enforce it. Thus, they held supportive cognitions. 

 In 2014, the A-Center collected approximately 110 animals per month and 

the Coordinator mentioned that on average only two were already neutered. 

Most of the animals caught were males. For every female dog, they caught 

around five males. Regardless if the animals were adopted or euthanized, the 

Coordinator mentioned that they wanted to guarantee a better stay for them in 

the A-Center and always provide them with fresh water and food. “Only 10% of 

the animals that are picked up are adopted, 20% of animals’ owners come [to 

the A-Center] to look for them, 10% are picked off [the streets] already dead or in 

bad shape, 60% are euthanized.”  

 Whenever the A-Center gave the animals for adoption they were all 

previously neutered or spayed. The adoption candidates had to turn in a copy of 

their official I.D., a copy of a house bill, a photo where the animal would live and 

fill out a questionnaire. In the questionnaire, the Coordinator asked for data such 

as: What had happened to their previous animal? How long did he/she live? Who 

was their veterinarian? Why did they want to adopt?  

 The Coordinator and the A-Center workers mentioned that they had 

rejected potential adopters because sometimes people want them for dog fights, 

which is illegal, or they just “seem bad people.”  
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 If all of the requirements were fulfilled, the Coordinator would mention to 

people that the A-Center would pay a visit to their homes. However, he said that 

they did not do so, due to lack of resources like enough gas for the truck to make 

the rounds. The adoptions in the A-Center were free, unlike the case of most of 

the animal protection groups, who according to the Coordinator, asked for an 

adoption fee. Sometimes the A-Center would accept kibble as donation.  

 According to the A-Center operators when animals were ‘donated’ to the 

Center they were almost always placed for adoption, but if they were aggressive 

then they were euthanized. The Coordinator mentioned that the ANGOs and 

independent animal activists are sometimes against the killings, but when animals 

are not purebred, people do not adopt them easily. When the A-Center is full, 

animals mean extra economic expenses, and the A-Center could not afford to 

cover those costs, thus sometimes animals needed to be euthanized. 

 The Coordinator hoped to reduce the overpopulation and make people 

conscious that animals mean a responsibility between 10 to 15 years, and that 

“they are beings able to feel, love, suffer and are not inert objects. They are part 

of our family, they are beings that deserve all the best from us, as they depend 

on us.” His motivations were positive (high) for the animals and for trying to 

implement the regulation.  

 Two out of the six A-Center operators that we were willing to be 

interviewed, reported that they cared about animal protection, “because 

animals are living beings, they feel pain even if they do not talk,” that is why they 

work in the A-Center. One of them was even a vet who was able to perform 

neuter and spay surgeries. These two workers showed positive (high) motivations 

for animals and for trying to do their job and aid in the implementation. 

 The tasks of the other operators, apart from the one that was a vet, were 

to respond to the citizens’ reports, collect animals from the streets and assist in the 

surgeries.  

 The operators mentioned that in relation to the animal mistreatment 

reports, they visited the houses and tried to talk to the people. The Coordinator 

and the operators acknowledged that if the people were not willing to let them 

into the house for the inspection, there was nothing they could do.  

 The A-Center operators, stated that they had different forms for reports 

about roaming dogs, others for mistreatment cases, for animals hit by cars and for 

dogs that had bitten and were considered aggressive. Roaming dogs were given 

a tranquilizer and were no longer caught with ropes. This shift in their actions 

improved the image of the A-Center among the citizens.  

 The indicators the A-Center had to report to the municipal health 

authorities and to the State’s Ministry of Health, were the number of dogs 

collected and the reason of their collection, including those that were removed 

because they had been hit by cars or those that were dead. They also had to 

report the number of vaccines applied, the amount of neuter and spay surgeries 

and the total of animals euthanized.  

 The Coordinator stated that the desired indicators would be to reduce the 

number of animals caught on the streets and to increase the number of spay and 

neuter surgeries. He anticipated to reduce the number of animals living in the A-

Center from 110 to 50 per month. 

 By mid-2015 the roaming animal collection raids on the streets stopped. 

Animals were only collected in large quantity, if for example, a person would ask 

for the service and he/she was identified as a representative of the street, block 
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or of housing subdivisions.  

 The Coordinator said “we have to look for a way to benefit the animal, that 

is what is important, if people are fine, the animals are also fine. We search for 

ways to make them [people] understand this.” The main problem according to 

the Coordinator and operators was that people ignored the existence of the 

regulation. 

 In relation to the complaints, the Coordinator, operators and ANGOs 

mentioned that citizens could make them via phone calls. Sometimes these were 

received by the municipal emergency number and then they were turned to the 

A-Center. The people could also make the complaints directly in the A-Center.  

 The complaints were dealt with anonymously. Nonetheless the 

complainants had to provide the name, address and the data they had from the 

offenders. They also needed to describe what the complaint was about.  

 The A-Center operators would then visit the offenders’ homes and 

explained what the regulation entailed, but that was all they could do. Even if the 

animal was suffering from mistreatment, it was, up to the people’s will to let the 

operators inside their homes and to give up the animal. 

 In cases where dogs were hit by cars, the A-Center would pick them up 

and the fines, for letting their dog roam around on the streets were collected 

when the animal was picked up at the A-Center. The fines were paid in the 

Municipal Treasury. In past administrations, these were paid directly in the A-

Center. In order to collect the animal from the A-Center, the person had to 

present a copy of their official I.D., the animal’s vaccination card, and pay 150 

pesos (almost nine euros). The Coordinator mentioned that when he considered 

people as poor, then he would condone the fine.  

 When people in general (regardless of their financial situation) would let 

the animal be spayed or neutered at the Center, which was free, then he would 

also exempt the fine. The people were at first reluctant to let their animal have 

surgery since they thought the animals were really going to be killed. This false 

rumor spread, because as mentioned by the Coordinator, two animals died in a 

neuter and spay campaign due to the misuse of medicine. However, he said that 

these were exceptions.  

 With the new implemented measures, the Coordinator reported that about 

90% of the people would allow the A-Center to perform surgeries on their animals. 

Besides the surgery, the citizens had to write a commitment letter. In it, they had 

to state that from then onwards they will act responsibly with their animal.  

 The A-Center workers would also make it clear that in case their animal 

would be caught or reported again for aggression, then the fines stated in the 

regulation would proceed. The workers said that some people would react 

aggressively, and others accepted the conditions.  

 For the ANGO TAC, its task in relation to the complaints was to continue to 

have someone from their ANGO who would receive the documents in the A-

Center along with the authorities. 

 The A-Center personnel mentioned that when needed, they received the 

aid from the Police to avoid aggressions from the citizens towards them, since 

some people became aggressive people and obstructed their work. Whenever 

they wanted to pick up a dog from the street, most of the times “the owner 

opposes, but if the animal has bitten then it belongs to no one, hence it is no one’s 

responsibility.” The Coordinator and the operators mentioned that some people 

would state that their dogs had the right to be on the streets. These kinds of 
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statements were common in the previous cases of San Andres (Chapter 4) and 

San Pedro (Chapter 5). 

 TAC and the A-Center Coordinator mentioned that the A-Center had not 

been able to enforce the animal mistreatment fines, mostly due to the lack of 

interest from the municipal authorities and the lack of willingness to change the 

Municipal Revenue Law in accordance with the animal regulation. If the change 

was made in the Law, then the A-Center would be authorized to collect the fines 

directly, and the money would not have to be paid at the Municipal Treasury. Up 

to 2015 the money collected at the Treasury due to the fines of dogs picked up 

from the streets was not assigned to the A-Center.  

 Despite the absence of mistreatment fines, TAC mentioned there had been 

an improvement for animals. Since before the existence of the regulation, the 

animal protection activists’ work was considered as a personal preference. 

Afterwards they were able to legally argument their actions. The A-Center 

operators viewed the work of the ANGOs as positive, their aid they said, was 

essential. 

 In accordance with the regulation, the A-Center Coordinator directed 

some people that wanted to make animal mistreatment complaints to the 

Municipal Peace Judge and to the Municipal Legal Department specifically to 

the Public Attorney. However, he mentioned that both municipal authorities 

ignored the existence of the regulation. The Coordinator said that after he 

explained to them the importance of the regulation, they asked for a copy. 

 One of the members from the ANGO DHT said that she made a complaint 

to the Public Attorney, but it stopped because the people in the office asked her 

for money to continue the process.  

  In relation to the promotion of the regulation the A-Center’s Coordinator 

gave some awareness talks in schools, but these were few. TAC also gave 

awareness talks in schools, from kindergarten all the way to university students. 

The Coordinator stated that the A-Center needed to work more with the schools, 

be at radio programs and expose the way animals are bred in horrible conditions 

in puppy mills. He also wanted to work with the vets to convince them to only sell 

the animals spayed or neutered. 

 In 2014, DHT carried out a two-week pilot project in a public park in 

Tehuacan’s downtown and also in an auxiliary board along with a local university. 

The objective was to know how many people knew of the existence of the 

regulation and about the spay and neuter surgeries offered by the state and 

municipal governments. In case the people were aware of them, DHT also 

wanted to know how they had found out. The results showed that only one out of 

every one hundred people polled, knew of the existence of the regulation and 

they claimed to have found out about it from the radio. 

 DHT then wanted to widely publicize the regulation and the spay and 

neuter campaigns. The ANGO received aid from university students and from the 

Coordinator of the A-Center. DHT created some promotion leaflets and 

approached some businessmen to pay for the printouts.  

 TAC and DHT mentioned that there were reporters and media in general 

publicizing the regulation. They also promoted the activities of the ANGOs, as they 

saw the animal protection topic as agreeable for the society. Some local radio 

stations allowed TAC to participate in their programs whenever they wanted to 

do so. The two most important television broadcasters in the municipality also 

showed interest in the regulation. TAC considered that the regulation did not 
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need more broadcasting, but concrete actions, even if few. Solely advertising 

followed by no further actions, only generated frustration. If there were no 

responses to the complaints made, people would realize that the regulation did 

not work. 

 For the A-Center’s Coordinator it was complicated to promote the 

regulation in the auxiliary boards. A couple of these boards are between one to 

one and a half hours of driving distance from the A-Center. These boards have a 

macho culture and do not believe in spay and neuter surgeries.  

 The Coordinator also stated that the problem with more promotion of the 

regulation would mean that the A-Center would have less capacity to respond 

to the complaints. They would have needed more human resources, and even if 

they had them; training them would be costly. Since as stated by the Coordinator, 

when the new operators started their learning process, they would lose resources. 

The A-Center resources had been sufficient during this ‘real’ first phase of 

implementation. 

 The Coordinator asked for vet students to do their social service in the A-

Center, but he did not receive a positive response. According to the Coordinator 

from Tehuacan, the students would argue that they did not learn anything in the 

A-Center. 

 The ANGOs wanted to keep developing activities in favor of animals 

despite the regulation’s lack of enforcement. TAC had an animal ambulance and 

performed rescues; however, this activity ceased and instead they established an 

agreement with a well-known orthopedist-vet from Tehuacan. The ANGO would 

take the animals to him. Since in Tehuacan, TAC reported that there were many 

dogs hit by cars and that were left badly injured on the streets.  

 The people could call TAC and report these cases. The ANGO would pick 

them up and absorb the medical costs and would tell the people to keep the 

animal in a temporary home. If they agreed, in TAC’s perception they were 

already working as animal activists, which aided the ANGO’s daily tasks. 

 The main benefit of the regulation as indicated by TAC was that people 

were becoming aware of the existence of animal protection laws. Some people 

only used the animals as an excuse ‘to get back at their neighbors’, as it had 

happened in San Andres (Chapter 4) and San Pedro (Chapter5). But according 

to TAC most of the people were happy with the enactment of the regulation.  

 For TAC “there is an enormous difference between having or not a 

regulation […] there are people who find out about the existence of the 

regulation and that helps, some respect it.”  

 For the A-Center operators, the regulation will change with time, as it is 

needed. They know that the Green Party, for example passed a regulation to ban 

animals in circuses at a national level. They hoped that some time even at the 

federal level it could be like in the US, “if you beat an animal, you go to jail.” 

 TAC mentioned that Tehuacan had positively influenced nearby 

municipalities, in which people had the custom to “poison, hang, beat, and 

brutally kill dogs and cats like if they were a fly, but the citizens are becoming 

aware of the existence of laws and the culture should change.”  

 In the neighboring municipality of Miahuatlan, through the dialogue with 

the municipal authorities, TAC, together with a vet from the State’s Health 

Jurisdiction achieved to stop a massive killing of stray dogs in 2014. Their argument 

was that killing animals was illegal, since in Miahuatlan they did not even have an 

A-Center to properly perform the killings (Rodriguez Lezama, 2014). 
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 In another nearby municipality called Altepexi, a person took a photo from 

a cat being caught by their Zoonoses Department workers with a trap for dogs. 

TAC approached the Mayor from that municipality. He accepted the 

wrongdoing, apologized and promised that his people would be better trained.  

 Other nearby municipalities approached Tehuacan to ask for the 

recollection of animals from the streets. The Coordinator from the A-Center of 

Tehuacan helped them but told them that they needed to approach their Health 

Aldermen to create their own regulation, the Coordinator offered to train the 

personnel that would deal with the animals.  

 In Tehuacan neither the ANGOs nor the workers from the A-Center 

perceived a clear failure for the regulation in the future, as animal welfare has 

gained more interest among the people and the ANGOs will continue to ask and 

work for its implementation. 

 

6.5.3. Résumé 
In the third municipal administration after the animal regulation was published; a 

good collaboration developed between the local ANGOs, the municipal 

authorities, through its Coordinator of the Municipal Center for the Canine and 

Feline Attention (A-Center), the A-Center operators and the state authorities. They 

were able to overcome their differences on the killing of animals. 

This type of collaboration was key for the ‘real’ first phase of the 

implementation of the regulation. The A-Center’s image favorably changed 

among the citizens due to the adjustments in the practices, such as to be able to 

adopt animals in the Center and the cease in massive killings as well as the halt 

on trapping of animals. Unless requested by a representative of the street, block 

or of housing subdivisions.  

These reforms were possible due to the will of the Coordinator of the A-

Center, who was an animal sympathizer and due to the collaboration with the 

ANGOs. Despite the lack of being able to enforce and collect animal 

mistreatment fines, the A-Center and the ANGOs developed continuous activities 

to work in favor of animals and create awareness among citizens.  

For TAC, one of the ANGOs, the regulation had been publicized enough 

through the media, local radio stations and local TV channels, but concrete 

actions were missing, mostly related to mistreatment fines. For them, if a fine for 

mistreatment was finally collected then this would have set the example needed 

for the people to realize that the regulation did work. Nearby municipalities asked 

Tehuacan for help and guidance with their animal situation.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the first 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 6.3.24 Those that played 

a direct role are labeled as Directors. They had interaction with the local 

population. However, it is not shown in the figure, because like in any 

implementation process, the local population is the target group, thus it does not 

present a source of variation. Those that were part of the process but did not 

participate directly in the implementation are identified as other actors.  

                                                           
24 The implementation did not take place according to four interviewees, two ANGOs, the 

Institutional Liaison and the future director of the A-Center in the following municipal 

administration, and since I was not able to locate and interview the A-Center workers from that 

administration. I hence decided not to make an analysis of the ‘adequate application’ of the 

regulation. 
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6.6. Analysis of the second implementation phase 
In this phase, even though it was the third municipal administration after the 

regulation was enacted; it was really the first where the actors were willing and 

attempted the first phase of implementation of the regulation. Despite the 

different approach on the animal killings from the ANGOs, the state’s and 

municipal authorities. They resolved to collaborate the wellbeing of the 

municipality. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the first implementation phase of 

the regulation. 

The Coordinator of the Municipal Center for the Canine and Feline 

Attention (A-Center) was a vet who and deeply cared about animals. He was the 

Director in the implementation process. He had specific and content driven 

objectives to try to implement the regulation with the resources available.  

He had positive (high) motivations for animals and for the regulation. Given 

his studies as a vet he had supportive cognitions of scientific knowledge. He also 

had high understanding on what to do to try to implement the regulation and 

high openness to learn and collaborate with the ANGOS, hence had interactive 

knowledge. His legal and political resources were sufficient for this first phase of 

implementation, though he lacked some to punish animal mistreatment. 

The operators of the A-Center also played the role of Director. One of them 

was even a vet who performed surgeries. Two of the six operators really liked 

animals and showed positive (high) motivation to work in their benefit and also in 

favor of the implementation of the regulation. They therefore had specific and 

content driven objectives to implement the regulation. 

They also had supportive cognitions with high understanding on what they 

should do and how they should do it and also high openness to learn more. They 

had sufficient legal resources to do their job, but lacked the ones to make people 

change or pay the consequences in animal mistreatment cases. 

TAC the ANGO that had achieved the change in word ‘donation’ to 

‘adoption’ in the text of the regulation. Had the same amount and type of 

positive (high) motivation as in the previous phase and in this one, also high in the 

implementation of the regulation. Their cognitions also remained supportive with 

Figure 6.3 Interaction in the first phase of the implementation 
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high understanding on how to perform the actions to favor the regulation and 

openness, also their political resources were also sufficient to trigger actions to 

make people aware of the regulation. 

The ANGO DHT was created in the previous phase and in this one started 

to collaborate in favor of the regulation, therefore it had specific and content 

driven objectives to favor it. It had positive (high) motivations towards animals and 

towards the regulation. It also had supportive cognitions with high understanding 

on what to do, and even tried to make a formal animal mistreatment complaint, 

which stopped due to corruption on the part of the authorities. DHT had high 

openness to learn further and interact with the other actors involved. Its political 

resources were the same as for TAC, sufficient to aid in this first part of 

implementation of the regulation. 

The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Constructive cooperation’ since the motivations 

of the actors involved were positive. There were sufficient cognitions (information) 

to know how to act. There was balance of power among the Coordinator, A-

Center operators and the ANGOs. The assessment of the policy process in the first 

phase of the implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 6.5. 

 

6.7. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments 
 

The committed work of a pro- animal organization 
Tehuacan was the third of the seven municipal animal regulations that were 

created from 2009 to 2013. The purpose, like in the previous cases was to control 

zoonoses and manage the dog and cat overpopulation for the benefit of 

humans, but in Tehuacan, also like in the case of San Pedro (Chapter 5), the 

animal advocates saw a window of opportunity to trigger other activities in favor 

of animals. 

The policy formulation and implementation of the municipal regulation for 

the Responsible Ownership for Dogs and Cats for Tehuacan was a good interplay 

between the actors and the society which started to become sensitive to the 

animal topic. Like the other regulations in the state of Puebla (Chapter 4 and 

Chapter 5), Tehuacan’s regulation was not implemented in the part of punishing 

animal mistreatment.  

Tehuacan was one cases where it was possible to achieve some 

governmental and social actions to achieve awareness of animals and seek for 

their protection. The ANGO TAC that was created during the same year of the 

enactment of the animal regulation played the most important part in all of the 

policy process to achieve a degree of implementation. TAC additionally has 

looked for ways to try to implement not only the municipal animal regulation but 

also the state and federal legislation pertaining animals. 

The actors directly involved in the process of creation of the animal 

regulation for Tehuacan, had high motivations to reach a positive outcome to 

publish an animal regulation. The actors involved in the implementation phases 

had high motivations towards animals and towards the enforcement of the 

regulation. 
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All of the actors also reported positive frames of reference, their cognitions 

were also supportive but with mixed high and medium understanding on what to 

do and openness to learn further among the process. The main limitations were in 

terms of resources to punish animal mistreatment and collect fines. 

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period  
After the in-depth data gathering period, in 2017, TAC kept petitioning for a space 

to have an Animal Welfare Center where both the government and the ANGO 

could collaborate to give animals a second chance and put them for adoption. 

It also reported that it received about 25 animal mistreatment complaints per 

month, but that most people did not want to make a formal complaint because 

they did not want to have further problems (E. Hernandez, 2017). 

TAC continued to host awareness events for “no violence against animals” 

(Carrillo, 2018). In January 2019 the government announced that they wanted to 

create a new regulation for the responsible ownership of pets (Ramos, 2019b), in 

April of the same year, one of the ANGOs stated that it was essential to update 

the regulation (Ramos, 2019e). The A-Center also reported that they did not have 

a truck to attend the reports and collect animals (Ramos, 2019a). By 2020 neither 

a new regulation nor proper infrastructure for the A-Center had happened. The 

only regulation available is the one approved in 2010.  

The municipal Animal Welfare Center (A-Center) reported in 2019 that they 

neuter and spay on average 16 animals and give in adoption one animal per 

day. They also provided a phone number to report animal mistreatments 

(Ayuntamiento de Tehuacan, 2019).  

TAC continued to work to benefit all types of animals and together with the 

state authorities managed to remove a ‘live carousel’ in a fair where ponies were 

forced to give rides to children and were mistreated (Fong, 2019). Another action 

was the confiscation of illegal sale of parrots in danger of extinction on streets 

downtown of the municipality (Germain Nolasco, 2019). 

One of the main problems according to the municipal government and to 

the ANGOs, is that even though the people post on social media animal 

mistreatment cases, they do not make formal complaints and hence the 

municipal authorities mention that they are unable to enforce the sanctions. But 

TAC mentions that in many cases the authorities know about them and decide 

not to act. (Ramos, 2019c) 

There is a case open in relation to a minor who was left alone without 

supervision and was attacked and killed by a dog in a private home. ANGOs 

placed complaints against the owner of the dogs, since the animals were living 

in inadequate conditions (Medina, 2019). The Pit Bull dog that killed and the other 

two pit-bull dogs that were found in the same home were all mistreated 

(Rodriguez, 2019).  

The dog that attacked, that could have been used for illegal dogfighting, 

was brutally killed when picked up by the municipal Civil Protection to be taken 

to the A-Center. This generated another formal complaint against the municipal 

authority (Flores, 2019).  

There are other cases in the municipality, like the one of a man that brutally 

tortured and killed a dog to death that went viral at a national level (Lopez-

Doriga, 2019). The non-governmental organization in Tehuacan gathered to ask 

the citizenship to make formal complaints and thus be able to pressure the 
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government to sanction animal mistreatment. Due to the case, the authorities 

mentioned that they would (at least in this case) enforce the law (Ramos, 2019d).  

The Animal Welfare Center mentioned that in 2019 they received four daily 

reports of mistreated animals, but they only have one open case as a result a 

formal complaint, many times people do not follow the legal process. The 

Center’s Coordinator invited the citizens to make the formal complaints 

(Ambrocio Jimenez, 2019). TAC registered three zoophilic cases, on which they 

have made the formal complaints but the authorities had not acted accordingly 

(Pacheco, 2019b). And by the end of 2019, it also  listed at least 12 deaths of dogs 

and six more injured due to the fireworks (Pacheco, 2019a). There are other cases 

of several dogs that were poisoned inside the houses so robbers could easily enter 

the properties (Amayo, 2019). 

The A-Center awaits improvements in the infrastructure or to be 

reallocated in another place since the current one is not in good condition and 

has limited capacity to host at most 20 animals, which they recognized is 

insufficient (Amayo, 2020). 

The association of different ANGOs in Tehuacan hosted a public meeting 

in February 2020, to petition the government for a dignified Animal Center, where 

animal mistreatment cases can be sanctioned. Additionally, they asked to 

eliminate the fee for the rabies shots and the neuter and spay surgeries, which 

had been free of cost in past municipal administrations (Pacheco, 2020). The fee 

in their point of view will translate into more abandoned animals (Rodriguez 

Lezama, 2020).  

The ANGO TAC has continued to actively try to achieve animal protection 

for the municipality. They have helped people make the formal complaints and 

have followed the processes. By 2020 they State’s Public Attorney is investigating 

20 animal mistreatments cases (E. Hernandez, 2020, p. 20). 

TAC reported that adoptions have increased up to 80% thanks to the social, 

their work is followed for almost 60,000 followers by 2020 on Facebook. However, 

due to the COVID-19 virus, families reported that they were struggling to feed their 

animals, and some were only feeding them every other day; hence the 

mistreatment and abandonment has increased. TAC reached out to local 

veterinarians to ask for credit to families in need, so that they would be able to still 

look after their animals (Castillo, 2020). 

In comparison to the other two previous cases in Puebla Chapter 4 San 

Andres and Chapter 5 San Pedro, animal awareness has grown in Tehuacan, but 

social change takes time. Even though there have not been sanctions to animal 

abuse, the topic is still vivid among the society, indicated by constantly posting 

on social media and contacting ANGOs to denounce these cases. In Tehuacan, 

it is safe to state that the social change that started in 2010, is still a topic at the 

political and social agendas. 
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Table 6.4 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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Table 6.5 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation 
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Chapter 7:  The 4th regulation for the Responsible 
Ownership of Dogs and Cats  

7.1. Introduction: The story of Tochimilco, the first small rural 
municipality to have an animal regulation 

 
Interview with the Veterinarian responsible for the Zoonoses Deparment 

“the people feed their animals well, although not with kibble [like in the 

urban areas]. However, there are hungry dogs, since two or three tortillas 

per day [as a meal] is not enough, so animals go out to the streets to 

search for food.”  

 

This is the story of the fourth regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and 

Cats in the state of Puebla. Out of the seven regulations from Puebla that are 

part of this study, Tochimilco was the first rural municipality.  

 Tochimilco had some years of experience in trying to manage the canine 

overpopulation before the regulation was created on 2011. By the end of the 

1990s, Atlixco, its closest neighbor municipality had the infamous first place of 

rabies cases in Mexico. Atlixco and Tochimilco hosted big vaccination and 

neuter and spay campaigns to try to ameliorate the problem.  

The policy process in Tochimilco was divided in three phases. The first 

explains the background of the formulation of the regulation, which consisted of 

the big vaccination and surgery campaigns as well as the detection of wild 

rabies carried by bats which affected the cattle.  

The second phase analyzes the policy formulation and first phase of 

implementation, and the last one focuses on the second implementation stage. 

The policy phases were shaped by course-changing events and the transition 

from one municipal administration to the next. 

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors who played a direct role in 

the formulation and implementation stages could be divided into two groups. A 

representative from the state’s health authorities, who had created the previous 

regulations and the Head of the municipal Zoonoses Department. 

They had the same medium motivations towards the protection of 

animals, but the Liaison had high motivation for the regulation and the Head 

medium. They also had different degrees but still supportive cognitions with high 

and medium understanding and openness. In terms of the ‘likelihood of 

establishing the regulation’ the resulting situation was one of ‘Forced 

cooperation’, given the dominance from the Institutional Liaison. 

Once the regulation was created. During the first phase of the regulation 

the Head of Zoonoses remained cautious about the implementation, since in his 

point of view, the regulation was designed for urban municipalities.  

His view changed for the better in the second phase, when he was open 

to achieve a degree of implementation. He had temporary collaboration from 

two municipal workers. His strongest alliance was with some Voluntary Auxiliary 

Health Committees (VAHCs) and at a later stage from the municipal Animal 

Center (A-Center) from Atlixco, since Tochimilco lacked one. 

The existence of a regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and 

Cats in Tochimilco lead to some degree of implementation, but not in relation to 

animal protection. By 2019, the vaccination, neuter and spay campaigns have 
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continued, which are proof that the animal topic is still in the interest of the locals; 

and perhaps in the future can also pave way to actions for a degree of animal 

protection.  

 

 

Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017c) 

 

Tochimilco is a small rural municipality in the state of Puebla, it is mostly known for 

its traditional celebration of the Day of the Dead (Puebla Travel, n.d.). Tochimilco 

is subdivided into 9 auxiliary boards25  and 22 localities. According to the Ministry 

of Social Development, the social lag in Tochimilco by 2015 was considered high, 

it was a rural zone for governmental priority attention (SEDESOL, 2017c). 

7.2. Background: the idea of sharing the know-how on 
‘companion animals’ management among three neighboring 
municipalities 
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through three semi-structured interviews. After the interviews, whenever 

the interviewees had other comments or I had further questions on the information 

                                                           
25 These are community-like geographical areas that the municipalities create, to divide its territory 

into different areas. The ‘auxiliary boards’ have their own Auxiliary President, which plays the role 

of the Mayor, within that given geographical area. 

Table 7.1 Dates of the 

formulation 
Table 7.2 Dates of the 

implementation 

Tochimilco creation of the regulation 
dates of:

Approval September 27, 2010

Publication January 10, 2011

Entering into force January 11, 2011

Tochimilco implementation of the regulation under 
the municipal administrations:

2011 - 2014
1st from January  11, 2011 until 

February 2014

2014 - 2018 2nd

Table 7.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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given, we exchanged follow-up e-mails and phone calls. Lastly, there was a 

review of online sites and online newspapers.  

 

7.2.1. The actors 
A vet that had worked in other municipalities apart from the municipality of 

Tochimilco, was the only actor with interest in developing strategies for animals in 

the rural municipality of Tochimilco. 

 

7.2.2. 2003 - 2010 
The vet who was responsible for the Public Health and Zoonoses Department for 

the municipality of Tochimilco, had previously worked in two neighboring 

municipalities. Atzitzihuacan, also rural, and Atlixco, an urban well-known touristic 

municipality in the state of Puebla (analyzed in Chapter 8). 

 The vet mentioned that these three municipalities had influenced each 

other. Atlixco the biggest and wealthiest of the three municipalities (Chapter 8), 

was the one that influenced Tochimilco.  

 The vet responsible for the Zoonoses Department had worked in the 

municipality of Tochimilco from 2003 to 2005 where he aided to establish the 

Zoonoses Department.  

 He later worked in Atlixco, in the administration from 2005 to 2008; where 

he worked closely with a medical doctor who became the Director of the Health 

and Zoonoses Department for Atlixco. The vet was able to gain a lot of experience 

from the doctor in innovative ways to manage animals and learned more about 

humanitarian attempts to control stray overpopulation of dogs and cats. He also 

learned from the State’s Health Jurisdiction vets about new and fastest ways to 

perform surgeries in the spay and neuter state campaigns.  

 In 2003 the vet saw that many communities in Tochimilco had too many 

dogs on the streets. The dog population kept growing and there were many dog-

aggressions towards humans.  

 Given that the neighboring municipality of Atlixco was performing spays 

and neuters, the vet in Tochimilco decided to do the same for Tochimilco. He 

started to work together with Atlixco and with the national non-governmental 

organization (NGO) that was aiding Atlixco called ‘Antonio Haghenbeck y de la 

Lama Foundation (FH)26.’ This NGO sent I.D. tags, tattooist (to tattoo the animals 

that had received surgery) and it spent one week in Tochimilco to spay and 

neuter dogs and cats.  

 The local population in Tochimilco started to respond positively towards 

‘fixing’ their animals. Citizens started to take their companion animals over five 

years old (since according to the vet, they were afraid to take puppies under the 

belief that they would die). The general opinion towards castration started to 

change and in 2015 according to the vet, the average age for animals that ‘get 

fixed’ is between six months old and one or two-year-old young dogs: as “people 

have noticed that younger fixed animals live better.”  

 The public response to the surgery campaigns was positive. The vet was 

pleased and mentioned that between 2003 to 2004 the Animal Non-

governmental organization (ANGO) FH performed between 1,200 to 1,500 

                                                           
26 This ANGO is well known in Mexico and its mission is to aid in sustainable projects to improve the 

quality of animals and older people, it was founded in 1983. 
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surgeries in Tochimilco. 

 After the campaigns, there was not much more work done in favor of 

animals in Tochimilco. In 2012 the vet helped create the Zoonoses Department in 

Atzitzihuacan, although this municipality did not have a dog-cat regulation. He 

also became the person responsible for the Public Health and Zoonoses 

Department in Tochimilco, he remained in that position in the following municipal 

administration from 2014 to 2018.  

 By 2012, in Tochimilco and in the other two neighboring municipalities, 

people had many doubts about the work of the government in relation to the 

spay and neuter surgeries of dogs, as the thought that animals would die became 

popular again.  

 The dog and cat overpopulation Tochimilco faced another problem that 

was still present in 2015, since the bat that carries rabies known as derriengue or 

paralytic rabies had not been controlled. This type of rabies affects cattle and the 

vaccine to prevent it was not offered free of cost by the State’s Ministry of Health; 

unlike the rabies vaccine for dogs and cats which is free due to a governmental 

subsidy, due to the animal and human risk it poses.  

 The paralytic rabies vaccine was four pesos per shot (around two cents of 

euro), and it was only provided by the State’s Animal Health and Promotion 

Committee. The people who owned cattle tried to collect money together to buy 

the vaccines, but the vet had only witnessed few vaccination campaigns for 

cattle from 2003 to 2014.27 

 

7.2.3. Résumé 
The vet responsible for the Zoonoses Department in Tochimilco had experience 

working in the animal area in two neighboring municipalities. One of them, Atlixco 

(analyzed in Chapter 8) was the one that influenced Tochimilco.  

 The vet acquired most of the innovative animal management techniques 

when he collaborated with the Director of the Health and Zoonoses Department 

of Atlixco, and with the vets from the State’s Health Jurisdiction. 

 From 2003 to 2014 there were efforts to control the canine and feline 

overpopulation with the innovative techniques, which included the spays and 

neuters. These started to change the citizens’ perspective favorably on the work 

of the Zoonoses Department. The local population began to discard the belief 

that animals would die if they got ‘fixed.’ 

 

7.3 The creation of the animal regulation for a small rural 
municipality 
 

                                                           
27 In Tochimilco in 2004 two rabies cases were detected, one of a cow and a four-month piglet. 

The Health Ministry through the Sanitary Jurisdiction conducted a search for bat burrows, as these 

animals usually carry the paralytic cattle rabies. The authorities made a sanitary barrier and a big 

vaccination campaign. In 2008, people complained about having more dogs than people in the 

municipality (Ayala, 2008). In 2009 there was another animal infected (a goat) and seven other 

animals died, the sanitary barrier this time included more communities than in the previous 

outbreak (Dominguez  Rios ,2010). In dogs and cats the virus had been controlled. 
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7.3.1. Formulating actors 
The actors involved in the creation of the regulation were the Institutional Liaison 

Officer of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses (who participated in all the 

previous regulations) and the vet Head of the Public Health and Zoonoses 

Department. 

 

7.3.2. 2010-2014 
Between 2010 to 2012 the citizens from Tochimilco were constantly petitioning for 

the services of a Zoonoses Department, to obtain spays, neuters and 

administration of rabies vaccines. It was also during that interim that a Regulation 

for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats was proposed and created for 

the municipality. 

In 2010 the animal regulation for Tochimilco was formulated under the 

same argument as the other three municipal regulations for San Andres Cholula 

in 2009, San Pedro Cholula in 2010 and Tehuacan in 2010 (Chapters 4 to 6). The 

general objective was to avoid a health-zoonoses risk due to previous canine 

rabies outbreaks specially in Atlixco, the nearby municipality which by 1999 had 

the first place at the national level in rabies outbreaks. 

The vet who was the Head of the Public Health and Zoonoses Department 

in Tochimilco mentioned that the number of dogs on the streets was high and 

there were a lot of dog aggressions towards humans. But Atlixco, the neighbor-

municipality (Chapter 8) had positive outcomes by practicing spay and neuter 

campaigns. He therefore believed that the same was needed for Tochimilco: big 

vaccination and spay and neuter campaigns with the collaboration of both the 

State's Health Ministry and the municipal authorities.  

 He considered that perhaps the proposed animal regulation could work, 

as long as it was adapted for a rural municipality like Tochimilco. For him animals 

should be respected, but there should be a line as not to exaggerate on their 

care; thus his motivations were neutral, as these were medium for animal 

protection and also medium towards the creation of an animal regulation. 

 The vet had experience in working on the animal topic in Tochimilco, and 

also in two other municipalities, Atlixco being one of them. In Atlixco he gained a 

lot of experience on innovative and more humane ways to treat animals.  

 He developed supportive but medium cognitions because he had medium 

understanding on how the regulation could actually aid Tochimilco, and also 

medium openness. The articles part of the regulation, were in his point of view, 

unfortunately mostly focused on the urban and semi-urban areas for the 

management of animals. This presented a challenge for its implementation in 

Tochimilco.  

Until 2010, before the creation of the regulation, the method to kill animals 

was the use of electroshock. This was believed to cause less pain for the animals. 

However, Tochimilco did not own an electroshock machine, they had to ask for 

the aid from the neighboring municipality of Atlixco. This municipality picked up 

the animals, previously anesthetized in Tochimilco, and electroshocked them in 

the Animal Center of Atlixco. 

 From the time when the regulation was created in 2010 and enacted in 

2011, the only killing method used was anesthetics overdose. The vet stated that 

Tochimilco must continue to kill animals because “the Ministry [of Health at the 

state level] still asks the municipalities to kill them.” Nonetheless, this new method 
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of overdose favored the reaction from the local population, but some people 

remained reluctant to the killings and to the spays and neuters.  

 According to the vet, the citizens from the rural areas responded better to 

the castration and ‘donation’ of animals than those from the urban areas. Most 

of the animals that people would ‘donate’ or take for surgery were dogs (90%) 

and the rest were cats. These actions were working without a regulation. 

 The Liaison from the Ministry of Health that had written the previous 

regulations (Chapters 4 to 6), had the same set of actor characteristics as in the 

previous cases. He had positive medium motivation for animals but high on the 

creation of another animal regulation in a new municipality.  He had supportive 

cognitions and learned further to make the changes needed in the text for a rural 

municipality like Tochimilco. He had sufficient legal resources. 

 For the vet the changes made by the Liaison were not enough, the 

regulation basically remained the same, which made its implementation more 

difficult. He thought of changes to the document, but he mentioned these could 

not be done since the State's Ministry of Health wrote it, and he was told by the 

Institutional Liaison that they could not allow modifications.  

 He had insufficient legal resources to change the regulation and was 

doubtful about the possibilities for its implementation.  

 The differences in the text were not substantial, only one article (no. 12) was 

modified. This article specified the importance of having permanent vaccination, 

neuter and spay campaigns, the humanitarian killings, the informative talks in 

schools in relation to public health and the management of animals. It also 

mentioned the importance in the orientation on the animal topic for the 

population in general, and the particular home visits to supervise the enforcement 

of the regulation.  

 The vet stated that there was a lot of human immigration from Tochimilco 

to the United Stated of America and when young people returned to Tochimilco, 

they came with ideas to possess certain dog-breeds that are considered 

‘dangerous’ such as Pit-bulls and Rottweilers. When the caretakers returned to the 

U.S., they would leave the dogs behind with their families in Tochimilco, and some 

dogs became difficult to handle. “When the animal control unit passes to collect 

these animals, all the people react negatively, but if the dog has bitten then it is 

nobody’s, hence it’s nobody’s responsibility.” 

 The most important topics in the regulation for the vet were the sanctions 

and dealing with the zoonoses, “since [the problem] is not only to control the 

rabies, but also skin infections and parasites. But the [text of the] regulation only 

mentions as an obligation to administer the rabies vaccines and the rest of the 

welfare measures are only mentioned as suggestions for the owners, such as tick 

and parasite control.”  

 For the vet, the regulation was also ambiguous. Mostly in topics like who 

should ‘right away’ answer the complaints or how to do so. To him it was not clear 

if it was the Health Department, the local judge or someone else who should 

enforce the complaints. He did not understand if it was the Municipal Treasury 

who had to collect the money from the fines; thus, he said the municipality was 

behind in the enforcement of the regulation. He continued to lack resources to 

start the implementation. But the people were already used to the vaccinations 

and surgeries provided by the State's Ministry of Health, which were already giving 

some results before the enactment of the regulation. 

 When the second municipal administration entered office in 2011 the vet 
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Head of the Zoonoses faced the same challenges as in the previous 

administration. However, people kept petitioning for the rabies vaccines, neuter 

and spay surgeries, thus the services continued.  

 

7.3.3. Résumé 
The idea of the creation of a regulation for dogs and cats in Tochimilco was the 

same as in the other three municipalities that had enacted their own animal 

regulations from 2009 to 2012. Which was to prevent human-animal health risks. 

However, in Tochimilco the regulation faced the challenge of being the first 

regulation of its type for a rural municipality which had different uses and customs. 

The local people were skeptical about the neuter and spays and about 

‘donating’ animals to be killed. 

 The vet responsible of the Public Health and Zoonoses Department 

perceived the regulation as more focused on animal management for urban 

areas. Despite the changes made by the State’s Liaison to adapt the text for a 

rural municipality. The vet thought these were not enough, and overall for him, 

the regulation was ambiguous and difficult to enforce. 

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the 

formulation of the regulation, can be observed in Figure 7.1. The Institutional 

Liaison only participated in the creation phase. The vet was the actor who 

participated in both the creation and implementation phase, and he interacted 

with the local population. 

7.4. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
Tochimilco was the fourth of the seven municipal animal regulations created from 

2009 to 2013 and it was the first rural municipality to approve such type of 

regulation in the state of Puebla. Like in the previous cases, the Institutional Liaison 

was the main representative of the State’s Ministry of Health. He approached the 

municipalities and looked for strategic actors within them who would favor the 

creation of an animal regulation. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation.  

The Institutional Liaison from the State’s Health Ministry participated in the 

creation phase, his role was one of a Promoter, as in the previous three cases 

(Chapters 4 to 6). He also had the same actor characteristics, with specific and 

content driven objectives to create an animal regulation for the rural municipality 

of Tochimilco.  

He had positive though medium motivation for animals. He liked them and 

saw as positive the actions to help them. But did not actively look for their 

protection. His motivation remained high towards the creation of a regulation. His 

cognitions were supportive with high understanding on how to conduct the 

process and high openness to adapt the regulation for a rural municipality like 

Figure 7.1 Interaction in the formulation of the regulation 
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Tochimilco. His legal and political resources were sufficient to achieve the 

regulation. 

The vet who was Head of the Public Health and Zoonoses Department had 

experience working on animal management in three neighboring municipalities 

for almost 10 years, from 2003 to 2014 including Tochimilco and Atlixco (Chapter 

8). In Atlixco, the biggest of the three, he gained a lot of experience on innovative 

ways to manage animals.  

He was a cautious Enabler during the creation of the regulation since he 

was not entirely convinced of the benefits that an animal regulation that was 

designed for urban municipalities could help Tochimilco, given that it is rural. His 

objectives were global and process driven, since even though he did help the 

Promoter to persuade the Mayor and the Aldermen to approve the regulation. 

But he considered that big vaccine and neuter and spay campaigns could help 

Tochimilco more than a regulation as such. 

During the first phase of the implementation, even though he was the only 

actor assigned to enforce the regulation, he played the role as a Gatekeeper. He 

did not believe in the regulation since it was created and he confirmed the 

challenges to implement. 

His motivations in the creation and implementation were neutral, that is 

medium motivation for animals and for the regulation. He had supportive 

cognitions of also medium understanding of how to implement the regulation and 

medium openness to learn further. His legal resources were insufficient in the 

formulation to make the changes more in accordance with Tochimilco’s rural 

characteristics. 

The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ 

can be labeled as ‘Forced cooperation’ during the creation of the regulation. 

Due to the positive (high) motivation to create a regulation from the Promoter, 

though medium motivation from the Enabler. Both the Promoter and Enabler also 

had medium motivations in relation to animal protection. The motivations from 

the vet remained the same during the implementation phase, though his role 

shifted from Enabler to Gatekeeper. 

The actors had supportive cognitions (information) to know how to act. But 

the vet had medium understanding on what to do and medium openness, unlike 

the Promoter who had high set of cognitions. There was a power imbalance 

between the Promoter and Enabler. However, there was dominance of the 

Promoter. The assessment of the policy process is shown at the end of this chapter 

in Table 7.4. 

 

7.5. Implementation, the second municipal administration: lack 
of will, different uses and customs  
 

7.5.1. Implementing actors 
The actors involved in the implementation were the municipal authorities through 

its Coordination of Public Health and Zoonoses. The Coordination was composed 

of a vet, who was the Coordinator and temporarily received the aid from two 

volunteers of the municipal Tourism Department. He also received the aid from 

some Voluntary Auxiliary Health Committees (VAHCs), and the provisional aid 

from the Animal Center (A-Center) from the neighboring municipality of Atlixco. 
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7.5.2. 2014 - 2016 
At the beginning of the second administration to try to implement the Regulation 

for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats, the municipal government 

created a Coordination of Public Health and Zoonoses. Its objectives were to look 

after the implementation of the regulation and look for strategies to prevent the 

risk of wild rabies transmitted by bats, which affected cattle.  

 The vet who had previously worked in Tochimilco during the administration 

from 2011 to 2014 (when the regulation was created) kept his job. He then 

became the Coordinator of the Public Health and Zoonoses Coordination.  

 The Coordination was located in a tiny office that had to operate as an 

Animal Center (A-Center). The vet said that resources continued to be scarce as 

in the previous administrations, starting by the need of a bigger space and 

workers to aid him. He was the only person working in the Coordination. The A-

Center did not collect animals from the streets, but only picked up those that had 

been aggressive (bitten) humans to euthanize them. 

 Up to 2016 Tochimilco did not have a proper space for the A-Center. The 

State’s Coordinator of Zoonoses instructed Tochimilco’s municipal government 

that they needed to have a functional A-Center. With cages to keep the animals 

that had bitten under quarantine to discard rabies. Due to the lack of space, the 

‘aggressive’ animals were kept and observed in their houses.  

Sometimes the Coordinator received the aid from two additional municipal 

workers. The municipal Director of Tourism and his auxiliary (the person who would 

become the Director, in case the first was impeded to continue for any reason). 

They both would help the vet to capture animals and in the spay, neuter and 

vaccination campaigns. But their collaboration ceased by July 2015, since the 

municipal government’s priority was to obtain the federal government’s 

recognition for Tochimilco as a “Magic Town.” This is a federal recognition given 

to small towns in Mexico which are a blend of cultural and Mexican historical 

importance (Rogers, 2017). However, the municipality did not receive the 

recognition.  

 The Coordinator mentioned that he enjoyed his job and had been doing it 

for about 12 years. In his point of view, the people from Tochimilco were really 

attached to their rural uses and customs. Hence the regulation could not and 

should not be enforced as if it were for an urban area. The argument should be 

“to achieve a middle ground [to look after the animals], animals should not be 

picked up and carried (like babies), also not abandoned, and this attitude should 

apply to all types of domestic animals, not only to dogs and cats.” 

 His motivations were the same as in the previous phase, neutral with 

medium motivation for animal protection and also medium towards the 

implementation of the animal regulation. However, his cognitions increased since 

he was more open to develop actions that could aid the animal management 

and thus the implementation.  

 In Tochimilco, from the Coordinator’s point of view “the people feed their 

animals well, although not with kibble [like in the urban areas]. However, there are 

hungry dogs, since two or three tortillas per day [as a meal] is not enough, so 

animals go out to the streets to search for food.”  

 The Coordinator reported that communities were less macho (male 

chauvinist) in comparison to the past. For him, only one community really 

remained as such in the municipality. In general people in the communities, at a 

slow pace, started to realize that spays and neuters were a way to get rid of 
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having too many dogs and cats.  

 He mentioned that up to January 2015, in nine out of 10 communities the 

Zonooses Coordination had a positive response from people; “some people are 

more reluctant because they are very firm in their beliefs due to their uses and 

customs. But in general the majority of the people are accepting the regulation.” 

Mainly in terms of the surgeries, vaccinations and ‘donations.’ 

 He also stated that the dogs that went with farmers to their daily chores 

were not a problem. But the ones that stayed with the women and accompanied 

them for example to the market, would remain in the market for some time and 

roam around. The people had the bad custom of temporarily abandoning the 

female dogs when they were in heat, the people would only let them return to 

their homes after the heat was over. This was a nuisance. 

 He stated that in some communities’ people still got rid of animals in a cruel 

way. Therefore, his job was to convince them to ‘donate’ them to be killed 

through anesthetics overdose, which was best. In some communities, people did 

petition for the ‘donation’ service. This meant that he would sedate animals on 

the spot and take them to a different place to be killed. With the new method, 

locals were more supportive of the Coordinator’s work, and were gradually 

acquiring a new vision of the regulation.  

 When the dogs were anesthetized but the family wanted the dog back 

before it was put into the Zoonoses truck, then the dog was returned along with 

a legal form as a preventive measure. To make sure that it was stated that it was 

the people who stopped the process and not that the Coordination of Zoonoses 

was not doing its job.  

 Before the creation of the regulation, the Zoonoses Department used to 

trap animals using a lasso, and people would strongly oppose. The way to capture 

animals after the regulation was by previously anesthetizing them, this was called 

a ‘safe hand’ procedure. When the dogs were eating, they were injected with 

anesthesia, and when they became groggy and fell down, they were carried, 

placed in cages and later euthanized. This was supposed to be a more humane 

way, “since there is absence of violence.” The ‘new’ way of working was 

accepted by most locals, “since neither the animals are hurt nor the market stalls 

are affected, which avoids scandalous scenes.” 

 The Zoonoses Coordination, however, could not perform its work in all the 

streets in the municipality because some people reacted aggressively towards 

them and impeded the activity. The Coordinator tried to make people aware 

that it was important to keep public places free from roaming dogs. That they 

should be kept inside the houses.  

 The Coordinator only had a tiny office, therefore the rest of the non-

administrative work like the spays and neuters, the vaccine shots, educational 

talks and humanitarian kills were done ‘on the field’ (streets, schools, houses, etc.). 

The rabies vaccines were offered all year round in the Zoonoses Coordination. It 

was the State’s Health Jurisdiction which provided the vaccines, syringes and the 

tickets (which were given to the people instead of a vaccine record form). But it 

was the municipal government that administered them.  

 For the spay and neuter campaigns, sometimes the municipality provided 

the basic health material, like sutures and the State’s Health Jurisdiction the 

anesthetics. For the other needed resources, the Coordinator had to make an 

annual program and most of the time, supplies arrived as needed. Which was 

approximately every three months. Whenever he started to run out, then he asked 
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for more. If the economic resources were available in the Municipal Treasury then 

the Coordinator obtained the supplies right away, if not he had to wait. In any 

case the vet saved some as back up. 

 The Coordinator mentioned that there were two main neighborhoods in 

the head of the municipality of Tochimilco where the Zoonoses Coordination was 

performing between 15 to 20 spays and neuters per campaign, and only in one 

occasion they were able to do 80. He stated that other smaller neighborhoods 

were considered to have a big animal population, about 800 to 1,000.  

 When there were more than 20 animals programmed for surgery, the vet 

received the aid from one or two veterinarians from the State’s Health Jurisdiction. 

However, the number of surgeries decreased in one and a half years.  

 From 2014 to mid 2015, they were only able to perform around 400 surgeries, 

since the campaigns had not been as big and intensive as in 2003, when the 

Health authorities and a national ANGO were able to do thousands. By 2015 they 

were only able to perform the surgeries once per month and just in the main 

square of the municipality, but it was in the Coordinator’s plans to neuter and 

spay more animals.  

 The Coordinator proposed to spay and neuter directly in houses that had 

over 10 animals. As this strategy proved to be effective in a house that had 20 

cats. He said that if people just wanted to turn in the animals to be euthanized 

that would also be fine. He wanted to try this as a pilot project with which he was 

hoping to raise awareness, but the municipality did not provide enough resources 

to do so and the project was not put in action.  

Up to January 2015 the A-Center performed the surgeries in a room which 

lacked a ceiling and had tents instead. From February to July 2015 the Zoonoses 

Coordination stopped collecting animals because the truck they had for that 

activity was assigned to some other department in the municipal government.  

The Coordination also ceased to kill animals since the Ministry of Health 

established as a condition to provide the euthanasia drug until the municipality 

created its own A-Center. Since Tochimilco had not complied, the vet had to ask 

the neighboring municipality of Atlixco for the services of collecting and 

euthanizing animals. Tochimilco covered the cost of gas and traveling expenses 

for the truck as well as part of the anesthetics. 

Up to July 2015 the Zoonoses Coordination in Tochimilco remained 

operating only with the one tiny office and in an already full place to bury corpses, 

hence, dead animals could no longer be placed in there, thus the aid from Atlixco 

was more than needed. 

The indicators used to monitor the work of the A-Center were the number 

of vaccines applied, the number of spays, neuters and the number of animals 

collected through ‘donation.’ The Coordinator must report them to the Health 

Jurisdiction and the municipal government. 

He wanted to conduct a census in the main area of the municipality with 

the aid from students of junior high and high school, but this did not happen. 

Nonetheless, he kept his own records to monitor if there was any advancement 

due to the surgeries. In 2014 the Coordination administered vaccinations for 1,500 

animals and the number of human inhabitants in the main part of the municipality 

was 3,500. 

In the communities the vet made an informal census, registering 

approximately 2.5 animals per every inhabitant. Hence in his point of view, there 

was a dog overpopulation, which will only be reduced through the spays and 
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neuters. In Tochimilco, there were only three to four people who bred dogs and 

there was no pet store. 

 In 2014 upon request from schools, the vet offered informal awareness talks 

for children from kindergarten to high school. The talks consisted in explaining the 

human companion-animal relation, in which animals ought to be respected and 

not be mistreated. From the Coordinator’s point of view, some kids had 

responded positively, but in general they lacked interest in the topic.  

 He also reported that there had been efforts outside the municipality to try 

to aid the animal topic in Tochimilco. For example, some kindergarten teachers, 

received talks against animal mistreatment and learned how to promote the 

responsible ownership of dogs and cats. But according to the Coordinator they 

did not obtain any further material or training, therefore they did not know how 

to replicate the knowledge. The Zoonoses Coordination got involved to try to 

help; however, they also ignored how to implement such programs. He said that 

they would have liked some additional training. 

 By mid 2015, the Coordinator’s idea was to create a formal education 

program to teach the importance of taking care of companions. The program 

would consist of showing videos to kindergarten children, power point 

presentations for older children, health workers and people in general. In the 

Coordinator’s point of view, the few non-formal educational talks had proven 

positive results, as people became more interested in the topic. For example, it 

was more common to see citizens arrive to the A-Center with their dogs on a rope-

leash or even carried in a shawl.  

 The Coordinator said that he started to see some respect for animals. For 

the time being though in general, animal protection was not well accepted 

among the adult population, therefore it was best to start with the kids and teach 

them how to treat their companion animals. 

 Up to 2015, the regulation lacked promotion, thus he made an informative 

leaflet about the regulation, the municipal government covered the costs, 

though due to lack of resources until July 2015, the Coordinator was only able to 

distribute it during some vaccination campaigns and in some schools.  

 Advertising the regulation through posters and brochures was essential to 

make people conscious. But not in the social media, as in Tochimilco “neither the 

kids nor the adults use the internet and in the communities there is no WiFi or cell 

phone reception.” There was a reporter and a communication scientist who 

sometimes promoted the activities done by the Zoonoses Coordination. 

The Coordinator wanted to appoint kids as health promoters in schools. This 

would also mean looking after the responsible ownership of companion animals. 

The Coordinator had the idea to make parades where kids could participate with 

their companion animals. He wanted to keep creating activities for kids and 

society in general. By March 2015, the vet wanted to try a pilot project in the 

biggest school from the municipality, but it had not been possible due to political 

differences between the communities and the municipal government. 

The Zoonoses Coordination received the aid from the Voluntary Auxiliary 

Health Committees (VAHCs) located in the communities of the same municipality. 

The participation from the society did not come from the Animal Non-

Governmental Organizations (ANGOs) unlike in some urban municipalities, as by 

July 2015 in Tochimilco there were none. Instead, the VAHCs collaboration was 

key, although they were not interested in the implementation of the regulation as 

such, but in aiding to reduce the problems related to the animal overpopulation.  
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 The VAHCs did not receive any economic aid, they themselves were 

guided by their uses and customs. They understood how to promote among their 

people the activities from the Zoonoses Coordination. For example, whenever 

there was going to be a spay and neuter campaign, the VAHCs would announce 

it through loudspeakers in cars that would drive around the streets. 

 When the campaigns took place, sometimes the VAHCs offered meals for 

the State’s Sanitary Jurisdiction’s vets. Some people at the VAHCs were trained 

by the Zoonoses Coordinator to learn how to administer the rabies vaccines, and 

the locals were given a ticket as proof of the animal’s vaccination. The VAHCs 

knew their people well, they knew which families had not vaccinated their 

animals and could discuss among themselves how to proceed.  

 The aid from the VAHCs was also important in the distribution of the 

resources and to avoid double treatment to the same animal. The VAHCs helped 

in the organization of the talks given by the Coordinator in the schools. 

The collaboration with the VAHCs had been efficient for the Zoonoses 

Coordination, before this (not formal) agreement, the Coordinator and his 

temporary team used to visit home by home to vaccinate the animals. Locals 

could take their animals to the Coordinator’s office but many families did not 

attend. 

 When the collaboration started with the VAHCs, they would announce the 

campaigns with one or two days in advance and the attendance rate was 

higher. In the Coordinator’s opinion more people needed to get involved in the 

regulation’s proper enforcement. At least he said, all the VAHCs from all the 

communities should also be trained to properly provide information on animal 

aggressions and make people aware. “At the moment many activities are 

assigned to the government when there should be a mutual participation, since 

it is a benefit for everyone. The Mayor and the Health Alderwoman should also be 

more involved in the project.” 

 Regarding the aggression complaints that are stated in the regulation, the 

Coordinator said that he intended to make people aware of what they can do 

in case an animal bit them. “The irresponsible owner should pay for the medical 

bills of the person attacked. But the animal should not be killed, and I try to make 

people mindful that the animal reacts because perhaps people stepped on or 

mistreated him/her.”  

 For an aggression complaint to proceed, the Coordinator needed the 

name and address of the person making the complaint and of the animal’s home 

to be able to notify the people of the animal’s aggression. Let them know the 

formal procedure to follow. He also required the date of the aggression. 

Sometimes people wanted to report 15 to 30 days after the aggression had 

happened. Then the Coordinator could not act because by that time, the dog 

can no longer be put under observation for rabies. 

 If the report was made right after the aggression, the Coordinator talked to 

the family of the dog and asked for the vaccination ticket. If the person had lost 

it, then the Coordinator could look in the office and verify it against the 

vaccination records.  Once the family was visited, the Zoonoses Coordination 

made a recommendation in writing. In it, it was mentioned how to guard the dog 

during the observation period in their own home for 10 days. The family should 

report the animal’s condition. Meanwhile the animal’s samples were sent to a 

laboratory. If the reports were clean, free from rabies, and if the animal did not 

show any signs of illness after 10 days, then the animal was released from 
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observation.  

 The guardian had to sign a letter of agreement. In it, it was stated that they 

will be more careful, that they should always feed the animal, let the dog have a 

proper place to sleep, be sheltered from the sun or rain, not mistreated and not 

be tied up all the time. If the animal would bite again, then the Coordinator 

collected and euthanized the dog. In addition, the guardian must pay for those 

expenses. However, according to the Coordinator, it was unlikely that people 

were willing to make a legal complaint at all. 

In Tochimilco, the citizens did not report animal mistreatment. In rare 

occasions they notified the Zoonoses Coordination, when for example someone 

would pour boiling water on a dog. Some practices that might be considered 

mistreatment in the urban areas, were not seen as such in Tochimilco. According 

to the Coordinator “just the fact that the animal is tied up does not mean it is 

being mistreated, sometimes people forget the animal is tied.” However, the 

regulation stated that dogs cannot be tied up for more than four hours.  

If the Coordinator had the opportunity, he said he would change some 

articles of the regulation. It was too focused on the procedures after a person was 

bitten, but it lacked animal welfare information.  

He would have liked to make the Coordination collaborate with the 

municipal Health Department and also work with the municipality’s Cleaning 

Department, which was responsible for picking up the animals’ corpses. In the 

case of dead animals, people did report them, and when the Zoonoses 

Coordination found them, they had already been dead for days, which made 

the cleaning difficult. He would also have included in the regulation, that people 

must report the dead animals right away and at the same time pour some lime 

over the cadaver. 

The Coordinator mentioned that the regulation had not been fully 

implemented, although it had helped to make people conscious. At least they 

knew who to turn to for both mistreatment and aggression complaints. The 

population was aware that they had to take their animals to spay or neuter and 

for vaccination.  

The Coordinator perceived that the regulation was still at the promotion 

stage, hence the Zoonoses Coordination needed to search for implementation 

strategies, “which would take at least other two years and then they will be able 

to see if the regulation loses its importance or gains attention.” Another idea he 

had was that during periods when several female dogs were in heat, the 

Zoonoses Coordination could use them as ‘bait’ to trap the male dogs and neuter 

them. But this could not work unless the Coordination had an A-Center to perform 

the surgeries. 

The Coordinator had the basic resources to work, but he said he continued 

to petition for an A-Center, which was not a priority for the municipal government, 

because he said that he understood the animal issue meant also “making the 

authorities aware.” From 2014 to 2015, there were achievements and people 

were definitely more aware. In the future if the regulation was not aligned to the 

needs of the rural communities, “being realistic to the things that can be done, 

and which are not doable due to culture, uses and customs, then the regulation 

might fail.” 

In the Coordinator’s point of view, while the regulation was an important 

tool, the most essential action was to make people conscious about animal 

behavior, which was also new for him and his team. He claimed that the Zoonoses 
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Coordination needed to be trained on ethology (animal behavior), “now that 

rabies is under control, the priority is animal welfare, for that we need information.” 

They needed to know about animal behavior and how to achieve a balance 

between humans and animals. He said, they needed training on how to make 

people understand. The training should be adapted to the rural needs. 

The Coordinator perceived that responsible ownership had more to do with 

animal welfare and protection. However, that link was missing in a rural 

municipality like Tochimilco. He had to explain to the people “why it is important.” 

The Zoonoses Coordination had to clarify what were the ‘objectives’ of having 

companion animals.  He said, “in the social media I see campaigns for example 

to shut down the slaughterhouses, but the animals used for consumption or for 

work are not in bad shape in the rural communities, since it would not be 

profitable for the people”; also in the case of dogs they are “their working 

partners, if they mistreat the dogs, then they do no longer want to go to work with 

them [on the fields]; […] therefore research is needed to understand the 

differences of the needs in the urban and rural areas.” 

For the Coordinator, the regulation was still new (four years in total from 

2011 to 2015) and it faced several obstacles for its implementation like the lack of 

economic resources. The lack of political will from the municipal government and 

that there were no specific criteria in the regulation for rural zones. Culture is 

something that can hinder the implementation.  

The Zoonoses Coordination as an operative body, did not make the official 

decisions. It was up to the will from municipal authorities, like the Mayor and 

Aldermen to create legislation and to assign resources for the Coordination. By 

July 2015, even though the rabies had decreased in Tochimilco, it had not been 

officially declared as free from it. The interest in the animal topic from the 

municipal authorities had, in the Coordinator’s opinion even decreased due to 

other health problems in the municipality. These included high rates of maternal 

mortality and people who got sick from not chlorinating the water.  

 

7.5.3. Résumé  
The implementation of the regulation had not been complete, because it was 

not fully created for a rural municipality. However, it had aided in the general 

awareness of the citizens. The people started to understand and trust the work of 

the Zoonoses Coordination. People did no longer believe that animals will die if 

they were spayed or neutered. Even though there was only one veterinarian as 

the Coordinator, working full time in the Zoonoses Coordination, his experience, 

knowledge and attitude helped in the creation of activities where citizens were 

involved. His strategies aided for the citizens’ awareness in the start of a good 

management of companion animals.  

 There were Voluntary Auxiliary Health Committees (VAHCs), which turned 

out to be key for the Coordination’s work in the communities that were not 

located in the main part of the municipality. They knew their people and could 

persuade them to allow their animals get surgery and vaccinated.  

 Due to lack of resources, mainly a proper A-Center, the Coordinator had 

to ask for the help of Atlixco, the neighbor municipality to continue with the 

euthanasia; since the State’s Health Jurisdiction stopped providing the drugs to 

Tochimilco due to the lack of an A-Center. Up to 2016, Tochimilco relied on 

Atlixco’s aid. 
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 The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

phase of implementation can be observed in Figure 7.2. The actor that played a 

direct role is labeled as Director. He had interaction with the local population. 

Those actors that were part of the process but did not participate directly in the 

implementation are identified as other actors. 

7.6 Analysis of the second implementation phase  
In the second municipal administration the vet who had worked in the Zoonoses 

Department of Tochimilco from 2008 to 2012, was reassigned as the head of the 

Coordination of Public Health and Zoonoses. He was the only worker in the 

Coordination, though he had temporary aid from two volunteers from the Tourism 

Department. However, their collaboration ceased after a little bit over a year, 

since the Department had to work on a national touristic recognition for the 

municipality. 

The Coordinator also received aid from some Voluntary Auxiliary Health 

Committees (VAHCs) located far from the main part of Tochimilco. Their aid 

consisted in persuading locals for their participation in the neuter, spays and 

rabies vaccination campaigns, as well as in the ‘donation’ of animals to be 

euthanized. From 2015 to 2016, the Coordinator had to petition the neighbor 

municipality of Atlixco for help in the animal killings, since Tochimilco still lacked 

an A-Center to do so, and thus stopped receiving the aid from the State’s Health 

Jurisdiction. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the Coordinator as the sole 

actor who played a direct role in the second phase of the implementation of the 

regulation. 

The vet shifted its role from the previous phase, when he was the 

Gatekeeper, to the Director in this second phase of implementation. His 

objectives also changed from global and process driven, to specific and content 

driven objectives to try to implement part of the regulation and started to figure 

out ways to get locals more involved in understanding the animal topic on their 

welfare. 

His motivations remained the same, positive but medium towards animals 

and towards the regulation, since he firmly believed the implementation was a 

challenge because the regulation was designed for urban municipalities. 

Tochimilco as a rural town, had different uses and customs.  

The Director’s supportive cognitions increased from medium to high. He 

had medium understanding on how to implement the regulation but had high 

openness to learn of ways to persuade the local population.  

His legal resources also increased from insufficient to sufficient, though 

some essential resources for intended action were only accessible from other 

actors, like the Mayor and Aldermen, since it was them who could change the 

Figure 7.2 Interaction in the second phase of the implementation 
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regulation accordingly or approve the budget for a functional A-Center. The 

actor characteristics of the Director are shown at the end of this chapter in Table 

7.5. 

 

7.7. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments 
 

The first rural animal regulation, where things went on business as usual 
Tochimilco was the fourth of the seven municipal animal regulations that were 

created from 2009 to 2013. The objective from the state’s health authorities was 

the same as in the previous cases, to control zoonoses and the stray dog and cat 

overpopulation to benefit human health. Tochimilco, is a rural municipality with 

different uses and customs than those that are urban, which was the case of the 

three previous municipalities that had published animal regulations. 

The animal topic is not a priority in the political agenda; even when the 

animal overpopulation is a nuisance, the municipalities might still be reluctant to 

assign resources for its management. Tochimilco had various human and animal 

health problems like maternal deaths and illnesses related to contaminated 

water, wild rabies which affected cattle and dog and stray cat overpopulation. 

In Tochimilco the local population started to receive and get used to the 

vaccine, neuter and spay services from the state’s health authorities offered to 

the population since 2003. However, the population was at times reluctant to 

allow surgeries on their animals, since they had the wrong idea that the animals 

were going to die, but as time went on, this view started to change. 

When the Regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats was 

created in 2011, it did not really make a difference in the way people acted 

towards animals. However, the regulation did make an impact in the method to 

kill animals, since it shifted from the inhumane electroshock to the more ‘humane’ 

euthanasia, and also in the perception the people had about the ‘donation’ of 

animals. Before the euthanasia, locals were reluctant to give their animals to the 

Zoonoses Coordination to be killed. But when the euthanasia method was 

installed the people were more open to accept this way of killing.  

 The actors directly involved in the process of creation of the animal 

regulation for Tochimilco had medium motivation towards animals and the 

municipal Head of the Zoonoses Department also medium to achieve an animal 

regulation. He had plenty of experience working in the animal area for over a 

decade in three municipalities. For him the regulation was focused on animal 

management in urban areas, therefore not fit for Tochimilco. His strongest 

argument was that the population was already responding positively to the 

services offered by the municipal government and the State’s Health Jurisdiction.  

 Given that he remained as the only actor to try to implement the regulation 

and that he did not fully believed in the importance of the regulation, in addition 

to the lack of resources, the first phase of the implementation of the regulation 

did not take off from 2011 to 2012.  

In 2014 when he was reinstalled to the Zoonoses Coordination he was more 

convinced and committed to implement the regulation. The communities 

located far from the main part of Tochimilco, started to collaborate with him 

through the Voluntary Auxiliary Health Committees (VAHCs). They persuaded the 
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locals of the importance of the Coordination’s work and became a good 

example of the collaboration between the society and the government. But the 

Coordination did not receive any reports on animal mistreatment, since as he 

said, even what is perceived as mistreatment in the urban areas might be seen 

different in the rural towns. 

 The animal topic remained at the end of the municipal government’s 

concerns and there were lack of resources. For instance, the Zoonoses 

Coordination was installed in a tiny office and the surgeries were performed in a 

space with no ceiling and tents to be used as roof. The Coordinator remained as 

the only person working in the animal topic, he pointed out the lack of will from 

the Mayor and Aldermen to approve several projects he had developed and to 

make the proper changes to the regulation to adapt it for a rural municipality.  

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period 
After the in-depth data gathering period which ended in 2016, the municipality 

was practically destroyed by an earthquake in September 2017 (Juarez, 2017). 

The earthquake severely affected other municipalities in Puebla, and other states 

like Mexico City, Guerrero among others (The New York Times, 2017). 

In 2019 the municipality reported that the vaccination, neuter and spay 

campaigns have continued (H. Ayuntamiento de Tochimilco, 2019), but still there 

are no reports on animal mistreatment. The results in Tochimilco can be linked to 

the characteristics of a small, rural municipality, where social change is taking 

place though perhaps at slower pace.  
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Table 7.4 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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Table 7.5 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation 
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Chapter 8:  The 5th regulation for the Responsible 
Ownership of Dogs and Cats 

8.1 Introduction: The story of Atlixco, the municipality known to 
have the first place of rabies cases in Mexico 

 
Interview with one of the operators from the Animal Center. He reported that 

things had improved over the 11 years he had worked in the A-Center. 

Before the regulation, they used to electroshock animals to kill them and “at 

least now we use euthanasia and there is less stress for the animals and us.” 

He did not like killing animals, especially puppies, but “you just have to work 

to put food on your table.” 

 
This is the story of the fifth regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and 

Cats in the state of Puebla. Out of the seven regulations from Puebla that are 

part of this study, in Atlixco, like in Tehuacan (Chapter 6), the Animal Non-

Governmental Organizations (ANGOS) continued to pressure the government 

and look for strategies to benefit animals.  

The policy process was divided in four phases. The first, presents the 

background of the story. In it, actions were developed by the state and 

municipal authorities to provide an answer to Atlixco’s infamous number one 

place, as the municipality with most rabies in Mexico. 

The second phase analyses the policy formulation, and the third and fourth 

focus on the implementation stages. The policy phases were shaped by course-

changing events and the transition from one municipal administration to the 

next.  

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors could be divided into the 

governmental authorities and the animal activists. They had different degrees but 

still positive motivations towards the protection of animals and the same on the 

importance of achieving the regulation.  

They also had different degrees but still supportive cognitions with high and 

medium understanding on what to do and openness. In terms of ‘likelihood of 

establishing the regulation’ the resulting situation regarding achieving a 

regulation was one of ‘Forced cooperation’, given the dominance of the state 

government and the lack of power from the animal organizations to get what 

they wanted. 

During the first implementation phase the ‘likelihood of implementation of 

the regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Cooperation’ at a first early stage and then 

as ‘Obstruction’, given the positive motivations of most of the actors, but the 

negative ones from the Opposers who managed to obstruct the implementation. 

In the second phase of implementation the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ remained as ‘Cooperation’ at first and later of ‘Obstruction’ due to a 

similar situation as in the first phase. 

In Atlixco, even though the fines for animal mistreatment have not been a 

reality, the local population has become more aware and reacts whenever 

mistreatment cases happen. The increase amount of animal activists from 2012 

to 2020, and the willingness from the municipal authorities to change the 

regulation to be able to punish animal mistreatment by December 2020, are all 



Chapter 8                                      Puebla: Atlixco, 5th top-down case 

154 

 

proof that despite the bitter-sweet relationship among the government and 

ANGOs, social change is positively happening in the municipality. 

 

Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017d) 

 

Atlixco is a municipality famous for its wide variety of ornamental plants, flowers 

and for its spring-like weather all year round, with an average of 19ºC. Atlixco is 

subdivided into 10 auxiliary boards28  and 131 localities. In 2015, Atlixco was 

awarded by the federal government as one of the Magical Towns. It is also known 

as the City of Flowers (Secretaria de Turismo, 2016).   

 

8.2. Background: the idea of having an animal department 
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through thirteen semi-structured interviews. After the interviews, 

whenever the interviewees had other comments or I had further questions on the 

information given, we exchanged follow-up e-mails, What’s App messages or 

phone calls. Lastly, there was a review of online sites and online newspapers. 

 

8.2.1. The actors 
Before the formulation of a regulation for dogs and cats, the municipality had the 

                                                           
28 These are community-like geographical areas that the municipalities create, to divide its territory 

into different areas. The ‘auxiliary boards’ have their own Auxiliary President, which plays the role 

of the Mayor, within that given geographical area. 

Approval May 12, 2011

Publication October 22, 2012

Entering into 

force 
October 23, 2012

Atlixco creation of the regulation 

dates of:

2011 - 2014
1st from October 23, 2012 

until February 2014

2014 - 2018 2nd

Atlixco implementation of the regulation under 

the municipal administrations:

Table 8.1 Dates of the 

formulation 
Table 8.2 Dates of the 

implementation 

Table 8.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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infamous number one place at a national level for rabies cases. The state and 

municipal authorities worked together to try to find solutions to the problem. A 

national Animal Non-Governmental Organization (ANGO) aided the municipality 

in the control of dog and cat overpopulation. 

 

8.2.2. 1999-2002 
The interest on animal management in Atlixco, was because by 1999 and the 

beginning of the next decade, Atlixco was the municipality with most rabies cases 

in the country (La Redaccion, 2014b). The state and municipal authorities were 

concerned and started to develop strategies to tackle the problem (Municipios 

Puebla, 2014b). Henceforth, big (macro) vaccination and later spay and neuter 

campaigns were promoted by the government (federal and state). 

 These efforts started at the end of the 90s and continued until the regulation 

was proposed in 2011 and created in 2012. By 2001 the macro campaigns were 

perceived as something uncommon, but by 2003 people started being interested 

in them, since they did not like animals in heat. Locals did not want their animals 

to have many puppies.  

 In the decade of the 2000s all the states in Mexico started to try to control 

the stray overpopulation (Gobierno de Mexico, 2017). 

 During the beginning up to the mid of the 2000s decade, in Atlixco the 

families used to take older animals for the ‘fixing’ surgery. The animals were 

between five to seven years old; hence they had had already several litters.  

 In Atlixco, from 1999 to 2002 a Medical Doctor (M.D.) was assigned as the 

person responsible for the Health Area which included the Animal Canine Center 

(A-Center). The M.D. had the challenging task to comply with what the Mayor 

had openly declared in a discourse: “I promise that by the end of this triennium 

there would not be rabies in Atlixco” (Estrada Casas, 2015). The Mayor had interest 

in the topic because one of his brothers died from rabies.  

 The M.D.’s first task was to convince the Mayor to shift the A-Center under 

the supervision of the Municipal Health Department and no longer under the Civil 

Protection Department. He started to analyze the statistics and found that every 

year, Atlixco and the nearby areas would register between 15 to 20 dogs with 

rabies; and every two years, one case of human-rabies. 

 He was assigned to the Health Department in 1999 and realized that the 

last human-rabies case had been registered in 1997. For him this meant that it was 

most likely the Department would register one in 1999. It was his responsibility to 

prevent it. He decided to conduct a macro vaccination campaign in all of the 

communities of the municipality. Regardless of the efforts, he found a case in 

which an infected dog had bitten three people. But the Health Area was able to 

avoid the rabies effects in the people due to the on-time administration of the 

proper vaccinations.  

 By the end of 1999, Atlixco listed 15 cases of canine rabies, though none in 

humans. The M.D. realized that he had to develop an integral program and not 

just random preventive activities.  

 The M.D. decided to train himself in matters of municipal health. In this area 

he realized he could do the most, to make people aware that it is not only the 

authorities’ problem. In his opinion, two vaccination campaigns per year 

conducted by the State’s Ministry of Health were not enough. The municipal 

authorities and the community representatives should continue with the program 

all year round.  
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 If the animal issue is only left to the government, in this case to the State’s 

Ministry of Health, then they would never have all the human and economic 

resources to benefit all the population. The M.D.’s team trained people in the 

small communities to know how to vaccinate dogs and to make a canine census.  

 During the same period the State’s Ministry of Health sent to Atlixco almost 

10,000 vaccines and the municipality administered all of them. The canine census 

reported 40,000 animals. That is when the M.D. realized they had to start by 

controlling the overpopulation via spay and neuter campaigns. He mentioned 

that the Mayor was the first obstacle because of the economic expenses these 

would mean. 

 The State’s Ministry of Health started to collaborate with a nationally 

recognized ANGO ‘Antonio Haghenbeck y de la Lama Foundation (FH)’29. FH is a 

nonprofit ANGO that specializes in macro spay and neuter campaigns. FH also 

provides free rabies tags and collars for the animals. To offer its services to any 

municipality, the municipal authorities only need to cover the cost of the meals 

of the veterinarian surgeons.  

 The State’s Ministry of Health wanted FH’s aid in the municipality of Atlixco, 

but the Mayor remained reluctant, as he believed this would be negative 

because people would get used to receiving free campaigns.  

 The M.D. was able to convince the Mayor under the argument that the 

campaigns would prevent a social health problem. He initiated a large promotion 

campaign in the local press and even used loudspeakers to inform people on the 

streets.  

 FH performed over 300 surgeries in that one campaign. The Mayor was then 

convinced of the benefits. The M.D. then asked the municipal administration for 

a truck to be able to collect the unwanted animals in ‘donation’ and contacted 

some of the local ANGOs to look after them.  

 The nearby municipalities perceived Atlixco’s measure as a solution as they 

also gave the M.D.’s Department their unwanted animals. This rapidly exceeded 

the municipality’s capacity and in just one week, they had collected 400 animals. 

Therefore, the animals ‘donated’ needed to be killed. The killing method known 

and approved by the federal norms, legal up to 2015, was through electroshock.  

 With this new program of ‘spay, neuter and donate animals’ the municipal 

health authorities were able to constantly informed the citizens, that all animals 

were required to also be vaccinated.  

 Whenever the M.D. found a household had more than two companion 

animals, he offered the people three options. The first, to spay and/or neuter 

them, the second to ‘donate’ them or the third to pay tax for the extra third 

animal (onwards). According to the M.D., in the center of the municipality only 

two people opposed to either of the measures.  

 The M.D. then promoted the ‘three actions program’, hoping that other 

localities would copy it. However, soon after the program started, the M.D. 

mentioned that it was misunderstood and that national and even international 

press commented that the municipality wanted to make more money by 

collecting an animal-tax, some reported it as a positive policy and others as 

negative.  

 In the year 2000, the municipality registered six canine rabies cases. By 2001 

they reported zero, which according to the M.D. meant that the citizens were 

                                                           
29 This ANGO is well known in Mexico and its mission is to aid in sustainable projects to improve the 

quality of both animals and older people. It was founded in 1983. 
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responding well to the program. He also said he received positive comments on 

the eradication of the virus. The next step was the control of the overpopulation, 

although he said that he could not obligate citizens to allow their animals to be 

‘fixed.’  

 The M.D.’s team was able to perform many surgeries in a small amount of 

time, since the vets in Atlixco were trained in an innovative and fast technique by 

the vets from the ANGO FH. FH’s training had benefited many vets even from 

different municipalities. The technique allowed the vets to perform up to 70 

surgeries per day. 

 The M.D. decided to make the schools part of the project. Since schools 

had spacious playgrounds, these were used to place many tables where the vets 

could perform multiple neuters and spays. The response from the people in 

general and students was positive. 

 The only problem was that they could not cover all the demand, at first four 

macro campaigns were programmed per year. Later, it was every two weeks, 

afterwards other weeks in between, but still they could not manage. The M.D. 

mentioned that the surgeries were giving positive results, it was evident that there 

were fewer dogs roaming around. But since people were so used to seeing 

animals, they started to bring puppies from other communities or even from the 

landfill, carrying along zoonoses.  

 The statement that it was common for people to bring animals from other 

localities was also mentioned in the case of Tochimilco (Chapter 7). Nonetheless, 

I was not able to corroborate this information through any other source, besides 

the interviewed actors.  

 In 2002, the M.D. proposed an internal regulation for the Health Department 

along with the Health Alderman. The objective was to aid in the reduction of dog 

overpopulation and avoid zoonoses. According to the M.D., the municipality was 

awarded for the regulation and this placed Atlixco as a model to follow, the M.D. 

presented the regulation in other municipalities. 

 The macro spays and neuter program ceased when the next municipal 

administration entered office in 2002. It was seen as a goal of the past 

administration. This, as mentioned by the M.D. was a challenge for the program 

and is an overall big problem for all municipalities in Mexico. There is no continuity 

in all programs, the municipal administrations reinvent themselves every three 

years (Cabrero Mendoza et al., 2014). 

 The M.D. was removed by the incoming Mayor due to political differences, 

and the animal program he developed practically stopped from 2002 until 2008. 

That is for two municipal administrations, the first from 2002 to 2005 and the second 

from 2005 to 2008. 

 In the municipal administration from 2008 to 2011, the Mayor reassigned the 

M.D. as the Health Director. However, during that administration he focused 

mostly on human health, therefore not much done in relation to the animal 

management.  

 The spay and neuter campaigns and the ‘two-week vaccination 

campaigns’ continued yearly. The federal government provided the vaccines. 

For the spay and neuter programs, the state government collaborated with the 

municipal authorities.  

 

8.2.3. Résumé 
Atlixco was the municipality that occupied the first place in cases of rabies at a 
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national level in 1999 and the beginning of the next decade. Canine and feline 

overpopulation was perceived as a problem in direct relation to the amount of 

rabies cases. The State’s Ministry of Health, in coordination with municipal 

authorities and a well-known national ANGO collaborated to humanely tackle 

the problem through large (macro) free spay and neuter campaigns. The vets 

from the ANGO trained the governments’ state and municipal vets on an 

innovative and fast technique, that allowed them to perform up to 70 surgeries 

per day. 

 The M.D. in charge of the health project in Atlixco started to develop 

programs to persuade locals on the importance of the vaccines and the 

surgeries. He developed an internal regulation for the Health Department with the 

objective to aid in the reduction of dog overpopulation and prevent zoonoses. 

However, due to political differences the regulation and the programs ceased 

during two municipal administrations (2002 to 2005) and (2005 to 2008). 

 In the municipal administration from 2008 to 2011, the Mayor reassigned the 

M.D. as the Health Director, then he focused on human health, he did little for 

animal management.  

 

8.3. The creation of an animal regulation, a top-down decision 
and the animal activists left aside 
 

8.3.1. Formulating actors 
The Animal Non-Governmental Organizations (ANGOs) from Atlixco were the first 

actors to agree to have a similar regulation as the previously described 

municipalities (Chapters 4 to 7). The M.D. who was the Head of the Public Health 

and Zoonoses Department, the Health Alderman and the Institutional Liaison from 

the State’s Health Ministry were the main actors to work on the approval of the 

regulation.  

 

8.3.2. 2011 – September 2012  
In the administration that started in February 2011, the M.D. as the Head of the 

Public Health and Zoonoses Department promoted what he called an updated 

version of the internal regulation for animals that he had developed in 2002. But 

in reality, the ‘updated’ version was the same document of the regulation 

enacted in the previous four municipalities (Chapters 4 to 7). The M.D. liked that it 

included animal protection and prevention of animal mistreatment. His 

motivations were positive, medium for animal protection and high towards the 

creation of another animal regulation. 

 He mentioned that the ANGOs were the main actors to position the animal 

topic into the political agenda. “The governments by themselves would not do it, 

the governments never give you anything you do not ask for, but when you make 

a fuss, even in the social media, they take you into account.” 

 For the M.D., the next step was to professionalize himself in the animal topic. 

He decided to study the effects of zoonoses and parasitology to be able to 

explain to the people that they should avoid seeing animals as vermin. One of 

the solutions he learned was to offer continuous spay and neuter campaigns.  

 Due to the M.D.’s experience and acquired knowledge as well as high 

openness to learn further, he had supportive cognitions. 
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 At the beginning of the administration, the ANGOs and the M.D. had the 

same idea of assigning inspectors per neighborhood. To collect fines from the 

people who did not pick up their animals’ droppings.  

 The M.D. witnessed many cases where people thought they could mistreat 

animals as they were part of their property, but by having a regulation, this could 

change. However, the Mayor was not convinced of working towards an animal 

regulation since his main goal was to attract tourism. The M.D. then told him that 

an animal regulation would benefit tourism. Tourists would not like to see stray 

dogs and dirty streets. 

 All the municipal governmental actors and the ANGOs agreed that the 

creation of a regulation exclusively for dogs and cats was thought to be a first 

step and that later they will seek to include other animals. Dogs and cats were 

chosen due to the close relation with humans, the effects of their overpopulation 

on the streets and the zoonoses.  

 The Liaison from the Ministry of Health that had written and been involved 

in the creation of the previous regulations (Chapters 4 to 7), in Atlixco remained 

with the same actor characteristics as in the previous cases. He had a positive but 

medium motivation for animals, and a high motivation on the creation of another 

animal regulation. He had supportive cognitions given his experience and 

knowledge acquired, and he had sufficient legal resources. 

 The M.D. wanted to create an Animal Control Center for all types of 

animals. The State’s Ministry of Health told him that it was not a good idea and 

asked him how he would respond to an emergency related to other animals 

besides dogs and cats. For example, such as a bee attacks or snakes in houses. 

But the M.D. did have to respond to a report of a bobcat inside a house.  

 The M.D. said, “I realized it was not the time, they [state health authorities] 

had to limit it to the animals they were able to handle, which were dogs and 

cats.” The Anti-Rabies Center was renamed as the Center for Canine and Feline 

Attention and Control Center (A-Center). The M.D. mentioned that it was 

important not to forget that the regulation would at some point need to be 

extended to include other animals. He was getting prepared for it as well. He was 

in contact with a recognized animal welfare specialist from the Autonomous 

National University (UNAM). The M.D. received advise on how to perform 

preventive medicine on animals used for consumption and for burden, which 

were being sold at the animal-markets. 

 The vet from Tochimilco, the nearby municipality that had recently 

enacted an animal regulation (Chapter 7), was invited to some of the meetings 

for the creation of the regulation in Atlixco. The two municipalities had at different 

times collaborated with each other on animal management. The vet said “when 

the Regulation [for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats] was written, it 

was first presented to the municipal authorities of Atlixco, but the municipality tried 

to make some changes that the Ministry of Health would not allow.”  

 The M.D. mentioned that he wanted to change some ways of working 

towards the promotion of spay, neuter and the ‘donation’ of animals, but this did 

not happen. It was a top-down setting, the state authorities were the ones 

dictating what to do.  

The vet from Tochimilco said that even before the enactment of the 

regulation in Atlixco there were people already interested in animals, in the 

responsible ownership and in their protection. They were looking for sanctions on 

the people leaving the animals abandoned on the roofs. The vet mentioned “it 
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would have been ideal to include other animal species, even those used for 

consumption, since they had problems with people [illegally] breeding pigs, but 

they did not reach an agreement to include other species.” 

 The M.D. mentioned that although rabies was no longer present, there were 

over 1,000 dog-human aggressions per year. “People know when they owned 

aggressive dogs and they are not careful in avoiding accidents. The dogs are left 

to partially live or roam around the streets for hours.” Therefore, it was important 

to sanction the irresponsible guardians. This was the most difficult topic, “how to 

sanction people who had a dog that had bitten two or three times. How to 

explain to them that they [the A-Center] was going to take the animal away. With 

what authority? It was important to let people know why and how the animals 

should be under observation. If the owner would be allowed to care for the 

animal inside their own house, then the owner would really have to assure that 

they would be responsible.” 

 The local ANGO ‘OK’ knew of the existence of regulations for the 

Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats in other municipalities. OK approached 

the ANGO from San Pedro Cholula, Leaving a Print (DH), which had been involved 

in the formulation of the regulation of its own municipality (Chapter 5). The 

municipal authorities of Atlixco mentioned that they also approached San Pedro 

Cholula to work on the regulation from Atlixco.  

 The actors from Atlixco noticed that it was feasible for the municipality. OK 

modified the text, to give it a higher animal protection approach and presented 

it to the municipal authorities. OK and REME (another local ANGO) had positive 

(high) motivations for animals and high for the creation of a legal tool to help 

animals.  

 However, OK and REME were only welcome in few meetings at the 

beginning of the process, but were no longer allowed to participate in the 

creation of the regulation by the municipal and state authorities, due to 

differences in the approach. The text was not going to be modified. A similar 

situation happened in one of the previous cases in the municipality of Tehuacan 

(Chapter 6). But the ANGO from Tehuacan did manage to make the change in 

the text happen because of the successful persuasion of the Aldermen. 

 The ANGOs OK and REME mentioned that the ambience in the meetings 

for the creation of the regulation in Atlixco was very tense. Mostly due to the 

differences between the ANGOs and the government. The ANGOs wanted a text 

more focused on the more animal protection approach and not center the 

regulation on the animal welfare only in relation to human welfare.  

 OK said that animal mistreatment means one thing to ANGOs and another 

to the authorities. Many issues proposed by the ANGOs were later changed by 

the municipal and state authorities for others that by the perception of the ANGOs 

did not benefit the animals. OK said that while the regulation was created 

“supposedly to punish animal mistreatment, this [mistreatment] starts by the 

municipal Canine Center in the way they trap and kill animals, this is regrettable.”  

 The ANGOs also wanted to sanction the veterinarians, since there were 

illegal veterinarians operating. OK wanted to create an Animal Police, raise the 

sanctions proposed in the regulation, put offenders in jail and prevent them from 

having animals in the future. 

 The ANGOS cognitions were supportive, they understood the animal topic, 

but had medium understanding of the political game of how to make the 

regulation a possibility. They had contact with the ANGO of San Pedro (Chapter 
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5) who had managed to publish its own animal regulation, but also did not 

succeed to make changes to text to include more animal protection.  The ANGOs 

resources in Atlixco, turned out to be insufficient to make the changes intended 

to favor animals.  

 OK affirmed that at the end, the regulation was not a result of a consensus, 

it was an institutional arrangement and the ANGOs and society were left aside. 

According to OK “even the one [regulation] proposed and enacted was not 

enforced [from 2012 to 2014].” OK reported that the most difficult topics during 

the few meetings were the catching and killings. For the ANGOs the people in 

charge were not properly trained and the A-Center was not equipped, it was 

overcrowded and remained as such even after the change in the administration 

in 2014.  

 The ANGOs wanted to have an Animal Welfare Center, where 

electroshock would be abolished, and the animals could be humanely 

euthanized (only when they were sick or were aggressive). The rest of the animals, 

in their point of view could be given for adoption.  

 OK said that animals remained being electroshocked even after the 

enactment of the regulation. The neuter and spay campaigns were also an issue, 

the ANGOs wanted the surgeries to become permanent and not just as special 

events, but when the regulation was enacted the ANGOs were told that the 

municipality lacked resources to continue with them. 

 The municipal Health Alderman, the M.D. and the municipal Secretary of 

the Social Department confirmed that the actors involved throughout all the 

creation of the regulation were few, the Ministry of Health’s Institutional Liaison, 

the M.D. and the Health Alderman. Others participated at different times. In the 

Alderman’s point of view, they did not see the need to include more people. The 

Secretary mentioned that for him, the education institutions were missing in the 

process.  

 For the Health Alderman, the few people from the government that 

participated, worked well and cooperated towards making the regulation a 

possibility, thus they had sufficient legal resources. In the Secretary’s opinion the 

meetings were positive, despite that the ANGOs and the governmental 

authorities did not agree in many points, and that authorities were not able to 

convey with all of the ANGOs petitions, according to him due to lack of resources. 

For him the biggest challenge was going to be the enforcement. 

 In the Alderman’s opinion, animal rights and protection were very 

important, he then had positive (high) motivation towards animals. However, he 

felt very antagonistic of the work from the ANGOs since they were not helpful, but 

an obstacle. He also had high motivation to create a regulation and had 

supportive cognitions.  

 The Secretary of the Social Department, really liked animals since he was a 

boy and therefore had positive (high) motivation to try to help them, thus his 

motivation was also high in the creation of the regulation. He also had supportive 

cognitions. 

 The Health Alderman mentioned that the challenge for the regulation 

would be how to explain to people that animals were not objects, that they 

should be fed, respected and that they should not be tied up. Another challenge 

was how to convince people that cats as much as dogs needed to be spayed or 

neutered. For the Secretary it was how to really implement the regulation once it 

was created.  
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 The fines were also a complicated topic. The M.D. and local ANGOs 

mentioned that due to the name of the regulation; which in Spanish can be 

understood as tax collection for having dogs and cats, caused in their point of 

view, more animals to be abandoned.  

 OK said that the taxation rumor grew out of proportion and “some people 

believed that the tax consisted of 300 pesos” (almost 18 euros) per animal. The 

authorities first needed to convince the citizens that the fines for animal 

mistreatment had nothing to do with the rumor of the tax fee. 

 Once the text of the regulation was finished and before it was approved 

by the Mayor and the Aldermen. The municipality entered a national contest, 

where many municipalities submit their projects to be analyzed and some are 

assigned funds up to 50% of the total cost of their projects.  

 The contest was conducted because the federal government did not have 

money to fund all submitted projects. The municipal government of Atlixco 

participated to obtain the money for the publication of the regulation and to be 

able to develop an implementation project.  

 The project was submitted by the M.D. and the Health Alderman under the 

category of ‘Healthy Communities.’ They thought that the responsible ownership 

of dogs and cats was a subject that would fit well under a healthy-community 

topic. They provided the argument that it would help to control the stray animal 

overpopulation.  

 One of the M.D.’s cousin was part of the judges in assigning the money in 

the contest, and therefore the Alderman mentioned that they had no problem in 

winning the contest. For the project, half the money was given by the municipality 

and the other half by the state. Part of the money was used for the publication 

and the rest was supposed to be used for the implementation.  

 OK and REME stated that apart from the publication, most of the money 

was not assigned for the implementation. Part of it was used for printing a booklet 

which contained the text of the regulation and some animal related poems, but 

no further actions took place. They believed the rest of the resources were 

diverted. 

 The M.D. reported that the approval of the regulation required some 

convincing. Dogs and cats were not a priority for the Mayor and for the rest of the 

municipal Aldermen. However, once the Health Department won the contest, its 

approval was not much of a problem. 

 The Health Alderman placed the regulation on the sessions where all of the 

Aldermen gathered and it was unanimously approved by May 12, 2011. Despite 

having the money from the contest, the regulation was published and enacted 

almost one year and a half after its approval. The M.D. mentioned that the 

argument was that the publication was expensive and not a priority for the Mayor.  

 The Municipal Treasury did not assign the funds until later in 2012, and it was 

finally published by October. In the meantime, the M.D. mentioned that they had 

to use the former regulation of Police and Good Government in the section 

related to Health to be able to operate. 

 The M.D. received a lot of criticism from its peers, since the rest of the 

municipal authorities told him that they needed to do something new and not 

another regulation. His answer was that while the human as well as the dogs and 

cats’ rabies were under control, they needed to keep working on the efforts to 

maintain the municipality rabies-free.  

 The municipality reported to have a new problem with wild rabies 
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transmitted by bats, which affected the livestock. This problem was common with 

the municipality of Tochimilco (Chapter 7). The M.D. wanted to develop an 

integral program starting by a livestock census. It was not until 2013 when the first 

part of the census took place in Atlixco. The municipal authorities needed to 

explain the importance of the wild rabies vaccination to the people. This was 

more complicated to explain than the vaccines for dogs and cats, because the 

vaccine for livestock was not free.  

 The M.D. tried to convince the people that the benefits were enormous in 

comparison to the low price of the vaccine of about 2 euro cents. The M.D. said 

that many of the auxiliary board representatives from the communities far from 

the main part of the municipality were not convinced. Their argument was that 

animals were not important or that they simply did not like them. The M.D. replied 

that it was a public policy as it also involved the health and economy of the 

people. At the end the proposed vaccination program did not go through. He 

knew that even if it was a petition from the people, if the authorities from the 

communities were not willing, the programs did not work. 

 

8.3.3. Résumé 
The M.D. that had previously worked in past administrations was assigned as the 

responsible for the Animal Center (A-Center). The regulation was perceived more 

as a top-down decision coming from the State’s Health Ministry. The text of the 

previously approved regulations in other four municipalities (Chapters 4 to 7) only 

included dogs and cats, thus no other animals were included for Atlixco despite 

the interest from the ANGOs.  

The ANGOs were also not allowed to modify the regulation, they wanted 

to include more animal protection articles and increase the fines. A rumor of a 

dog and cats tax fee spread around the municipality and made the acceptance 

of the regulation among the citizens more challenging than in the previous 

municipalities. 

Atlixco entered a contest and received half the money for the publication 

of the regulation from the federal government and for the first phase of 

implementation. The other half was provided by the municipal government. 

After the regulation was approved by the Mayor and Aldermen, its 

publication took longer than expected as the Mayor perceived it as expensive 

and not a priority. Once published, the ANGOs and authorities agreed that the 

regulation could be an important instrument that could benefit humans and 

animals if it is enforced.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the 

formulation of the regulation, can be observed in Figure 8.1. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Promoters. The M.D. and the ANGOs, both as Promoters 

had interaction with the local population. Those that were part of the process but 

did not participate directly in the formulation are identified as other actors. 
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8.4. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
Atlixco was the fifth of the seven municipal animal regulations created from 2009 

to 2013. As in the previous cases, the Institutional Liaison was the main actor of the 

State’s Ministry of Health to approach the municipalities and look for strategic 

actors within the municipalities who would welcome the creation of an animal 

regulation. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation.  

The Institutional Liaison had the same role of the Promoter in the creation 

phase as in the previous cases (Chapters 4 to 7). He showed the same actor 

characteristics with specific and content driven objectives to create a 

homologized animal regulation like in the previous urban municipalities of San 

Andres (Chapter 4), San Pedro (Chapter 5), and Tehuacan (Chapter 6).  

He had positive but medium motivation for animals, his high motivation 

remained towards the creation of the homologized text of the regulation. Even 

though he was open to listen to all actors, he did not allow any changes to it, as 

this in his point of view, would complicate the process. His cognitions were 

supportive with high understanding on how to conduct the process and high 

openness to learn further. His legal and political resources were sufficient to 

achieve the regulation. 

The animal NGOs (ANGOs) were the first to be enthusiastic about an animal 

regulation. They had the role of Promoters with specific and content driven 

objectives to have a legal document that could aid their everyday work. One of 

them approached another ANGO from the municipality of San Pedro (Chapter 

5) to learn how to make the regulation happen for Atlixco. However, like in San 

Pedro and Tehuacan (Chapter 6), the ANGOs in Atlixco did not succeed to make 

any changes in the text that would achieve more animal protection.  

They had positive (high) motivations for the well-being of animals, but 

medium in relation to a regulation that would just mildly contribute to some 

welfare. They had supportive cognitions. But of medium understanding on how to 

proceed and medium openness, and they had insufficient resources to make the 

envisioned protection changes and were in fact blocked by the other Promoters 

to participate further in the process.  

Figure 8.1 Interaction in the formulation process 
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The M.D. who was the Head of the Public Health and Zoonoses 

Department, was also a Promoter. He had specific and content driven objectives 

to create a document that could aid in his work. His motivations were positive and 

medium for the protection of animals but high for the creation of a regulation. He 

had supportive cognitions since he had the experience in creating an internal 

regulation in 2002 for the Zoonoses Department. He had high understanding on 

how to conduct the process and open to learn from the experience of the 

Institutional Liaison. His legal resources were sufficient to create the regulation. 

The Health Alderman liked animals very much, thus he also acquired 

specific and content driven objectives in the formulation process. He had positive 

(high) motivations to favor animals and to create an animal regulation. He was 

also a Promoter. He developed supportive cognitions though of medium 

understanding on what to do and medium openness to learn further. He was 

especially antagonistic to learn from and collaborate with the ANGOs, since he 

did not perceive their work as helpful. His legal resources were sufficient, the same 

as those from the other governmental Promoters. 

The Secretary of the Social Department liked animals since he was a kid, 

and perceived as positive the actions developed towards them, including the 

work from the ANGOs. He had specific and content driven objectives to help 

create the regulation. He was also a Promoter with positive (high) motivations for 

animals and for the regulation. He had supportive cognitions though medium 

understanding on the process but willingness to learn specially from the 

Institutional Liaison, the M.D. and he was also sympathetic of the ANGOs. His legal 

resources were also sufficient, the same as those from the other governmental 

Promoters. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Forced cooperation’ due to the mixed levels of 

positive motivations. There were supportive cognitions, information on what to do, 

but dominance remained on the side of the Institutional Liaison who persuaded 

the other municipal authorities. The power was imbalanced between the 

governmental Promoters and the ANGOs. Thus, the label of just ‘Cooperation’ 

does not feel appropriate when one takes the attempt to change the wording as 

the central issue in this process. When concentrating on that aspect, the 

appropriate label is ‘Forced cooperation’ as the ANGOs did not get what they 

wanted, but lacked the power to do anything about that. The assessment of the 

policy process in the formulation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 8.4. 

 

8.5. Implementation Phase I: some actions but lack of animal 
mistreatment sanctions 
 

8.5.1. Implementing actors  
The municipal authorities through the Head of the Public Health and Zoonoses, 

the Animal Center (A-Center) operators, the Health Alderman, the Secretary of 

the Social Department along with the ANGOs OK, REME and Maya were involved 

in the implementation. 
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8.5.2. October 2012 – February 2014 
After the enactment of the regulation, the M.D. sent an official document to the 

rest of the municipal authorities, in which he explained why the regulation was 

convenient to each of them and what their activities would entail. For example, 

the Commerce Department could confiscate animals being sold on the streets 

and take them to the A-Center or give them to the ANGOS.  

In the first meeting to present the regulation, the M.D. invited several 

municipal authorities to be present. Like the Municipal Police, the Departments of 

Commerce, Street Maintenance, Education, the Municipal Department of Motor 

Vehicles, among others. However, very few municipal workers arrived. The M.D. 

mentioned there was brief participation from the Municipal Attorney and the 

Police, but most of the municipal authorities were reluctant. 

Once the regulation was approved, the ANGO REME started to promote it 

and made a poster contest. It was coordinated by the municipal government. In 

REME’s point of view, the authorities wanted to show that they were doing 

something about the regulation, but for REME it was not true since after the 

contest there were no other actions related to the regulation from the municipal 

government. 

The ANGO OK went to schools to show an animal play, they also visited 

radio programs to encourage people to make the animal mistreatment 

complaints. OK mentioned that local stores approached the ANGOs to ask what 

they could do to aid in the promotion of the regulation, but the interest ended 

rapidly. 

OK proposed to the M.D. that the ANGOs could give talks and train the 

local people, and that he could train the Municipal Attorney and the Police. The 

M.D. and the municipal government did not allow the ANGOs to perform the 

training, and their positive feelings towards seeing a real implementation happen, 

rapidly ceased.  

The Secretary of the Social Department and the M.D. mentioned that both 

of them constantly visited radio and T.V. programs to promote the regulation. 

They also promoted it via local newspapers and social media. They would 

announce the vaccination, spay and neuter campaigns.  

The M.D. mentioned that at first, he identified some reporters interested in 

the implementation of the regulation. He asked for social service from veterinary 

students, sociologists, anthropologists and ANGOs to do an integral work, but he 

did not receive any response. However, the Secretary of the Social Department 

reported that the animal activists were hopeful and enthusiastic, their good 

working relationship, aided in the logistics and promotion of the adoption of 

animals and in the spay and neuter campaigns.  

The Secretary commented that since the animal topic is related to a 

cultural issue, the promotion needed to be constant and “mostly in the 

communities [far from the main part of the municipality], where people would 

react aggressively.” 

The ANGOs REME, OK and one that was of more recent creation, named 

Maya, confirmed and criticized that the publicizing of the regulation from the 

government stopped within the first months after the enactment. 

The Health Alderman mentioned that with the money Atlixco obtained 

from the national contest for ‘Healthy Communities’, the health authorities 

developed two programs. One, a children’s education program and the other a 

computer-based pet registration program.  



Chapter 8                                      Puebla: Atlixco, 5th top-down case 

167 

 

The education program entailed educational children’s board games and 

talks in schools. However, according to the ANGOs, even though some copies of 

the board games existed, the ‘supposedly’ education program lasted practically 

until the few board games ran out. In reality, for the three ANGOs, the education 

program did not take place. 

The computer-based program consisted of registering and distributing 

4,000 animal tags to be hung in the animals’ collars. For the ANGOs, this attempt 

was expensive and also insufficient to generate a census of the more than 4,000 

animals in Atlixco. 

The tags were intended for a voluntary census to register all companion 

animals in a computer program designed especially for that purpose. The 

program generated a unique-number for each animal, like it is done with the 

citizens’ I.D. The number was engraved in the animals’ I.D. tag, which consisted 

of the first two letters of the name of the animal, the first two letters of the name 

of the community, the number of the municipality, the number of the state, the 

animal’s age, sex and a registration number (sequential numbers).  

The animal was also registered under the family’s last names, address, 

phone number, e-mail address, the animal’s name and photo. This program 

according to the M.D., was a way to make a census and a full registration of the 

animal.  

It would also aid in making the families see the animal as a family member. 

With the program the municipality would know if the animal had all their vaccines, 

whether they were spayed or neutered and in case the animals were lost, they 

would be able to return them home. If the animals were found by the A-Center, 

then the guardian would have to pay the fee for the services given by the 

municipality (keeping them safe and fed), and would also have to show the 

animal’s vaccination card. 

The program also had the purpose to register if the animal had been given 

to someone else or if the animal had died. The M.D. was hoping to get information 

on how long animals lived and an estimate of how much the population would 

grow. 

Along with the tag, the animals’ families received a printed copy of the 

regulation, it was printed in a pocket book style.  

The M.D. mentioned that due to the education and registration programs, 

the Health Departments managed to stop the rumors on the allegedly ‘dog-tax’ 

initiated because of the regulation. That is when according to the Health 

Alderman, the citizens were willing to participate, and register their animals. The 

program was free; however, the municipality did ask for voluntary economic 

donations, but the M.D. said that most people did not give any money.  

In relation to the complaints before the regulation, the municipal A-Center 

authorities (formerly called Zoonoses Department), inspected the houses of 

animals that had bitten or of those that were in bad conditions (tied up or rickety). 

But only if the people would let them inside their homes. If not, then the authorities 

could not do anything. In certain cases, if the dog had bitten, some people 

allowed them to take the animals away to be kept under observation for 10 days. 

After that period, the people would have to pay a fine to have the animal back.  

The M.D. commented that after the enactment of regulation the Police 

petitioned the M.D. for a talk and a copy of the regulation. The procedure for a 

sanction, was first to inspect the house. The A-Center operators checked if indeed 
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there was mistreatment. If so, they would leave a notification, and request people 

to change their behavior.  

The A-Center operators would leave the people a copy of the regulation. 

If the people continued with the infringement, they would be sent to the Attorney. 

If people were not willing to go by their own means, the Police could intervene. 

The Attorney would decide the type or amount of the sanction. The M.D. 

mentioned that the collaboration from the Police and the Attorney was essential 

for the regulation’s enforcement. 

The M.D. noticed that the complaints increased, because “the people 

knew where to place a complaint, […] my Department kept a record of all the 

complaints, the ANGOs became the watchdogs, and reported all the cases to 

me.” 

Whenever the animals were taken to the A-Center, they would remain for 

one or two days and then brought back to their houses were no fine was 

enforced, since according to the M.D. most of the people argued that they 

ignored the existence of the regulation, hence the citizens were told about it and 

given a copy of the regulation by the A-Center. 

The M.D. mentioned that Atlixco was the first municipality to enforce the 

regulation out of the five that had published animal regulations (Chapters 4 to 7). 

He commented that he dealt with a case of an illegal puppy-mill that was 

reported to the A-Center. He approached the Attorney and provided a copy of 

the regulation. The Attorney applied the sanction accordingly.  

The M.D. mentioned that he managed a case of a dog that was caught 

by the A-Center workers. The dog’s guardian hired a lawyer to represent the dog 

and asked the Attorney to legally protect the animal. The animal was returned to 

her guardian after she paid the cost of the fine. The Attorney mentioned to the 

M.D. that he was pleased that “now we have to defend animals.”  

In other cases, when dogs were clearly used for fighting, which meant 

sheer mistreatment, even when the people paid the fines and demanded 

aggressively to have the dogs back; the M.D. would tell them it was the Attorney’s 

decision not to return the animals to their owners. They were instead given to the 

ANGOs. 

 The Health Alderman, the Secretary of the Social Department and the 

ANGOs unlike the M.D., perceived a lack of interest from the Police and the 

Attorney in matters of enforcing the regulation. They all mentioned that no one 

was fined. I was also not able to find a second primary or secondary source that 

confirmed that sanctions were enforced and fines collected as stated by the M.D.  

I contacted the reporter who followed the development of the regulation 

and she did not know of any sanction enforced. The only information she had was 

an interview made to the M.D. in a local paper, where he stated that a few fines 

were collected (Municipios, 2013). 

The ANGOs, REME, OK and Maya mentioned that once the regulation was 

published it gained a lot of interest. The number of complaints increased. But 

people rapidly stopped making them since these were not answered. At first, the 

citizens would also report mistreatment cases to the ANGOs, even though these 

had no means of enforcing the regulation. The ANGOs directed the citizens to the 

authorities in charge to enforce the regulation in the A-Center. The ANGOs faced 

opposition from Operators belonging to the Workers’ Union inside the A-Center 

who did not want to follow the process established in the regulation. 
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The A-Center operators told the ANGOs that it was not clear to them how 

to deal with the complaints; whether they should turn them to the Attorney or 

what to do. The regulation provided the faculty for the A-Center to act, but the 

workers claimed over and over that they ignored the steps to follow.  

Their motivations were negative with low interest on animal protection and 

on the implementation of the regulation. Their cognitions were also unsupportive, 

but their resources were sufficient to get away with not performing their job 

according to the regulation’s needs. 

 The M.D. noticed that he had to rotate the personnel from the A-Center as 

they turned sadistic, mocked and tortured animals. He decided to train them in 

the use of euthanasia to avoid electroshock as a killing method, which stressed 

the animals and the workers alike. 

The ANGOs stated that even though the M.D. affirmed the contrary, there 

were no people from the A-Center assigned to provide a response to the 

complaints and do the inspections in the private homes. The lack of collection of 

fines, was the biggest problem which reflected a soft enforcement of the 

regulation for the ANGOs. People realized that they were just going to be warned, 

but not fined.  

 The Health Alderman mentioned that because of the tax-rumor, the 

people ended up hiding the vaccination record-cards and removing the 

vaccination and registration tags from the dogs to avoid paying the ‘dog tax.’ It 

was the reason he mentioned as to why the municipality ended up not charging 

the fines and only “verbally sanctioning and [sometimes] taking the animals 

away.” 

 The Secretary of the Social Department said that the idea was at first to 

coordinate the Health Department and with the Police to provide answers to the 

complaints, but the Police felt it was additional work, and thus they were not 

willing to collaborate.  

 The Health Alderman recognized that once the regulation was enacted, 

there were no resources or people assigned for its implementation. For him, the 

lack of coordination between other governmental departments, like the Waste 

Collection, Public Safety, the Comptroller, among others, negatively affected the 

implementation. The interest from the authorities, including the Mayor was only 

momentarily and it disappeared rapidly after the regulation was published.  

 For the Health Alderman, the Secretary in accordance with the opinion 

from the ANGOs, the regulation was not enforced in matters of sanctions. The only 

petitions responded were those of people denouncing packs of dogs on the 

streets and dogs that had bitten.  

 In terms of the ‘donations’, when the people voluntary gave their animal in 

‘donations’ to the A-Center (to be killed), they would change their minds and 

asked the A-Center to give them back. The M.D. mentioned that the animals were 

returned to their houses after the guardians paid a fee. He said, he widely 

promoted the ‘donations’ in the hope to prevent the abandonment of unwanted 

animals on the streets and reduce the catching. The trapping and catching, was 

perceived by the local population as a cruel activity because the A-Center 

workers caught and picked up dogs with a lasso and were cruel to the animals. 

 Once it was evident that there were no sanctions being enforced, the M.D. 

and the Health Alderman told the ANGOS that there were no economic 

resources to do so. The ANGOs pointed out that the A-Center could become self-

sufficient if the authorities started to collect the money from the fines. 
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OK tried to dialogue with the municipal government, but their reply was 

that they would not prioritize actions to care for animals instead of people, since 

the resources were limited.  

 For the Health Alderman, despite the lack of mistreatment fines, the most 

important outcome of the regulation was the big (macro) spay and neuter 

campaigns. 

 The M.D. mentioned that whenever he and the A-Center workers visited 

the communities to perform vaccination and neuter and spay campaigns. They 

announced them through loudspeakers stating that people could now be fined 

according to the regulation, if they did not vaccinate their companion animals. 

 During electoral times, the campaigns were suspended. The M.D. openly 

declared in the media that this situation might had had to do with political 

administrative changes, as the municipality was from a different party than the 

state’s government. After those statements, according to him, he was suspended 

and was no longer able to work in the municipal administration. 

 Despite the lack of more enforcement, for the M.D. the regulation was the 

most important action towards animal protection. It gave the legal support for 

the work the Zoonoses Department had already been doing. The people stopped 

seeing the Health Department and A-Center as corrupted “just asking for money, 

they now had a legal document [to back up their work].”  

 For the M.D., it was important that people would perceive the regulation 

as “theirs, once this is achieved, it would work correctly, the most important thing 

is the citizens’ participation, their ideas have to be considered.”  

 When the regulation was designed it was also planned to safeguard and 

put in quarantine in the A-Center the dogs that were reported as supposedly 

aggressive. Also, to provisionally keep stray dogs in the A-Center. These actions 

were incorporated at the end of the administration and therefore were also not 

completely enforced. 

 The ANGO OK observed the interest and support from only one veterinarian 

from the Health Department. He would become the Head of the A-Center in the 

second administration to try to implement the regulation. The other authorities, 

according to OK, continued to ignore all of the ANGOs proposals.  

 Before the elections for the second municipal administration (2014 – 2018), 

OK approached all the candidates running for Mayor. All of them signed the 

petition in which they committed themselves to enforce the animal regulation if 

elected. 

 

8.5.3. Résumé 
Once the regulation was enacted both the authorities and ANGOs were 

enthusiastic. However, the authorities soon found out that the implementation 

was challenging and they needed the will from the Police and the Attorney to 

make it work. The M.D., who was the director of the A-Center, reported that there 

were some cases where sanctions were enforced due to animal mistreatment 

and others of people who would leave their animals roaming around the streets.  

The M.D. and the Health Alderman mentioned the development of two 

programs to aid the implementation of the regulation. One educational, with 

board games for children and another for the registration of 4,000 companion 

animals. The ANGOs mentioned that the programs were brief and not sufficient, 

since there were few copies of the board games and 4,000 tags were not enough 

for all the animals in Atlixco. 
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The ANGOs and the rest of the municipal authorities assured that no fines 

were collected. I was also not able to find other sources to corroborate the M.D.’s 

statements.  

The ANGOs aided in the promotion of the regulation and the citizens 

approached them to file complaints, which they had to redirect to the authorities 

since they had no legal basis to act. The ANGOs were rapidly disappointed and 

realized along with the other municipal authorities that there would be no 

enforcement in matters of animal mistreatment. However, according to the 

municipal authorities, the neuter and spay surgeries were more successful. 

The ANGOs looked for the commitment of the candidates running for 

Mayor of the second municipal administration, they all signed a petition where 

they committed themselves to enforce the regulation if elected.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the first 

phase of implementation, can be observed in Figure 8.2. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Promoters, Enabler, Directors and Opposers. The M.D., 

the A-Center operators and the ANGOs had interaction with the local population. 

Those that were part of the process but did not participate directly in the 

implementation are identified as other actors. 

8.6. Analysis of the first implementation phase  
During the first months of the implementation of the regulation the governmental 

actors and the ANGOs were enthusiastic. They all started to publicize the 

regulation. The governmental actors invested in two programs. One educational, 

which consisted of giving out children’s board games in schools. The other 

registered animals in a computer program and placed tags with their information 

on the animals’ collars. But the programs were brief and since their reach was 

small, these were viewed as expensive and inefficient by the ANGOs. The interest 

on the promotion of the regulation rapidly diminished given that there were no 

sanctions to punish animal mistreatment.  

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the first phase of the 

implementation of the regulation. 

The M.D. who was the Head of the Public Health and Zoonoses 

Department, remained as one of the Promoters in this phase. He had specific and 

content driven objectives to implement the regulation. His motivations remained 

positive and increased from medium in the previous phase to high in this one in 

Figure 8.2 Interaction in the first phase of the implementation 
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the search for animal protection. His motivations were high to look for the 

implementation of the regulation. He kept the same supportive cognitions as in 

the previous phase since he knew who to approach and how to act to try to 

implement the regulation. His legal and economic resources and the 

collaboration from good staff were insufficient in this phase to implement part of 

the regulation and achieve the collection of fines and animal mistreatment 

sanctions, though this was contradicted by the rest of the actors.  

The Animal Center (A-Center) operators who worked directly with the M.D. 

had negative low motivations towards animals and towards the implementation 

of the regulation. They had the role of Opposers and had global and process 

driven objectives, since they were not interested in the outcome, but only in 

getting paid for performing their job.  

The M.D. and ANGOs said the operators acted with cruelty when 

managing the animals and at times even sadistic. Some were part of the Workers’ 

Union, which as stated in the Introduction to the Puebla cases (Chapter 3), means 

that they cannot get fired from their jobs, despite their performance. The A-Center 

operators used this position to their advantage and were unwilling to change their 

practices according to the regulation.  

They had unsupportive cognitions of low understanding on how to act and 

low openness since even though the M.D. mentioned he trained them, they did 

not show openness to learn and would claim over and over that they did not 

know the procedure. Their legal resources were sufficient to not change to the 

demands of the regulation and petitions from the M.D. and ANGOs. 

The Health Alderman had specific and content driven objectives to aid in 

the implementation process. He had positive (high) motivations to favor animals 

and to implement the regulation. He also remained as the Promoter. He had the 

same set of supportive cognitions of medium understanding and medium 

openness to learn further as in the previous phase. He remained antagonistic 

towards the work of the ANGOs. His legal and economic resources turned from 

sufficient in the creation phase to insufficient in this one to enforce the regulation. 

The Secretary of the Social Department remained as the Promoter as well 

as the M.D. and the Health Alderman. He had specific and content driven 

objectives to aid in the publicizing of the regulation. He had positive (high) 

motivations for animals and to create actions to aid in the implementation. He 

had supportive cognitions of medium understanding on the process but high 

openness to learn further while doing. He was welcoming the work of the ANGOs. 

His legal and economic resources were also insufficient to fully implement the 

regulation, the same as those from the M.D. and the Health Alderman. 

The ANGOs were very enthusiastic once the regulation was published and 

hopeful to see people sanctioned whenever they committed animal 

mistreatment. 

They were the Directors in the implementation phase with specific and content 

driven objectives to finally see an improvement in their daily work to try to help 

dogs and cats.  

They had positive (high) motivations for animals and to aid and witness the 

full implementation of the regulation. They shifted their positive cognitions from 

medium in the creation phase, to high understanding of what to do and who to 

contact and high openness. Their resources remained as insufficient to achieve a 

real change for animals. 



Chapter 8                                      Puebla: Atlixco, 5th top-down case 

173 

 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled in a first stage as ‘Cooperation.’ Given that in general 

terms there was not much opposition towards the educational program, the 

computer-based program and the neuter campaigns, just in how far as the 

limited capacity of the resources allowed.  

However, in a second stage when talking about the ‘collection’ of animals 

from the streets and the issuing of fines, the opposition was much stronger, and 

the division of power was not “neutral” at all. Then ‘obstruction’ can be identified 

where the Opposers neglected the regulation and had no interest in working with 

the Police to sanction. Admittedly, also the Police and the Attorney showed no 

real motivation. They were a very strong force that could not be compelled to 

change their behavior. This led to ‘obstruction’ of the likelihood of implementation 

application of this part of the regulation. 

In the process there were mixed levels of positive motivations from the 

Promoters and Directors, but negative ones from the Opposers. There were 

supportive cognitions, information to know how to develop the process, but 

unwillingness from the Opposers to act accordingly.  

The Opposers were unwilling to perform their job in accordance to what 

was established in the regulation and only willing work ‘business as usual.’ The 

power between the Promoters, Directors and Opposers was balanced at first and 

then shifted to imbalance. The assessment of the policy process in the first phase 

of the implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 8.5. 

  

8.7. Implementation, the second municipal administration: an 
unsuccessful attempt of all actors to collaborate  
 

8.7.1. Implementing actors 
The actors responsible for the implementation were the Director of the Animal 

Center (A-Center) and its operators, the Health Alderwoman. During the first 

months of the administration, local ANGOs were considered, but most of them 

were later set aside by the municipal authorities. The ANGOs OK, REME and Maya 

continued to work in favor of animals. 

 

8.7.2. February 2014 – June 2016 
The Mayor that faced the rabies problem in 1999 was elected to govern again in 

the administration from 2014 to 2018. Due to political differences, the M.D. was 

removed from the municipal administration. The M.D. noticed that “if the 

administrations propose the same topics, then the people think they are not doing 

anything. You have to plan something new and you cannot mention the good 

work from previous administrations.” He knew though, that the program he 

developed would continue, as according to him it was already institutionalized. 

 He mentioned that the Animal Center (A-Center) is an institution, guided 

by a professional, he personally knew the Director assigned to the A-Center. He 

was a vet that had worked with him. 

 Even though the M.D. was no longer part of the administration, he kept 

holding meetings with the local vets to persuade them to promote the regulation. 

According to him and the new incoming A-Center Director, the vets would 

mention “that it is a first world regulation,” though not applicable to Atlixco.  
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 The M.D. offered to aid the A-Center if needed. Due to his experience, he 

told them it would take them a year before understanding the job. He noticed 

throughout the several years of public office work, that in the first one and a half 

years, authorities learn, and thereafter they only have one a half years left to finish 

their work, since a newly elected administration enters office. 

 When the second administration entered in February 2014, one of the vets 

who was a sympathizer of the ANGOs was appointed as the head of the A-

Center. He had worked in the Health Area along with the M.D. in the previous 

administration. In the ANGOs point of view, it was a priority for the incoming 

municipal authorities to work with them.  

 The ANGOs were committed to change any of the activities that had not 

benefited animals in the previous administration and asked the municipal 

authorities to modify the regulation accordingly.  

 Within the first months of 2014, the municipality held meetings between the 

elected municipal Health Alderwoman, the vet director of the A-Center and the 

ANGOs to work together on the implementation of the regulation. REME said “we 

knew this is just to show-off.” Maya and OK as well as other independent activists 

remained hopeful, that during in this administration things would be different. 

However, within some months of 2014, they confirmed REME’s point of view, that 

nothing was really going to change.  

 The Health Alderwoman mentioned that animals deserved respect. Her 

motivation for them was positive of medium degree on animal protection and 

also medium on the implementation. She had supportive cognitions, though of 

medium understanding on what to do and also medium openness to learn further. 

But her resources were sufficient to continue to keep the animal topic in the 

municipal administration’s interest, although no changes were really achieved in 

the A-Center. 

 The good relationship between the authorities and the ANGOs practically 

ceased when the meetings stopped within those same months. The ANGOs felt 

deceived, as none of their demands were complied. According to the ANGOs, 

the Director and Alderwoman, made no further attempts to collaborate with 

them for the rest of the municipal administration. 

 The ANGOs mentioned that when the meetings with the government 

stopped, a Health Committee was formed instead. Its members were the Health 

Alderwoman, the A-Center Director and operators and the local Association of 

Veterinarians, but the ANGOs were not allowed to participate. Soon the 

Committee meetings also stopped. The Director mentioned that the vets wanted 

to overstep the authorities’ functions. In the Director’s point of view, the vets 

should only remain as advisers for the families that owned animals.  

 The registration program for companion animals that started with the 

previous administration continued. But due to lack of resources to be able to 

provide the animals with tags, people were only provided with a sheet of paper. 

The A-Center Director wanted to start a new program by inserting chips in the 

animals. But this was costlier than the tags, and up to 2020 it has not happened. 

As well as in the previous administration, he also called for social service students, 

but he did not get positive responses.  

 The Director mentioned that he wanted to aid the ANGOs by providing the 

supplies for the free spay and neuter campaigns, that they offered. The ANGOs 

task was to convince the state health vets to volunteer and perform the surgeries.  

 By May 2014 electroshock killings ceased for a while. These were substituted 
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by euthanasia with standard killing drugs that had been used in other 

municipalities. However, the Director was hoping to obtain a new drug from the 

Ministry of Health, with it, animals could die only within one up to one and a half 

minutes, however up to the end of the administration Atlixco did not receive it, 

because the A-Center did not meet the requirements needed by the state’s 

authorities.  

 According to the Director, although he did not receive training on the 

regulation and did not participate in the creation, he learned a lot of the 

operative requirements due to the A-Center operators that had been working 

there for several years. Most of the operative workers in the A-Center were from 

the Workers’ Union; which allowed them to keep their jobs whenever new elected 

municipal administrations entered office.  

 The Director decided to study the regulation by himself, and in his point of 

view, it was overall positive for the society and animals. By 2015, he said he had 

been able to enforce it between 80% to 90%. As in the last administration, this was 

contradicted by the ANGOs. According to OK and REME, the authorities had 

failed to enforce it.  

 Maya was the only ANGO that remained working close with the A-Center. 

They collaborated in trying to save as many animals from being killed in the A-

Center. For Maya the A-Center had only enforced less even than 1% of the 

regulation. 

 The Director saw a contradiction between the government and the 

ANGOs. For him, the government only focused on the human health issue and 

sometimes even perceived animals as a nuisance. While the ANGOs only focused 

on animal welfare. He saw these two visions as complementary. “If you solve one, 

you solve the other.”  

 He decided to study a master’s program on population dynamics, since he 

was very interested in “pitching the idea to the government, the relation between 

animal welfare and human health.” He trained the operators of the A-Center in 

animal management techniques because the people were not happy with the 

way they were capturing animals since the previous administration. 

 The Director’s motivations were positive. High for animal protection, since 

he cared enough about the topic to even study a master’s degree related to it. 

At first, he also had high motivation for the implementation, though at a later 

stage it turned to medium because of his work overload. Due to his experience in 

the municipal administration he had supportive cognitions and high openness to 

continue to learn how to best implement the regulation.   

 REME mentioned that in 2014 the regulation gained more promotion, but 

mostly in relation to human health and not for the protection of animals. The 

biggest actions towards “doing something, is to brag about the vaccination 

campaigns.” The A-Center Director mentioned to the ANGOs that there would 

be possibilities to place animal sympathizers to aid in the A-Center, as long as 

there were resources available. In fact, he has asked the municipal government 

for an extra vet for the A-Center.  

 This petition was questioned by the ANGOs, as they believed it was 

necessary to have someone with the animals’ best interest as a priority working in 

the A-Center and not just another governmental paid veterinarian.  

 The Director emphasized that he would have liked to have also a full-time 

paid activist. But that the activist would have to understand that s/he needed to 

work for both animal and human welfare, and not just for the benefit of animals. 
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This meant that sometimes, these actions would include euthanizing animals.  

 In the Director’s point of view, the activities from ANGOs “do not provide 

the solution to 100% in matters of sanitary measures, [what the A-Center did] 

entailed what is available now, and working together with ANGOs would be 

good.”  

 For REME it would be good even if the municipal and state governments 

permanently enforced only part of the regulation. That meant administering 

vaccines and performing spay and neuter surgeries to safeguard human health; 

these would also benefit animal welfare and therefore there would be no 

contradictions.  

 REME mentioned that although the regulation had not been fully enforced, 

the municipal government provided ANGOs with the permits for their events and 

the promotion of their activities regarding responsible ownership. REME said, the 

animal activists somehow “feel backed up by the existence of the regulation.” 

 Maya was thankful for the willingness of the Director to turn to them the 

companion animals that were given to the A-Center in ‘donation’, hence they 

were no longer euthanized and given a second chance.  

 In relation to the complaints, whenever the ANGOs had wanted to pursue 

one, they mentioned the Attorney mocked them and the response from the A-

Center was that they did not have the adequate personnel to follow up on them.  

 The A-Center’s Director, however affirmed that complaints were given a 

solution, and that these were managed anonymously up to some point, 

“sometimes it is necessary to bring the offender and complainant to ratify their 

testimony in front of the Attorney.” This lack of anonymity, according to Maya had 

been one of the reasons, on top of the Attorney’s lack of interest, for the people 

to be discouraged to make formal complaints.  

 The ANGOs and independent activists did not see an improvement in the 

responses from the authorities to the mistreatment complaints. The society made 

the reports to the ANGOs mostly via social media, and they redirected the citizens 

to the authorities. The A-Center’s Director told one of the animal activists that 

although he filed the reports to higher authorities like the Attorney or the Police, 

these did not give an answer or did not want to aid. The activists affirmed that in 

this second administration like in the previous one, there were no people 

sanctioned due to animal mistreatment.  

 One of the operators from the A-Center reported that things had improved 

over the 11 years he had worked in the A-Center. Before the regulation, they used 

to electroshock animals to kill them and “at least now we use euthanasia and 

there is less stress for the animals and us.” He did not like killing animals, specially 

puppies, but “you just have to work to put food on the table.” 

 He also mentioned that because most of the operators belonged to the 

Workers’ Union, their opinions for the creation of the regulation had not been 

considered. He said that all their former bosses (A-Center Directors) would only tell 

them what to do and then they had to report back to them.  

 With the Director in turn, the operators felt he listened to them and learned 

from them. They were trained by him and whenever they had questions, they felt 

free to ask him.  

 The operator stated that despite the regulation, people were not more 

aware. Over the 11 years he had worked in the A-Center, he had not witnessed 

an improvement in the society’s attitude in relation to the abandonment of 

animals. “They see a cute puppy and take it with them, but then as it grows older, 
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they abandon it.”  

 The A-Center’s truck had a poster with bullet points of the regulation that 

were important for people to know. The operator said that whenever they passed 

by the houses where animals were outside the homeowners’ property “you tell 

them to keep their animals inside their houses or they will take them to the A-

Center, and sometimes they do [as told], but after a while they leave them on 

the streets again.”  

 He mentioned that they lacked equipment to deal with animals as they 

often got bitten. They also lacked another truck and three more operators 

because they must tend to the auxiliary boards and localities which were far from 

the main part of the municipality. Due to this lack of resources their response 

capacity was slow.  

 In relation to the ANGOs, in his point of view, “they do not help solve the 

problem and only criticize us, if an animal is stray it can be put for adoption but if 

it’s aggressive, we cannot risk a family.”  

 He confirmed that “the animals given for ‘donation’ are turned to one 

ANGO, and if it does not have space [to keep the animal], then they tell the 

Director to put it down […] The organizations do not try to give a solution to the 

problem, they get the animal out of the A-Center, then it is once again 

abandoned [on the streets].” The operator said that if the ANGOs collaborated 

with the A-Center that would help a lot, since people have a higher opinion of 

the ANGOs work than of the A-Center. He mentioned that people needed to 

understand that the A-Center operators must do their job, “the society is 

irresponsible, so later the Center has to fix someone else’s problem.”  

 The regulation had nonetheless, allowed the operators to have a 

document which gave legal basis to their job. They had means to defend 

themselves and show the people that their actions were stated in writing. One of 

them stated that they could tell people to “feed the animal, do not have it tied 

up since it is a living being. If you have it is to care for it.”  

 He further explained that the local population did not like it when the A-

Center operators collected animals. However, if the dog had bitten then “it is no 

ones’ and then they let us take it to the pound.” Despite the negative perception 

from the operator in relation to the attitude of people towards animal cruelty. In 

his opinion, animal welfare, had gained a lot of importance. Before the regulation 

was created and in past administrations “people used to say the animal is mine 

and I can do whatever with it, but now with the regulation and the organizations 

[ANGOs] it has changed.”  

 The A-Center Director acknowledged that the regulation was not enforced 

in the rural localities due to the peoples’ uses and customs. People reacted 

aggressively. In the rural places, people see animals as a ‘working tool.’ The 

Director wanted to change their view and would tell the people that it was 

important to “provide them with veterinary care to prevent zoonoses, as these 

can also affect them. You cannot tell them [the rural population] that the animals 

suffer, as they do not care about this […] you tell them that, just as cattle need 

care, the role of dogs is to guard the houses, therefore they need care, 

deworming, vaccination and then they can work better.”  

 The Director saw some change in the attitude of rural families, as they 

started to call the A-Center to petition for the spay and neuter surgeries. Poisoning 

and killing animals with machetes also decreased. When a certain community 

stopped poisoning animals, the Director started to offer more vaccination 
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campaigns and more spay and neuters. He said that in one of the smallest rural 

communities, he convinced the people to spay and neuter all the dogs. 

 He mentioned that he had to adjust activities, not stated in the regulation, 

to speed up the process of enforcement in the rural areas. These actions, 

according to him, did not violate the regulation.  

 He developed some forms to allow provisional ‘community dogs.’ This 

because people were used to having dogs outside the houses and to see them 

as communal dogs. The Director’s idea was to allow them to be on the streets, 

while people would start to get used to the regulation. The provisional forms had 

a validity of one year. He also created warning forms for when the year had 

passed. He said that these instruments proved the municipal authorities that 

implementation can work if practical changes are made to it. 

 When a dog had bitten, the response from the A-Center was fast, within 

one day. The rapid response was because it was a priority to detect and prevent 

rabies cases as early as possible.  

 In cases of animal mistreatment, the Director would leave a report in the 

house inspected. In it, he stated the part of the regulation the offenders were 

violating and gave them between eight to fifteen days to improve the animal’s 

life. He revisited the house and if the people had not complied, then the case 

was directed to the Attorney. The Attorney had to authorize the animal’s 

confiscation.  

 The Director mentioned that the problem was that sometimes people got 

rid of the animal, or the neighbors did not want to sign as witnesses (which was a 

requirement) in order to avoid problems. Even when it was them who had 

reported the fault, and “then bureaucracy gets in the way of big sanctions” 

because there was no one to corroborate the fault with.  

 The Director would have liked to give the A-Center full control of the 

regulation and create a judiciary area within it. According to him, this would have 

made the implementation more efficient in terms of time. As the case would also 

not have to go to the Attorney. The A-Center must wait three to four days or 

sometimes even more to obtain a response from the Attorney’s office.  

 The Director and operators mentioned that besides the inspections in 

private homes, they could not do more if the Attorney did not have the interest 

to deal with the case or if he was not willing to enforce the regulation. Another 

argument from the Director for the lack of enforcement of mistreatment fines, was 

the same as in the last administration, the lack of money.  

 Before the creation of the regulation, almost all the complaints were 

regarding aggressive dogs. After the regulation, those pertaining to animal 

mistreatment increased.  

 The Director said that by 2015 there were some improvements, in 

comparison to the situation in 2011, when he started working in the A-Center. In 

2011, there was an overall lack of interest in animal welfare and only one ANGO 

existed in the municipality. 

 He acknowledged the existence of three main ANGOs (OK, REME and 

Maya). At first, he said the three of them collaborated with the A-Center. But by 

2016 only Maya remained in contact with them and just to rescue animals 

‘donated’ to the A-Center. He also mentioned that the differences among the 

ANGOs when it came to the process of adoption and whether to agree or not in 

euthanizing animals, as well as the lack of interest of the other authorities to 

collaborate in the enforcement of the regulation hindered its implementation. The 
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positive actions were that the ANGOs and independent activists held various 

awareness events and collaborated with the local vets.  

 By 2015, the Director was appointed as the Coordinator for Municipal 

Health. This increased his amount of work. He then had to deal with issues related 

to public health and no longer exclusively to the animal issue. His position shifted 

to more administrative than operative. But he mentioned that he trusted the A-

Center’s operators to continue with their tasks, since he taught them for example, 

to identify when an animal was undernourished or in pain.  

 The Coordinator could verify their assessment through the photos the 

workers were required to take and to show him. He mentioned that with his new 

position, he wanted to petition for an incinerator to offer the service of handling 

animal corpses to the local vets, because up to 2016 they had to pay for the 

incineration of bodies to an incineration company.  

 If the A-Center had its own incinerator, the municipality could obtain 

economic resources along with the collection of fines, and therefore be able to 

improve the A-Center’s facilities. Nonetheless, by 2018 at the end of the 

administration neither the incinerator nor the collection of fines happened. In part 

he said because the fines were not considered in the Municipal Revenue Law, 

hence they could not be collected, and this was not modified.  

 For the local ANGOs, the change in the vet’s responsibilities from Director 

of the A-Center to Coordinator for Municipal Health was discouraging and a 

serious problem for the animal management. According to the ANGOs, the 

former Health Alderman and even to ‘Leaving a Print’, the ANGO from the 

municipality of San Pedro Cholula (Chapter 5)30, the animal operators returned to 

old and bad practices.  

 Their motivations had shifted from negative low (in the previous phase) to 

positive medium in this one, due to the close work between the Director of the A-

Center and them. However, when he left, they shifted back to low towards 

animals and towards the implementation of the regulation. Their cognitions 

remained unsupportive and their resources sufficient to ignore the ANGOs and 

society’s demands. 

 Animals were caught by lasso, electroshocked and thrown alive into open 

landfill dumpsters. One of the local ANGOs filtered a witness (who wanted to 

remain anonymous) into the A-Center, and confirmed the rumors that animals 

were kept in overcrowded conditions, mistreated and left partially alive after the 

euthanasia.  

 The permanent spay and neuter campaigns stopped, and the few that 

took place were no longer publicized by the government, thus the number of 

surgeries dropped. The local ANGOs affirmed that it was because the ‘dog-

catchers’ (A-Center operators) wanted to avoid having more work. The operators 

were able to ‘get away’ with those practices and attitude, mainly due to the 

absence of the Coordinator in the A-Center; and because they belonged to the 

Workers’ Union. Which allowed them to work from 9 am to 2 pm, that was three 

hours less than the rest of the municipal workers.  

 The resources to enforce part of the regulation were provided in majority 

by the municipal government, the rabies vaccines were given by the State’s 

Ministry of Health. The Ministry told the Coordinator for Municipal Health that they 

could provide the A-Center with a new more effective euthanizing drug, if the 

operating conditions improved, better equipped facilities and a proper dump for 

                                                           
30 Who was one of the main actors in the creation of the regulation for its municipality.  
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the bodies. But by the end of 2016 neither of these petitions were met, due to lack 

of money. 

 The Coordinator mentioned that the ANGOs were important for the 

implementation their “role should be of promoters. They have the civil and moral 

values to approach people and offenders. In case people remain reluctant, then 

the authorities can come into play.”  

 He said he noticed the ANGOs potential, when in July 2014 there was a 

scandal of a psychologist, who was a civil servant from the municipal Integral 

Development for the Family Institution (DIF). She tied a dog to the back bumper 

of her car and dragged him on a highway. This was recorded by a citizen passing 

by (Municipios, 2014). A few ANGOs, together placed a formal complaint for the 

State’s Penal Code to be enforced, and although she was not sent to jail.  The 

civil servant was fired by the municipal Mayor’s wife, who was the director of the 

DIF.  

 The Coordinator wanted to make some adjustments to the regulation, but 

he said that due to the lack of money and the human-health-vision from the 

Mayor; the changes were not approved. The Coordinator openly declared that 

back in 1999 the Mayor (who was also the elected as Mayor from 2014 to 2018) 

had achieved to stop human rabies and reduce canine rabies considerably. If 

the Mayor decided to continue to prioritize the animal management, he could 

consolidate himself as the Mayor who listened and complied with the society’s 

demands in relation to animals.  

 The Coordinator wanted to increase the number of days that animals 

could be maintained in the A-Center before being euthanized. He wanted to 

‘redirect’ the sanctions to the guardians instead of on the dogs, and not punish 

the animals by having to euthanize them, but to make the people pay the fines. 

He wanted to provide licensed to the people that could prove they were able to 

care after animals.  

 In 2015, he reported that the A-Center had more animals ‘donated’ than 

caught, because the catching and trapping practically stopped. The animals 

‘donated’ that were not considered aggressive were turned to Maya to be 

placed for adoption, but if caught again roaming of the streets, then they were 

euthanized.  

 For the Coordinator, the correct indicators to measure the A-Center’s work 

would have been to reduce the killings and increase the spay and neuter 

surgeries and in doing so, improve the A-Center’s prestige.  

 The A-Center was widely still stigmatized as the ‘dog-killers.’ For this reason, 

he was collecting the information on why people ‘donated’ animals and try to 

understand the causes, work on them to try to reduce the number of unwanted 

animals.  

 He noticed that in 60% of the cases, in the urban area, people discarded 

animals due to “bad behavior, because they bark, scratch, chase after the 

motorcycles on the streets, and the rest because they do no longer have a place 

for the animal or they are moving to another home. But in the rural areas it is 

because they are extremely sick, they have mange or are badly malnourished, 

this happens in 50% of the cases.” 

 The Coordinator reported that since 2014, more and more people 

requested the A-Center’s services, mainly the ‘donation’ and surgeries. Before 

2014, they used to say we “rather dump the dogs in the trash. The bitch is in heat 

and I do not want it.”  
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 When roaming animals were collected by the A-Center, their owners would 

leave them in the A-Center because they did not want to pay the fines to get 

them back. “Only about 10% of the total dogs caught by the A-Center were 

asked back by the families.” To the few people that went to the A-Center to claim 

the animal back, the Coordinator would ask them: “How many times will you be 

willing to pick it up from the pound and pay the fine?” His idea was to make 

people see that it was cheaper to keep the animals in their homes than on the 

streets. 

 The Coordinator and the ANGOs coincided in the opinion that the 

regulation lacked a lot of promotion. For the Coordinator awareness among the 

society pertaining the regulation had been growing slowly.  

 From 2014 to 2015 he considered the regulation had been enforced 10% 

to 15%. According to REME and Maya, animal mistreatment and the number of 

animals abandoned did not decrease. REME mentioned that the main factors 

preventing the implementation were “bureaucracy, lack of trained staff, lack of 

political will, apathy and lack of interest from the authorities, because animal 

organizations and society do not force and demand the government, people 

also do not inform themselves.” However, according to OK, Maya, and the 

Coordinator, people were becoming more aware, made more mistreatment 

complaints in 2015 than in 2014.  

 The Coordinator said that complaints of animals on the streets account for 

70% and the ones related to mistreatment; such as dogs tied up, living 

abandoned on the roofs, were the other 30%. For him, these complaints were 

indicators of people becoming aware of the regulation. But the complaints were 

not of much use if the Attorney did not give them the importance required. The 

A-Center received some aid from the Police. But the Police could not sanction. 

The Coordinator, ANGOs and independent activists firmly believed that if the 

Attorney imposed formal sanctions, then these could have been set as exemplary 

actions for the rest of the citizens.  

 The Coordinator mentioned that the regulation was the answer to all 

citizens and ANGOs’ petition. But even if sanctions were imposed, they would not 

mean a definite answer. The goal must be to achieve awareness among people. 

 For the ANGOs, independent activists and the Coordinator, education 

remained the essential action for the enforcement to take place. For the 

Alderwoman, the most important action was the work done along with the animal 

activists. OK mentioned that the ideal scenario would be for the “animal 

organizations to disappear, as this would mean that they are no longer needed, 

because culture and values have changed.”  

 The ANGOs and independent activists believed that the failure of the 

regulation was imminent because the animal topic had lost interest, as neither 

the Mayor nor the Attorney realized the advantage of enforcing the regulation. 

The Coordinator believed that ANGOs were vital for maintaining and improving 

the regulation, as future administrations might lose interest on the topic.  

 For him, if the regulation did not pair itself with the new reforms; like the 

inclusion of animal mistreatment, as stated in the State’s Penal Code; where 

transgressors could be sent to jail, then the regulation could permanently become 

insufficient.  

 For one of the A-Center operators, the regulation could fail if the next 

municipal administrations did not care about the topic, then all work could be 

lost. If citizens were responsible, then the operators would only have to remind 
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people of the rabies vaccine campaigns “it would not make sense to have so 

many laws for animal welfare.”  

 The ANGOs and activists mentioned that the enforcement was ultimately 

upon the authorities’ will and the only way to prevent the document’s derogation 

would be to enforce it. REME, OK, and the Alderwoman mentioned that the 

regulation helped the animal social movement, reflected in the social media. 

People were becoming more aware. Maya believed this awareness was an 

outcome of the growth of the national animal movement and not because of 

the regulation, since the A-Center activities remained the same as before the 

regulation was created.  

 

8.7.3. Résumé 
During the first months of the second municipal administration, the municipal 

authorities and the ANGOs were enthusiastic in collaborating to achieve the 

implementation of the regulation. This excitement ceased after some meetings 

due to the lack of concrete actions. The ANGOs felt ignored. A Health Committee 

was created between the Health Alderwoman, the Director and operators of the 

Animal Center, and some local vets, excluding the ANGOs.’ This situation made 

the gap between the government and ANGOs bigger. However, the municipal 

authorities continued to extend permits for the ANGOs to host public events.  

The A-Center collaborated with Maya, one of the ANGOs, by giving them 

the animals ‘donated’ to the A-Center, but only those that were not considered 

aggressive. 

The Director of the A-Center was given more load work and responsibilities 

when he was assigned to become the Coordinator for Municipal Health. 

According to the ANGOs, his new position was in detriment of animal welfare 

since the A-Center operators returned to old and bad practices. The A-Center 

operators and Coordinator argued that no sanction due to animal mistreatment 

had been possible due to lack of personnel, money and lack of interest of the 

other authorities that should aid in the implementation such as the Attorney.   

The ANGOs, independent animal activists, the Health Alderwoman and the 

A-Center Coordinator, all mentioned that despite the lack of mistreatment fines, 

the society was becoming more aware of the animal topic. 

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

municipal administration, can be observed in Figure 8.3. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Promoter, Directors, Enablers and Opposers. The 

Directors, Enablers and Opposers had interaction with the local population. Those 

that were part of the process but did not participate directly in the 

implementation are identified as other actors. 
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8.8. Analysis of the second implementation phase  
The second municipal administration that entered office in February 2014 had the 

task to try to implement the regulation. The municipal authorities and the ANGOs 

were willing to collaborate with one another and were hopeful about the 

outcome. But the enthusiasm rapidly ceased, as the authorities closed the door 

to the ANGOs to work further, with the exception of a collaboration between the 

ANGO Maya and the A-Center. Maya would take in the animals ‘donated’ to the 

Center. 

The lack of a more solid working relationship with the ANGOs turned even 

more rigid when the Director was assigned as the Coordinator of Health and 

neglected his work in the A-Center. This allowed the operators to work less time 

and return to bad practices, mistreating the animals.  

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the second phase of the 

implementation of the regulation. 

The vet who had won the sympathy from the ANGOs in the previous 

municipal administration was assigned as the Director of the A-Center. He was 

the Director in this phase, although when he was promoted to become the 

Coordinator of Health and Zoonoses, his positioned was characterized by more 

of good intentions and ideas than performing a ‘hands on’ work. However, he 

had specific and content driven objectives to implement the regulation. 

His motivations were positive and high on animal protection. He cared 

about the animal topic enough to start a master’s degree and understand the 

animal population dynamics. His idea was to be able to pitch helpful strategies to 

persuade the Mayor and Aldermen to invest on animal management. His 

motivation towards the implementation was at first also high, but it dropped to 

medium when he became the Coordinator. He had less time to spend on the A-

Center. 

His cognitions were supportive. He had high understanding on the animal 

topic and knowledge on how the implementation should take place and also 

high openness to learn further. His legal resources however were insufficient to 

make the envisioned changes in the document of the regulation and to persuade 

the municipal authorities to invest more on the animal topic.  

Figure 8.3 Interaction in the second phase of the implementation 
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The A-Center operators seemed at first more willing to work in favor of the 

implementation, since they trusted the A-Center’s Director. They were willing to 

teach the Director what they knew and also learn from him.  

They played the role of first Enablers, since they were the ‘right hand’ of the 

Director. When the Director became the Coordinator of Health and Zoonoses and 

left the A-Center to be managed almost entirely by the operators, they became 

the Opposers in the process, and went back to past and cruel practices. They 

had only global and process driven objectives to just do their job as before the 

regulation, since they belonged to the Workers’ Union and could not be removed 

from their job, regardless of their performance. They would adapt to the Director’s 

petitions. 

They had positive medium motivation for animals and for the 

implementation of the regulation. However, these changed to negative low 

when the Director was no longer full time in the A-Center. They worked less hours 

and went back to being cruel to animals. They were antagonistic in collaborating 

with the ANGOs. They had unsupportive cognitions of low understanding on how 

to proceed and low openness to learn further. Their legal resources were sufficient 

to not change to the demands of the regulation and the petitions from the 

ANGOs. 

The Health Alderwoman had the role of the Enabler, she was persuaded 

by the Director and the ANGOs to work on the animal topic. But she only had 

global and process driven objectives because she believed that the success of 

the implementation rested on the ANGOs and not directly to her or to the 

government. She had neutral motivations for animals and for the implementation 

of the regulation. She had supportive cognitions though of medium 

understanding on what to do to implement the regulation and also medium 

openness to learn further since the animal regulation was not a top priority for the 

government. She had sufficient legal resources to organize the first collaboration 

meetings and work with the rest of the actors, though these stopped.  

The ANGOs were very optimistic to collaborate with the government, 

though the relationship wore off rapidly. The ANGOs remained as the Directors in 

this implementation phase, with specific and content driven objectives to correct 

whatever did not work in the previous administration and see the full 

implementation of the regulation in this one.  

They had the same positive (high) motivations for animals and to aid in the 

implementation of the regulation as in the previous phase. They had supportive 

cognitions of high understanding of what to do and high openness, but their 

resources were also insufficient in this phase, to the point where the resources from 

the Opposers and lack of time of the Coordinator, were sufficient to hinder their 

indented outcome of true commitment from the authorities to implement the 

regulation. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Cooperation’ at first given that in the early part 

the operators were much less negatively motivated, because they were taken 

seriously by the Director and they got more supportive cognitions. But later the 

interaction shifted also to ‘Obstruction’, same as in the previous phase, due to the 

mixed motivations from the Directors and Enablers, combined with the negative 

ones from the Opposers.  

There were supportive cognitions, information to know how to develop the 

process. But the same as in the previous phase, there was unwillingness from the 
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Opposers to act accordingly once the Coordinator was no longer full time at the 

A-Center to supervise them. The Opposers managed to stop the process of issuing 

sanctions and softer methods to collect animals, falling back into old habits. They 

were unwilling to perform their job in accordance to what was established in the 

regulation and even returned to animal mistreatment practices.  

However, they did not stop the work from ANGOs and one ANGO 

continued to rescue animals from the A-Center and somehow provided an 

opportunity to the Operators to get rid of the animals without further workload to 

them. In a sense, their motivations were “aligned.” 

The power between the Directors, Enablers and Opposers was at first 

balanced, but just like in the previous phase it shifted to imbalance given the 

stronger power from the Opposers. The assessment of the policy process in the 

second phase of the implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 

8.6. 

 

8.9. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments  
 

The municipality that went from having the first place in rabies’ cases in 
Mexico to one where animals started to matter  
Atlixco was the fifth of the municipal animal regulations created from 2009 to 

2013. The main objective like in the previous regulations was to manage zoonoses 

and the dog and cat overpopulation. However, Atlixco, out of the total seven 

regulations, from 1999 and the beginning of the 2000s was the municipality with 

most rabies cases in Mexico (La Redacción, 2014a). Since then, the state’s health 

authorities and the municipal administrations started to create actions to try to 

eradicate the zoonoses. Thus, the creation of an animal regulation in 2012 

became part of the strategies that had happened for over ten years.  

The animal regulation of 2012, unlike the previous animal management 

actions, was different in the sense that the ANGOs were the main promoters and 

not the governmental authorities. Like in San Pedro (Chapter 5) and in Tehuacan 

(Chapter 6) the existing ANGOs saw a window of opportunity to achieve as much 

as possible for animal protection; regardless of the root of the initiative which was 

a state’s mandate to control zoonoses.  

The outcome achieved in Atlixco due to the regulation process was one of 

a rising awareness on the animal topic among the society. New ANGOs and 

independent animal activists started to work in the municipality after the creation 

of the regulation. The local population constantly approached and asked the aid 

from the activists in mistreatment cases. However, the creation and 

implementation developments of the animal regulation were a constant clash of 

opposing views mostly between the government and ANGOs. 

The ANGOs in Atlixco, like in San Pedro (Chapter 5) were taken into 

account first, and later in the process blocked from further participating in the 

creation of the regulation. Mostly due to the argument from the state’s health 

authorities that the text of the regulation could not be modified to the ANGOs 

demands. They were interested in including more animal protection measures.  

In the implementation phase the ANGOs in Atlixco were also hindered from 

contributing, since they constantly pressured the government, since they wanted 
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to see the implementation of fines for animal mistreatment. But no sanctions 

happened from 2012 to 2020. However, there were cases of public outcry when 

animal mistreatment was blatant and these actions were condemned at least in 

the social media. Such as the case of a municipal public servant in 2014, who was 

fired from her job for tying up a dog to her car’s bumper and dragging him on a 

highway. Or the interest and exposure from external and local ANGOs in 2015 on 

the return of cruel practices by the A-Center operators as before the creation of 

the regulation. 

The actors who were directly involved in the creation of the animal 

regulation for Atlixco, had positive (high) motivation to create the regulation. The 

actors directly involved in the implementation phases had mixed positive (high), 

medium and negative low motivations towards animals and towards the 

enforcement of the regulation. The low motivations and unsupportive cognitions 

from the Opposers were not enough to fully stop the process. But it did restrict the 

application of the regulation and the resources were too limited to enforce the 

collection and punishment for animal mistreatment. 

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period 
By 2018 the ANGOs continued to work in favor of animals and in March, they 

reported that they received between five to six animal mistreatment complaints 

daily (Velazquez, 2018).  

In April 2019, the ANGOs and animal activists stopped the indigenous ritual, 

where ‘fliers’ throw a turkey still alive into a hole along with other elements like 

spices. The hole is later covered with cement and a 28-meter pole is inserted for 

the ‘fliers’ to launch themselves from the top, and slowly descend by circling it. 

The ANGOs petitioned for a change in the ritual without implying the flagrant 

animal mistreatment (Bueno, 2019). 

In August 2019, one of the animal activists of the citizen’s Canine Brigade 

affirmed that due to the irresponsible ownership from the population, such as the 

abandonment of dogs, there were over 64,000 roaming dogs in Atlixco. Thus, the 

Brigade had developed a program called ‘Dog Friend’, that picked animals up 

with the purpose of neutering and spaying them, and later released in the same 

place they were found (Tepepa, 2019). 

In January 2020, the local population and ANGOs petitioned for the 

reopening of the A-Center due to the exponential increase of stray dogs. The A-

Center had stopped working for several months because of a distemper 

epidemic, which was a health risk. However, REME one of the ANGOs, 

emphasized that the A-Center should avoid killings and promote the adoption of 

animals instead. The municipal government lent REME a land to be used as an 

animal shelter and thus, be able to collaborate with the A-Center (Tellez, 2020). 

In February 2020, the ANGOs and the municipal health authorities held 

meetings to figure out how to proceed as the A-Center started functioning. Their 

agreements were to stop the collection of animals on the streets, perform itinerant 

neuter and spay campaigns and promote animal welfare forums.  

The States’ Congress asked the Mayor of Atlixco to act to reactivate the A-

Center but avoid the killings and promote adoptions. However, from March to 

June 2020, the A-Center turned into a filthy place, where animals were not taken 

care of, which outraged the ANGOs (Martinez, n.d.) 

The ANGOs would collect the animals ‘donated’ to the A-Center and give 

them in adoption. But the authorities failed to comply with the agreement and 
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started catching animals on the streets and killing them in the A-Center. The A-

Center started operated with cruelty and in the worst conditions and practically 

null hygiene. The ANGOs exposed the situation through social and local media 

and started an online petitioned by July 2020 in Change.org asking for 35,000 

signatures. It was addressed to the Mayor, the municipal and the state’s 

government to improve the conditions of the A-Center. By September of the 

same year, it had reached almost 26,000 signatures (Change.org, 2020). 

In March 2020, Atlixco became the center of social media scandals, since 

it registered cases of over a dozen of poisoned dogs on the streets and others 

inside the private homes. Two dogs under the care of Maya, one of the ANGOs 

were killed. Someone had thrown poisoned food on the streets and into the 

houses. By May, at least six puppies were found beheaded (Gonzalez, 2020). Later 

in May and June over ten dogs were found drowned in one of the local rivers 

(Caballero, 2020). All these actions were condemned by the citizens affected 

and the ANGOs, which triggered the media to expose the cruelty cases. 

In June 2020, the municipal Chief of the Water and Sanitation Department 

of decided to join efforts to aid the A-Center, as he verified that 50 dogs were 

living in the Center in dire conditions and in urgent need of a roof and a sanitation 

system. He said this will also improve the working conditions of the operators 

(Exclusivas Puebla, 2020). 

In July 2020, the municipal government held a meeting with the ANGOs to 

establish actions such as the promotion of the animal regulation, give a response 

to the animal mistreatment complaints, and perform fumigation within the A-

Center (24 horas, 2020) to prevent plagues such as ticks and fleas in the animals. 

During the same month of July 2020, the municipal authorities and the 

ANGOs started holding meetings to change the regulation. The main objective 

was to effectively punish animal mistreatment. The municipal Health Director 

recognized that there had not been any sanctions since the regulation was 

created. He hoped to have the changes published by December 2020 (Bueno, 

2020a).  

In August 2020, the municipal government expressed that it might sign an 

agreement with the State’s Animal Welfare Institute to aid in the management of 

animals in Atlixco (Bueno, 2020b). 

The actions that followed the creation and first phases of the 

implementation of the regulation show that in Atlixco the animal topic has not lost 

importance among the society and has remained in the political arena. The 

setbacks and confrontations between the animal activists and the municipal 

administrations, the demands and interest from the society whenever cruelty 

stories appear are proof of the gradual societal change in Atlixco.  

The society’s awareness and interest on animals by 2020 has positively risen. 

An alliance among the animal activists was created and has over 1,500 followers 

on Facebook. A page of Atlixco United in Pro of Pets has over 15,000 members, in 

it, people make mistreatment complaints, promote adoptions, awareness events, 

among other animal related actions.  

By 2021, one of the ANGOs started a pilot project to make an animal 

census and care for ‘community dogs.’ It is called 4 C building conscious cells. It 

entails a geographical area, where a person is assigned as a guardian that would 

be responsible of the animals living in the geographical cell. Together the 

community from the cell decides which animals stay in the cell, and which are 

‘donated’ to be humanely euthanized. 
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In comparison to 1999, when the municipality was nationally known for the 

high number of human and canine rabies cases, and when there were no 

ANGOs, it is safe to say that although animal protection has a long way to go, it 

has taken a couple of steps in the right direction in Atlixco.



Chapter 8                                                                         Puebla: Atlixco, 5th top-down case 

189 

 

  

Table 8.4 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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Table 8.5 Assessment of the first phase of the implementation 
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The second municipal administration, a failed attempt to collaborate between the actors in the second phase of the implementation (February 2014 - June 2016)

Actors
Roles, not 

hierarchical 
Objectives: global 

or specific 

Objectives: 
content or 

process
Motivations Cognitions Resources Power

Type of interaction: likelihood of 
implementation of the regulation

Director of the Animal 
Center and Coordinator of 

the Public Health and 
Zoonoses Department

Director Specific Content

[1] Positive. High on animal protection (cared 
about animal welfare, started a master's degree 
to understand better the animal topic). Medium 
on the implementation. At first these were 
High, but due to work load he neglected the 
supervision in the A-Center. Positive self-
effectiveness assessment assessment on the 
basis of positive skills and performance means. 

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high 
openness. Positive: Frames. Previous knowledge 
on the animal topic and willing to learn further.
Interpretation: The local authorities do not 
perceive animals as an important topic, the 
budget requested to improve the A-Center was 
not assigned.

[-1] Insufficient. Legal. Some 
essential resources for the intended 
action are unavailable for the actor.

At first there was power 
balance between the 
Promoters, Directors 
and Opposers, but just 
as in the previous phase 
it shifted to power 
imbalance in favor of 
the Opposers. 

Cooperation and later Obstruction. 
Given the positive motivations from 
the Directors and Enablers, but the 
negative ones from the Opposers. 
There was overall knowledge on 
how to act, but unwillingness from 
the Opposers to aid in the 
implementation and also lack of 
time from the Coordinator (Enabler) 
to continue to strive for a full 
implementation. 

Animal Center (A-Center) 
Operators

Enabler/Opposers Global Process

[-3] Negative. Low on animal protection. At first 
these were Medium, but since they returned to 
bad old practices, at the end these were 
assessed as Low. Low on implementing the 
regulation. At first these were also Medium, but 
whe the Coordinator left, the workers wanted 
to work less and did not care about the 
implementation. Positive self-effectiveness 
assessment on the basis of positive skills and 
performance means. They were mildly willing to 
perform their job by administering the vaccines, 
aiding the Director in the neuter and spay 
campaings. 

[0] Unsupportive. Low understanding and low 
openess. Negative: Frames. Interpretation: The 
Director lets them act freely, as he trusts them. 
People were not becoming more aware of 
animals. Animal management has improved in 
the A-Center. Before the regulation they used 
electroshock animals to death, which was more 
stressful. ANGOs are an obstacle, although one 
receives animals in adoption.

[2] Sufficient. Legal. Most essential 
and easily accessible resources for 
intended action on the basis of the 
resources in the previous phase. 

Health Alderwoman Enabler Global Process

[0] Neutral. Medium on animal protection (all 
living creatures must be respected). Medium
om the implementation, it is more the 
responsabilitites of the ANGOs than ot the 
government. 

[1] Supportive. Medium understanding and 
medium openness. Neutral: Frames. 
Interpretation: People are becoming more aware, 
but working with ANGOs is the most important 
action towards achieving the enforcement of the 
regulation. Essential to make  the ANGOs as part 
of the enforcement 

[2] Sufficient. Legal. Most essential 
and easily accessible resources for 
intended action.

OK, REME, Maya (ANGOs) Directors Specific Content
[3] Positive & Positive self-effectiveness 
assessment on the basis of the motivations in 
the previous phases. 

[3] Supportive. High understanding and high 
openness. Positive: Frames. Interpretation: The 
regualtion has failed and has not been enforced 
at all in terms of punishing animal mistreatment. 
The collaboration with the government ceased . 
The government is not interested in enforcing the 
regulation and has returned to mistreatment 
practices as prior to the regulation. The 
government has hindered the ANGOs efforts to 
help in the implementation.

[-2] Insufficient. Resources from 
other actors are sufficient to hinder 
the intended action.

Table 8.6 Assessment of the second phase of the implementation 
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Chapter 9:  The 6th regulation for the Responsible 
Ownership of Dogs and Cats  

9.1. Introduction: The story of Nealtican, a rural municipality that 
remained skeptic on the animal topic 

 
Interview with the Veterinarian from the Health Jurisdiction “in Nealtican 

there is still a lot of macho attitude,” people are more willing to spay 

female dogs, citizens say “let the [male] dog experiment love, enjoy and 

let him feel how nice it is to have an offspring and leave its mark […] people 

react like if the surgery was being performed on them, some boys 

complain during the surgery [as they are allowed to witness it] like if they 

were performing the surgery on them […], but if it’s a female dog then 

people say she is naughty and dirty.”  

 

This is the story of the sixth regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and 

Cats in the state of Puebla. Out of the six regulations from Puebla that are part of 

this study, Nealtican, like Tochimilco (Chapter 7), which is the other rural 

municipality that created an animal regulation, they did not achieve a degree 

of implementation.31 Nealtican ceased all animal-related activities, except with 

some actions conducted by the state government like vaccinations and 

occasional neuter and spay campaigns. 

The policy process in Nealtican was divided in three phases. The first 

explains the background of the formulation of the regulation, which consisted on 

the creation of a program called ‘Because our pets are important they deserve 

to be healthy.’ The program was developed by the Health Alderwoman to try to 

manage the dog overpopulation; though at times with the inhumane method of 

electroshocking animals to death. The second stage analyzes the policy 

formulation and first phase of implementation, and the last one focuses on the 

second implementation stage. The policy phases were shaped by course-

changing events and the transition from one municipal administration to the 

next. 

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors who played a direct role in 

the formulation and implementation stages could be divided into two groups, 

the Health Alderwomen and the state’s health authorities. They had similar 

medium motivations towards the protection of animals, with the exception of the 

vet in the implementation phase who held negative motivations. They had similar 

motivation on the importance of achieving the creation and implementation of 

regulation.  

They had different degrees but still supportive cognitions with high and 

medium understanding on what to do and openness. 

In terms of the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ the resulting 

situation was one of ‘Active cooperation.’ Once the regulation was created, the 

first phase of the implementation was a very short two-month period, thus the 

Health Alderwoman had no time to enforce it. 

During the second phase of the implementation, once the second 

municipal administration entered office, the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

                                                           
31 Though in Tochimilco (Chapter 7) things went business as usual but did not stop.  
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regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Symbolic implementation.’ Only one actor, the 

Director, was motivated to seek the implementation of the regulation, but lacked 

resources. The second actor, the Enabler, was only motivated to try to diminish 

the animal population, but was not motivated to pursue the implementation of 

the regulation as such. 

The existence of a regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and 

Cats in Nealtican did not lead to implementation, aside from the practices that 

were being performed before the regulation. Examples are the bi-annual 

vaccination campaigns and some neuter and spay campaigns. The lack of any 

attempt for real implementation shows that in the small rural municipality of 

Nealtican the social change has not started. The good intentions of the 

formulators of the regulation were not sufficient to sprout the change. The 

population remained skeptic and the topic has not gained importance in the 

municipal administrations, despite the problem of the stray animal 

overpopulation. 

 

 
Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017e) 

 

Nealtican is a rural municipality in the state of Puebla, by 2010, “86.1% of the total 

of the population was living in poverty” (CONEVAL, 2010). Its most important 

economic activities are agriculture and farming. Nealtican had relevant 

indigenous influence. It is also a place where artisans sculpt black stone for floors 

Table 9.1 Dates of the 

formulation 
Table 9.2 Dates of the 

implementation 

Table 9.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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and stairs. Unlike the other municipalities that are part of this study, Nealtican is 

not subdivided into auxiliary boards32.  However, it has 6 localities.  

 

9.2. Background: the municipal program ‘Because our pets are 
important they deserve to be healthy’ 
 
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through four semi-structured interviews. After the interviews, whenever 

the interviewees had other comments or I had further questions on the information 

given, we exchanged follow-up e-mails and phone calls. Lastly, there was a 

review of online sites and online newspapers.  

 

9.2.1. The actors 
The actor actively involved in the creation of a program to try to manage the 

overpopulation of dogs was the municipal Health Alderwoman. 

 

9.2.2. 2011-2012 
The municipal Health Alderwoman of Nealtican was motivated for working 

towards the animal topic because she stated that “animal protection is very 

important, since animals do not have a voice of their own, and we need to create 

mechanisms to ensure their welfare.” However, she grew up with some negative 

feelings towards dogs because when she was in elementary school, a dog stole 

a doughnut from her hand and that made an impact on her. When she became 

Alderwoman, she had the perception that there were more dogs than children 

under five years old in Nealtican. She had negative low motivation towards 

animal protection, but medium for the implementation of the regulation.  

 In 2011, she held a dog census, that confirmed the dog overpopulation. By 

2014, she mentioned she no longer had access to the data (as she had ceased 

being an Alderwoman) and I was not able to find further information on the 

census. Due to her interest on the dog topic, she focused on administering rabies 

vaccines and attended a training from the State’s Health Jurisdiction on Healthy 

Communities and Environments. In that training, the Jurisdiction presented the 

regulation for Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats. 

 In 2011, she created a program called ‘Because our pets are important, 

they deserve to be healthy.’ As well as in the previous case of Atlixco (Chapter 8), 

this program was submitted to a federal contest to obtain the money to develop 

it, but unlike Atlixco, Nealtican did not win. Nevertheless, the Alderwoman 

continued to work on the subject.  

 The Institutional Liaison of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses, who had 

participated in the creation of all of the previous animal regulations (Chapters 4 

to 8) provided her with a copy of the text of the regulation that was developed, 

approved and published for Tochimilco, another small rural municipality in Puebla 

(Chapter 7). She agreed with the text of the regulation. 

 In 2012, the Alderwoman re-submitted the program to the contest, this time 

                                                           
32 These are community-like geographical areas that the municipalities create, to divide its territory 

into different areas. The ‘auxiliary boards’ have their own Auxiliary President, which plays the role 

of the Mayor, within that given geographical area. 
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Nealtican was assigned the money for it. The economic resources were mostly 

used to hold large neuter and spay campaigns. In the campaigns the 

municipality also received aid from an independent animal activist from the 

nearby municipality of San Pedro Cholula. 

 The Alderwoman mentioned that in 2012 Nealtican was able to accomplish 

the goals established for the municipality by the State’s Health and Zoonoses 

Coordination on the matter of ‘donations’ (as mentioned in previous cases, this 

means that dogs and cats are turned in to the authorities by their families to be 

killed). Nealtican also reached the goals on the spay and neuter surgeries and 

vaccinations.  

 The Alderwoman stated that in 2011, the municipality only performed 188 

surgeries and in 2012 almost 300. Thus, in her point of view people were becoming 

more aware of animals, “though little by little.”  

 When the truck assigned for the municipal Health Area to collect animals 

would drive around the localities, many people started to ‘donate’ the animals. 

Unlike in the previous cases (Chapters 4 to 8) with the exception of Tochimilco 

(Chapter 7) and also in Nealtican ‘donated’ animals were still killed by 

electroshock and some by euthanasia. The veterinarian (vet) from the state’s 

Health Jurisdiction mentioned that the resources for the killings were provided by 

both the state and the municipal authorities. However, the Alderwoman 

mentioned that the aid from the Health Jurisdiction ceased when a social scandal 

of a cats’ killer case happened in Texmelucan, another nearby municipality 

(Chapter 10) and the state’s attention was refocused towards that case.  

 

9.2.3. Résumé 
The motivation and perseverance from the only municipal authority interested in 

the management of the overpopulation of dogs, resulted in the allocation of 

resources for neuter and spay surgeries. It also helped the creation of a program 

to obtain federal money, and the overall attention on the animal management 

topic in Nealtican. The interest behind the development of a dogs and cats’ 

regulation came from the state’s Health Jurisdiction, which was the same as in the 

previous municipal regulations. The management of the animal population was 

framed as a human health concern.  

 

9.3. The creation and late enactment of the regulation that 
hindered the first phase of implementation 
 

9.3.1. Formulating actors 
The actors involved in the creation of the regulation were mostly the Institutional 

Liaison Officer of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses, the Veterinarian from the 

State’s Health Jurisdiction and the municipal Health Alderwoman.  

 

9.3.2. 2012 – February 2014 
The argumentation for the creation of a regulation for a Responsible Ownership 

of Dogs and Cats for the small rural municipality of Nealtican, was the same as 

the previous five regulations, to prevent rabies and improve human health.  

 The Institutional Liaison, who was the main actor from the State’s Health 

Ministry to approach and persuade municipalities of the importance of creating 
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their own animal regulations, had the same set of actor characteristics. He had 

positive to medium motivation for animals but high interest in creating a 

regulation for Nealtican. He had supportive cognitions and sufficient resources. 

 The municipal Health Alderwoman of Nealtican was convinced that such 

type of regulation could aid in the municipality. She said the regulation would be 

convenient, even though it meant that the state’s Health Jurisdiction wanted to 

delegate the animals’ responsibility solely to the municipalities. In the 

Alderwoman’s opinion, all of the actors that should have been involved were 

taken into account, as there were no animal non-governmental organizations 

(ANGOs) in Nealtican. She had positive, though medium motivation towards 

seeking animal protection as such; but high towards creating the regulation. Just 

as she had expressed in the previous phase where she sought to create a 

program to reduce the animal overpopulation. 

 The Alderwoman presented the regulation to the rest of the aldermen 

exposing that the “problem was evident; many dogs are in very bad shape” to 

which they all agreed on. She had sufficient resources to persuade the Mayor and 

Aldermen and they approved the regulation on September 2012. The aldermen 

also received some training in which they learned about the pollution generated 

by animals, for example when their feces dry and are later present in the air.  

 For the Alderwoman, the most important topic in the regulation was the 

eradication of zoonoses. According to her, Nealtican had registered people who 

died from animal attacks due to rabies. In the Alderwoman’s point of view, there 

was an overpopulation of dogs and cats and they are the most damaging fauna, 

since the other type of animals remain in their houses, unlike roaming cats and 

dogs. Given that prior to the regulation she had created an animal census and 

achieved an animal management program, she developed supportive 

cognitions on the topic and in understanding what to do.  

 During 2012 and most of 2013 the Alderwoman mentioned she faced a lot 

of challenges to be able to obtain the resources to pay for the publication of the 

regulation. In the meantime, a few workshops were offered to citizens to teach 

them how to care for their companion animals. After a few months, according to 

the Alderwoman, the citizens started to know more about animals and started to 

use words like ‘donation’ of animals, and spay and neuter surgeries.  

 In the schools, she motivated a team of kids to promote the ‘donation’ and 

with this measure, encourage people to avoid drowning the animals in the river. 

The people wanted to get rid of the animals due to a lot of animal aggressions to 

people. Some were considered serious, she had photos of children who were 

attacked. When animals were ‘donated’ due to aggressions, the Alderwoman 

kept them under observation in quarantine to make sure they did not have rabies. 

After the observation period, regardless of the result, they would be put down. 

 For the publication of the regulation the municipality received money from 

the State’s Program for Municipal Integral Development and the aid from a 

deputy to ask the state’s government to lower the cost. The regulation was finally 

published the day before New Year’s Eve of 2013 and a new municipal 

administration entered office at the beginning of February 2014.  

 For this reason, the Alderwoman affirmed she had no time to enforce it, as 

she left the government. Nonetheless, she mentioned that she blamed herself for 

lacking more perseverance to achieve a Canine Control Center (A-Center) 

during her three years as an Alderwoman, even before the enactment of the 

regulation.  
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 The biggest challenge in her point of view was her lack of experience and 

the lack of economic resources assigned to deal with zoonoses; since the money 

was assigned to what the municipal government considered as more important 

projects. “Attention and money are assigned to other matters; for example, 

whenever there is a [town’s] celebration there is always money for it, although 

things change when there is a tragedy, for instance when dogs attacked and 

killed about 20 sheep, the Mayor then decided to back up the project.”  

 Once the regulation was enacted, the Alderwoman gave a copy to the 

few local schools, to the municipal Public Attorney and to the Health Center, 

hoping that they would promote it, but she mentioned that they also lacked time 

to promote it and enforce it. After the citizens would hear about the regulation, 

they demanded the municipality to pick up the dogs from the streets that had 

been hit by cars.  

 Regarding aggressions, the Alderwoman mentioned it was hard to make 

the “owner responsible, since there are foolish people who think that animals do 

not cause persons any damage, [...] there is a case of someone who has about 

20 dogs and supposedly loves and cares for them, but she has them on the street 

and people get upset for this. Some people adopt animals and later are not 

responsible for them.”  

 The Alderwoman believed the regulation will change according to the 

administrations’ needs, and it will probably fail if the authorities do not work on its 

enforcement. For her, the regulation was the most important topic in her work 

towards animals. She mentioned that Nealtican was an example for neighboring 

rural municipalities which also wanted their own regulation. But until 2020, there 

have not been any other rural municipalities that have created an animal 

regulation in Puebla.  

 

9.3.3. Résumé 
The Health Alderwoman was concerned about the health risk caused by the 

excess population of mostly dogs on the streets in Nealtican. She wanted to 

diminish the problems. Overall dogs were generally perceived as a nuisance, 

animal attacks to mostly children and farm animals were common. However, the 

few economic resources that these type of small municipalities received, were 

not used for the management of the ‘street fauna.’  

When the State’s Ministry of Health presented the project of the creation of 

an animal regulation for Nealtican, the municipal Health Alderwoman was 

immediately convinced of its importance. The challenge was to persuade 

predominantly the Mayor to invest in the animal topic. She remained practically 

the only member of the municipal government concerned about the topic, but 

was nevertheless able to influence the Mayor and the Aldermen to approve the 

animal regulation.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the 

formulation of the regulation, can be observed in Figure 9.1. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Promoters, those that were part of the process but did 

not participate directly in the formulation are identified as other actors. 
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9.4. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
Nealtican was the sixth of the seven municipal animal regulations created from 

2009 to 2013 and it was the second rural municipality to approve such type of 

regulation in the state of Puebla. As in all the previous cases, the Institutional 

Liaison was the main representative of the State’s Ministry of Health to approach 

the municipalities and look for strategic actors that would want to create an 

animal regulation for their own municipality. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation.  

The Institutional Liaison had the same role of Promoter in the creation phase 

as in the previous cases. He also showed the same actor characteristics with 

specific and content driven objectives to create a homologized animal 

regulation for the rural municipality of Nealtican like the one in Tochimilco 

(Chapter 7).  

He had positive but medium motivation for animals, he liked them, but did 

not look for their protection as such. His motivation remained high towards the 

creation of a regulation. His cognitions were supportive with high understanding 

on how to conduct the process and high openness. His legal and political 

resources were sufficient to achieve the regulation. 

The municipal Health Alderwoman of Nealtican was convinced of the 

importance of the project of managing the overpopulation of animals. Before the 

creation of the regulation, she created a program to offer free neuter and spay 

surgeries. The program was assigned federal money. She was also the Promoter 

with specific and content driven objectives for the creation of an animal 

regulation for Nealtican. 

She had positive motivation towards the management of animals but only 

medium towards the protection. She actively promoted the ‘donation’ of 

unwanted animals in Nealtican, they would later be either humanely euthanized 

or electroshocked to death. She had high motivation for the creation of an animal 

regulation for Nealtican, like other five municipalities had already had. 

She developed supportive cognitions to understand what to do to achieve 

the regulation and was open to learn further from the Institutional Liaison, given 

his experience in the creation of the previous municipal regulations. The 

Alderwoman was successful in persuading the Mayor and the rest of the 

Figure 9.1 Interaction in the formulation process 
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Aldermen of the importance of having an animal regulation and they approved 

it; she then had sufficient political resources.  

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ process can be labeled as ‘Active cooperation.’ Due to the positive 

motivations from the formulators, the Promoters. Their sufficient cognitions 

(information) to know how to act. There was also a balance of power between 

the Promoters. The assessment of the policy process in the formulation is shown at 

the end of this chapter in Table 9.4. 

 

9.5. Implementation, the second municipal administration: no 
resources and interest in the regulation 
 

9.5.1. Implementing actors 
The actors involved in the implementation were the Vet from the Health 

Jurisdiction and the new incoming Health Alderwoman. 

 

9.5.2. February 2014 – October 2015 
A new municipal administration entered office in February 2014, the Health 

Alderwoman was removed from her job, and new Alderwoman was assigned in 

her place. Thus, the vet from the State’s Health Jurisdiction and the new 

Alderwoman remained as the two main actors to try to implement the regulation 

that had been published for less than two months. 

 The vet mentioned that the regulation was designed to protect the people, 

not the animals. The state’s government wanted to get animals off the streets to 

reduce aggressions to humans. According to her, the government needed to 

make people aware of the situation with animals, and under this logic “the most 

important target group is the children, because they are the future, the adults are 

difficult to change.” For the vet, although the regulation was important, it was not 

the most important action to manage animals.  

 She had negative low motivation for animals and only medium on the 

implementation of the regulation. She said that since she belonged to the State’s 

Health Jurisdiction, she had to work also in other municipalities. These did not have 

animal regulations. But still the work from the Jurisdiction had been a successful 

collaboration between the Jurisdiction and the municipal authorities in the spay 

and neuter surgeries. She had supportive cognitions though medium 

understanding on the animal topic and in relation to the implementation of the 

regulation. She had sufficient resources to perform the job of the neuter and spay 

surgeries. 

 She mentioned that due to the characteristics of the municipality the idea 

was to promote the regulation for about six months or a year before starting to 

enforce it. Her reasoning was that in rural municipalities, like the case of Nealtican 

“the dogs are working animals, very few [people] see them as pets, the pets are 

the cats.” Since there were no ANGOs in Nealtican, there were no possibilities to 

assign animal sympathizers in strategic positions to make the regulation work. In 

her point of view, the Mayor was not convinced about the regulation and though 

there was a place assigned for the Animal Center (A-Center), it was not equipped 

nor operating.  

 The vet was assigned to Nealtican and to other two municipalities. In these 
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three municipalities, as a representative of the State’s Health Jurisdiction, she had 

been able to give awareness talks at schools to parents and to adults in general. 

She also gave talks for citizens who were registered in federal welfare programs 

that needed to attend regular workshop and talks organized in the municipalities 

in order to continue to receive the federal aid. In her point of view, the talks had 

been effective. Mostly for housewives and children, as the former are the ones 

that feed the dogs and the latter, especially kids in elementary schools, are the 

ones that take animals to spay or neuter and to get vaccinated. 

 She mentioned that along her work she had confirmed that the most 

important action to achieve animal protection is to convince the authorities, 

because it does not really matter if there are ANGOs in the municipalities or not, 

since “there are always people who are dogs and cats’ advocates.” If the 

authorities are convinced then spay and neuter surgeries are offered, which have 

a significant impact in decreasing overpopulation and animal aggressions.  

 In the vet’s opinion, “in Nealtican there is still a lot of macho attitude,” 

people are more willing to spay female dogs. Citizens say “let the [male] dog 

experiment love, enjoy and let him feel how nice it is to have an offspring and 

leave its mark […] people react like if the surgery was being performed on them, 

some boys complain during the surgery [as they are allowed to witness it] like if 

they were performing the surgery on them […], but if it’s a female dog then 

people say she is naughty and dirty.”  

 The vet let the people know that these views were wrong, because “then 

women get sterilized and men do not, and then you make your children grow up 

with these macho ideas.” Some people also believe that “if female dogs are 

spayed when they are young then they get cancer, if they do not have at least 

one litter they go crazy, or that animals die during surgery.” With increased 

awareness sometimes people changed their minds. Sometimes they can 

convince citizens to neuter or spay one dog (female or male) and then people 

witness, the animal is doing fine, then they take the rest for surgery and tell their 

neighbors about it. But some communities react better than others. 

 The Health Alderwoman that was assigned in the municipal administration 

of 2014 to 2018 was a nurse who was positively motivated on working for the 

animal topic, though not on their protection as such. She had high motivation 

about trying to enforce the regulation, for her “animal protection is good and 

animals are living beings that feel and need our care.” She mentioned that the 

enforcement had been difficult as “people do not have the culture for being 

responsible towards animals.”  By 2015 she was still looking to obtain resources to 

enforce it, although she mentioned she was the only municipal public servant 

interested in doing so.  

 She did not receive any training on the regulation, but the vet from the 

Health Jurisdiction taught her a few operational activities and she developed 

supportive cognitions and was open to continue to learn more. In 2015 the State’s 

Health Jurisdiction asked the Alderwoman to elaborate a program to be able to 

obtain the resources needed for her department. During 2014 she had been able 

to ask for resources as needed.  

 She worked on the program and turned it in to the municipal government. 

The municipality turned it in to the state authorities. The Health Alderwoman 

mentioned that during 2014 and 2015, despite the lack of a vet to work in the A-

Center and an A-Center properly functioning, the municipal government had 

been able to reach the goals established by the Health Jurisdiction in matters of 
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surgeries, vaccines and ‘donations.’ For the Alderwoman, the regulation needed 

more promotion and then she would be able to petition the society to be more 

responsible in relation to animals. 

The Alderwoman mentioned that very few people that would give animals 

in ‘donation’, would go directly to her office in the main building of the 

government to leave them there; since “they are badly accustomed, because 

before [in the previous municipal administration] the animals used to be collected 

in their houses” but during her administration they would need to drop the animals 

off in her office. 

The Alderwoman mentioned that although she would instruct people to 

tie-up or chain the animals before the authorities’ arrival, they had ignored the 

instruction. Tying them up, would have made the collection of animals easier for 

the authorities. They would not have had to chase down the animals. But people 

would tell the municipal workers “I donate them but you catch them.”  

The local population had been reluctant to the ‘donation’, because when 

they would find out that the animals ‘donated’ were killed, they felt sorry for them 

and did not want to cooperate with the authorities anymore. The Alderwoman 

mentioned that the opposition to her work was common, even though she would 

explain why the authorities needed to perform the killings. “There was one case 

of a little girl who was very fond of her cocker spaniel, and we lied to her, we told 

her we were going to take him to a dog asylum, […] he was donated because 

her brother was allergic to fleas.”  

 In her own assessment, the regulation had been implemented only about 

50%. The main reason she provided for not being able to fully implement it, was 

because the Mayor did not support it. That to her, was the biggest contradiction, 

as he had openly affirmed that dogs worried him, but those statements, as she 

mentioned “have remained just as words.”  

 The argument she said was always the lack of money. She had explained 

to him that the Health Jurisdiction demanded her to have a vet working under 

her supervision, but the Mayor “always says there is no money and hiring a 

veterinarian means we have to pay a wage.” She emphasized that the vet did 

not have to be hired full time, part time would work, and that the rest of the time 

the people already hired by the gardening department could aid. She faced a 

constant lack of resources. 

 In her view “the Mayor is supposed to back us up [the aldermen] 100%.” 

Since there were no ANGOs in Nealtican, the Alderwoman considered that vet 

students doing their social service could also aid. According to her, the Health 

Jurisdiction visited the municipality twice a month to apply vaccines, perform 

neuter and spay surgeries, collect ‘donated’ animals and perform the killings. Her 

task was to promote those events. Sometimes it was the Jurisdiction that aided by 

providing the truck to collect ‘donated’ animals and some other times the 

municipality provided the Police patrol for that task.  

 The animal killings were performed by the vet of the Health Jurisdiction and 

the Alderwoman out of the sight of people to avoid further opposition; although 

the Alderwoman was a nurse she was trained by the vet on how to perform them.  

 In relation to the complaints, few people made animal-aggression 

complaints, the Alderwoman said that “the owners are required to go to the 

Public Attorney.” She had received the aid from the Police, the citizens and the 

Attorney. But the complaints had not increased regardless of the talks and 

booklets given at schools and the awareness talks for housewives. The citizens still 
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lacked the “culture to make formal complaints.”  

 For the Alderwoman, the most important action towards animal protection 

would have been to have an independent animal activist or an ANGO in 

Nealtican. They would be able to care for and defend animals, because “many 

are extremely thin and mangy, people do not have the money to take them to a 

veterinarian.” Sometimes, Nealtican had the help from a neighboring 

municipality’s ANGO and they were able to save some animals and provide 

awareness talks. But in her opinion more work needed to be done. For example, 

she mentioned that she knew of a policeman who liked to electrocute animals, 

but she could not do anything about that. 

 Despite the lack of interest from the Mayor, the Alderwoman did not 

believe future administrations will remove the regulation or that it would fail. She 

said, that little by little people were becoming conscious, even if the regulation 

would be modified, “it would be for good.” The vet from the Health Jurisdiction 

also believed the regulation would not be abolished by future municipal 

administrations as long as there were people like her, interested in the topic. Both 

the Alderwoman and the vet coincided that ultimately achieving consciousness 

among people would be the most important action for animals, that included the 

government officials. 

 

9.5.3. Résumé 
The Health Alderwoman faced the same challenges as her predecessor, the lack 

of resources that prevented the enforcement of the regulation, together with the 

culture that characterized the rural municipality. There was a need for a lot of 

awareness among the society to eradicate the macho attitude that contributed 

to dog overpopulation. The local population was not really convinced about the 

importance of the neuter and spay surgeries. The Alderwoman and the vet from 

the State’s Health Jurisdiction had been able to offer some awareness talks and 

the surgeries did increase, but not enough. They both agreed that the regulation 

needed much more promotion among the society before being able to enforce 

it. 

 The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 9.2. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Director and Enabler. The Director had interaction with 

the local population. Those actors that were part of the process but did not 

participate directly in the implementation are identified as other actors. 
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9.6. Analysis of the second implementation phase 
In the second municipal administration a new Health Alderwoman was 

appointed, she had the task to work on the animal topic but with no interest and 

resources from the municipal administration, basically from the Mayor. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the second phase of the implementation of the 

regulation.  

The Health Alderwoman was a nurse, who had the role of the Director in 

the implementation. She had specific and content driven objectives to try to 

enforce the regulation. She showed positive though medium motivation for 

animals but high for the implementation of the regulation. She developed 

supportive cognitions of medium understanding of what to do in relation to the 

regulation, but had high openness to learn from the vet of the State’s Health 

Jurisdiction, who visited the municipality to perform the neuter and spay surgeries 

as well as the killings through euthanasia. The vet taught the Alderwoman how to 

perform these type of killings. 

The Alderwoman had legal resources but these were insufficient to for 

example get the Animal Center (A-Center) running and to hire a vet to work part-

time in the Center. She also faced opposition from the local people who were not 

willing to ‘donate’ the animals, since they frowned upon them being killed. 

The vet from the State’s Health Jurisdiction was assigned to Nealtican and 

to two other neighboring municipalities. She did not fully believe in the regulation; 

hence she did not actively seek its implementation, except for aiding the Health 

Alderwoman in the surgeries and the killings. These actions positively impacted 

the animal overpopulation. Thus, she had the role of an enabler with only global 

and process driven objectives in relation to the regulation and not specific driven 

objectives. Her argument was that she was able to achieve the goals on surgeries, 

vaccination and killings in the other municipalities even though these did not 

have an animal regulation.  

She had overall negative motivations, since she had low motivation for 

animal protection and medium on the implementation of the regulation. She had 

however, supportive cognitions but with only medium understanding on what to 

do and medium openness to learn further on how the implementation should 

occur. She only really cared about managing the overpopulation which hindered 

her from developing more supportive cognitions. The vet had sufficient legal 

resources to perform her intended tasks.  

Figure 9.2 Interaction in the second municipal administration 
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The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Symbolic implementation’ since the motivations 

of the Director were positive, but the enabler showed negative ones. There were 

sufficient cognitions (information) to know how to act but medium openness from 

the Enabler to learn further. There was balance of power among the Director and 

Enabler. The assessment of the policy process in the first phase of the 

implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 9.5.  

 

9.7. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments 
 

A regulation that lacked political will and resources for its enforcement 
Nealtican was the sixth of the seven municipal animal regulations that were 

created from 2009 to 2013. The purpose from the state’s health authorities was to 

control zoonoses and manage the dog and cat overpopulation for the benefit of 

humans. Nealtican, being a rural municipality lived the problems caused by the 

stray animal overpopulation at first hand. 

The animal topic is most of the times at the end of the political agenda, as 

observed in the previous cases of the state of Puebla (Chapters 4 to 8). It takes 

highly motivated actors to trigger a change. The result achieved in Nealtican was 

an expected one, given that all of the actors lacked a higher degree of 

motivation towards animals.  

The result can also be linked to the characteristics of a small, rural and 

overall poor municipality, where a ‘macho’ attitude is prevalent. Animals are thus 

not part of the political agenda, with the exception of the efforts made by the 

formulators in the creation process and those of mainly one of the actors involved 

during the second phase of the implementation. 

 The actors directly involved in the process of creation of the animal 

regulation for Nealtican, had medium motivation towards animals and high to 

reach a positive outcome and achieve an animal regulation. The actors involved 

in the second implementation phase, had mixed high and low motivations 

towards animals and towards the enforcement of the regulation, there was lack 

of resources, and lack of political will.  

 All of the actors also showed positive frames of reference, their cognitions 

were supportive but with mixed high and medium understanding on what to do 

and openness to learn further during the process. Only one of the formulators had 

worked in the creation of the other six municipal animal regulations, the rest did 

not have experience in dealing with the animal topic as part of the political 

agenda. The main limitations were in terms of resources, political will and the 

skepticism from the society to understand the benefits of the neuter and spay 

surgeries, due also to a ‘macho’ attitude. Many believed that animals would die 

or that they had the right to have litters.    

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period  
After 2015 the municipality does not report any actions for the implementation of 

the animal regulation, or on the development of any animal related activities. 

Social change in relation to animals in Nealtican by 2020, still has not seen ‘the 

light of day.’



Chapter 9                                                                    Puebla: Nealtican, 6th top-down case 

205 

 

 

Table 9.4 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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Table 9.5 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation 
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Chapter 10:  The 7th regulation for the Responsible 
Ownership of Dogs and Cats  

10.1. Introduction: The story of Texmelucan, the inclusion of 
animal mistreatment as a felony in the state’s penal code  

 
Interview with one of the operators of the Animal Center: Through the 

promotion of the regulation “the children teach the parents, do not hit the 

dog, pick up their feces, and sometimes even the children give the bag to 

their parents. Some children go to the [A-Center] and ask [the operators] for 

water for their dogs or inquire about the neuter and spays.”  

 

This is the story of the seventh regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs 

and Cats in the state of Puebla. Out of the seven regulations from Puebla that 

are part of this study, Texmelucan, like Tehuacan (Chapter 6) and Atlixco 

(Chapter 8) continued to look for actions to benefit animals. It achieved some 

changes in the regulation to increase the number of hours of arrest from originally 

24 to 36 for violations to the regulation. 

The policy process was divided in three phases. One of them in the policy 

formulation stage, and two in the implementation stage. The policy phases were 

shaped by course-changing events and the transition from one municipal 

administration to the next.  

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors could be divided into the 

governmental authorities and the animal activists. They had however, similar 

motivations towards the protection of animals and on the importance of 

achieving the implementation of regulation.  

They had different degrees but still supportive cognitions with high and 

medium understanding on what to do and openness. In terms of the ‘likelihood 

of establishing the regulation’ the resulting situation was one of ‘Active 

cooperation.’ 

Once the regulation was created, during the first implementation phase 

the ‘likelihood of implementation of the regulation’ can be labeled as 

‘Constructive cooperation’, implying that the actors cooperate to achieve a 

common outcome, though they all recognized that the implementation of the 

regulation lacked the enforcement of fines due to animal mistreatment. 

During the second phase of implementation the ‘likelihood of 

implementation of the regulation’ started as ‘Constructive cooperation’, but 

later shifted to ‘Negotiation’, given the appointment of a new Health Director 

with negative low motivation towards the animal topic, that nevertheless 

dominated the process.  

The increase of animal groups in Texmelucan and the petitions from the 

population directed at animal activists and government to do something about 

the infamous nationally known ‘cat’s killer’ and the bad situation of horses, 

donkeys and mules used for carrying most of the municipality’s waste, all show 

that social change started to happen in Texmelucan since 2012.  
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Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017f) 

 

San Martin Texmelucan is an urban municipality in the state of Puebla. More than 

50% of its population works in the tertiary sector (G. T. Hernandez. et al., 2017). It 

holds one of the most important street markets where more than 15,000 sellers 

meet every Tuesday (Sanchez Andraca, n.d.). Texmelucan is subdivided into 10 

auxiliary boards33 and 43 localities.  

 

10.2. A cats’ killer that triggered national commotion and an 
animal regulation for Texmelucan 
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through eleven semi-structured interviews. After the interviews, 

whenever the interviewees had other comments or I had further questions on the 

information given, we exchanged follow-up e-mails, What’s App messages or 

phone calls. Lastly, there was a review of online sites and online newspapers.  

 

                                                           
33 These are community-like geographical areas that the municipalities create, to divide its territory 

into different areas. The ‘auxiliary boards’ have their own Auxiliary President, which plays the role 

of the Mayor, within that given geographical area. 

San Martin Texmelucan creation of the 
regulation dates of:

Approval February 22, 2012

Publication September 18, 2013

Entering into force September 19, 2013

San Martin Texmelucan  implementation of the 
regulation under the municipal administrations:

2011 - 2014
1st from September 2013 until 

February 2014

2014 - 2018 2nd

Table 10.1 Dates of the 

formulation 

Table 10.2 Dates of the 

implementation 

Table 10.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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10.2.1. Formulating actors 
The actors were the Institutional Liaison Officer of the State’s Coordination of 

Zoonoses, who participated in the creation of all the previous regulations 

(Chapters 4 to 9) and the Coordinator of the municipal Animal Center who is a 

veterinarian.  

 

10.2.2. 2012 – September 2013  
In the municipality of Texmelucan like in the previous six municipalities, the 

envisioned outcome by the State’s Ministry of Health was to make the 

municipalities accountable in reducing the risk of zoonoses and animal 

overpopulation. The text of the regulation for Texmelucan was almost entirely 

homologized, few changes were made from the original document.  

 The substantial change was in the number of hours of arrest from 24 to 36 

for violations to the regulation, and for the interference of the Animal Center’s 

work, as well as when there was flagrant omission or clear rebellious acts from the 

people which were contrary to animal welfare. 

 The vet who was Coordinator of the Municipal Center for the Attention of 

Canines and Felines (A-Center) hoped to include the correct management of 

horses in the regulation, while it is common practice to use horses to pull carts for 

the collection of waste in the municipality.  

 In 2013 he registered 200 horse-drawn carts. According to him and local 

media most of the animals were in bad shape (El Despertar, 2015). The 

Coordinator wanted to include in the regulation the creation of an animal-carts-

brigade to check the physical conditions of the animals, and the compliance to 

the rules about their days off and about the weight of the carts they had to pull.  

 Given his experience as a vet and since he knew of the previously 

approved animal regulations in other six municipalities of the state, he developed 

supportive cognitions in the animal topic. But according to him, due to lack of 

time, since the municipal administration was about to change by February 2014, 

the carts-topic was not included. Thus his legal resources were insufficient to make 

the desired changes. 

 He considers animal protection as important since “animals cannot 

communicate with society; neither can they express their suffering […] we should 

be an extension of their voice.” He thus had positive (high) motivations for animals 

and for the regulation.  

 The Coordinator mentioned that there was a team working on the creation 

of the regulation, it was referred to as the Commission of Health. However, I was 

not able to corroborate this with some of the actors allegedly involved in the 

Commission. This was because they were Aldermen in the previous administration 

and were no longer working in the municipal government. None of the people in 

the new administration in 2013 had their contact information. The local animal 

non-governmental organization (ANGO), who was mentioned by the 

Coordinator as part of the Commission denied its participation. I was, 

nevertheless, able to interview the state’s Institutional Liaison and the Coordinator.  

 The Institutional Liaison kept his same positive but medium motivation for 

animal protection and high towards achieving yet another municipal regulation 

as in the previous cases. His cognitions also remained supportive and his resources 

were sufficient to achieve the seventh municipal animal regulation.  

 The Coordinator and the Institutional Liaison mentioned that they took into 
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account the input from the operators of the A-Center. The Coordinator stated 

that ultimately the municipal Aldermen were the ones who changed or ignored 

most of the ideas proposed by the operators. Hence, very few of their ideas 

remained in the text of the regulation.  

 The local ANGO under the name (up to 2018) of Protector of Animals of 

Texmelucan (PAT) 34, mentioned that neither them, nor independent protectors 

were not taken into account for the creation of the regulation and thus felt 

excluded. But they were convened for the photos when the regulation was 

approved. PAT feels “the need to aid helpless beings, and give them a chance 

for a new life.”  

 The most important topics for the Coordinator were to avoid cruelty and to 

sanction it. The municipal government mentioned him that Texmelucan (up to 

2012) only had four regulations, which could mean the regulation for Responsible 

Ownership of Dogs and Cats would be the fifth. This possibility was frowned upon 

by many civil servants, as for them, animal matters should not be as important as 

to have a regulation of their own. With further dialogue, there was a consensus. 

The regulation was unanimously approved by February 2012.  

 According to the Coordinator, the biggest challenge for the regulation was 

not its approval but the money for its publication, as it had been for other cases 

(San Pedro Chapter 5, Atlixco Chapter 8 and Nealtican Chapter 9). After some 

talks with the state’s government, Texmelucan received a discount from the 

State’s Program for Municipal Integral Development.  

 The publication took longer than what the Coordinator and the Institutional 

Liaison expected since the proceedings to finalize the publication were 

temporarily left aside due to a scandal of a ‘cats’ killer’ in the municipality in July 

2013. This generated a national outcry asking to punish the man who trained his 

fighting dogs by letting them rip alive tied up cats (David, 2013). Consequently, 

three state deputies promoted changes in the State’s Penal Code and 

mentioned that the subject generated an outrage of tremendous proportions, 

that up to the end of 2013 the ‘cats’ killer’ case was the topic for which the state’s 

governor had received most tweets.  

 This situation paved the way to include animal mistreatment as a felony 

into the State’s Penal Code and led to publishing the regulation for a Responsible 

Ownership of Dogs and Cats in Texmelucan, home of the cats’ killer. PAT members 

were very enthusiastic, but soon they “realized that the regulation was just a ‘way 

out’ for the authorities to provide an answer to the cats’ killer case”, as no 

activities to enforce the regulation happened. 

 

10.2.3. Résumé 
The creation for the animal regulation in Texmelucan followed the same 

argument as in the previous regulations, to manage the zoonoses and 

overpopulation of dogs and cats and thus achieve human welfare.  

The Coordinator of the A-Center had a genuine interest in diminishing 

animal mistreatment and proposed to include pull-cart horses, since this is a how 

waste is widely collected in the municipality. This proposal was however ignored.  

The animal activists in the municipality were not taken into account and 

many of the suggestions made by the A-Center operators were ‘brushed off.’ A 

cats’ killer case in the municipality led to the inclusion of animal mistreatment as 

                                                           
34 By mid-December 2018, PAT changed its name to Chen Lu A.C. 
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a felony in the state’s penal code and accelerated the publication of the animal 

regulation for Texmelucan.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the 

formulation of the regulation can be observed in Figure 10.1. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Promoters, those that were part of the process but did 

not participate directly in the formulation are identified as other actors.  

 

10.3. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
The case of Texmelucan was the last of the seven municipal regulations created 

from 2009 to 2013. The Institutional Liaison remained as the main representative of 

the State’s Ministry of Health to contact and work with strategic municipal actors 

that could trigger the interest in the creation of the regulation for their 

municipality. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation.  

The Institutional Liaison had the same role of the Promoter in the creation 

phase as in the previous cases. He also showed the same actor characteristics 

with specific and content driven objectives to create a homologized animal 

regulation for Texmelucan.  

He had positive but medium motivation for animals, since he liked them but 

did not actively seek for their protection. His high motivation remained towards 

the creation of the homologized text of the regulation. His cognitions were 

supportive with high understanding on how to conduct the process and high 

openness. His legal and political resources were sufficient to achieve the 

regulation. 

The Coordinator of the Municipal Center for the Attention of Canines and 

Felines (A-Center) was also a Promoter in the process, he was convinced of the 

project even before the Institutional Liaison reached out to him, he then had 

specific and content driven objectives to ease the process in the municipality. 

He reached out to the Aldermen and convinced them of the importance 

of having a regulation for Texmelucan. Due to his interest in animal protection and 

in creating activities that would favor them, he had positive (high) motivations. His 

background as a vet and the fact that other municipalities had created their 

animal regulations provided him with supportive cognitions with high 

understanding on what to do and who to convince and well as high openness to 

learn further from the Institutional Liaison.  

His legal resources were sufficient so that the regulation was approved. But 

he acknowledged that it was really the national scandal of the cats’ killer case in 

Figure 10.1 Interaction in the formulation process 
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Texmelucan that made the difference. Due to the case the state authorities 

made changes in the State’s Penal Code and the municipal government was 

then fully convinced of the importance of the animal topic. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ process can be labeled as ‘Active cooperation.’ Due to the positive 

motivations from the formulators, the Promoters, as well as their positive 

motivations, sufficient cognitions (information) to know how to act. There was also 

a balance of power among them. The assessment of the policy process in the 

formulation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 10.4. 

 

10.4. Implementation Phase I: no clear enforcement, but more 
citizens’ awareness 
 

10.4.1. Implementing actors 
The municipal Coordinator of the A-Center and one of the local ANGOs (PAT) 

were the actors who generated actions to try to implement the regulation. 

 

10.4.2. September 2013 – February 2014 
Once the regulation was enacted the Coordinator mentioned that it could not 

be enforced since it lacked promotion; thus he mentioned the importance of 

creating a Commission for that purpose. He reflected it was also as important to 

train the Municipal Police.  

 He made a proposal to design a leaflet to promote the regulation but it 

was not authorized by the municipal government. He also proposed to neuter 

and spay 50% of the dogs and cats in the municipality to control the 

overpopulation. But none of the proposals were approved because of what he 

called a lack of political will from the Mayor and the rest of the municipal 

authorities. 

 Despite the municipal decisions and with the few resources provided to his 

Coordination also by the state’s Health Ministry, the Coordinator and his team 

conducted neuter and spay surgeries every week. He mentioned that even 

people from nearby municipalities would take their animals to Texmelucan for 

surgery. For the Coordinator, the regulation was also seen by people as a tool to 

collect dogs from the streets and avoid mistreatment and killings. 

 The ANGO PAT had an informative booth of their activities in which they 

also promoted the regulation during the weekends. Given their work they had 

positive (high) motivation for animals. But also, as animal activists, they were 

thrilled to have a regulation and wanted to aid in its enforcement. At occasions, 

they took the booth to the auxiliary boards, which are small communities part of 

the municipality but far from the main square, to inform the people about the 

regulation.  

 PAT made an agreement to collaborate with the municipal government. 

The government provided PAT with free anti-rabies vaccinations that they could 

administer to animals. The ANGO only had to return the vaccination registration 

forms to the Coordinator. PAT had supportive cognitions and its resources were 

sufficient to aid in the promotion of the regulation. 

 PAT mentioned that in relation to the animal mistreatment complaints, the 

Coordinator asked the people to present them in writing along with photographs 
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as proof. However, the Coordinator argued that the citizens did not want to 

present any documents and only wanted to make the complaints through phone 

calls.  

 Most of the complaints in his point of view were disputes among neighbors, 

same as it was reported in San Pedro (Chapter 5), Tehuacan (Chapter 7). For him, 

it was not possible to work with such situations. But whenever he inspected the 

private homes, if he considered there was in fact animal mistreatment, he tried to 

negotiate with the people and give them options to correct their wrongdoing, 

instead of implementing the fines. Since according to him, without a Commission 

for the promotion or the Police aid, it was difficult to enforce the regulation.  

 PAT said that regardless of the lack of enforcement by sanctioning with 

fines for mistreatment, they were able to witness that citizens were becoming 

more conscious about the care of companion animals. “Thanks to the social 

media, it becomes a snowball [effect], our volunteers, followers, and sympathizers 

have increased, we have worked for more than eight years as a civil association.” 

Their new volunteers were mostly young people from 18 up to 38 years old, others 

were children from seven to nine years and also a few elders. 

 The Coordinator of the A-Center coincided with PAT and assured that 

despite the lack of implementation, people became aware of the existence of 

the regulation and that they were interested in aiding animals, including the 

horses. For him, however the biggest obstacle, was the lack of promotion. Once 

the regulation was published, it received a lot of attention from the media, but 

within a few days the excitement wore off.  

 Nevertheless, the Coordinator did not see the possibility that future 

administrations could revoke the regulation. But they could leave it aside. For this 

reason, he considered social pressure was essential. For him, the most important 

action towards animal protection would be to make people conscious. To teach 

them and make them sensitive of the respect animals deserve, “the difference is 

between thinking I should have stopped and picked up the animal or I actually 

did do it, it’s best to try to find a way to aid, even not necessarily in accordance 

to the regulation.” 

 

10.4.3. Résumé 
The A-Center Coordinator and PAT agreed that the regulation needed more 

promotion. But despite the lack of enforcement by sanctioning with fines, mostly 

regarding animal mistreatment cases, the citizens were becoming more aware 

of the animals’ needs, including the horses used to collect the municipality’s 

waste. The interest in animals motivated people from all ages to join PAT.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the first 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 10.2. Those that played 

a direct role are labeled as Directors. The Directors had interaction with the local 

population. However, it is not shown in the figure, because like in any 

implementation process, the local population is the target group, thus it does not 

present a source of variation.  
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10.5. Analysis of the first implementation phase 
The same as in other cases of municipal animal regulations, the imposition of fines 

to punish animal mistreatment was also not a reality in Texmelucan during the first 

phase the implementation. However, in certain cases the Coordinator of the 

Municipal Center for the Attention of Canines and Felines (A-Center) visited 

private homes where he had received complaints with proof such as photos, that 

there was animal mistreatment. But instead of trying to impose a fine he tried to 

dissuade animal mistreatment, given that there were no municipal authorities that 

could really enforce the regulation such as the Police. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the interactions between 

the actors who played a direct role in the first phase of the implementation of the 

regulation.  

The Coordinator who was the Director in this phase, kept the same set of 

specific and content driven objectives, in this instance, to implement the 

regulation. He had also had the same positive (high) motivations as in the creation 

phase. His cognitions also remained supportive with both high understanding on 

what to do and openness. His legal resources though still sufficient, he was lacking 

the aid from other municipal authorities to achieve a better implementation. Like 

from the Police and from a Commission that had not been created to aid in the 

promotion of the regulation so that people could be aware of the fines. 

The ANGO PAT also played to the role of the Director. It had specific and 

content driven objectives to aid in the promotion and implementation of the 

regulation as much as possible. It had high motivations both for animals and for 

the regulation.  

Due to the experience as the oldest and for some time the only ANGO in 

the municipality, it had gained supportive cognitions. It had high understanding 

on how to act, since it had the knowledge of what some ANGOs encountered in 

the previous cases that had their own animal regulations. PAT also had high 

openness to learn further. Its political resources were sufficient to collaborate in 

part with the A-Center and to widely promote the regulation. 

The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Constructive cooperation’ since the motivations 

of the actors involved were positive. There were sufficient cognitions (information) 

to know how to act. There was balance of power among the two different 

Directors. The assessment of the policy process in the first phase of the 

implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 10.5. 

 

10.6. Implementation, the second municipal administration: the 
government and animal activists trying to collaborate 
 

Figure 10.2 Interaction in the first phase of the implementation 
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10.6.1. Implementing actors  
The actors responsible for the second phase in the implementation process were 

the Chief of Zoonoses, the A-Center operators, PAT as the local ANGO. 

 

10.6.2. February 2014 - August 2015 
The second municipal administration that entered office by February 2014 

removed the vet as the Coordinator of the A-Center. A new municipal Director of 

Health was assigned as the boss of the Chief of Zoonoses, who became the main 

authority in the Center for Canine Attention and Zoonoses (A-Center). Just as the 

previous coordinator this Chief was also a vet. 

 The Chief mentioned that at first people would approach her Department 

to congratulate them for the regulation since they perceived the dog 

overpopulation as a health problem. At the beginning of the administration, the 

municipal government assured PAT that one of the activities they would organize 

as a new incoming government was going to be a big event to announce the 

existence of the regulation. But it was cancelled and was not rescheduled. 

Therefore, PAT believed the government in reality lost interest in the topic.  

 Like in Tehuacan (Chapter 6), Tochimilco (Chapter 7), Atlixco (Chapter 8) 

and Nealtican (Chapter 9), the Chief mentioned that the State’s Ministry of Health 

demanded her Department for certain requirements such as a quota of animal 

skulls (to be analyzed for rabies) and to look for a formal space to have the A-

Center, since in the previous administration, it was located in a very small office. 

These were set as requirements so that the State’s Ministry of Health could provide 

the A-Center with a new euthanasia drug that needed less quantity than the 

usual drug and also worked much faster, thus giving a more dignified death to 

the animals.  

 The municipality inaugurated a place for the A-Center. Texmelucan, along 

other nearby municipalities wanted to create an Inter-Municipal A-Center but 

despite the interest the plan did not work. Unlike in San Andres (Chapter 4), San 

Pedro (Chapter 5) and Atlixco (Chapter 8), in the A-Center of Texmelucan there 

are no operators from the Workers’ Union since the Union ceased to exist. 

Therefore, in Texmelucan the A-Center did not face the problem of having long 

time workers forced to be in the A-Center and unwilling to learn new practices. 

 The A-Center started to conduct an animal census, but according to the 

Chief, the municipal Legal Department told them that it was not going to be 

effective because there were a lot of births and deaths of dogs and cats every 

day; hence the A-Center stopped. 

 The staff in the A-Center was renewed except for the operators who had 

been working for nine years in animal management. Neither the Chief nor the 

operators received any training for the implementation of the regulation. By the 

beginning of 2015 a workshop/training was planned in relation to the 

implementation of the regulation, but it did not take place. The operators 

received some training in the past, before the regulation was created on the use 

of blowguns to sedate and trap the dogs that lived at the landfills. 

 The Chief cared about animals because “they are living beings that feel, 

and within the regulation they have rights.” She had positive (high) motivation for 

animals but medium towards the implementation of the regulation, mostly 

because she said the A-Center lacked the resources to fully enforce it.  

 The operators mentioned that they cared about animals because they do 
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not like mistreatment. One of them said that he would like to work in the ANGO 

PAT. Their motivations were thus positive (high) for animals, but like the Chief 

medium towards the implementation of the regulation. 

 The Chief stated that she did not have to make an annual program to ask 

for the requirements to run the A-Center. She had to submit a written form with 

their request a month in advance to the Municipal Purchases Department. 

However, the A-Center “always receives less than what they ask for, therefore we 

have to save up whenever we can.”  

 The operators saw an improvement in their work in comparison to when 

they started to work back in 2008. However, by 2015 there were fewer people 

working in the Animal Department which diminished their capacity to provide an 

answer to the citizens’ reports.  

 The method of killing animals was both by electroshock and euthanasia, 

though by 2014 it was only via euthanasia. The trapping of dogs also changed, 

before 2014 the operators had to use a lasso. In 2014 they started to use a 

tranquilizer, wait for the animals to become numb and then carried them into the 

truck, when they arrived to the A-Center, the animals were euthanized.  

 The operators mentioned that they felt more at ease doing their work with 

a regulation related to their tasks. Before the regulation, the Zoonoses Department 

was mostly viewed by the citizens as a cruel part of the government. They 

mentioned that they responded to the citizens’ reports, received the animals 

‘donated’, aided in the vaccination campaigns and in the neuter and spay 

surgeries. After the killings they sent the animals’ skulls for their rabies analysis to 

the state government. The operators stated that they have the utensils needed 

to perform their job, including muzzles, to avoid being bitten by dogs.  

 The Chief mentioned that all the A-Center was committed to work in favor 

of the regulation, but that it is not within the priorities of the municipal government; 

hence they can only do so much. Despite the obstacles, the A-Center was 

partially enforcing the regulation and whenever they had questions on how to 

apply it, they approached the municipal Legal Department. They hence 

developed supportive cognitions.  

 In relation to the complaints, the A-Center reports that there were different 

ways to approach them. The citizens could directly call the A-Center, the 

municipal emergency number, or the municipality and they were afterwards 

connected to the A-Center. The A-Center asked for the information of the person 

who has the animal that attacked or that was mistreated.   

 Later the operators check the private homes and explain to the people 

what they are doing wrong and try to convince them to change their attitude. 

The people mostly report dogs ran over by cars, dead or aggressive, those that 

had bitten people.  

 The operators ceased to pick up animals from the streets unless the citizens 

report them. They only worked through a ‘donation’ system. In some reports the 

operators received the aid from the Police, since according to them, at least 50% 

of the people react aggressively when the operators want to take animals to the 

A-Center.  

 Aggressions directed at the operators take place mostly in the auxiliary 

boards, some semi-rural or rural and far from the main square of the municipality. 

Two of them reported that in one occasion, the citizens trapped and cornered 

the operators in a street and they told them they were going to lynch them. 

 Due to the lack of implementation in relation to animal mistreatment fines, 
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the Chief mentioned that she had not created indicators in relation to the 

regulation. The operators must report to the Chief the number of dogs caught, 

those turned in the A-Center in ‘donation’ to be euthanized and the vaccinations 

applied.  

 The Chief considered that the ideal would be to make people conscious 

and have fewer stray dogs, to have more neuter and spay surgeries and fewer 

reports. The A-Center received three to four reports of roaming dogs daily. But in 

case of mistreatment, the A-Center can only advise the people to have the 

animals in better conditions; there had not been any sanctions.  

 The A-Center and PAT stated that no fines have been collected for animal 

mistreatment. PAT made several complaints to the A-Center, and two of them 

were also directed to the Municipal Secretary of Interior and the Mayor but they 

did not receive any response.  

 By May 2014 a group of women organized themselves to place a demand 

to the Mayor against the A-Center and Health authorities to ask for their 

destitution. They declared the A-Center operators picked up cruelly a bunch of 

dogs from the streets causing the animals stress and visible wounds. The Mayor 

did not respond to the women so they then proceeded to make demand to the 

Federal Justice to make the Mayor respond and act accordingly. Since they 

mentioned they only wanted to put an end to the cruel management of animals 

(Benitez, 2015). 

 According to PAT, the authorities themselves did not know about the 

regulation, and the operators do not have the faculty to sanction people. Due to 

the absence of results and fines for mistreatment “people do not believe the 

regulation is real.” 

 PAT designed a complaint form, anonymously for the complainant. PAT 

asked for evidence of the mistreatment, either a photo or a video, since the 

ANGO cannot legally enter the houses. Whenever the complainant did not want 

to enforce the complaint for anonymity reasons, then it was PAT that submitted 

the formal complaint to the A-Center.  

 Once PAT received all of the documentation, they turned the complaint to 

the A-Center, they told the Chief that they could also accompany the operators 

for the inspections, but this was not allowed with the exception of a couple of 

times. In few cases, PAT was able to rescue very mistreated animals from their 

houses. In those cases, PAT told the families they were going to take them to 

neuter and spay or to vaccinate them, subsequent they did not return the animal. 

PAT stated they could afford to keep the animal since the ANGO had a small 

animal shelter and also collaborated with people who volunteered as temporary 

homes. 

 PAT indicated that whenever they approached the citizens to tell them 

when they were violating the regulation, most of the times people become 

intimidated and change the animals’ situation for the better. “Sometimes people 

do it [mistreat animals] out of ignorance, the majority of the people change their 

behavior. First, they feel intimidated or defensive, but we have good practice, we 

treat them like if they were our allies. We do so for the dogs; we tell them look we 

want to help you. We can help you build a doghouse. At first people see you as 

crazy, but we do it for the animal, and people react [positively] towards that, they 

[think] if someone came to see me, I better behave well.” PAT tried to revisit the 

houses after 15 days so people somehow feel pressured. 

 The Chief of the A-Center hoped that once the implementation of the 
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regulation started, then people would have to accept it. She wanted to establish 

a fixed fine for different types of faults written in the regulation, like for 

mistreatment and abandonment. But this had not been possible to enforce.  

 The only fines collected up to August 2015, were those of when people 

went to collect the animals from the A-Center (when the dogs had been reported 

as roaming on the streets and collected by the operators). The A-Center waited 

48 hours (before euthanizing the dog) for the families to claim them. The process 

was to pay the fine of 179 pesos (almost 11 euros), sign a letter of agreement 

where people would agree to not let the dog be on the streets anymore. The 

people also had to show the vaccination record of the animal. The Chief 

informed them that in case of recurrence, the animal would be euthanized 

immediately. 

 The Chief and operators reported that in general the society had not 

accepted the regulation, because according to the Chief “they need to create 

much more consciousness.” 

 PAT talked to the Mayor and to the people from the A-Center, so that they 

would allow the animals to live 72 hours (instead of only 48) after being caught 

and placed in the A-Center, before being euthanized. The 72 hours are 

established in the document of the regulation. In the regulation, 48 hours are only 

mentioned for whenever there is an epidemiological risk.  

 PAT told them that if the A-Center would wait 72 hours, meanwhile, the 

ANGO could have more time to look for adopters. But the 72-hour period was not 

respected, and PAT knew of cases when animals were being killed the same day 

they were picked up from the streets.  

 Both the Chief and the operators mentioned that it was important to take 

into account the animal activists in the work of the A-Center, mostly for the 

regulation’s publicity, especially PAT, since PAT gave awareness talks in schools.  

 Whenever PAT gave talks, the A-Center would also give out information. 

The A-Center’s idea was to get PAT involved additionally in the auxiliary boards. 

During mid-2014 and the beginning of 2015 the A-Center had a close 

collaboration with PAT, the ANGO aided in the promotion of the A-Center’s 

activities and the regulation in their webpage.  

 The collaboration ceased during the first months of 2015, in part because 

of a downsizing of 50% of the Health and Zoonoses Departments. The cut left the 

Zoonoses Department with only three people and therefore they lacked human 

resources to continue with the education campaigns, added to the already lack 

of resources to punish animal mistreatment and collect the fines. 

 PAT distanced itself from the authorities, also because the person who was 

the Director of Health for the municipality was removed from her functions and 

the new director according to PAT, had no interest in aiding animals. In PAT’s point 

of view, the A-Center had enough resources to operate, but sometimes these 

were used for something else, though they did not state for what.  

 By 2015 PAT also stopped having an information and vaccination booth, 

instead they started to work on a six months’ program called ‘Neutering and 

Spaying is your Responsibility.’ It consisted in visiting the auxiliary boards and 

localities of the municipality every two weeks to provide approximately 20 free 

surgeries. The maximum capacity per campaign was about 50 surgeries, 30 would 

be low-cost and the rest free, due to the economic costs those meant, PAT would 

pay for everything. They would hire a vet and provide the surgical materials.  

 The money for the vet was obtained through PAT’s sponsors (up to mid-2015 
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they had a total of 18) and through the low-cost fee obtained some of the 

animal’s surgery, which was 100 pesos (almost six euros). Nonetheless, if PAT saw 

a stray female dog in heat during the campaign, they would pick her up and 

spay her. 

 PAT said that when the regulation was published, they approached the 

local Chamber of Commerce, but the private sector overall did not aid in the 

promotion. However, PAT was able to acquire some sponsors (local businesses). 

"Having sponsors has been a double-edged sword, because people think we are 

making tons of money, which is not true, each sponsor gives an initial fee of 400 

pesos [23.5 euros] every six months for publicity and a monthly fee of 200 pesos 

[almost 12 euros] for the neuter and spay campaigns.” 

 In relation to surgeries, the A-Center has seen an increase in the people 

willing to participate in the neuter and spay campaigns. The surgeries remained 

free in the A-Center until 2015 when the municipality started charging 195 pesos 

(around 11.5 euros). During 2014 the A-Center performed five to six surgeries daily, 

by 2015 these decreased, according to the Chief and operators sometimes they 

had none per day. 

 The A-Center offered free neuter and spay campaigns only in the auxiliary 

boards on Fridays when the Health Jurisdiction sent their vets to perform the 

surgeries. The A-Center provided citizens with a brochure that contained 

information about the regulation and of the services offered directly in the A-

Center. The operators mentioned that the local radio stations contributed by 

announcing the campaigns. 

  According to PAT, both the written press and the local radio stations had 

promoted the regulation, mostly during 2014. PAT mentioned that about eight out 

of the 10 of the existing newspapers in the state, at some point had printed news 

about animal protection; although not specifically about the regulation. PAT 

considered that only two particularly focused on the topic with objectivity, but 

nevertheless the media seemed to have a level of interest in the topic, and that 

was most important.  

 Some of the reporters from one of the local newspapers offered PAT free 

promotion adds, and others wrote in favor of the regulation. These actions aided 

PAT’s work. The owner of one of the local radio stations was an animal sympathizer 

and offered PAT free radio spots, also one of the radio hosts was an independent 

activist and often promoted actions in favor of animals. The media attention 

decreased by 2015, and according to PAT, they only interviewed them whenever 

something of attention happened or "just to fill in the printed space.” 

 The municipality aided PAT and the independent activists by promoting 

their events. PAT mentioned that they wanted to place one or two of their 

members to work directly in the government, in the A-Center, although the 

proposal was accepted at first, later they were told that this was not possible.  

 PAT believed the government was jealous of their work and therefore did 

not want them involved. PAT created a comic-book type for elementary school 

children and the Mayor promised to provide the money for its printouts, but it did 

not happen. Regardless, PAT stated they understood that they “need to have a 

good relationship with the government, otherwise they’ll block us.” This is what 

they considered to be a responsible ANGO, they have to be congruent, work with 

authorities and thus be able to demand action from them. 

 PAT had, according to its members, always faced contradictions between 

their expectations in relation to animal protection and the government. Most of 
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the complaints PAT received were in relation to the horses and donkeys used to 

pull waste-carts (El Despertar, 2015). PAT wanted to implement an international 

program, and substitute waste animal-pulled-carts for motorized vehicles, and 

thus provide a proven option for the families that depended on the animals for 

the collection of the municipal waste.  

 The program called ‘Stop Traction by Blood’ (TAS for its name in Spanish) 

had proven to effectively work in other municipalities in Latin America, in countries 

like Colombia and Argentina It relied on an investment by both the government 

and the private sector.  

 In Texmelucan, the Mayor mentioned he empathized with the project, but 

PAT assured that the municipal government did not back up the project in reality, 

because they did nothing to work on it. PAT collected about 500 signatures asking 

the government to abolish animal-pulled carts and held meetings with the people 

who owned the animals and the carts as well as with their leader. But the program 

stopped since PAT had no aid from the other actors that should have been 

involved, therefore the ANGO faced insufficient resources for their intended 

goals. 

 PAT decided to refocus its attention on other programs and leave TAS for a 

while to hopefully refresh the focus for both the authorities and citizens, and be 

able to retake it at a later time, but by 2020 it had not happened. Nevertheless, 

PAT recorded the bad situation of the animals and tried to create more 

awareness.  

 The main obstacle for PAT to achieve the implementation of the regulation, 

was the lack of political will and maybe at some point also of knowledge. PAT’s 

members explained to the authorities that enforcing the regulation would also 

mean a revenue for the government, due to the collection of fines.  

 In PAT’s point of view, there was no need to allocate a great amount of 

resources for the promotion of the regulation and in general for the animal cause. 

For example, they did not need T.V. spots, the promotion could be done even 

through loudspeakers on the streets, but according to PAT, the government did 

not even want to do that. In a similar tone, the A-Center operators mentioned the 

main obstacle for the implementation of the regulation was the lack of 

knowledge of the regulation among the society. 

 PAT perceived that despite the lack of enforcement there had been 

progress, although at a slow pace, for them, just the publication of the regulation 

itself was an achievement. Afterwards, they said, their task was to reeducate and 

make people conscious, starting with the authorities.  

 For PAT, even though the regulation was not the most important action 

towards animal protection, for the time being its enforcement would have been 

the most important immediate action. But the regulation should only be part of a 

long-term solution.  

 PAT’s daily work is what really mattered to them, like rescuing and being 

able to help an animal, to see that children were becoming more aware and that 

they were re-educating their parents. In the same line of thought, for the A-Center 

operators, the most important thing to achieve would have been to see a change 

in the culture. Through the promotion of the regulation, one of the operators said 

“the children teach the parents, do not hit the dog, pick up their feces, and 

sometimes even the children give the bag to their parents. Some children go to 

the [A-Center] and ask [the operators] for water for their dogs, or inquire about 

the neuter and spays.”  
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 The most important action towards animal protection for the Chief would 

be “to execute the regulation 100%, executing it partially does not work.” That 

means, if only certain parts of the regulation are enforced while others are 

ignored, then the regulation has no effect. For her, that included being able to 

collect the fines for animal mistreatment.  

 PAT recognized that other groups of animal activists are being created, in 

part because citizens were more aware and they wanted to do something; which 

in PAT’s point of view was positive. This made them grow in numbers despite the 

differences among activists. The Chief of Zoonoses, mentioned that from 2014 to 

2015, the A-Center knew about the existence of three more animal protection 

groups. 

 PAT mentioned that they could not be certain if future administrations 

would want to revoke the regulation. Because of this fear, they had decided to 

stop pressuring the government and just collaborate in some activities. 

Nevertheless, they did not see possibilities of failure, for them few time had passed 

from 2013 to 2015, “if nothing were to happen in five or six [subsequent] municipal 

administrations, then [we] could assure that the regulation has failed.” That is why 

they mentioned that they need to continue little by little, and keep establishing 

good contact with the future administrations.  

 For the Chief and the operators of the A-Center, the regulation had not lost 

interest among the people, they also did not believe that it will fail. They did not 

perceive contradictions between the different governmental levels or that future 

administrations will revoke the regulation. Nonetheless, they mentioned that for 

the regulation to work, the interest from the authorities and the consciousness 

from the society are crucial. 

 

10.6.3 Résumé 
The Coordinator of the A-Center was removed, in his place the municipal 

government assigned a Chief of Zoonoses, that worked under the orders of the 

Director of the municipal Health Department. The municipal government 

inaugurated a new space for the A-Center to be able to obtain a faster, more 

humane euthanasia drug from the State’s Health Jurisdiction. Before 2014, 

animals were still killed via electroshock. The trapping of animals also changed 

from the use of a lasso to a tranquilizer. The changes were perceived as positive 

by the citizens who became more accepting of the A-Center’s work. 

 The local ANGO PAT collaborated with the A-Center in publicity for the 

regulation and in awareness talks in schools. PAT tried to increase the waiting 

period before of animals were euthanized in the A-Center, from 48 to 72 hours, 

like it was established in the text of the regulation. But the municipal government 

did not respect PAT’s petition. PAT also wanted to implement an international 

successful program for the substitution of animals used for carrying burden with 

motor vehicles, but even though the Mayor said he was willing, he did not back it 

up with actions. 

 The close collaboration between PAT and the government decreased 

when the personnel from the Zoonoses and Health Department was downsized 

to 50%, and the new Director of Health did not have an interest to continue to 

work in favor of the animals.  

 PAT continued to develop other pro-animal activities, besides the ones 

established for the control of the overpopulation of dogs and cats. Like to orient 

the local population on how to make the mistreatment complaints. To help the 
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horses, mules and donkeys used for carrying the municipal waste, PAT tried to 

persuade the government to back them up, but the government decided not to 

do so. PAT recognized that although no fines were collected for animal 

mistreatment and that the program to benefit other animals did not take off, the 

society was still becoming more aware and approached PAT and benefited from 

the services they offered and continued to ask for use those of the A-Center, like 

the vaccines and the neuter and spay surgeries.  

 PAT had also benefited from the society’s interest as it increased the 

number of volunteers and sponsors, and even other ANGOs started to appear in 

the municipality. Both the government and ANGO recognized that there had 

been partial implementation of the regulation and the society was undoubtedly 

becoming more aware of animals’ needs.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 10.3. Those that played 

a direct role are labeled as Directors and Promoter, those that were part of the 

process but did not participate directly in the implementation are identified as 

other actors. The Directors and Promoter had interaction with the local 

population.  

10.7. Analysis of the second implementation phase 
In the second municipal administration the Coordinator of the A-Center was 

removed a new Director of Health was assigned and under her command the 

Chief of Zoonoses, who oversaw the A-Center. A brand-new space was created 

for the A-Center. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the second phase of the 

implementation of the regulation.  

The Chief was a vet who played the role of the Director in the process. She 

had specific and content driven objectives to correctly direct the recently 

inaugurated A-Center as best as possible and to try to enforce the regulation. She 

showed positive (high) motivation for animals but medium in terms of the 

implementation of the regulation since she perceived the A-Center did not have 

the resources to correctly implement it. She had supportive cognitions of medium 

understanding of what to do in relation to the regulation but had high openness 

to acquire knowledge on how to do so and at times, she would approach the 

municipal Legal Department. Her legal resources were insufficient to implement 

the regulation, mostly in terms of punishing and collecting fines for animal 

mistreatment. 

Figure 10.3 Interaction in the second municipal administration 
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The A-Center operators interviewed had been working for nine years in 

animal management in the municipality. They also had the role as Directors since 

they had specific and content driven objectives in trying to implement the 

regulation, given that they were the ones with the ‘hands-on’ work with animals. 

They also had positive (high) motivation towards animals but medium in terms of 

the regulation, because just as the Chief of the A-Center, they did not feel they 

had all the requirements to fully implement it; although they felt their worked had 

improved in comparison to previous years.  

They had supportive cognitions of medium understanding in terms of what 

to do in relation to the regulation, but had high openness to learn. They stated 

their resources were insufficient and even more when the personnel of the A-

Center were downsized. 

The local ANGO PAT had the role of the Promoter and even tried to create 

programs to go beyond than what the regulation established. It had the same 

specific and content driven objectives, and high motivation as in the previous 

phases. It had medium understanding of how to aid to really achieve an 

implementation, but had high openness to learn and work with whoever it might 

take, to aid in the implementation. PAT had insufficient resources to achieve the 

implementation of the regulation and to persuade the municipal government of 

other animal related projects that could benefit the municipality.  

The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Constructive cooperation’ at first since the 

motivations of the Directors and Promoter involved were positive. There was high 

openness to learn on how to implement the regulation, but lack of resources. 

There was balance of power between the actors. But this shifted to ‘Negotiation’ 

when the Director of Health was replaced by one, who had negative low 

motivation and did no longer care about the animal topic, affecting the A-

Center. The assessment of the policy process in the second municipal 

administration and thus in the second phase of the implementation is shown at 

the end of this chapter in Table 10.6. 

 

10.8 Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments 
 

The pro-animal organization achieved a place in the government 
Texmelucan was the last of the seven municipal animal regulations that were 

created from 2009 to 2013. The purpose was to control zoonoses and manage the 

dog and cat overpopulation for the benefit of humans, but in Texmelucan, also 

like in the cases of San Pedro (Chapter 5), Tehuacan (Chapter 6) and Atlixco 

(Chapter 8) the animal advocates saw a window of opportunity to trigger other 

activities in favor of animals. 

The result achieved in Texmelucan was overall good to place the animal 

topic in the political and social agendas since 2012, despite the lack of 

punishment of animal mistreatment, the activists and municipal government 

affirm that the animal topic gained importance in Texmelucan. For the ANGO PAT 

it even generated awareness about the dire situation of horses, mules and 

donkeys use for carrying a big part of the municipalities waste to the dumpsters. 



Chapter 10                           Puebla: Texmelucan 7th top-down case 

224 

 

Despite the setbacks, the animal activists, continued to have some positive 

outcomes by 2020. 

 The actors directly involved in the process of creation of the animal 

regulation for Texmelucan, had high motivations to reach a positive outcome to 

publish an animal regulation. The actors involved in the implementation phases 

had mixed high and medium motivations towards animals and towards the 

enforcement of the regulation, mostly due to lack of resources, and as stated by 

the animal activists also lack of political will.  

 All of the actors also reported positive frames of reference, their cognitions 

were also supportive but with mixed high and medium understanding on what to 

do and openness to learn further among the process. All had previous experience 

in working directly with animals, one of them had worked in the creation of the 

other six municipal animal regulations. The main limitations were in terms of 

resources to punish animal mistreatment and collect fines.  

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period 
In 2017, four ANGOs gathered in Texmelucan’s main plaza to demand to be 

heard by the municipal authorities given the lack of implementation of the 

regulation, the lack of neuter and spay surgeries and the cruel practices in the A-

Center (Valkiriaonline,  2017).  

 In 2019, the ANGO PAT achieved a big win to favor animals in the 

municipality. PAT’s president became the Chief of the municipal Animal Welfare 

Department in 2019, and immediately started to work to aid companion, 

domestic and wild animals in need. She also invited the citizens to make their 

reports through the Texmelucan Animal Welfare Facebook page and posted the 

reports’ outcomes (Enterate, 2020).  

 At the Facebook page, the Chief posted almost daily the advances for 

animal welfare in the municipality. These included for example guides on how to 

make formal animal mistreatment complaints, the sanctions for the violations of 

the Regulation for the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats. The promotion 

of adoption of animals and dissuade people from buying cats and dogs during 

Christmas season. 

 She also informed that the animal related municipal authorities, like the A-

Center, Health and Animal Welfare Departments received proper training on 

topics like a dignified treatment of animals before the euthanasia. Training for the 

Fire Department on the adequate management and removal of beehives from 

private property.  

 At the webpage she also informed about the catching and releasing of 

trapped dogs, cats, birds, snakes, owls, among other animals, as well as the 

recollection and attention to animals that were ran over on the streets and 

highways. 

 She advertised the free vet treatment which included general checkups, 

disinfecting of wounds, deworming, for dogs, cats and even rats. Free animal 

surgeries for low income families, like amputations for irreparable damages on 

animals’ legs. Vet aid for animal activists and ANGOs.  

 She would post lost pets, promote the free neuter and spay campaigns in 

different parts of the municipality. Promote the talks on responsible ownership of 

dogs and cats in different elementary schools; as well as demonstrations of the 

work of the canine squad of the municipal Public Safety Department.  

 The Chief informed of the signing of a commitment to guarantee animal 
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welfare between the Madam Mayor, the municipal government and animal 

activists of the municipality. She would report on the meetings held with diverse 

ANGOs and activists to develop actions to favor animals. 

 She also worked closely with the State’s Health Jurisdiction to offer free big 

neuter and spay surgeries throughout all of the municipality. In October 2019, just 

in one day, the vets performed 250 surgeries (VCN, 2019). 

 The Chief informed that the Welfare Department received six animal 

mistreatment complaints per month, but no sanctions had been enforced given 

that the Department had been able to persuade the violators to stop the 

practices. She said that more than sanctioning the people, the goal is to make 

people conscious about giving their animals a good life, since they are the 

families’ companions for up to 15 years (Espinoza Galindo, 2019). The Chief stated 

that all formal complaints need to be submitted in writing and with proof if 

possible like photos, videos, or any type or recordings of the mistreatment (Lado, 

2019). 

 A very committed ANGO started to work under the name of Association of 

Independent Protectors Texmelucan (API). API petitioned the municipal 

government to make the adjustments to the animal regulation published in 2013. 

The changes should be made according to the Animal Welfare Law of 2018 to 

guarantee protection for all the animals and not just dogs and cats. 

 The changes mostly relate to the sanctions for animal mistreatment, 

including punitive sanctions. API assured that most citizens ignore the existence of 

the regulation of 2013, therefore people do not make formal animal mistreatment 

complaints. The few that do, sometimes do not follow up on them. Others that 

know about the regulation, think that it is the task of the ANGOs to make the 

complaints. The people only post in their social media about mistreatment cases 

hoping that the ANGOs take on the responsibility to resolve the situation, or make 

the formal complaints (Herrera, 2019). By 2020 the changes have not yet been 

made.  

 The ANGO PAT, which changed its name to Chen Lu, decided that given 

that their member who was the Chief of the municipal Animal Welfare 

Department was removed from her governmental position, and the rise in the 

citizens’ complaints and PAT’s knowledge on the bad situation of the animals 

used for carrying burden, mostly waste in the municipality, they have plans to 

petition the State’s Congress for a full stop of the collection of waste using animals 

(Tenahua, 2020).  

 Back in 2014, the ANGO asked the municipal government for the 

implementation of a successful international program called TAS, to help the 

families use motorized vehicles instead of animals. The program guarantees to 

increase the living standard of both the animals and the families that depend on 

them to make a living. But the municipal administrations have not been interested 

in its implementation. 

 The vet in charge of the State’s Coordination of Zoonoses in the Health 

Jurisdiction, which included Texmelucan, reaffirmed the Ministry of Health’s 

commitment to keep the monthly free neuter and spay surgeries for dogs and 

cats throughout all 2020, and reach the goal of 15,000 surgeries in Texmelucan. 

The surgeries also included awareness talks in schools so that later the children 

could help reeducate their parents (Valkiriaonline, 2020). 

 The municipality of Texmelucan, like Tehuacan (Chapter 6) and Atlixco 

(Chapter 8) achieved a great deal of awareness and animal related activities 
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from 2012 to 2020. Despite the lack of fines for animal mistreatment, the society is 

undoubtedly more aware of the animals needs and frowns upon their 

mistreatment. The fact that the president of PAT became part of the government 

(though was later removed), enabled important steps in the right direction for 

achieving a social change towards animals. The creation of other animal groups 

that work together in the municipality is also proof that the topic is well and alive 

in Texmelucan
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Table 10.4 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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Table 10.5 Assessment of the policy process in the first phase of implementation 
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Table 10.6 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation 
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Chapter 11:  Conclusion of the cases of Puebla, an 
overview of the rationale of the regulations and further 
developments  

11.1 Introduction 
The present chapter serves as the conclusion of the seven cases in the state of 

Puebla, distributed along Chapters 4 to 10. The information was collected by a 

combination of desk research and interviews with the stakeholders. In section 11.2 

it presents an overview table of the text of the regulations for the ‘Responsible 

Ownership of Dogs and Cats’, given that these were mostly homologized for all 

the seven municipalities. Then from Section 11.3 through 11.6 it answers the 

question, in how far did the seven cases in Puebla help the animal cause?  

In Section 11.3 by (1) looking at the outcomes from the innovative diffusion 

of policies and the different diffusion mechanisms observed: (soft) coercion, 

geographic proximity (clustering) and imitation. Where it is shown that despite the 

rapid spread and adoption of the innovative regulations, the governmental 

interest dwindled as rapidly as it was embraced.  

In Section 11.4 by (2) looking at an overview of the results from the 

perception of the formulators (the state authorities), who also coincide with the 

municipal governmental and non-governmental actors’ perspective. That even 

though the regulations lacked enforcement, they are a step in the right direction 

for building conscience for animals among the citizens. However, in a turn of 

events the state-municipal collaboration ceased, putting at risk the human health 

intended strategy.    

In Section 11.5 by (3) outlining a table of the interaction among the actors 

and the grades of success in the policy phases. Cooperation and active 

cooperation interactions provided successful outcomes for the formulation and a 

degree of implementation of the regulations, and where there was obstruction 

and symbolic implementation, the results were less successful. 

In Section 11.6 by (4) looking at further developments after the in-depth 

data gathering period which in some cases concluded in 2015 and in others in 

2016. The developments are rooted in the animal advocates’ work in the creation 

and/or the implementation of the ‘first’ seven homologized regulations in the 

state. And lastly, by looking at how all contributed to the society’s awareness in 

relation to the animal cause. 

 

11.2. The homologized text of the Regulation for the Responsible 
Ownership of Dogs and Cats  
The regulations were homologized. Minor changes in the wording are observed 

per regulation. In relation to the two rural municipalities, the state’s Institutional 

Liaison mentioned that he made the adjustments on the document to be 

congruent with their administrative possibilities. The text of the regulations was 

divided in the different sections; Table 11.1 includes a summary of each section. 
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Table 11.1 Overview of the seven top-down municipal regulations 

General 

observations 
The regulation: 

Is of general 

observance 

Consist of 

obligatory 

dispositions 

Is of 

public 

and social 

interest 

Objective 

 

Establish preventive actions, control and vigilance of the problems 

derived from the presence of stray dogs and cats 

 

Department 

responsible 

Municipal 

Center for 

Canine and 

Feline Attention 

or similar names 

(further called 

as the Center) 

 

The Center can 

be operated by 

the municipal 

authorities, 

partly or entirely 

administered by 

a third party 

 

  

Definitions of 

 

Shelters, animal 

center, 

breeding 

establishments, 

animal 

establishments, 

animal non- 

governmental 

organizations 

(ANGOs) 

 

Animals: 

abandoned, 

aggressors, lost, 

potentially 

dangerous, 

suspicious of 

rabies, animal 

welfare, harmful 

fauna 

Donation, spay 

and neuter, 

rabies, rabies 

case 

Places that 

practice 

veterinary 

medicine, 

schools 

Competences 

Of the 

municipal 

authorities 

Of the animal 

center 

Of the profiles 

the workers at 

the animal 

center should 

have 

 

Owners and 

holders 

 

In the Center: 

they should 

register their 

dogs and cats, 

ask for general 

information and 

guidance on 

the rights and 

obligations of 

their ownership 

and information 

about 

zoonoses, they 

can also obtain 

vaccine shots, 

spays and 

neuters, give 

the animals in 

● Should follow 

the five liberties. 

Freedom: 1) 

from hunger 

and thirst, 2) 

from discomfort, 

3) from pain, 

injury or disease 

4) to express 

normal 

behavior 5) 

from fear and 

distress 

 

Should aid in 

the promotion 

of the 

regulation 

among their 

community 
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‘donation’ (to 

be humanely 

killed). 

 

Of the catching 

Under the 

Center’s 

responsibility by 

the canine 

control officers 

● Animals: without 

an owner, 

aggressors, 

allegedly with 

rabies can be 

collected 

 

Once the 

animals are 

caught, they 

can be 

humanely 

killed 

(according to 

the national 

norm). They 

can also be 

killed due to 

suffering, 

illness, physical 

impediments, 

senile 

disorders, 

when the 

animal is a 

menace, 

overpopulation 

putting society 

at risk 

 

Of the places 

where animals 

are sold 

 

Any natural or 

legal person 

that breeds, 

sells, trains or 

shelters animals 

 

●  

● Legal, health 

requirements, 

prevention of 

cruelty rules 

●  

  

Of the 

complaints 

Any person that 

knows of an 

act, fact or 

omission of the 

regulation is 

obligated to 

inform the 

Center 

● The Center 

needs to notify 

the state or 

federal 

authorities when 

the 

competence 

falls under them 

Complaints in 

writing or 

verbal: name, 

address, and 

phone of the 

complainant 

(kept 

anonymously). 

 

Once the 

complaint 

is received 

then a visit 

is 

conducted 

with the 
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Express to the 

Center the 

acts, facts or 

omissions 

regarding the 

regulation, 

information of 

the offender, 

proofs 

proper 

warrant. 

The alleged 

offender is 

obliged to 

let the 

Center in 

their 

property, 

and to 

name two 

witnesses 

for the 

inspection 

to happen, 

an act 

proof is 

registered. 

The 

outcome is 

notified 

seven 

working 

days after 

the 

inspection 

 

Of the security 

measures 

 

The director of 

the Center can: 

collect 

evidence, 

temporary 

close the place, 

take any 

protective 

measure for the 

animal(s)’ sake, 

humanely kill 

the animal 

when necessary 

and notify the 

interested party 

how to correct 

the violations 

 

●    

Of the 

infringements 

and sanctions 

 

Offender is any 

person that by 

act, omission, 

intentionally or 

imprudently 

commits or 

leads someone 

else to infringe 

upon the 

 

The Center will 

impose the 

administrative 

sanction: 

warning (for first 

time offenders 

only), fine (from 

two to two 

hundred 

The severity of 

the faults is 

considered to 

calculate the 

infractions, 

these are 

classified as: 

minor, serious 

or very serious 
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regulation. 

Parents and 

guardians are 

responsible for 

the minors’ acts 

and for the 

animals under 

their care 

minimum wages 

depending on 

the severity, 

intention, and 

consequences 

of the fault), 

temporary or 

definitive 

closing of the 

place, 

safeguarding of 

the dogs and 

cats, 24 to 36-

hour arrest for 

the offenders 

 

Of the non-

compliance 

appeals 

 

The resolutions 

can be 

contested 

according to 

the Municipal 

Law 

 

●    

 

In all the cases (Chapters 4 to 10), the interviewees reported that the regulation 

was not enforced as envisioned in the text, mostly because no mistreatment fines 

were collected. The few fines corresponded to roaming stray animals that were 

captured by the Animal Centers and then released upon the payment of the 

monetary sanction.  

The municipal governments and Animal Nongovernmental Organizations 

(ANGOs) were able to develop some animal-awareness actions, though at 

different degrees in each case as can be read in Chapters 4 to 10. Despite the 

general feeling (mostly from the animal advocates), that the lack of the 

regulations’ enforcement sent a counterproductive signal to the citizens, they all 

mentioned the importance of having a published official regulation with which 

they could justify their line of work. Most of the governmental actors also referred 

to the existence of the regulation as a positive outcome for the society’s progress. 

 

11.3 Policy diffusion outcomes 
 

Given that the formulation of the regulations was a state’s mandate, these were 

mostly created due to a policy diffusion mechanism of soft coercion from the 

state to the municipal level under the argument to share the responsibility of 

managing animal population to favor human health. In the implementation 

phase, the state’s coercion continued by conditioning some essential resources 

for the management of the Animal Centers (A-Centers) like euthanasia drugs and 

neuter and spay surgeries. 

 As mentioned in Chapter 2, coercion has been mostly observed by scholars 

at a wider level: when powerful countries or organizations condition resources to 

target countries to coerce political change. However, in our cases it was 

observed that this can also happen at local level, from the state to the municipal 
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governments. 

 The soft coercion mechanism was followed by geographic closeness or 

clustering given that spatial proximity allows for both easier interaction and 

influence (Strang & Soule, 1998) between governments. It was also observed by 

Lutz and Lutz that the creation of animal legislation in one place favors the 

creation of alike legislation in another (Lutz & Lutz, 2011). 

 Besides the coercion and clustering diffusion mechanisms, imitation was 

also observed from the first municipality to the next, that created regulations from 

2009 to 2013. After the first regulation was created its ‘next-door neighbor’ saw a 

window of opportunity, not because of the results proven, but because of the 

possibility of positive human-health outcomes (for the municipal authorities), and 

for the benefit of animals (for the animal advocates).  

 The results prove that an imitation mechanism, such as observed by Shipan 

and Volden (2008) can happen in a short time (even immediate), with short-term 

effects and rapidly dwindle as time passes. This does not allow for deep, longer-

lasting effects, unlike when other diffusion mechanisms like learning take place. 

When there is time to learn whether policies have been successful and then 

decide for their adoption. In Puebla, once the momentum faded and the lack of 

enforcement of the regulation was exposed, the rapid adoption of policies 

dropped and the next municipal animal regulation was not created until 2017. 

  

11.4. Overview on the municipal regulation and implementation 
processes from the State level 

The municipal regulations were created by a state’s mandate. However, the 

involvement of the State’s Ministry of Health practically ceased once the first 

seven regulations were created. In the implementation phase, the Ministry of 

Health partially collaborated with the municipalities through the State’s Health 

Jurisdictions35. Their role was to aid by providing the vets and some supplies for the 

neuter and spay surgeries, to assist in the animal killings and rabies vaccination 

campaigns. Some of these actions lasted as long as the municipalities complied 

with some state quotas like increasing the number of caught animals, killings, 

applied vaccinations or the creation of Municipal Centers for Canine and Feline 

Attention (A-Centers). But the A-Centers were left with all the responsibility to try 

to enforce the regulations.  

The Institutional Liaison who had been the main Promoter in persuading the 

municipalities to create their own animal-regulations, mentioned that he offered 

advice to the Health Aldermen in the seven municipalities on the path to 

consolidate the implementation. Nonetheless, he said that once the regulations 

were published, the interest on the topic ceased rapidly.  

The Institutional Liaison and the vet from the Health Jurisdiction No. 5, 

mentioned that the regulation clearly stated the faculty for the municipal 

authorities to enforce it. However, they recognized that the A-Centers were at the 

bottom in the political agenda of the municipal administrations, thus will always 

lack infrastructure, economic and human resources. Many times, they will face 

the challenge of occupying Union’ workers, that would want to keep things 

                                                           
35 By the ‘Health Jurisdiction No. 5’ for six municipalities: San Andres Chapter 4, San Pedro Chapter 

5, Tochimilco Chapter 7, Atlixco Chapter 8, Nealtican Chapter 9 and Texmelucan Chapter 10. 

And by the ‘Health Jurisdiction No. 10’ in Tehuacan Chapter 6. 
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‘business as usual’ with low motivation to change and develop positive cognitions 

to learn further and really aid in the implementation 

The vet agreed with all the municipal actors that mentioned that for the 

seven municipalities the implementation had been difficult. There was also lack 

of promotion for all of them. In her point of view, the municipal workers were the 

first to violate the regulations whenever acquaintances were involved. 

 For her, the reaction from the society to the regulations was negative 

because people “lack a culture of responsible ownership of any animal in 

general, […] people are used to keeping the animals outside their houses, and 

they do not feel any commitment towards them, to provide them with food, 

vaccines and to respect them.” Many people preferred to spay only the female 

dogs, “they call them crazy bitches, there is still a lot of macho attitude.” 

 For the Institutional Liaison, on the contrary from the vet’s opinion, the 

reactions from the society to the regulations were positive, which aided in the 

advancement of the regulation, especially the reactions from the Animal Non-

Governmental Organizations (ANGOs). He was pleased to witness every activity 

the ANGOs created in favor of animals.  

 He stated that nevertheless he recognized that the regulations were not 

fully enforced, and the State’s Ministry of Safety and the Police did not 

participate. For him, the more the population knew about the regulation, there 

were less possibilities for its failure. 

 Despite some of the vet’s and the Institutional Liaison’s opposing views, 

both did not foresee failure for the regulations or that these will be revoked, also 

because the State’s Ministry of Health should not leave them aside and 

permanently promote them as the most important action towards the protection 

of animals. For both of them promotion will allow the people to understand little 

by little the meaning of the regulations. Though, for the vet it should be directed 

at first to children. 

 The Institutional Liaison mentioned that the lack of continuity could be a 

problem for the regulations since the municipal administrations last only three 

years and almost completely renew themselves every time, which makes topics 

lag. This ‘forced’ renewal, is a challenge for all topics and not only for animals in 

the Mexican municipal governments, this ‘continuity challenge’ is further 

explained in Chapter 20. 

 After 2013, the Institutional Liaison mentioned that the Ministry of Health 

stopped making collaboration agreements with the municipalities, because they 

wanted to leave all the responsibility to the Ministry, for both the creation and 

enforcement of the regulations. This was opposite to the purpose for which the 

regulations were created. To collaborate with the municipalities for a responsible 

animal management.  

 For the Animal NGOs in reality and in contradiction to the Liaison, the 

Ministry of Health wanted to turn the responsibility exclusively to the municipalities. 

By 2018, the Ministry succeeded in hindering any collaboration. It stopped the 

neuters and spays, and it also stopped aiding in providing drugs for the humane 

animal killings.  

By 2020, it had only promoted one vaccination campaign statewide 

instead of two, as it would usually do it. The house by house vaccination strategy 

also ceased, and instead modules were placed in some parts of the municipalities 

so that people could take their animals to vaccinate.  
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This situation worried the animal activists because of the still evident animal 

overpopulation. Nonetheless, each municipality continued to strive for animal-

oriented actions and have reported some degree of success as it can be seen in 

the following Section. 11.5 

 

11.5. Actors’ interaction and grades of success in the policy 
processes  

Table 11.2 shows that the formulation of the animal regulations was not a 

challenging process in the seven municipalities that created such type of 

regulations in state of Puebla from 2009 to 2013. Their approval and publication 

was a possibility for all of the cases.  

Most of the actors showed Cooperation, whether Active or Forced 

Cooperation to achieve the regulations. In the only case where there was 

Opposition the tide was turned when the Opposer was removed, allowing for a 

successful outcome. 

 

Table 11.3 shows that in the first and second phase of the implementation the 

interaction was not as ‘easy’ as in the formulation stage. Whenever a degree of 

Cooperation was present, whether Constructive, Active-constructive or just 

Cooperation, the implementation registered at least a degree of half success 

even when Obstruction was present. But when Symbolic implementation was 

observed, then the outcome was less successful or even unsuccessful.  

All the governmental and non-governmental actors coincided that even 

when some degree of implementation was present, it was scarce and that the 

lack of implementation sent a negative message to the citizens.  

Table 11.2 Interaction and success in the formulation of the regulations 
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Despite this situation, the highly motivated actors, which were mostly the 

ANGOs, managed to develop activities in favor of animals, their relationship with 

the citizens tightened after the publication of the regulations. As they were seen 

as important actors to deal with animal mistreatment situations, even though they 

had no sanction power, they were able to ‘back up’ their work with an official 

document. 

 

11.6. The actions that followed the creation of the seven animal 
regulations in Puebla and their relationship to social change 

The collaboration between animal advocates, the creation of an animal 
network 
During the process of creation and implementation of the seven municipal 

regulations, the ANGOs did not play the role they wanted to, since they were 

many times blocked by the Ministry of Health and/or by the municipal authorities. 

However, they continued to work to try to achieve other animal-oriented goals. 

And their effort and collaboration during the seven regulations, served them as a 

stepping stone for the creation of other types of legislation at the state and 

municipal level after 2013. 

 The work from the ANGOs in Puebla can be traced back to the creation of 

the first State Animal Protection Law in 1983. Later in 2002, a few animal activists 

from different ANGOs participated in the creation of a Health Commission within 

the Commission of Citizens’ Participation in the capital of the state. The Health 

Commission was created to deal with human health issues along with the animal 

topic. Afterwards it changed into the Commission for the Environment. In 2004 the 

animal activists achieved the creation of a Citizens’ Council for Animal Rights. In 

Table 11.3 Interaction and success in the implementation of the regulations 
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2014, it changed to the Citizens’ Participation Council for Animal Welfare.  

 The Council for Animal Welfare is an adjuvant of the municipal government 

of Puebla, the capital of the state of Puebla. Its functions are to provide advice 

and write formal petitions to the government in animal mistreatment cases. The 

Council is constituted by a Directors’ Board, which includes a president, a 

secretary and a surveillance member. The board changes every three years with 

a possibility of one reelection by vote of 50% plus one. The Council is divided into 

four Coordinations: Education, Legislation and Public Policy, and a Technical 

(where vets collaborate).  

 In 2013, due to the gruesome ‘cats’ killer’ animal mistreatment case in 

Texmelucan (Chapter 10) that went viral, the animal activists and society 

demanded the state’s government for actions to benefit animals. The governor 

and the deputies voted in favor of including animal mistreatment as a felony in 

the State’s Penal Code. 

 In 2014 the animal activists in municipality of San Pedro (Chapter 5) 

achieved the prohibition of animals in circuses in the municipality. This opened a 

window of opportunity for the animal activists in Puebla to unite and petition for 

the prohibition at the state level. 

 In 2014 the State Animal Protection Law of 2010 was reformed to prohibit 

the use of animals in circuses. The 2010 Law abrogated the one from 1983 (FAO, 

2010). Nevertheless, the one from 2010 was in essence only a zoosanitary 

legislation lacking an animal protection vision. It was also broad and open to 

different interpretations. 

 Both of the Laws (1983 and 2010) never published a regulation, which 

made its implementation more difficult. As stated in the introductory chapter to 

the cases of Puebla (Chapter 3), laws need regulations that dictate how the law 

should be enforced. The 2014 reform to prohibit animals in circuses meant a 

success for the animal activists. The plea became international, uniting the voices 

of ANGOs and animal activists from Mexico and some from Europe. In Mexico, 

the prohibition became the second trending topic one day before the voting in 

the State’s Congress.  

 In relation to the sanctions, by 2017 the activists achieved the sentence of 

preventive prison for one year to a woman who had severely mistreated animals; 

although she was later set free through an appeal. The case set precedents of jail 

for animal abusers. 

 By 2017 the local ANGOs from the municipality of Huauchinango achieved 

the creation of another homologated regulation for the Responsible Ownership 

of Dogs and Cats, similar to the regulations created from 2009 to 2013 (Chapters 

4 to 10). The text can be viewed in Section 11.2 of this chapter. Due to the pressure 

of the local activists, the municipal authorities from Huachinango also created an 

Animal Center. But it was soon closed because it lacked a vet, and hence it could 

not perform the functions of an A-Center. 

 In Puebla’s capital, for the first time, in the Municipal Development Plan 

from 2018 to 2021, the animal topic was included beyond its zoosanitary impact. 

The plan contemplates animal welfare, the promotion among the society to build 

consciousness for the protection, integrity and development of animals; as well 

as the creation of an Integral Program for Animal Welfare, with a binding 

character.  

 By February 2018, with the creation of an Animal Welfare Law, the animal 

activists achieved another important win. It abrogated the Animal Protection Law 
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of 2010 and it created the State’s Animal Welfare Institute. However, when the 

Law was sent for its publication, it was modified by the judiciary authorities and it 

excluded the protection of animals used for consumption.  

 Thus, the ANGOs in Puebla led by Leaving a Print Foundation (DH),36 started 

the creation of a front as a response for this exclusion. DH contacted Animal 

Heroes, a national ANGO whose part of its members include internationally 

acclaimed Mexican celebrities. By March of the same year, the well organized 

front achieved the reform in the Law to protect all animals with the exception of 

those considered as vermin. The front’s legacy was also the creation of Puebla’s 

Animal Movement (PAM) in 2018. By 2020, PAM had almost 100 ANGOs as 

members. These active ANGOs are located along the 26 electoral districts state 

wide. 

 The other issue that the activists identified in the Law, was in relation to the 

Animal Welfare Institute. Since the law only gave it the possibility to make 

recommendations, the inspections and sanctions should be done through the 

Ministry of the Environment. This crippled the Institute’s performance.  

 DH along with two other activists’ organizations worked on the regulation 

for the 2018 Law, since without it, it was a law with no teeth. The regulation 

provided the faculties and attributions to the Institute to act directly and not wait 

upon the response of the Ministry of Environment, given that the Ministry also deals 

with other non-animal issues. The document was ready by 2019 and sent to the 

government for its publication. However, the regulation was not published until 

the end of 2020. 

 The regulation was widely modified by the judiciary committee of the 

government from what the activists had worked on, and the Animal Welfare 

Institute was still left without the faculties, however for the activists it was still an 

achievement (Montero, 2020).  

By 2019, regardless of the lack of faculties of the Institute, and due to the 

petition of the animal activists, it acted to enforce the Animal Welfare Law and 

held 11 days of pleadings to petition for the supervision and closure of two animal 

pet stores, one of them reopened with the prohibition to ever sell animals.  

 The almost 100 ANGOs that form Puebla’s Animal Movement (PAM), are 

able to reach over 1 million followers through their different social media 

platforms. From 2018 to 2020 PAM was key in accomplishing several actions in 

favor of animals throughout the state. For example, it achieved more than 150 

signed commitments by the candidates to different governmental positions to 

work on animal welfare actions if elected. Some of these commitments were 

fulfilled in the municipalities through the collaboration between the politicians 

and the animal activists. One of the most emblematic actions was the creation 

of the position of a municipal Animal Welfare Inspector in the municipality of 

Zaragoza. 

 PAM also works together to search for the enforcement of the existing 

animal welfare legislation. They expose in their social media cases of mistreatment 

and negligence. Then PAM addresses letters to the Mayor of the municipality 

where the case happened, to the State’s Ministry of the Environment and to the 

State’s Animal Welfare Institute. This way the local activists do not face the case 

                                                           
36 DH was the ANGO that looked after creation of the regulation in San Pedro (Chapter 5). One 

of its members became the President of the Citizens’ Participation Council for Animal Welfare from 

2013 to 2020. She also guided ANGOs in other three regulations, Tehuacan (Chapter 6), Atlixco 

(Chapter 8) and Texmelucan (Chapter 10). 



Chapter 11                                                          Conclusion: Puebla top-down cases 

241 

 

alone, and the governments are able to see the overall interest from the 

population on the animal cases. 

 In 2019, there was a case of a woman nicknamed by the society in the 

social media as the ‘dogs’ killer’, who was accused of eating and selling dog 

meat and who had over 40 animals (dogs, cats and rabbits) in appalling 

conditions when she was arrested. But was not imprisoned (Arcega, n.d.). Due to 

this case, PAM, petitioned the future State’s Public Prosecutor for the creation of 

a Specialized Animal Unit and he agreed with their arguments. 

PAM has worked along with the State’s Prosecutor rescuing a few animals 

from offenders who commit different types of felonies (not related to animals) and 

who when sent to prison have to leave their animals behind.  

 By July 2020 PAM also acted in the case of a pit bull dog. The dog was 

stabbed to death over 40 times by his ‘owner’ in front of three policemen who did 

nothing to stop the act in a community of the capital of the state of Puebla. The 

dog was later found and picked up by an animal activist. The vet costs were paid 

by PAM. Nevertheless, the dog did not survive.  

 PAM created a petition in Change.org in relation and achieved almost 

50,000 signatures in less than a month after the case happened. The signatures 

were turned to the Ministry of Citizen’s Safety to act accordingly and punish the 

crimes against animals. The Council for Animal Welfare started to create a 

protocol for the police to guide them on how to act in cases of animal 

mistreatment.  

 PAM addressed a letter to expose the lack of commitment from the State’s 

Ministry of the Environment to fulfill its role and enforce the Animal Welfare Law. 

PAM demanded the Attorney, the Animal Welfare Institute, the Ministries of Public 

Safety and Citizen Safety to work in coordination in a Specialized Unit of Crimes 

Against Animals (Movimiento Animalista de Puebla, 2020). By 2020 the State’s 

Prosecutor fulfilled his commitment in relation to the Animal Unit, and the Organic 

Law of the State’s Attorney was published. In it, it stated the creation of a 

Specialized Unit for Crimes against Animals and its faculties to act. 

 

The state authorities, a challenge to the animal network 
In Puebla there have been also setbacks for the animal front. In 2019 the governor 

announced the building of a new bull ring. But this was pushed back due to PAM’s 

work; and because the Citizen’s Council for Animal Welfare made a feasibility 

analysis for the prohibition of bullfights in economic, social, political and legal 

terms. They performed the analysis according to the flagrant violations to the 

Regulatory Code for the Municipality of Puebla. These were reported by the judge 

of the bullring to Infomex (national agency), as an answer to the petition from the 

Council for Animal Welfare about the conditions of the animals in a bullfight in 

2019.  

 The Council was able to confirm its suspicions about the violations to the 

Code before, during and after the bullfight. For instance, bulls arrived the same 

day when the bullfight took place, as opposed to at least four days before. Some 

were steers of less than four years and they weighed less than 450 kg, too young 

to fight (Contreras, 2020). 

 By the end of 2019, the Citizen’s Council for Animal Welfare, along with the 

ANGO Puebla Alive and Without Bullfights, part of PAM, designed a poll 



Chapter 11                                                          Conclusion: Puebla top-down cases 

242 

 

implemented by a recognized polling company37. In it, 86.5% of the local 

population considered that violence against animals can generate social 

violence. 84% considered bullfights as cruel spectacles. 80.5% was in favor of the 

abolition of bullfights and 70% thought that animals should not be part of any type 

of entertainment (Mercadiez, n.d.).  

 

Overcoming the challenges and continuous achievements for the animal 
network 
By April 2020, PAM achieved the second reforms to the State’s Animal Welfare 

Law. One, to define the attributions of each of the governmental bodies in 

charge of the enforcement of the Law, including that all of the municipalities had 

180 natural days to create or reform their existing regulations in accordance to 

the Law. The second reform considered as cruelty the mutilation of the ears, tail 

and any other body part of the animals for aesthetic purposes. 

 In 2020 PAM created a weekly online column in an online magazine, 

ConCiencia Animal which was the successor of a radio program that also dealt 

with animal issues. The weekly online column has the purpose to create 

consciousness among the citizenship in relation to animals. 

 By October 2020, PAM along with the ANGOs Animal Heroes and the 

People for the Ethical Treatment for Animals (PETA Latino) launched a petition in 

Change.org achieving almost 50,000 signatures in less than three weeks, of 

people asking the prohibition of bullfights in Puebla.  

 This caught the international attention, and the Franz Weber Foundation 

started to aid the cause. The reaction from Puebla’s Madam Mayor was positive 

and she made a public statement in November, where she made the 

commitment to analyze the petition from the citizenship and animal activists 

given the considerable number of messages she had received. 

 By 2020, there was another reform to the State’s Penal Code in terms of 

animal protection. It increased the prison time for animal mistreatment from four 

to eight years as the maximum sentence (Azteca Noticias, 2020).  

 In terms of the municipal regulations, by 2020 the animal advocates and 

the municipal government of Cuautlancingo created another homologated 

regulation as the ones in Chapters 4 to 10.  

 The former president of the Citizens’ Participation Council for Animal 

Welfare38, was aware of the creation of three other municipal animal regulations. 

One on the Responsible Ownership of Dogs and Cats, also like in the cases from 

Chapters 4 to 10. Another is on animal protection as such, and yet another is still 

pending due to discussions on the definition of its main topic.39 It was formulated 

mostly due to the massive number of dogs that have been poisoned and found 

dead in different parts of the municipality. In the three regulations the municipal 

authorities are working together with the local ANGOs. The local ANGOs are also 

in close contact with PAM. 

  

                                                           
37 Mercadiez 
38 She was the president from 2013 to 2020. 
39 The municipalities are Zaragoza, Izucar de Matamoros (ownership) and Teziutlan (protection). 
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How did the regulations contribute to the society’s awareness in relation to 
animals? 
The creation, continuous growth and achievements obtained by PAM as an 

animal advocacy united network, show that ANGOs are prime for maintaining 

the animal rights topic at the municipal and state political agendas. Further 

analysis on the importance of advocacy networks in presented in Chapter 20.  

 The actions listed in this chapter show that in Puebla the animal movement 

has developed positive cognitions and has gained strength and experience after 

the creation of the first seven municipal animal regulations from 2009 to 2013. 

Where some advocates participated directly and came out as key ‘link-actors’ 

between the government and the public. Their continuous work and appeal to 

citizens generated not only more animal-strategies and legislation, but also more 

ANGOs state-wide.  

 The fact that there are almost 100 ANGOs united to publicize mistreatment 

cases, petition for the legislation’s enforcement, continue to lobby for animals, 

and who altogether have a large number of followers in their social media 

platforms, has undoubtedly created public awareness, which is the ultimate goal 

of animal regulations. Overall, these outcomes show that the seedlings of animal 

protection are starting to make a social change in Puebla. 
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Chapter 12:  The cases of Veracruz, a bottom-up 
approach 

12.1 Introduction: the beginning of a policy diffusion effect in the 
state and in the country 
The present chapter is an introduction to the six cases in the state of Veracruz that 

are part of this study, which can found be found in Chapters 13 to 18. The cases 

are relevant because they analyze the regulation process of the six municipalities 

that enacted an animal protection regulation, out of the 212 municipalities in the 

state (INEGI, 2020b).  

 Unlike the previous cases in the state of Puebla found in Chapters 4 to 10, 

which were shaped under a state’s mandate and a more or less coerced diffusion 

effect to create regulations for a responsible ownership of dogs and cats out of a 

public health argument. In Veracruz, it was the civil society, through its animal 

activists and Animal Non-Governmental Organizations (ANGOs) which decided 

to speak up in favor of animals and petition to seek their protection.  

 Each municipality in Veracruz opted to create their own animal regulation 

as a result of an imitation/emulation policy and geographical proximity diffusion 

phenomenon, which originated in Teocelo, known as the first anti-bullfights 

municipality in the state and in Mexico. The municipalities wanted to comply with 

the State’s Animal Law, also considering the municipality’s particular needs and 

animal related issues. The six regulations had one common first objective, to ban 

bullfights.  

The Chapters 12 to 19, including this introductory chapter, rely on data 

gathered by means of a combination of desk research and interviews with the 

stakeholders. Chapters 13 to 18 are organized first by presenting an overview of 

the case, and the results obtained in terms of the outcomes related to the 

regulation and societal change. 

The overview is followed by a brief presentation of the demographics of 

the municipality. After that, follows the narrative, which is divided into the 

formulation and implementation processes. These are divided into different 

phases according to course-changing events, and the transition from one 

municipal administration to the next. 

Each phase is followed by theory guided interaction figures, tables as well 

as theory guided analysis. In the analyses, it is stated which of the actors had 

interaction with the local population. The local population ultimately represents 

the target group. As the target group consists of the whole population, the 

dynamics of the implementation process are often not driven by the direct 

interactions with the target groups, but the interactions among the organizations 

that are involved in the implementation. This has an impact on the way 

Contextual Interaction Theory is applied. After the analyses, the general 

conclusion is presented along with the recent developments in the municipality. 

Many can be traced back to the formulation and first phases of the regulation. 

The time frame of analysis of the six cases is shorter than analyzing a 

complete animal protection policy process. The in-depth data gathering period 

focuses on the formulation and the beginning of the implementation of the 

regulations from 2009 to 2015 and in some cases up to 2016. Afterwards, each of 

the cases also includes an update up to 2020, in the hope that the information 
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could be useful for further research in the seven cases and in other municipal 

cases. Revisiting the status of the cases some years later also enables a more 

longitudinal assessment of the effects of the (attempted) regulation. 

As established this chapter aims at introducing the Veracruz cases with 

some backgrounds for understanding: What was the rationale for the creation of 

animal regulations in the state of Veracruz? And who were the main actors 

involved? 

 The municipal regulations were proposed and formulated by animal 

advocates who perceived a window of opportunity, after Teocelo became 

internationally known as the first municipality to abolish bullfights in Mexico. They 

observed that the prohibition of such a ‘hot-controversial’ issue was possible, thus 

strived not only for banning bullfights but many other animal cruel practices. 

 The present chapter is structured as follows. Section 12.2 explains how the 

municipality of Teocelo became known as the first to abolish bullfights in Mexico, 

and how it created a policy diffusion in the state and nationally. Section 12.3 

shows the geographical location of Veracruz and of the municipalities that are 

part of this study. It also presents which municipalities will be dealt in which order 

throughout Chapters 13 to 18 and the contents of Chapter 19.  

  

12.2. The state of Veracruz, home to the 1st anti-bullfights 
municipality in Mexico 
The six cases from Veracruz that are part of this study, were triggered by one 

municipality, that unintendedly created a policy diffusion for the creation of anti-

bullfights and animal protection regulations in five other municipalities in 2012. For 

most of these municipalities, animals were on the political agenda for the first time 

during 2012 and 2013. A total of six municipalities out of the 212 municipalities in 

the state (INEGI, 2020) enacted an animal protection regulation during the peak 

of the diffusion effect from 2012 to 2013; though two did not reach a formal 

publication in the official gazette.  

The municipality of Teocelo became the seedling for the ban of bullfights 

not only in the state, but also at a national level. Subsequently different states and 

municipalities started to work on similar legislation to achieve a ban as well 

(Tinoco Sanchez, 2013).  

 

12.2.1. The creation of the first animal regulation to ban bullfights  
In 2011, the elected Mayor of Teocelo, at first did not have a clear intention to 

end the bull-like events that the municipality hosted twice a year, in 

commemoration of their religious festivities. These are called vaquilladas (running 

of the bulls or in this case of calves). The vaquilladas are street events, similar to 

the pamplonadas in Pamplona, Spain. In Teocelo, young bulls were beaten and 

provoked to chase after a most often drunk crowd. Some even lead to human 

deaths (Al Calor Politico, 2014). 

The Mayor’s argument at first was that he will not provide the money for the 

biannual vaquilladas given that he did not have a budget for those events. For 

which he faced strong disapproval from the organizers, who claimed they had 

always received the money needed from previous municipal administrations 

(Altavoz, 2011). 

This was seen as a window of opportunity or ‘mighty blow’ (Baumgartner & 

Jones, 1993) by the local ANGO, the State’s University and some national ANGOs 
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to try to abolish the bloody practice. They all applauded his decision, a couple of 

the national associations known for its anti-bullfights’ campaigns advised him to 

‘vaccinate’ Teocelo free from bullfights and use the media to openly declare the 

municipality free from them and not only free from vaquilladas. 

The local ANGO, EPAT and the State’s University worked together to present 

the vaquilladas as inconsistent events for the sustainable development of 

Teocelo. The sustainability plan was part of the Strategy for Sustainability and 

Climate Change’ that the municipal government signed in collaboration with the 

University.  The University used the prohibition of the vaquilladas as a condition for 

the signing of the Sustainability Strategy. This convinced the Mayor who was then 

open to understand the meaning of abolition of any bull related activity in terms 

of entertainment. 

The local ANGO advised the Mayor to make a public poll so that citizens 

would feel heard and to vote for Yes or No to the vaquilladas, since the ANGO 

was certain that most citizens were against those events and would support the 

initiative of the abolition. But the Mayor decided that given the blatant animal 

mistreatment in those bull events, which was contradictory to sustainability, he 

took the unilateral decision to declare Teocelo free from bullfights and 

vaquilladas. The regulation also included other prohibitions like cockfights, and 

any type of animal mistreatment. 

In August 2012, the municipality of Teocelo became known as the first anti-

bullfight municipality in Mexico. It received recognitions and awards from Animal 

Advocates International in June 2012, the World Society for the Protection of 

Animals (WSPA) in July 2012, from the International Council for Local 

Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) and from the British Embassy in August 2013, and 

also from the Mexican Federal Government in October 2013. The municipality had 

a policy diffusion effect by imitation/emulation and geographical proximity on 

the rest of the five municipalities in Veracruz: Fortin, Xalapa, Boca del Rio, 

Veracruz and Cordoba, which created animal protection and anti-bullfights 

regulations during 2013).  

It was until late 2016, that the animal advocates accomplished that the 

vaquilladas were included as a form of animal mistreatment in the State’s Law. 

These became illegal not only in Teocelo, but in all the state, and they have not 

been practiced in Teocelo since then (Leon, 2019).  

The efforts from the animal advocates and the motivated civil servants 

made a difference in the outcomes and continued changes for animals in the 

state, as it will be presented in each of the cases in the coming chapters. 

 

12.3. The geographical location of the municipalities   
Veracruz is located in eastern Mexico, and is a neighboring state of the state of 

Puebla. Veracruz is culturally and commercially important given that is home to 

the Port of Veracruz, which is the main commercial port of the country (El 

Economista, 2017). The location of the states of Veracruz and Puebla are shown 

in Figure 12.1. 
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Teocelo became nationally and internationally recognized as the first anti-

bullfights municipality in the state of Veracruz and in Mexico in 2012. This 

generated an immediate (within months of difference) policy diffusion in five 

other municipalities and in other Mexican states that started to create animal 

protection legislation. The six cases are analyzed in Chapters 13 through 18 in a 

chronological order. Chapter 13 analyzes Teocelo, Chapter 14 Fortin, Chapter 15 

Xalapa, Chapter 16 Boca, Chapter 17 Veracruz, Chapter 18 Cordoba; and 

Chapter 19 presents an overview of the contents of the regulations of all six cases, 

and an exposé of developments at the state level as a result of the creation of 

the municipal regulations and how they are classified in terms of success for the 

animal cause and the societal animal awareness. The locations of the six 

municipalities in the state are shown in Figure 12.2. 

Figure 12.1 Location of the state of Veracruz in relation to Mexico 
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Figure 12.2 Location of the six selected municipalities of Veracruz 
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Chapter 13:  The 1st anti-bullfights regulation in 
Mexico 

13.1 Introduction: The story of Teocelo, the municipality that 
created national commotion and a policy diffusion effect 

 
Interview with the Mayor that declared Teocelo free from bullfights and 

vaquilladas. “A sustainable government cannot allow the vaquilladas [the 

chasing of young bulls] as it would be incoherent for sustainability.”  

 
This is the story of the first Animal Regulation in the state of Veracruz. Out of the 

six regulations from Veracruz that are part of this study, Teocelo was an example 

to follow for the other five municipalities. It generated the ‘Teocelo effect’, which 

was a policy diffusion result. It motivated for a ban among the five municipalities 

on certain animal-cruel practices like bullfights, cockfights, animals used in 

religious festivities, in circuses, animals used to pull carts, among others.  

The policy process was divided in three phases. Two of them were in the 

policy formulation stage, and one in the implementation stage. The policy phases 

were shaped by course-changing events and the transition from one municipal 

administration to the next.  

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors could be divided into two 

groups, those in favor and those against. They hence had mixed motivations 

towards the protection of animals and about the creation of a regulation to seek 

for their protection. They also had mixed supportive and unsupportive cognitions 

with both high and low understanding. This scenario created intense opposition 

and obstruction. But given that most of the power remained with the 

municipality’s Mayor in turn. These held sufficient resources to first create the ban 

on bullfights (the first Mayor). And later to legally bring them back to the 

municipality (second Madam Mayor). 

The promoters and directors were the Mayor who governed Teocelo from 

2011 to 2014 local and state animal non-governmental organizations (ANGOs). 

The opposers were the pro-bullfights group, and the municipal authorities from 

the period of 2014 to 2017. 

The actors who were opposers, were concerned in keeping the 

vaquilladas, under the argument of tradition to celebrate religious festivities. The 

local priest was against them though. The promoters and directors of the ban 

were against vaquilladas and bullfights because of the blatant animal 

mistreatment, and because these were contradictory with the sustainability path 

that Teocelo was embarking along with the State’s University.  

The ANGOs involved in the process had years of experience working in 

favor of animals. They had participated in the creation of the State’s Animal 

Protection Law and its regulation. Also, on a ban on bullfights during the 1990s in 

Xalapa, the state’s capital. 

In terms of the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ the resulting 

situation was mostly one of ‘Forced cooperation’, indicating a situation of 

opposing motivations, sufficient cognitions, and power mostly for the proposers. 
Once the regulation was nevertheless created during the first municipal 

administration the first attempts to try to implement failed. During the second 
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municipal administration the ‘likelihood of implementation of the regulation’ can 

be labeled as ‘Obstruction’ since the Promoters and Opposers acted against 

each other, there was dominance of the negative actors, and at the end, no 

implementation was possible. 

Teocelo was nationally and internationally applauded. It was recognized 

as the first anti-bullfights municipality in Mexico. This was a successful start to place 

the animal topic in the political agenda in other municipalities in Veracruz and 

also in Mexico. Even though the vaquilladas were legalized again from 2014 to 

2016. They saw their definite end in November 2016, when the ANGOs achieved 

the inclusion of vaquilladas as animal mistreatment and cruelty practices in the 

State’s Animal Protection law, which applies to all the municipalities of Veracruz.  

 

Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017g) 

 

Teocelo is a small town located in the central part of the state of Veracruz. By 

2010, 11% of its population lived in extreme poverty. Its basic economic activities 

are agriculture, livestock and the coffee industry. Since 1944, twice a year it held 

a religious catholic celebration. In it masses, dances and other activities took 

place, these were preceeded by a ‘running of the calves’ called vaquilladas. The 

vaquilladas are shows emulating the pamplonadas in Pamplona, Spain. In 

Teocelo young bulls are released in certain streets of the town, to run and chase 

after the most often drunk crowd, the animals are beaten and scared to amuse 

Table 13.1 Dates of the 

formulation 
Table 13.2 Dates of the 

implementation 

Table 13.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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and run after the people (Destino Veracruz, 2013). Teocelo hosted two 

vaquilladas per year, one per each religious festivity. The first on the last weekend 

of January for the Holy Christ Burial and the second on mid-August, to 

commemorate the Assumption of Mary, patron saint of the municipality. It is 

subdivided in 26 localities (SEFIPLAN, 2016). By 2010, 11% of its population lived in 

extreme poverty. 

 

13.2. Preamble of the regulation: the municipality that challenged 
its annual ‘running of the bull’ festival 
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through six in-depth semi-structured interviews. Six follow up talks with 

the actors involved. After the interviews and talks, whenever the interviewees had 

other comments, or I had further questions on the information given we 

exchanged follow-up messages through Twitter or What’s App messages. For the 

opponents’ point of view their webpage was analyzed. There was a review of 

internet sites and online newspapers, as well as a review of YouTube videos. 

 

13.2.1. The actors 
The Mayor, the local animal non-governmental organization (ANGO) and the 

State’s University were in favor of the declaration for the abolition of vaquilladas. 

Naturally, the vaquillada organizers acted as the opponents.  

 

13.2.2. 2010 – August 2012  
In 2010, before the Mayor’s election, EPAT The Good Living, the only local ANGO, 

approached the candidate that was later elected as Mayor. In the meeting 

between the candidate and EPAT, the ANGO pointed out the importance of 

animal protection for the municipality. EPAT mentioned that they had at times 

collaborated with the municipal governments during seven years from 2004 to 

2011. EPAT showed positive (high) motivation to work in favor of animals and to 

motivate governmental authorities to allow pro-animal related activities in the 

municipality. EPAT’s main representative was a media spokeswoman, she would 

at times publish in a state’s electronic newspaper and had a weekly radio 

program where she would speak in favor of animals. 

 On July 4, 2010, the administration that would legally abolish bullfights 

(although in practice these never ceased) was officially elected. The elected 

municipal administration governed Teocelo during the period of January 2011 to 

January 2014. EPAT turned in an animal protection regulation proposal to the 

elected government. In it, the ANGO asked for the abolition of vaquilladas.  

 The elected government’s immediate answer was that the government 

would not intervene. EPAT had the objective to work with the ‘authorities’ to try to 

abolish bull related events; hence they also approached the priest (who was a 

moral authority) and sympathized with the anti-bullfight movement. EPAT 

mentioned that during mass, he would speak up against bullfights and labeled 

them as pagan festivities that were taking advantage of religious figures.  

 The elected Mayor mentioned that he attended, as a spectator, some 

vaquilladas. The last vaquillada he attended was in August 2010. In that event 

one of the two biggest national and state’s TV channel interviewed him and 

asked his opinion on the event. He said these events should stop, and that the 
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one they were witnessing would be one of the last. He then showed positive high 

motivation to start working to stop the vaquilladas. Due to his declarations, he 

started getting negative phone calls from locals, some people assured that 

Teocelo would be in crisis, because the vaquilladas were an important source for 

the municipality’s economy.  

 In January 2011, when the Mayor entered in office, he commented that 

the town’s vaquillada organizers were people from the private sector (mostly 

local people) in collaboration with few municipal authorities. He said that before 

his administration, the municipal government provided 50,000 pesos (a bit over 

2,000 euros), street security and general logistics for each vaquillada.  

 Immediately after he entered office, he said that the vaquillada organizers 

approached him and asked for the vaquilladas money. According to them, they 

told him that all the previous Mayors had favored every vaquillada with money 

and logistics (Altavoz, 2011). The Mayor said that he did not have the funds for the 

event and that the authorities would not spend money for those celebrations. For 

this decision, he faced strong disapproval. 

 The Mayor and EPAT mentioned that the vaquillada organizers started to 

spread propaganda against the Mayor. They went door to door and gave out 

flyers asking people to protest and request his destitution. The Mayor then offered 

to help by assigning civil and road protection for the coming vaquillada that took 

place by the end of January 2011, however he did not assign any budget for it.  

 After the Mayor’s declaration on the vaquilladas, the state’s University as 

well as some national ANGOs found out about his intentions. They approached 

him to recognize his work and offered to aid with propaganda. The Mayor 

mentioned that one of the most important ANGOs in Mexico and another 

recognized association from Mexico City, known for its anti-bullfight campaign, 

they both told him to “vaccinate” the municipality against bullfights and openly 

state that he was against those practices and not solely on the vaquilladas.  

 EPAT mentioned that even though they had collaborated with previous 

municipal administrations, it was not until the administration from 2011 – 2013 that 

they had a real working relationship. EPAT said that for the first time they found 

openness and political willingness. They were able to openly express their 

coincidences and disagreements with the municipal administration.  

 Within the first working weeks of the municipal administration (2011-2013), 

EPAT turned in a working plan for the government. But it was until EPAT came in 

contact with the State’s University, that together successfully presented the 

vaquilladas as contradictory events for the sustainable development of the 

municipality.  

The sustainability plan was important for the ‘Strategy for Sustainability and 

Climate Change’ that the municipal government planned to sign with the 

University. The University told the Mayor that if the vaquilladas did not get 

prohibited then the signing of the Strategy would not go through. The Mayor then 

embraced the topic and studied the meaning of the abolition of any type of bull-

activity. During this stage the Mayor, EPAT and the University shared supportive 

cognitions to effectively abolish bullfights. 

 EPAT reported that they advised the municipal government to make a 

public poll for the abolition of vaquilladas. EPAT said they were confident that 

most inhabitants would vote in favor of the abolition, in part because it was mostly 

just young people who liked to get drunk during the events, who favored the 

vaquilladas. EPAT stated that if the poll was directed to adults with voter’s I.D., 
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which meant that they would have to be 18 years or over, then they were certain 

the town would have voted for the abolition of the vaquilladas. But according to 

EPAT, the government ignored the suggestion.  

 The website of the pro-bullfight local group, CONTOROMEX, showed 

unsupportive cognitions towards animal protection and let alone to a ban on 

vaquilladas. CONTOROMEX reported that there were four assemblies held 

between the vaquillada organizers and the municipal government. At the last 

meeting on July 12, 2012, the government allegedly compromised for a speak-

out through a poll where citizens could vote in favor or against vaquilladas. The 

poll did not happen, because ultimately the municipal government assessed that 

no matter what they were not going to allow the vaquilladas. 

 EPAT said that the town felt ignored since the anti-bullfight declaration was 

not a consensus, and although many people were against these types of 

celebrations, they were upset with the process.  Those in favor of the vaquilladas 

felt stabbed in the back, when on July 16, that is four days after their last meeting; 

in the session of the municipal council, in the act 127 bis the vaquilladas were 

abolished (CONTOROMEX, 2013). Henceforth, the allocation of municipal 

resources was canceled, as well as the logistics for those events.  

 The Mayor had two arguments for banning the vaquilladas. The first was 

that it was not a town’s tradition, because the feasts were not historical, since 

according to him they had been practiced for less than two decades. The 

second was that Teocelo was an ecologically responsible municipality; which also 

meant being free from animal cruelty, and vaquilladas clearly intended animal 

mistreatment. The Mayor also mentioned that this decision did not mean the 

religious festivities would end, but that they would have to exclude the 

vaquilladas (Barronco, 2012). 

 By putting an end to such events, he said, it would also positively impact 

the municipality because those fomented a great deal of alcohol consumption. 

He also stated that it was a minority of young people who were the only opposers. 

(Gomez, 2012).  

 The Mayor’s resources were sufficient to his intended action and Teocelo 

was then declared as the first anti-bullfight municipality in Mexico, although it was 

merely a symbolic title, since the declaration lacked a regulation at that time, 

that formerly included the abolition.  

 Despite the lack of a poll and the feeling from the society that they were 

not considered, EPAT decided to support the government’s decision under the 

argument that “rights are not polled, they are respected.” Consequently, when 

the abolition of bullfights was announced, the opposers showed negative low 

motivations towards animals and towards the declaration.  

 They conducted a protest outside the government’s offices and blocked 

the roads that connect Teocelo to the neighboring municipalities of Xico and 

Coatepec (R. Morales & Maldonado, 2013). The blockage lasted about eight 

hours. The protestors assured that the municipal government never showed up to 

try to come to an agreement. The state’s government, according to them, 

promised to help the people guard their traditions and the vaquilladas. This 

promise – if ever made – was not honored, since the state respected the 

municipality’s decision.  

 The opposers had insufficient political resources to stop the ban from the 

municipal government. The Mayor mentioned that several meetings were held 

between the municipal government, state government and the opposers, but the 
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municipal government’s response remained the same, “that a sustainable 

government cannot allow the vaquilladas as it would be incoherent with 

sustainability.”  

 The opposers mentioned that they received help from the Chamber of 

Deputies from Xalapa (capital of the state of Veracruz) for the vaquillada in 

August 2012. A few days later, after the vaquillada took place, the people 

recognized as the opposers, confirmed that they received a notification to attend 

a governmental hearing, where they would be explained the charges against 

them, and if they did not attend, they were warned that the proper penal 

consequences would apply (Melchor, 2012). No legal consequences happened, 

the vaquilladas did not cease and these were officially legalized again by the 

term of the next municipal government, from 2014-2017, as will be explained in 

the Section 13.6. 

 In August 2012, the municipality of Teocelo became known as the first anti-

bullfight municipality in Mexico. On a side note, the municipality of Xalapa 

(Chapter 15) also in the state of Veracruz, was really the first bullfight-free 

municipality in Mexico from 1995 to 2000, although it was not given the attention 

Teocelo received (Hernandez Vazquez, 2013).  

 Teocelo was nationally and internationally applauded, the recognition 

strengthened the Mayor’s sustainable development approach. The municipality 

received recognitions and awards from Animal Advocates International in June 

2012, the World Society for the Protection of Animals (WSPA) in July 2012, from the 

International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) and from the British 

Embassy in August 2013, and from the Mexican Federal Government in October 

2013.  

 The municipality had a policy diffusion effect on the rest of the five 

municipalities in Veracruz which worked on similar animal protection and anti-

bullfights regulations during 2013. The Mayor became well-known and widely 

accepted outside the municipality. The foreign responses, according to him, due 

to ‘Teocelo’s effect’ were encouraging, except in places where bullfights were 

important, like in the neighboring municipality called Xico. 

 

13.2.3. Résumé 

Teocelo was a municipality known for its bullfight-like events called vaquilladas 

(running of the calves). The Mayor elected for the municipal administration (2011 

to 2013), declared that those events were not in accordance with the sustainable 

approach he envisioned for Teocelo. The local ANGO and the group of opposers 

of the abolition of vaquilladas asked the government to make a public poll to let 

the society speak up on their opinion towards those events. The idea was to let 

the citizens vote for either a yes or no. The poll did not happen.  

The society’s sentiment according to the local ANGO was one of 

disappointment because they were not considered. However, the local ANGO 

and the State’s University started to work with the municipal government to try to 

successfully abolish bullfights and vaquilladas, through a Strategy for Sustainability 

and Climate Change. The Mayor declared the abolition of bull events in Teocelo. 

National and international ANGOs widely recognized the municipality as it 

became known as the first anti-bullfight municipality in Mexico. Teocelo had a 

policy diffusion effect on the rest of the municipalities that worked on animal 

protection regulations during 2013 in Veracruz. The structure of the interaction 

between the actors involved in the preamble of the formulation of the regulation 
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can be seen in Figure 13.1.  

 

13.3. Analysis of the preamble of the regulation 
The case of Teocelo was the first of the six municipal regulations created in 2013 

in the state of Veracruz to officially prohibit bullfights and other cruel animal 

related practices. Of the six cases (Chapters 13 to 17), Teocelo became the 

diffusor of progressive innovative regulations for the state of Veracruz and an 

inspiration for many advocates in other states that achieved animal friendly 

legislation during 2013 up to 2015. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the preamble of the formulation 

of the regulation.  

The local ANGO, EPAT had collaborated at times, for seven years with the 

municipal governments to promote animal protection. Given their altruistic 

reasons to do so, they had positive (high) motivations towards animals and 

towards any activities to favor their goal. They became the Promoter of the ban 

on bullfights. They had specific content driven objectives to achieve a formal 

document that could completely ban vaquilladas. Due to their gained 

experience in the animal topic, they had scientific knowledge. Given their close 

relation with ANGOs from other municipalities, mostly from Xalapa, a municipality 

that would also ban bullfights in 2013 (Chapter 15), they had interactive 

knowledge. 

EPAT then had supportive cognitions with high understanding on what to 

hopefully put and end the vaquilladas and high openness. They were able to 

approach the person who would become the Mayor from 2011 to 2014 and 

petitioned to put a full stop on the vaquilladas. EPAT was the only local ANGO 

and their main representative was also a media spokeswoman who had a weekly 

radio program and would also write in electronic newspapers, which provided 

the ANGO with sufficient political resources during the preamble of the process.  

The State’s University had specific and content driven objectives to 

achieve the signing of the Strategy for Sustainability and Climate Change by the 

Mayor. It had positive though medium motivations towards animal protection and 

high to the signing of the Strategy. Because of its combination of motivations, and 

due to its supportive cognitions, with scientific knowledge and high understanding 

on what to do to and high openness; it became the Gatekeeper of the process. 

Without the ban on vaquilladas, the University would not sign the Strategy, which 

really interested the Mayor. The University then had sufficient political resources to 

contribute to the process. 

Figure 13.1 Interaction in the preamble of the formulation 
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The elected Mayor had specific and content driven objectives to 

accomplish the goal on the ban of bull activities. At first he had medium 

motivations towards animal protection but high towards abolishing the 

vaquilladas. He was not willing to spend any of government’s budget for those 

events and only collaborated with logistics with a total of one of vaquillada. But 

his idea was to put a full stop to them. 

He developed supportive cognitions with high understanding on how to 

stop the vaquilladas and high openness as a result of his interaction with other 

actors, such as EPAT, other ANGOs and the State’s University. For him as well as 

with the rest of the actors, vaquilladas did not comply with sustainability. He was 

also a Promoter in the process. Given his power position in the municipal 

government, he was able to use his strong and sufficient legal resources to ban 

vaquilladas.  

This decision was viewed as unilateral since he did not hold a poll in the 

municipality to obtain the citizens’ yes or no to them. This really upset the Opposers 

of the ban. They conducted door to door visits to the locals to ask for the Mayor’s 

destitution, and temporarily blocked one of the main roads that connected the 

municipality with others. 

The vaquilladas sympathizers were the Opposers. They had global and 

process driven objectives, since they were not interested in animal welfare, only 

in being able to keep the vaquilladas. Their motivations were negative with both 

low towards animals and towards any type of restriction over the bull-events. They 

held unsupportive cognitions to the animal topic and to the arguments provided 

by the Mayor and ANGOS in relation to favoring sustainability in the municipality. 

They had apparent interactive knowledge since they reached out to the state’s 

government. But reported that the state’s authorities decided to respect those of 

the municipality, hence their only political resource turned out to be insufficient 

to stop the ban on vaquilladas.  

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ process can be labeled as ‘Forced cooperation’ due to the positive 

motivations from the formulators, that is the Promoters and Gatekeeper. But there 

were negative motivations from the groups, that formed the Opposers. There 

were sufficient cognitions to know how to act. There was dominance from the 

positive actors, mostly from the Mayor, which favored the declaration of anti-

bullfights. The assessment of the policy process in the formulation is shown at the 

end of this chapter in Table 13.4. 
 

13.4. The formal creation of the regulation, the first anti-bullfights 
municipality in Mexico 
 

13.4.1. Formulating actors 
The municipal government, the State’s University, a Legal Consultant Group, an 

external ANGO from the state’s capital (Xalapa) as well as an independent 

activist also from the state’s capital, were the actors that worked on the 

document that became the regulation that abolished vaquilladas but permitted 

some other bull events. 
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13.4.2. August 2012 – January 2014 
On the grounds of the ban on the vaquilladas, the State’s University and the 

municipal government co-signed the Strategy for Sustainability and Climate 

Change. Under this Strategy the Municipal Regulation for Animal Protection was 

written between August 2012 and March 2013. The municipal government, the 

State’s University, a Legal Consultant Group, an external ANGO from the state’s 

capital and an independent activist (independent, since this person did represent 

any ANGO) also from the state’s capital, together worked on the regulation 

needed for Teocelo to be officially declared free from bullfights. The University 

and the Mayor kept their positive motivations as well as their supportive cognitions 

and sufficient resources.  

 The new actors, the ANGO and the independent activist, also showed 

positive (high) motivations towards animals, supportive cognitions, and sufficient 

political resources to achieve the regulation. They had participated in the 

creation of the State's Animal Protection Law and its regulation, as well as in a 

regulation in the 1990s in Xalapa, in which bullfights were abolished for a time 

(Chapter 15). They now saw in Teocelo the opportunity to help abolish bullfights 

and as they said, “hopefully in the long term.” The Consultant Group that was 

hired by the municipal government only had medium motivations but supportive 

cognitions and sufficient legal resources to help in the writing of the regulation. 

 EPAT, the local ANGO that had effectively collaborated in the previous 

phase mentioned that they were left aside for the formulation of the regulation. 

However, once the regulation was created, their input in its enforcement was 

essential and the joint work with the municipal government continued. Their 

positive (high) motivations, supportive cognitions and sufficient resources 

remained the same as in the previous phase.  

 The authorization by the municipal government and the payment for the 

publication of the regulation were both completed. It was published on March 7, 

2013, in the State’s Official Gazette and entered into force on March 10, 2013. 

 Teocelo’s Animal Protection Regulation, considered the welfare and 

protection of all animals, though its main objective was to formally abolish the 

vaquilladas. But also ban bullfights, cockfights, hunting, and animals used in 

circuses. The rodeos and jaripeos (another form of horses and cows shows) were 

still allowed. The Mayor said that the government viewed these events as a 

“relieve valve” for the citizens who favored bullfights. The municipal government’s 

idea was to accomplish the abolition of all animal related events gradually, in 

order to face less antagonism. 

 EPAT mentioned that by July 2013, there had been only one street protest 

of about 150 people organized by Teocelo’s bullfight group against the Animal 

Regulation. Many of the participants were from the neighboring town Xico, mostly 

because of their xiqueñada (where actual bullfights were held). Teocelo’s 

bullfight group tried to organize a second protest, but it did not take place, 

though the group did not openly specify the reason of the cancellation. Due to 

the illegality of vaquilladas, that were still performed, there were 42 people (up to 

July 2013) facing penal processes. The bull-group maintained their negative low 

motivations, unsupportive cognitions, like in the last phase but sufficient resources 

to continue with the vaquilladas despite their illegality. 

 The Mayor received continuous threats, but he and the ANGOs stated that 

it was a small opposition group of about 150 people. They once again stated that 

it was mostly very young people, who enjoyed getting drunk and participating in 
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the events, hence to them, the protests were not of concern.   

 EPAT mentioned that even though the protestors were a small number, 

many citizens were dissatisfied with the way the whole process was conducted, 

without the public consensus that was proposed by EPAT and the University before 

the formal ban on the vaquilladas. But as mentioned in the previous phase, the 

Mayor decided not to do a poll or other form of public hearing.  

 EPAT stated that it was not that most of the people were in favor of the 

vaquilladas but that they were holding a kind of resentment towards the 

municipal administration, this was reflected in the poll that the following municipal 

administration held.  

 The local media reported that there had been more vaquilladas since the 

town was declared as the first anti-bullfight municipality. EPAT commented that 

media even ‘made fun’ of the situation, because Teocelo then hosted three 

vaquilladas per year and not only two as before 2013. Teocelo was then divided; 

there were people against and others in favor of the vaquilladas. Nonetheless, 

yet also dissatisfied with the process, EPAT admitted that it was an advantage that 

the municipal government did not provide money and logistics for the 

vaquilladas, and more importantly it openly opposed them.  

 EPAT affirmed that the situation was also a scandal for the local people, 

because the Legal Consultant Group who had aided in the creation of various 

municipal regulations (including Teocelo’s) was paid about 500,000 pesos (almost 

30,000 euros). The amount was considered as a lot of money for a small 

municipality as Teocelo.  

 In July 2013, in a sustainability event, the municipal government affirmed 

that the Animal Regulation had had a positive impact in the municipality’s 

education program. The elementary schools held debates to discuss the animal 

topic, animal friendly plays were presented in which kindergarten kids 

participated.  

 A software program was adapted for kindergarten children up to high 

school students, so they could learn about the dignified treatment of all types of 

animals. An analysis table of discussion between the Mayor, a state’s deputy, 

state’s ANGOs and other animal experts was held in order to inform the society of 

the benefits of sustainable practices related to animal protection.   

 EPAT said that the government lent them a place to perform their work six 

months before the Animal Health Center (A-Center) was created and before the 

publication of the regulation. In it, EPAT was able to perform neuter and spay 

surgeries for dogs and cats. After the sustainable event on July 2013, the A-Center 

was located in the same place where EPAT had been working.  

 The municipal government assigned a veterinarian as a Director to the 

Center, his task was to receive all the legal complaints regarding animal 

mistreatment, but he was later removed from his duty as a petition from EPAT, 

because in their point of view he was inefficient.  

 The Mayor assigned a new Director for the A-Center, and according to 

EPAT he had vast experience and really cared for animals, he also worked part 

time with the Director of the Animal Health Center in Xalapa (capital of Veracruz). 

Xalapa (Chapter 15) became the third anti-bullfight municipality in the state.  

 Teocelo’s A-Center only operated for five months (from July until 

December 2013) mostly due to lack of supplies. EPAT mentioned that the Center’s 

Director did not receive economic aid from the municipal government. The 

Center was self-sustained by charging people a small fee for its services. 
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 EPAT publicized the Regulation’s contents on their Facebook page and on 

their weekly radio program, but according to them, the response was scarce, and 

people were afraid to make formal complaints where animal mistreatment was 

involved. Their argument was that the transgressors were people they personally 

knew (neighbors and friends) who mistreated animals. As a response and to try to 

keep the confidentiality of the complainants, EPAT exposed the offenders in their 

radio program, because according to EPAT, the government did not put the 

regulation into force. EPAT affirmed that overall people did not respond positively 

to the attempts to try to implement the regulation. 

 Despite the lack of enforcement, EPAT confirmed that the government 

complied with many of EPAT’s requests. These included the creation of the Animal 

Protection Regulation, the abolition (at least on paper) of the vaquilladas, a free 

permanent neuter and spay campaign and education on animal welfare in some 

of the local schools. Other of their petitions were ignored. For example, the 

permanent surveillance of the slaughterhouse to check how animals were being 

killed and a companion animal census.  

 EPAT realized that the little time left in power for the municipal 

administration played an important role in the lack of enforcement of the 

regulation. It entered into force in March 2013 and the administration was 

renewed in January 2014.  

 The Mayor mentioned that one of the main objectives of the regulation was 

to give the citizens the responsibility for the continuity of the Animal Protection 

Regulation.  

 The University, EPAT and the ANGO from Xalapa mentioned that the 

regulation was at risk even before the administration ended, since the following 

municipal administration that was elected in July 2013, and that would assume 

office in January 2014, promoted itself as open to bullfights.  

 However, the Mayor and ANGOs believed that the elected government 

would need a public consensus to abolish the regulation, since the regulation was 

already published and had entered into force. The state’s government had 

respected the decision for the abolition, due to the municipality’s autonomy. EPAT 

counted on the pressure from outside ANGOs and was ready to place a legal 

complaint, if necessary against the incoming government. If bullfights and 

vaquilladas were allowed, it would mean a flagrant violation to the regulation.  

 

13.4.3. Résumé 
The abolition of vaquilladas became official when the Regulation for Animal 

Protection of Teocelo was published in March 2013. Nevertheless, other bull-like 

events were still permitted as a ‘release valve’ for the people who liked the 

vaquilladas.  

The text of the regulation was elaborated by the municipal government 

and ANGOs located outside Teocelo. However, the close collaboration with the 

local ANGO EPAT continued. Animal protection activities were held at schools 

and EPAT had a constant publicity campaign in its social media and in its weekly 

radio program. The complaints against animal mistreatment were exposed by 

EPAT, but the municipal government did not act.  

The municipal government and ANGOs recognized that time was short 

between the entering into force of the regulation, and the few months left for the 

municipal administration to try to implement it. However, the discontent from the 

society in relation on how the vaquilladas were abolished without a public poll, 
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continued. More vaquilladas were now illegally held in the municipality, three as 

opposed to the two that were held every year before the ban. The elected 

government to lead Teocelo for the next administration period (2014-2017) openly 

declared that they were going to favor the vaquilladas. The structure of the 

interaction between the actors involved in the formulation of the regulation, can 

be observed in Figure 13.2 

 

13.5. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
Teocelo’s ban on vaquilladas and bullfights became a reality only ‘on paper’ 

once the regulation was published in the State’s Official Gazette. The citizens’ 

discontent about the unilateral process to ban vaquilladas, generated not only 

disapproval but also illegal activities, since the Opposers hosted more vaquilladas 

than before the regulation. Nevertheless, the regulation aided the development 

of animal friendly actions in schools and the local ANGO EPAT was able to expose 

people who mistreated animals. However, the short time left for the regulation’s 

enforcement was a challenge for the administration and EPAT.  

The analysis of the process is done according to the interactions between 

the actors who played a direct role in the formulation process. 

The Mayor remained in the position as the Promoter with the same kind of 

specific and content driven objectives as in the previous phase. However, his 

positive motivations shifted from medium towards animals to high.  

He remained highly motivated for the signing of the Sustainability and 

Climate Change Strategy, and towards the creation a regulation that would 

formally establish a ban on vaquilladas, bullfights and other animal-cruel 

practices. He kept his supportive cognitions, though they positively shifted from 

medium to high understanding on what to do and high openness. His strong legal 

resources remained as sufficient as in the previous phase. 

The State’s University held the same position as the Promoter of the Strategy 

for Sustainability and Climate Change as in the previous phase and with the same 

kind of motivations, cognitions. But its political resources increased from most 

essential resources available to having its own sufficient and easily accessible 

resources.  

A Legal Consultant Group that was hired to help in the writing of the 

regulation, it had global and process driven objectives; since it did not have 

specific interest in the process, but in performing their job. They held medium 

motivations towards animals but high in the creation of the regulation. Their 

cognitions were supportive, with high understanding of what to do, that is how to 

write the regulation; though medium towards the topic as such. But it had high 

Figure 13.2 Interaction in the formulation process 
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openness during the process to listen and learn from the other actors. Given their 

legal background they had scientific knowledge. Their temporarily legal 

resources were sufficient to perform the job they were hired for.    

An external ANGO from the state’s capital (Xalapa, Chapter 15) as well as 

an independent activist also from Xalapa, had worked together since the 1990s. 

They were the Directors in the process and had positive (high) motivations both 

towards animal protection, and for the creation of any type of regulation that 

would favor them.  

They held supportive cognitions as well as high understanding on what to 

do to create a regulation and high openness, due to their experience of having 

worked with governments in the creation of the State’s Animal Protection Law 

and its regulation. They had among their cognitions scientific knowledge and 

perceived the creation of the regulation of Teocelo, as a window of opportunity 

to abolish bullfights that the State’s Law still allowed. Considering their experience 

and their renowned reputation among animal activists in the state they had 

interactive knowledge and sufficient resources of political nature. 

EPAT, the local ANGO, was now the Director in the process, and the 

vaquilladas group remained as Oppossers. Both had the same type and amount 

of motivations and cognitions as in the previous phase. The resources only shifted 

for the Opposers from insufficient to sufficient. In this phase they were able to 

continue with the vaquilladas, and even organized more of those events. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ can be labeled the same as in the previous phase, ‘Forced 

cooperation’, due to the positive motivations from the formulators, the Promoter, 

Directors and Enabler, but the negative ones from the Opposers. There were 

sufficient cognitions to know how to act. The dominance remained on the side of 

the positive actors. The assessment of the policy process in the formulation is 

shown at the end of this chapter in Table 13.5. 

 

13.6. The second municipal administration, Teocelo legally 
becomes pro-bullfights again 
 

13.6.1. The actors 
The local ANGO, EPAT remained as the main actor working on animal activities in 

Teocelo. EPAT and other ANGOs from Xalapa and a radio host from Fortin de las 

Flores, Teocelo’s neighbor municipality (Chapter 14), opposed to the decision 

from the Madam Mayor to officially bring back the vaquilladas to Teocelo.  

 

13.6.2. January 2014 – April 2015 

According to EPAT and to the ANGOs from Xalapa, AnimaNaturalis and ARPA, 

that would also later be involved in the creation of their own regulation (Chapter 

15); since the Madam Mayor was elected in July 2013 she mentioned, that she 

would bring back the vaquilladas and make a public poll once she entered 

function in January 2014.  

 As soon as the administration entered in office, the Madam Mayor 

personally asked EPAT to stop the negative social media campaign against her, 

due to her previous declarations where she had mentioned she was going to 

allow the vaquilladas. One of the first events to welcome the second 
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administration was a vaquillada, the Madam Mayor allowed one on January 

2014, the municipal government provided public safety and logistics.  

 As informed by EPAT she was at first open to dialogue with both groups, the 

promoters of the vaquilladas and the animal advocates. She spoke with EPAT, 

with the other ANGOs from Xalapa, and with a state’s deputy (who in 2014, 

placed animal mistreatment into the state’s penal code). The Madam Mayor 

mentioned during their meeting that she would not remove the vaquilladas but 

that she would instead try to educate people to no longer attend. She asked the 

animal advocates to make a work plan, and they did. But they were not able to 

turn it in, as she did not want to hold any further meetings with them. 

 According to the municipality’s Legal Adviser, the municipal government 

searched for lawyers to find a way to mend the regulations created in the past 

administration, including the Animal Protection Regulation. To modify the article 

that banned vaquilladas, bullfights, some other bull-related activities and 

cockfights, and allow them again. The municipal authorities wanted to override 

the regulation under the argument that it had many inconsistencies, and that bull 

and cockfights are a main attraction for the municipality. 

 On August 16, 2014, during the second vaquillada of the year, a man died 

because he was lunged, and several times gored by one of the young cows (Al 

Calor Politico, 2014). Because of this event, a lawsuit against the Madam Mayor 

was made by a famous radio host from the nearby municipality of Fortin (Chapter 

14). He was also the main actor in promoting an Animal Protection Regulation for 

his own municipality in 2013. He made the lawsuit under the basis that vaquilladas, 

up to that point were still illegal, and the Mayor herself was violating the 

regulation.  The radio host, along with other the ANGOs from the state, gave a 

press conference explaining the illegality under which the municipal 

administration was operating in allowing and aiding vaquilladas. 

 On January 7, 2015, an official announcement by the municipal 

government mentioned that a poll for Teocelo’s inhabitants was going to be held. 

In it, they would be able to state if they wanted or not the vaquilladas back. The 

poll was conducted on January 11, that is only four days after the announcement.  

 The poll’s organizers and supervisors were the vaquillada supporters. EPAT 

and other people who were in favor of the Animal Protection Regulation did not 

participate in it, because according to them, between the poll’s announcement 

and the actual poll, the time was too short, and they did not have the time to 

properly publicize it.  

 They perceived that in general the poll was poorly publicized in the 

municipality, only a few posters were located in the governmental buildings. The 

news did not appear in the municipality’s official webpage and neither on their 

Facebook page. The whole process in EPAT’s point of view was a mock, the 

President and Secretary assigned for the Electoral Committee were the Secretary 

and Legal Coordinator of the municipality, who were in favor of the vaquilladas, 

which made the poll already biased (Periodistasdigitales, 2015) (Briseño, 2015) (Al 

Calor Politico, 2015).  

 The municipal government mentioned that they were helping to give voice 

to the people, since they were not involved during the consultation. The 

government stated that the poll was from the people to the people and that they 

only provided the logistics for it, though were not directly involved. But ‘two 

wrongs do not make a right’ and they were in infringement of the regulation by 

allowing and aiding the vaquilladas, even if it was only with the logistics. For the 
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municipal government, the Animal Regulation was an imposition of the previous 

administration that had to be corrected. The lack of continuity of programs and 

policies in the Mexican municipal administrations is further explained in Chapter 

20. 

 The municipal government, through its Legal Adviser assured that the 

municipality was not involved in the vaquilladas, as they simply provided public 

safety for them. He also said that this public poll would be the first of several in 

relation to other topics and not just on animals. 

 The results from the vaquilladas poll were 1,518 votes in favor of the reform 

of the regulation (to bring back the vaquilladas), 337 against the reform (to 

continue with the abolition). However, less than 25% of the active electorate 

voted, in comparison to the previous municipal elections of July 2013, where 7,532 

people voted. The municipal administration affirmed that the animal poll did not 

mean that the municipality would allow animal mistreatment, since the State’s 

Regulation did not consider bull or cockfights as cruelty. That it was only important 

to have a new regulation where kids would no longer be allowed in the 

vaquilladas, in accordance the State’s Regulation. If possible, also avoid the 

mistreatment of the young cows during the vaquilladas.  

 The Legal Adviser confirmed that the Animal Regulation would still be valid 

on matters of other activities outside bull and cockfights. However, he recognized 

that up to April 2015 no enforcement at all had happened. EPAT tried to make a 

legal complaint of animal mistreatment, but the aggressor was a worker from the 

municipal government and no sanction happened.  

 The Animal Health Center (A-Center) ceased to exist, although the 

municipal authorities mentioned that there were plans to have one sometime 

during 2015. The A-Center would work under the supervision of an external ANGO 

with which the municipality signed a legal agreement. The tasks of the A-Center 

would be to provide vaccines, neuter, spay surgeries and put for adoption 

companion animals. The external ANGO was not willing to provide any 

information on the work it was supposedly going to perform together with the 

municipal government.  

 By April 2015 the municipality was no longer working with EPAT. EPAT stated 

that the problem with the head of the external ANGO was that he was a fake 

veterinarian, as he did not have a veterinary-medicine title. EPAT had all the legal 

documentation to make a formal complaint against him, since according to 

them, he had killed many animals due to malpractice. 

 EPAT continued to encourage Teocelo’s citizens in their weekly radio 

program and in their Facebook page to care for and protect animals. They 

provided low-cost veterinarian services, including neuter and spay surgeries for 

dogs and cats. In relation to the complaints, EPAT kept promoting the Animal 

Regulation, but ceased to encourage people to make formal complaints to the 

municipal authorities, since there was no one to answer the demands. 

 For EPAT there was no implementation of the regulation at all. The ANGO 

would send out letters to violators in which they pointed out their infringement but 

was aware that it remained on the will of the people to comply. The Strategy for 

Sustainability and Climate Change with the University was no longer valid, as the 

administration had ignored all the actions created with the previous government.  

 Regardless of the lack of enforcement, in EPAT’s ten years of work, they 

mentioned that they had seen a positive evolution towards animal protection in 

Teocelo, at least in relation to companion animals. In part due to their weekly 
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radio program. They had given animals for adoption and at times free and others 

low-cost neuter and spay campaigns.  

 They recognized that the vaquilladas were a difficult topic with a still 

uncertain future. On January 19, 2015 due to the reform published in the official 

gazette, the Animal Protection Regulation of Teocelo allowed the following 

activities: hunting and trapping of any type of animal as long as is it did not 

include species in danger of extinction, any type of bullfight activity, cockfights 

and any type of activity towards animals. 

 

13.6.3. Résumé 
The elected Madam Mayor that had announced that she would bring back the 

vaquilladas, confirmed her point of view to the local and other state ANGOs. 

However, she said that she would do everything possible to avoid animal 

mistreatment, which is an inconsistency itself. She asked the ANGOs to make a 

working plan that she was not willing to receive. She did not want to have further 

meetings with the ANGOs. And allowed the vaquilladas under the argument that 

the State’s Law did not enlist them as animal mistreatment, ignoring the municipal 

Animal Regulation which banned them. 

 On August 16, 2014, during the second vaquillada of the year, a man died 

because he was gored several times by a young cow. As a result, an animal 

activist from a nearby municipality placed a lawsuit against the Madam Mayor, 

since vaquilladas were still illegal in the municipality and she was violating the 

regulation. 

 In January 2015, the municipal government and pro-vaquilladas group 

conducted a poll to let the people vote in favor or against of those events. Only 

four days after, the poll took place without a proper publicity campaign. Not 

many people were aware of it. EPAT claimed that the Electoral Committee was 

composed of people who favored the vaquilladas. This seemed like a breach of 

procedure which was acknowledge by EPAT that deliberately decided not to 

participate in it. 

 The results favored the Yes to vaquilladas, though only 25% of the voters’ 

electorate participated in it. The municipal government searched for a lawyer 

that could aid in the abrogation of part of the Animal Protection Regulation, 

where bullfights, cockfights and other events were banned.  

In January 2015 the changes in the regulation allowed bullfights, 

vaquilladas, cockfights, hunting (as long as it was not an endangered species), 

and any other type of activity involving animals. The national and international 

acclaimed first Mexican anti-bullfights municipality, also became the first to turn 

into pro-bullfights again.  

The Animal Center stopped collaborating with EPAT. The ANGO had proof 

that the allegedly vet assigned by the municipal government as the head of the 

Center, did not hold a vet’s degree. EPAT continued to work on animal awareness 

and other activities that benefited the animals. The municipal government and 

EPAT confirmed that up to April 2015 the Animal Regulation had not been 

enforced in matters of animal mistreatment. The structure of the interaction 

between the actors involved in the attempt to enforce the regulation during 

second municipal administration, can be observed in Figure 13.3  
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13.7. Analysis of the second municipal administration 
When the new municipal administration entered office, it stopped any type of 

collaboration with the ANGOs and in breach of procedure along with the 

vaquilladas promoters held an informal poll (not an official referendum) to bring 

back those activities. The poll lacked publicity to inform the public. While the 

Animal Regulation prohibited them. The new Madam Mayor allowed and 

assigned logistics for the events. An animal advocate made a lawsuit against her, 

but nothing happened, and the municipal government published a new 

regulation where vaquilladas, bullfights, cockfights and other animal 

mistreatment activities were once again allowed.  

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the failed attempts to implement 

the regulation during the second municipal administration.  

In her campaign the Madam Mayor, that entered office by January 2014, 

openly stated that she was going to bring the vaquilladas back to Teocelo. She 

held specific and content driven objectives to eradicate the ban on the 

vaquilladas and on other animal-cruel practices. The second administration also 

intended to change all the regulations (on any topic) worked in the previous 

administration.  

 They were the Opposers in the policy-process with negative low motivations 

both towards animals and towards the regulation. Their cognitions were 

unsupportive given the low openness to learning from the other actors and 

respecting the already published regulation.  

 They did not want to dialogue with the ANGOs, either local or from the 

state. Even though, the Madam Mayor had offered to listen to them and review 

a working plan, she stopped all communication. The government’s legal 

resources were strong and sufficient to bring back the vaquilladas and other cruel 

practices to the municipality like cockfights.  

 The ANGOs from Xalapa, as well as the activist and radio host from the 

neighboring municipality of Fortin, became the Promoters in the process and had 

specific and content driven objectives to prevent the restitution of the vaquilladas 

and other activities involving animal cruelty. They had positive (high) motivations 

to oblige the already existing animal regulation that had put a ban on them. Their 

cognitions were supportive with high understanding on what to do and high 

Figure 13.3 Interaction in the second municipal administration 
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openness; as well as scientific and interactive knowledge.  

 When a person was killed by a young bull in one of the vaquilladas, they 

saw the opportunity to use the law to their advantage. And formally sued the 

Madam Mayor, since by that time these were still illegal. But their resources were 

insufficient to avoid the restitution of those practices. 

 The local ANGO, EPAT also as a Promoter and the main actor to favor 

animal activities in Teocelo, held the same set of objectives, motivations and 

cognitions as in the previous phases. However, its resources shifted from sufficient 

to insufficient.   

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be as labeled as ‘Obstruction’ in which no implementation took 

place. The motivations of the Promoters, that is those in favor of the 

implementation were positive, but those of the administration (now Opposers) 

were negative. Even though there were sufficient cognitions or information to 

know what to do, there was unwillingness from the second administration to 

recognize, let alone the will to enforce the regulation.  

The negative actor, the Opposers, dominated this phase. The two sides of 

actors actively acted against each other. The application of the regulation would 

negatively contribute to the Opposers’ objectives. On the other hand, the lack of 

application would negatively contribute to the objectives from the implementers, 

that is the Promoters. The assessment of the policy process in the second 

municipal administration is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 13.6. 

 

13.8. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments 
 

The first anti-bullfights municipality in Mexico 
The first result achieved in Teocelo to ban vaquilladas, bullfights and other cruel 

animal practices was national and internationally celebrated. And it was the 

starting point of the rest of the five cases in the state of Veracruz. They all achieved 

the creation of municipal animal regulations from 2012 to 2014. Teocelo created 

a ‘Teocelo policy diffusion effect’ in the five municipalities. Which translated into 

the abolition of bullfights, and other animal-cruel activities, like cockfights, animals 

used in religious festivities and in circuses.  

The case of Teocelo, is also one which reflects how a social movement (in 

this case animal protection) struggles to get a new mentality accepted by the 

people. This shows how regulation and enforcement are just one of the 

instruments to achieve this.  

The actors directly involved in the process of creation and attempts of 

implementation of the animal regulation for Teocelo, had mix motivations and 

cognitions ranging from positive to negative for animals as such. They also had 

mixed understanding and openness to learn further given that throughout the 

process, the actors were clearly dived into two groups, the Promoters of the 

regulation (animal advocates) and the Opposers (vaquilladas group). 

In Teocelo as in the rest of the cases in Veracruz (Chapters 14 to 18) the 

Mayors had sufficient resources and strong power to enable or stop the animal 

regulations. In Teocelo’s case, when vaquilladas were still illegal, the municipal 

government participated in them. However, there were no legal consequences 



Chapter 13                              Veracruz: Teocelo 1st bottom-up case 

267 

 

to the administration or to the Madam Mayor (regardless of the death of a person 

in one of those events). While later a new regulation was created that restored 

the legality the vaquilladas, bullfights, among other bloody animal activities, 

still‘not all was lost.’ 

The local ANGO EPAT continued to develop animal protection activities 

and work with advocates from other municipalities. Together they continued to 

achieve gains for animals at the municipal and state levels. EPAT affirmed that 

they had witnessed social change in relation to animals after the regulation. And 

that it undoubtedly positioned animals in the public eye and in the political 

agenda.  

The outcome in Teocelo for the creation of the first animal regulation to 

abolish bullfights turned out to reach a degree of success for the society and for 

animals. Not only did it create a policy diffusion effect in the state. But also served 

animal advocates in other states across the country, who perceived that if 

change was possible in a small municipality like Teocelo, they could also achieve 

gains. The ANGO movement at a national level acquired several important gains 

from 2013 to 2015.  

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period  
The debate on animal protection was awoken and would probably never be 

silent again. For example, EPAT and the other ANGOs continued to work for the 

abolition of vaquilladas. The State’s Animal Law was finally changed in November 

2016, it included vaquilladas as animal mistreatment. This meant that from then 

on, these were illegal in Teocelo and in all the state. They have not been 

practiced again (Leon, 2019), EPAT continued its low-cost veterinary services and 

its weekly radio program informing the public of Teocelo about animal welfare 

and its benefits. By 2020, it has over 10,800 followers on Facebook which indicate 

that awareness and social change in the municipality are still happening. 
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 Table 13.4 Assessment of the policy process in the preamble of the regulation 
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 Table 13.5 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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Table 13.6 Assessment of the second municipal administration 
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Chapter 14:  The 2nd anti-bullfights regulation in 
Mexico  

14.1. Introduction: The story of Fortin de las Flores the lack of 
enactment of the regulation 

 
Interview with the Animal Defense and Protection Attorney. He 

mentioned that from March up to July 2013 he reviewed “about 3 

complaints per week, […] citizens were reacting favorably [towards the 

regulation]. They started to respect and to be conscious of the 

implications of animal welfare.” Animal Defense and Protection Attorney 

 

This is the story of the second Animal Regulation in the state of Veracruz. Out of 

the six regulations from Veracruz that are part of this study, Fortin’s as well as 

Cordoba (Chapter 18) did not reach the publication of an animal regulation 

from 2013 up to 2020. This case had the peculiarity that it was promoted by a 

radio host and public figure, who approached strategic actors in the 

government, in particular an Alderman, and in the society like ANGOs, an animal 

shelter, a Veterinary School and high schools to perform activities in favor of 

animals. He had been working in favor of people and animals in the municipality 

before the attempt to create an animal regulation for Fortin. 

The policy process was divided in two phases. The two of them remained 

in the creation stage. The regulation from Fortin formulated in 2013, was never 

published. But it was the first example of the snowball effect that started with the 

municipality of Teocelo in 2012 (declared as the first anti-bullfight municipality in 

Mexico). The policy phases were organized by course-changing events and the 

transition from one municipal administration to the next.  

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors involved in the two phases, 

were basically divided in two groups. The Promoter (the radio host), and Director 

(the Alderman) on the one hand, and the Gatekeepers (the municipal 

administration from 2013) and Opposers (the municipal administration from 2013 

to 2015) on the other. They had mixed motivations towards the protection of 

animals and to reach an outcome. Since they were opposing each other, they 

also had mixed supportive and unsupportive cognitions with both high and low 

understanding of the animal topic and openness.  

In terms of the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ the resulting 

situation was one of ‘Obstruction’ which was reflected in the lack of publication 

of the regulation.  

Like in the case of Teocelo (Chapter 13), in Fortin, the strong power held by 

the opposers (the municipal authorities) was enough to hinder the publication of 

the regulation. But not refrain the growing public’s interest in the animal topic and 

the development of animal related activities. These even included “canine 

walks”; which meant the temporarily close of the circulation of cars (on a number 

of streets) so that the families could enjoy a safe walk with their dogs.  

The radio host was temporarily assigned as an Animal Defense and 

Protection Attorney. Even though he did not receive any resources to perform this 

job, he was able to raise awareness. Citizens would make animal related 

complaints, which he tried to resolve despite the lack of an official document to 

legally act.  
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The radio host, the Alderman, the animal shelter and later a local Animal 

NGO (ANGO) continued to work in favor of animals in the municipality. The ANGO 

kept petitioning the municipal administrations for the publication of an animal 

regulation, though up to 2020 it had not happened.  

However, all the actors involved in the formulation assured that citizens in 

Fortin became more aware of animals due to the policy process that the creation 

of the regulation generated and the activities it stirred up around it. By 2022 the 

new municipal administration created a Coordination for Animal Welfare, which 

proves that the animal topic is still alive in Fortin also on the political agenda. 

  

 
Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017h) 

 
By 2010, in Fortin almost 6% of its population lived in extreme poverty. Fortin 

(Fortress) is called that way because it was named after the fortress built at the 

end of the XVIII century to guard royalty from robbers who were common to find 

on the road. The municipality is known for its biodiversity, is home to a federal 

forest reserve and the first Bonsai botanical garden in Latin America. Fortin is 

politically divided in seven congregations and 32 colonies. 

 

14.2. The creation of an Animal Protection Regulation, following 
Teocelo's example 

Table 14.1 Dates of the formulation 

Table 14.2 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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The information on the creation and implementation of the Regulation was 

collected through two in person semi-structured in-depth interviews, one follow-

up in person talk with one of the same interviewees. After the interviews, 

whenever the interviewees had other comments or I had further questions on the 

information given, we exchanged follow-up messages through What’s App and 

Twitter. Lastly, there was a review of online sites and online newspapers.  

 

14.2.1. Formulating actors 
A well-known radio host promoted the regulation. The First Alderman (in second 

command after the Mayor) was convinced of the usefulness of an animal 

regulation. An independent elder man known with the nickname as Mr. 

Chocolate and a couple of local Animal NGOs (ANGOs) also helped in the 

process.  

 

14.2.2. 2011 – 2013  
A Radio Host and animal activist from Fortin de las Flores, had been working on 

aiding humans and dogs before the formulation of an animal regulation for Fortin. 

Due to his popularity he was able to motivate his fans to aid children with special 

needs, orphans and elders. Through donations, he was also able to cover costly 

surgeries for children from underprivileged families.  The radio host created a club 

in favor of dogs. He clearly demonstrated positive (high) motivations in favor of 

animals. He mentioned that he developed a deep love for dogs specially, given 

a personal life changing experience where his dog was involved.  

The dog-club placed animals in temporary homes and through it, the host 

was able to permanently aid an animal shelter under the care of an 80-year-old 

man. As a result of his kind heart and noble mission, the man became well-known 

in the community as “Mr. Chocolate.” Mr. Chocolate rescued dogs despite his 

precarious living situation. He had been doing this for more than 20 years. He 

would take the dogs for neuter and spay surgeries and would later put them up 

for adoption. According to the radio host, Mr. Chocolate’s shelter had increased 

in number of dogs from 40 to around 80 animals from 2010 to 2012.  

The radio host saw a window of opportunity to position the animal topic 

into Fortin’s political agenda thanks to the Animal Protection Regulation of 

Teocelo. Teocelo had recently been recognized as the first anti-bullfight 

municipality in 2012 (Chapter 13). Other ANGOs from nearby municipalities and 

from Xalapa, the state’s capital, that would become the third anti-bullfights 

municipality (Chapter 15) visited Fortin. They were enthusiastic about the idea of 

creating a similar regulation for Fortin.  

In 2012, the radio host developed positive (high) motivations towards the 

creation of an animal regulation for Fortin. He then contacted the First Alderman 

of the municipality because he was a lawyer and had a strategic position in the 

municipal administration. The Alderman also liked dogs, he mentioned that he 

inherited the love for animals, because they offer an unconditional love and are 

a complement of life. He had rescued animals since he was a boy. He then also 

had positive (high) motivations to work in their favor and towards the regulation.  

The Alderman and the radio host started to collaborate in favor of dogs. 

The Alderman provided public safety services, like police escorts for canine walks 

to guard the safety of the pedestrian families who participated with their dogs. 

The logistics of the canine walks would be like those of marathons. The equivalent 
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of the Department of Motor Vehicles in Mexico40 would temporarily close roads 

to allow plenty of freedom and space for the participants. A local water 

company donated water bottles for all participants. During that collaborative 

period, the State’s University inaugurated the School for Veterinary Studies in 

Fortin. The radio host and the Alderman mentioned that various veterinarians from 

the School were interested in working favorably for animals.  

The Radio Host and the Alderman worked together on the draft of an 

animal regulation for Fortin. Given their backgrounds, they had supportive 

cognitions and sufficient resources to achieve its approval and creation, though 

not its publication. For the Radio Host, the petition for an animal regulation was a 

continuation and legitimization of the work he had been doing in the municipality 

for years. The radio host and the Alderman revised and used as a basis the Animal 

Regulation from Teocelo (Chapter 13).  

When they finished the draft, they sent it to other municipal lawyers for their 

legal input. Once they received the legal feedback, they convened meetings 

with the veterinarians from the School for Veterinary Studies, to have their 

feedback on health matters. They also collected the opinions from ANGOs on 

matters of animal protection. The radio host and Alderman invited other 

municipal Aldermen to take a look at the document. But according to both of 

them, none wanted to revise the document, as they did not see a future for the 

topic.  

The radio host and Alderman mentioned that problems between the 

interested actors arose when the ANGOs started having differences among them; 

one group wanted to impose their ideas above the others’ and vice versa. The 

radio host mentioned that the power struggle between ANGOs was “a cancer 

for the animal topic.”  A similar situation happened in the following case Xalapa 

(Chapter 15); and just as in this case, it damaged the collaboration between the 

authorities and ANGOs, hence the Alderman decided to take a step back.  

The radio host stated that one of the ANGOs from a neighboring state 

wanted to ask the citizens for money saying that it would be for the municipal 

administration, which he said was untrue. ANGOs would also sometimes attend 

the meetings and some others would skip them.  As a result of this situation, in the 

end, the radio host decided to finish writing the regulation by himself, he included 

the protection of all types of animals, but focused it mainly on dogs.  

During the process, and due to the publicity and attention the animal topic 

started receiving after Teocelo was recognized as the first anti-bullfights 

municipality; Fortin’s Aldermen approved the regulation by the end of February 

2013 (Barranco, 2013a). However, they argued that there was no money for its 

publication. The interviewees do not give further explanation on why the 

Aldermen argued a lack of money; except that they used it as a mean to stop 

the publication.   

The argument of the lack of money, even after the regulations have been 

published, is not uncommon. This can be observed in the cases of Puebla 

(Chapters 4 to 10) and in the case of the municipality of Cordoba in the state of 

Veracruz (Chapter 17).  

The First Alderman continued to be interested in the publication of the 

regulation, despite the setback with the ANGOs and the rest of the Aldermen. He 

mentioned that convincing the municipal government to authorize the payment 

for the publication of the regulation, was the hardest part of the creation. The 

                                                           
40 In Spanish is called Policía de Tránsito (Transit Police). 
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Mayor was not convinced and the authorization did not happen, hence the 

regulation was not published.  

The radio host searched for alternatives to try to enforce it despite the lack 

of publication. He approached the Municipal Health Department and students 

from a local University to obtain aid in the neuter and spay campaigns. 

Both the radio host and the Alderman continued to look for activities to 

publicize the nevertheless approved regulation. They placed informative boards 

around the municipality. The radio host created animal-adoption events and 

together with the Alderman, they held talks with civil servants and in schools.  

The radio host gave out flyers which contained 12 bullet points for 

responsible animal ownership. There was no budget to be able to establish an 

Animal Health Center which was envisaged in the regulation, given that the 

regulation never really entered into force since it was not officially published.  

The owner of a regional newspaper was constantly publicizing on the 

animal regulation. The topic became popular and all the animal related activities 

began to make people aware. The Alderman started receiving a lot of animal 

mistreatment complaints. He noticed that the matter required a public servant to 

deal exclusively with animal mistreatment.  

The radio host was then appointed by the Alderman and recognized by 

rest of the municipal administration as an Animal Defense and Protection 

Attorney, but only as a symbolic governmental title, since he received no 

payment for the job or any other type of resources. He also had to work with a 

regulation that was not officially published. Nonetheless, all the animal 

mistreatment complaints were checked, as mentioned by the Alderman in a ‘kind 

of informal’ manner. This, because if they had tried to enforce a non-published 

(hence not formal) regulation; then he worried they could have fallen into illegal 

transgressions. For example, illegally breaking and entering the possible offenders’ 

houses to save the animals, besides the municipal Police Department was not 

willing to help.  

The radio host in his function as a new Attorney, reported that from March 

2013 up to July 2013, he reviewed “about 3 complaints per week, […] citizens 

were reacting favorably. They started to respect and to be conscious of the 

implications of animal welfare.” The citizens were not only making the complaints, 

but also taking their animals to the neuter and spay campaigns organized by the 

Attorney, the Veterinarian School and a veterinarian who officially worked in the 

municipal administration.  

The Attorney mentioned that at times the supplies for the surgeries were not 

enough for all animals, so they had to send animals back, until further supplies 

were available. In his point of view, this affected the society, since people were 

hoping to see more actions in favor of animals. He mentioned, he was not able 

to do more, because the Animal Regulation was not formally published.  

In reality, animals were property, he could not try to save animals as if the 

regulation was an official document, where animals were protected from 

mistreatment.  Whenever he had to collect animals, he had to use his personal 

car, he would take them to the Veterinarian School, once healed, he would take 

them to Mr. Chocolate’s shelter. Whenever he rescued wild animals, he would 

liberate them in the local ecology reserve.  

The Attorney wanted to work with the local ANGOs and the ones from the 

neighboring municipality to form an Animal Welfare and Zoonoses Committee. 

But, they did not reach an agreement and the Committee was never created. 
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They nevertheless, participated during social animal awareness events. He 

mentioned that the ANGOs’ activities then remained in rescuing injured dogs, 

heal them and later put them up for adoption.  

The document of the regulation mentioned the control on the illegal sales 

of companion animals in the pet shops and on the streets. For the Attorney, this 

was a challenging task that only ceased temporarily when he would do the 

check-rounds.  

A local high school sent students to work with the Attorney and accomplish 

their mandatory social service. They conducted an animal census in 17 colonies. 

They found that up to 2013, one out of every three inhabitants had a companion 

or farm animal. And that dogs were mistreated the most.  

The Attorney and Alderman continued to collaborate and the only penal 

complaint the Alderman tried to conduct, was obstructed because animal 

mistreatment (up to 2013) was not considered a penal crime (at the state level). 

Animal mistreatment was approved as felony in the state law only in 2014. Then 

all municipalities would have to abide to the law, regardless whether they had a 

municipal animal regulation of their own; since the state’s legislation is above the 

municipalities, just as the federal laws are above the states.’  

Despite the lack of enactment of the regulation, Fortin, as well as Teocelo 

(first anti-bullfight municipality), received national recognition (La Silla Rota, 2013). 

And according to the Attorney, they also received invitations for conferences on 

animal public policies at schools and local open forums. Fortin was able to 

influence the neighbor municipality of Cordoba, which would become the sixth 

anti-bullfight municipality (Chapter 18). 

 

14.2.3. Résumé  
In Fortin a local radio host had been working on aiding people and animals 

before the animal regulation. He had also been collaborating with a dog shelter 

led by a low-income, elder man who became known as Mr. Chocolate due to his 

kind heart. The radio host saw an opportunity to place the animal topic in Fortin’s 

political agenda when Teocelo, became the first anti-bullfight municipality in 

2012. He started to work with the First Alderman (the second in command after 

the Mayor) who was a lawyer and also had an interest in the animal topic.  

Together, they decided to work on the text of the regulation and asked for 

input from lawyers, veterinarians and ANGOs. Even though animals were not a 

concern for the Mayor and the rest of the Aldermen, they approved the animal 

regulation thanks to the attention the topic was receiving. However, they also 

mentioned that there was no budget for its publication, and it was not published. 

Regardless, the animal protection and awareness activities continued in the 

municipality.  

The radio host (who held interaction with the local population), received 

the symbolic title to become an Animal Defense and Protection Attorney to 

answer the animal mistreatment complaints. He mentioned that people started 

becoming more aware about animals’ needs, but he could not legally act 

against violators because he lacked a legal document to act. The Alderman and 

Attorney received the aid from ANGOs, schools and local media to help in raising 

awareness on animal protection and to directly aid animals in need. The Attorney 

mentioned that Fortin was also able to influence the creation of an animal 

regulation of the neighbor municipality of Cordoba (Chapter 18).  
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The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the 

formulation of the regulation, can be observed in Figure 14.1. Those that played 

a direct role are labeled as Promoter, Director and Gatekeepers. Those that were 

part of the process but did not participate directly in the formulation are identified 

as other actors. 

14.3. Analysis of the formulation 
The case of Fortin was the second of the six municipal regulations created in 2013. 

Of the six cases (Chapters 13 to 17), only Fortin appointed an (symbolic) Animal 

Defense and Protection Attorney despite the lack of publication of the regulation. 

This allowed him and the First Alderman to develop animal awareness activities 

for the public, in conjunction with other animal advocates. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation. 

A local radio host had been working to aid children, elders and dogs 

before the creation of the animal regulation. Due to a personal experience, he 

had a deep love for dogs reflected in his positive (high) motivations towards them. 

He saw a window of opportunity when Teocelo became known as the first anti-

bullfight municipality, to place the animal topic in the political agenda of Fortin 

and became its Promoter.  

He had specific and content driven objectives to achieve a regulation to 

protect animals, mostly dogs. He had positive (high) motivations to work on an 

animal regulation for his municipality. He had supportive cognitions, high 

understanding on what to do and high openness, he looked for strategic actors 

to work on the regulation, one was an Alderman and some ANGOs. However, he 

ended up writing the regulation alone, because the ANGOs would constantly 

oppose each other and skipped the meetings arranged.  

This situation made the Alderman take a step back for a while. Since the 

radio host also rescued dogs he had interactive knowledge, he approached and 

received the aid from the School of Veterinary Studies and an elder man who 

had a dog-shelter and would receive some of the dogs the radio host rescued.  

Figure 14.1 Interaction in the formulation process 
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Given his work, he was later assigned as an Animal Defense and Protection 

Attorney, however, this title was symbolic since he did not receive any resources 

to perform his tasks, regardless he had sufficient political resources to create an 

animal regulation and perform some activities in favor of animals. 

The First Alderman who also had a love for animals showed positive (high) 

motivations not only for them, but also in the creation of a regulation that would 

benefit them. He also had specific and content driven objectives, to achieve a 

regulation that allowed him to become the Director within the process. His 

cognitions were supportive and given his background as a lawyer he had 

scientific knowledge and was able to positively contribute to the process with 

both high understanding on how to act and high openness. His legal and political 

resources were also sufficient to work on the regulation and convince the Mayor 

and the rest of the Aldermen to approve the animal regulation, but not enough 

to assign the money needed for its publication. However, he was still able to help 

the Attorney with some animal activities that involved the citizens like canine 

walks, neuter and spay campaigns.  

The Mayor and the rest of the Aldermen held global and process driven 

objectives. Since they were not interested in the animals, let alone in a regulation 

that could favor them. Any of their interest was actually because the First 

Alderman convinced them up to some point. They were also interested in the 

attention the animal topic was gaining interest in the society. Therefore, they were 

willing to approve the regulation, but later hindered its publication. They reflected 

negative motivations towards animals, and medium in relation to the creation of 

animal regulation.  

Their cognitions were then unsupportive. For them, animals were not 

important; however, they had for some months, medium openness because of 

the persuasion of the First Alderman and even though, they had voted in favor of 

the regulation, they did not approve the money required for its publication in the 

official gazette, shifting back to low openness. They were, therefore, the 

Gatekeepers in the process and had sufficient legal resources to hinder the 

process. 

 The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ was labeled as ‘Obstruction’ due to positive motivations of the 

formulators, that is the Promoter and Director but the overall negative motivations 

from the Gatekeepers. There were sufficient cognitions (information) to know how 

to act. But the Gatekeepers decided at the end not to collaborate to achieve 

the publication of the regulation, even though they had previously approved it. 

There was a dominance of power from the negative actor (the Gatekeepers).  

The assessment of the policy process in the formulation is shown at the end of this 

chapter in Table 14.3. 

 

14.4. The second municipal administration, no more interest in 
animal protection 
 

14.4.1. The actors 
The radio host and the former Alderman remained as the main actors working on 

animal activities. The new municipal administration firmly opposed to the 

publication or the creation of a new animal regulation. 
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14.4.2. January 2014 - 2015 
In January 2014 with the change of municipal administration, the First Alderman 

and the Attorney were removed, along with all the animal protection actions, 

except for the vaccine campaigns scheduled twice a year by the State’s Ministry 

of Health as part of a federal health program.  

The incoming administration told the former Attorney that there was no 

time and money for animals. That the text of the Animal Regulation had a lot of 

mistakes and that instead they would be working with a previous Health 

Regulation that was already published which focused on human health. It only 

dealt with animal health issues in the prevention of rabies, hence the vaccine 

campaigns were mandatory. 

The former Alderman said the people were still interested in the animal 

topic, therefore he continued to work in favor of animals (although no longer as 

part of the government). He hoped that those activities could help the creation 

of a new animal regulation or the enactment of the already existing one. The 

former Attorney, correspondingly continued as a radio host and kept lobbying for 

animals. He was running as an independent candidate for the state’s congress in 

the elections of June 2015, but was not elected. 

 

14.4.3. Résumé 
The municipal administration did not want to publish the approved animal 

regulation. The position of Animal Attorney was abolished, and also the 

collaboration between the government and ANGOs ceased. However, both the 

former Attorney and Alderman carried on with animal protection activities to 

continue to raise awareness among the citizens and to hopefully achieve a 

regulation. The former Attorney campaigned in the elections of 2015 as an 

independent candidate to run for deputy but was not elected.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

municipal administration, can be observed in Figure 14.2. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Promoters and Opposers. The Promoters continued to 

interact with the local population. 

 

14.5. Analysis of the second municipal administration 
With the new administration, the Alderman and Attorney were removed from their 

functions, but did not stop developing animal awareness activities and pressuring 

the government to publish the animal regulation. 

Figure 14.2 Interaction in the second municipal administration 



Chapter 14                                    Veracruz: Fortin 2nd bottom-up case 

280 

 

The analysis of the process is done according to the interactions between 

the actors who played a direct role in the second failed attempt to publish the 

animal regulation. 

The figure of the Animal Attorney was removed as soon as the new 

municipal administration entered office, the first Alderman was also not part of 

the incoming administration. However, both of them continued to hold specific 

and content driven objectives to try to achieve the publication of the animal 

regulation with the second municipal administration. They became the Promoters 

with positive (high) motivations towards working for animals and to continue to 

lobby for an animal regulation. Their cognitions remained the same as in the 

previous phase, which were supportive with high understanding and openness. 

Nevertheless, their resources were insufficient to gain the interest from the Mayor 

and other municipal authorities in the animal topic. 

The municipal government, who became the Opposers, held global and 

process driven objectives. They were not interested in approving the animal 

regulation that the previous municipal administration had worked on. They had 

low motivations towards animals and for a regulation that could favor them. 

However, they were interested in human health, for which they maintained the 

rabies campaigns as mandatory, but regarding the animal regulation their 

cognitions were unsupportive with low openness to learn from the other actors. 

Given that they had strong power and full control over the municipal 

government, their legal resources were sufficient to stop the animal topic as part 

of the government’s agenda.  

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ was labeled as ‘Obstruction.’ The same as in the previous phase. 

Given the positive motivations of the Promoters but the negative low motivations 

from the Opposers. All the power remained in the hands of the Opposers, which 

reflected power imbalance. The assessment of the policy process in the second 

municipal administration is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 14.4. 

 

14.6. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments  
 

A failure in terms of the publication but mild success in terms of society’s 
awareness 

The result achieved in Fortin can be considered a failure in the sense that 

the regulation did not make it into a formal status. In the state of Veracruz four 

municipalities succeeded in publishing their animal protection regulations from 

2012 to 2014. The two exceptions were Fortin and Cordoba (Chapter 18). 

However, Fortin’s is the first result of the policy diffusion started by Teocelo, 

known as the first anti-bullfight municipality in Mexico. The creation of the Animal 

Regulation of Fortin was enough to position it as the second anti-bullfight 

municipality in the country, regardless of its lack of publication in the State’s 

Official Gazette. 

 Fortin is also the case where a media public figure took the lead to promote 

an animal regulation, unlike the other cases in Veracruz where it is either public 

servants or ANGOs. The radio host’s love for dogs was reflected throughout all the 

process in his positive (high) motivations, supportive cognitions, and high 
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openness. His strategic position offered him ample publicity for the animal topic; 

henceforth, despite the lack of publication of the animal regulation, he still 

received the symbolic title as an Animal Defense and Protection Attorney. Even 

though he did not receive the resources to perform his job, given his interactive 

knowledge to continue to work in the animal topic along with other animal 

advocates.  

 The radio host searched for a strategic person in the government, the first 

Alderman (second in command to the Mayor) who also shared positive (high) 

motivations given his love for animals and who also had supportive cognitions 

given his background as a lawyer.  

Together they worked on the text of the regulation and for a while worked 

with ANGOs. Given their activist heart they also rescued animals and mutually 

helped a dog shelter ran by an elder kind man ‘Mr. Chocolate’, they also 

received the aid from a veterinary school for the neuter and spay campaigns and 

a high school to start an animal census.  

Their resources were sufficient to contribute to the start of the society’s 

attention on the animal topic. The people were making complaints, widely 

participated in animal awareness events, like canine walks, school talks, among 

others. These activities were not seen before the creation of the regulation. 

 The two municipal administrations that were involved in the process of the 

creation of an animal regulation during 2013 up to 2015, were not interested in 

animals. They had strong power to obstruct and stop the process of the creation 

of an animal regulation.  

Despite the disappointing outcome, not everything was negative. The 

Attorney’s and Alderman’s resources still placed animals on the political agenda 

for a while and permanently on the public agenda given that they were able to 

refer to the regulation and develop actions to raise public awareness. This was 

reflected in the citizens’ participation in the animal related events and in the 

animal abuse complaints collected by the Attorney. 

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period  
Given the gained experience, the Attorney ran for deputy on the 2015 state’s 

election, his campaign included animal protection, and even though he did not 

win, he continued to lobby for animals. In 2014 he made a formal complaint 

against the Madam Mayor of Teocelo that allowed bullfights again in the 

municipality (Garcia Elias, 2015a).  

An ANGO in Fortin, OPRA that was created after the formulation of the 

regulation, started to work full time to aid animals. Given that his director is a 

veterinarian, OPRA was also able to help Mr. Chocolate’s refugee.  

By 2020, the animal regulation has still not been published, but the Animal 

State’s Law does mention that any municipality lacking an animal regulation 

should still need to abide to the Law.  

Since its creation OPRA works in favor of animals in the municipality. It has 

over 20,000 followers in their social media and the numbers keep growing. It 

develops awareness activities and offers neuter and spay surgeries. It also keeps 

petitioning every administration (since 2015) for the creation of a municipal 

animal regulation (Castillo, 2020). This justifies to state that the animal topic 

continues to be present in the public eye.  

By 2022 there is a glimmer of hope for Fortin and perhaps for the formulation 

of a new animal regulation, given that the new administration that entered office 
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in January 2022 created a governmental organization called the Coordination for 

Animal Welfare to follow up on animal abuse cases.
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 Table 14.3 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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 Table 14.4 Assessment of the second municipal administration 
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Chapter 15:  The 3rd anti-bullfights regulation in 
Mexico  

15.1. Introduction: The story of Xalapa, the municipality that 
during the 1990s temporarily prohibited bullfights 

 
Interview with one of the Animal Center’s Director, she mentioned she 

preferred to medically aid the animals used for carrying burden and not 

apply the fines to the owners. This, according to her, helped the animal 

welfare topic, since the drivers that received the aid, were later denouncing 

other drivers who had their animals in bad conditions. 

 

This is the story of the third Animal Regulation in the state of Veracruz. Out of the 

six regulations from Veracruz that are part of this study, Xalapa’s was the one that 

had a long history of animal protection. The municipality is home to the oldest 

Animal NGO (ANGO) of the state, it was founded in the 1991, and since then, its 

members started to form a strong united ‘animal activists’ network.’  

Xalapa did not have a bullfighting tradition, and it did not even have a 

bullring. It was the first anti-bullfights municipality in Mexico from 1995 to 2000. 

Nevertheless, this was not publicized and Xalapa was not nationally recognized 

for it. Unlike the municipality of Teocelo that became nationally and 

internationally known as the first anti-bullfight municipality in Mexico in 2012.  

The policy-making process was divided in a historical background phase 

and three policy formulation and implementation phases. The background 

explains the history of how an ‘animal advocacy network’ achieved the ban on 

bullfights in the 1990s for Xalapa. The first phase focuses on the formulation of the 

municipal animal regulation of 2013 and the other two concentrate on its 

implementation. The phases were organized by course-changing events and 

transitions of new municipal administrations. 

Based on the interviews conducted, all the actors involved in the 

background and the three phases had mostly high motivations both towards the 

protection of animals and to reach an outcome; that is the creation of the animal 

regulation and a positive implementation.  

Most of them also had supportive cognitions understanding the process 

which allowed for strategies to favor animals. Like the creation of an Animal 

Council with the participation of governmental actors, veterinarians (vets) and 

ANGOs. The signing of a collaboration between the Animal Center (A-Center) 

and The Donkey Sanctuary, to help the animals used for carrying burden in 

Xalapa and benefit the families that depended on them. The actors’ resources 

were also sufficient for the regulation, though the creation of an Animal Brigade 

had not been possible given the lack of budget. 

Most of the actors involved in the whole policy process were animal 

sympathizers, and most had a background of working in favor of animals. In the 

first stage of the creation, the priority was to create a solid regulation, given that 

the ‘animal activists’ network’ had recently acquired the experience of designing 

the states’ animal law and its regulation.  

In the first implementation stage, the goal was to have a well-equipped A-

Center and enforce the regulation as close to the text as possible and also create 

awareness among the society. In the second implementation stage it was to be 
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sensible to the society’s economic reality and re-adapt the regulation for its 

enforcement.  

In terms of the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ the resulting 

situation was one of ‘Forced cooperation’, indicating a situation where there 

were positive motivations from some of the actors, but negative from the actors 

that were ‘Forced to work’ on the regulation and a dominance of power from 

the positive actors. Once the regulation was created and during the first phase 

of its implementation the ‘likelihood of implementation of the regulation’ is 

determined as ‘Constructive cooperation’, implying all actors were positively 

motivated to contribute to the regulation’s enforcement. 

During the second implementation phase, the municipal government 

appointed two Directors for the Animal Welfare Center (at different times). With 

the 1st Director there was ‘Cooperation’ and with the 2nd Director ‘Active 

cooperation’ with the animal advocates.  

The degree of enforcement of the regulation in Xalapa contributed to a 

successful outcome and reflected a good start in the social change in favor of 

animals, that can be traced back to 1995.  

The network continued to work together and achieved gains in their work 

along with the governmental actors. These include the reformulation of the 

regulation in 2017, the sanctions to the violators and the confiscation of animals 

in 2020. These are proof that the animal topic is still a growing concern in the 

municipality. 

 
Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017i) 

Table 15.1 Dates of the formulation Table 15.2 Dates of the implementation 

Table 15.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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Xalapa is the capital of the state of Veracruz, this position allows the municipality 

to host not only the municipal powers, but it is also home to the state’s 

government. It has a strategic geographical centered location in the state. Its 

economic activities are mostly from the tertiary economy, which means service 

delivery, commercial activity, banking and finances. There is also a large amount 

of agricultural and agroforestry activity. It is a city full of students, cultural and eco-

tourism activities. By 2015, almost 6% of its population lived in extreme poverty 

(CONEVAL, 2015). It is subdivided into 11 localities (Pueblos America, n.d.a) 

 

15.2. Background: the development of animal advocacy network  
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through eight semi-structured in-depth interviews, and eight follow up 

talks with the actors involved through phone calls with the same interviewees. 

whenever the interviewees had other comments or I had further questions on the 

information given, sometimes we would also communicate through Twitter and 

What’s App messages. Lastly, there was a review of online sites and online 

newspapers. 

 

15.2.1. The actors 
The ‘animal activists’ network composed of the first Animal Non-Governmental 

Organization in Xalapa, Friends of Animals (FOA), a former of its members and 

local veterinarian (vet) were key for the first legislation in favor of animals in the 

1990s. 

 

15.2.2. 1995 – 2012 
This case, unlike the other five cases in the state of Veracruz, is unique in the sense 

that the animal topic goes back further than 2012, at the time when the ‘Teocelo 

effect’ took place and started a policy diffusion mechanism in the state and 

nationwide. Due to this characteristic, it is important to highlight a bit of the history 

from the decade of 1990s when an Animal Non-Governmental Organization 

(ANGO) achieved a brief victory by banning bullfights in Xalapa. 

The first-time bullfights were banned in Xalapa was during the municipal 

administration from 1995 to 1996 (Hernandez Vazquez, 2013). The actors 

interviewed affirmed that it was mainly due to the work from the former and 

deceased president of the oldest ANGO in the state, called Friends of Animals 

(FOA). FOA was created in 1990 and became a civil association in 1995.  The 

former president received aid from a team of animal advocates (from now on, 

referred to as the animal activists’ network’ or the network) and from the Mayor 

of the municipal administration from 1994 to 1996.  

The ‘animal activists’ network’ was constituted by the president of Friends 

of Animals (FOA), a former member of that ANGO41, and a local veterinarian who 

would oversee the Animal Center for two municipal administration (from 2010 to 

2013).  

FOA convinced the municipal government to ban bullfights. The ban was 

official for five years, from 1995 to 2000. When the ‘animal activists’ network’ 

achieved the prohibition of bullfights in 1995 a municipal Aldermen’s Act was 

                                                           
41 Since 2013 she has its own ANGO called ARPA Project.  
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enough to make a regulation official. Its publication in the official gazette was not 

necessary. The anti-bullfight’s act was effective for two municipal administrations 

(1995 to 1996 and from 1997 to 2000).  

But in 2001 the Mayor in office derogated the Act (made the act invalid). 

According to some members of the network, the derogation happened because 

by that time (early 2000s) there was no social media to put pressure on the 

government and the animal topic was not of a general interest. Even though 

Xalapa in 2001 once again became a bullfight municipality (due to the 

derogation), no bullfights took place from 2001 to 2012, because according to 

the network these did not represent a cultural practice. 

The network continued to work and achieved the creation of the state’s 

Animal Protection Law in 2010, though the high fines proposed by them were 

lowered by the state’s government in the final document. Also, the abolition of 

certain animal practices they had proposed were rejected by the state’s 

government.  

The network, nonetheless, was pleased that the Law included certain 

animal practices that were labeled as mistreatment, but it excluded cockfights, 

bullfights, animals used in circuses, hunting, feasts and vernacular celebrations 

that used animals as mistreatment. 

The network was also present in the creation of the regulation in 2012, of 

the State’s Animal Law of 2010. In it, they hoped to make the State’s Ministry of 

Environment responsible for the enforcement of the Animal Law. Instead, the 

municipal governments were assigned as the responsible bodies for the creation 

of their own regulations.  

The situation turned out to be convenient for the ‘animal activists’ network’ 

and for some other animal advocates in six municipalities of the state, since they 

were able to abolish the practices mentioned above, which had been excluded 

in the State’s Law from being labeled as animal mistreatment. 

 

15.2.3. Résumé 
Xalapa was officially the first anti-bullfights municipality in Mexico from 1995 to 

2000. The ban was due to the work of an ‘animal activists’ network.’ It was 

constituted by the president of the oldest ANGO of Xalapa, a former member of 

the same ANGO and a local vet.  

Bullfights were once again permitted in 2001. In part, as stated by the 

network because social media was not as an important tool to put pressure on 

the government to work in favor of the animal topic. 

The temporary ban on bullfights was an important steppingstone that kept 

the ‘animal activists’ network’ in close contact with each other. From 2000 to 

2010, they continued to work together. In 2010 the ‘network’ helped in the 

creation of the state’s Animal Law in 2010 and in its regulation in 2012, which was 

the preamble for the creation other regulations in different municipalities. 
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15.3. The creation of an animal protection regulation, becoming 
an antibullfight municipality again  
 

15.3.1. Formulating actors 
The participants from the ‘animal activists’ network’ were the main actors in the 

creation of the regulation due to their vast experience in the animal topic. A 

municipal Alderwoman became also very important given her governmental 

position and interest in animals. A group of legal experts also contributed to write 

the text of the regulation.  

 

15.3.2. March - April 2013 
The ‘animal activists’ network’ was now constituted by the local vet, the former 

member of Friends of Animals (FOA) she had founded another organization 

called ARPA Project and the sister of the former president of FOA. The animal 

network mentioned that Teocelo, formerly known as the first anti-bullfight 

municipality in Mexico and in Veracruz (Chapter 13), was a big influence for 

Xalapa, they had also aided on the creation of Teocelo’s regulation.  

According to the ‘animal activists’ network’, the Regulation for the Welfare 

and Protection of Animals in Xalapa, was a result of more than 20 years of their 

work. They had positive (high) motivations both towards animals and towards the 

creation of legislation that would benefit them. Their experience allowed them to 

have supportive cognitions with high understanding on what to do and high 

openness to continue to learn further.  

They mentioned that in 2013, they saw a window of opportunity to put an 

animal regulation on the political agenda of the municipal government, due 

close collaboration with a municipal Alderwoman. In her view, most of the 

municipal Aldermen were not interested in animal protection. But it was crucial to 

have a coordination between the government and ANGOs to benefit animals. 

She reflected positive (high) motivations towards animals, she mentioned 

she was very fond of them, and was also keen on achieving an animal regulation. 

The network, together with the Alderwoman had sufficient resources to achieve 

their goal and publish the regulation.  

They contacted the municipal legal advisors who aided in the legal terms 

with drafting the regulation. The advisors’ motivations were negative low on 

animal protection but strong in the creation of the regulation due to the orders 

from the Madam Mayor to do so. They had supportive cognitions and sufficient 

resources to aid in the drafting of the document. 

Once the text of the regulation was finished. It was voted and approved 

by the Aldermen on March 27, 2013. The municipality made the payment to the 

State’s Ministry of Government for its publication in the Official Gazette. Xalapa 

then became the third anti-bullfight municipality in the state of Veracruz. The 

regulation was published on April 12 and entered into force on April 15, 2013.  

In the text of the regulation not only bull and cockfights were abolished, 

but also hunting, feasts, vernacular celebrations and circuses that used animals. 

It was also established that an Animal Surveillance Brigade should be created 

(AnimaNaturalis, 2013a). Violation of the rules and animal abuse in general could 

lead to high fines and prison for 36 hours (Leon, 2013). The Madam Mayor 
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announced that the municipal government would build a ‘canine sidewalk’, and 

a pet graveyard.  

The municipality of Xalapa along with Teocelo (Chapter 13)42 and two 

other municipalities, Fortin de las Flores (Chapter 14) and Boca del Rio (Chapter 

16), were awarded by the World Animal Protection NGO on May 2013. This 

organization publicly and internationally applauded the four municipalities by 

giving them a recognition and publicized about them at their webpage. The 

organization affirmed that these municipalities had approved progressive 

regulations for animal protection. Some of the activities the organization praised 

were the abolition of bullfights, cockfights, animals used in religious rituals and 

animals used in circuses. The municipalities also signed the Universal Declaration 

for Animal Welfare to be presented to the UN by the World Animal Protection 

organization (World Animal Protection, 2013).  

 

15.3.3. Résumé 
Due to the ‘Teocelo policy diffusion effect’, Xalapa worked on an animal 

regulation that would also ban bullfights and other animal ‘cruel’ practices. The 

‘animal activists’ network’ plus an Alderwoman, approached the municipality’s 

legal advisors for their counsel. Together, they achieved the publication of the 

municipal animal regulation. Xalapa then became the third municipality in 

Veracruz to abolish bullfights. The World Animal Protection organization 

recognized and awarded Xalapa and three other municipalities for their 

progressive animal regulations. The four municipalities also signed the Universal 

Declaration for Animal Welfare to be presented to the UN. The structure of the 

interaction between the actors involved in the formulation of the regulation, can 

be observed in Figure 15.1.  

15.4. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
Xalapa was the third of the six municipal regulations created in 2013. It officially 

prohibited bullfights and other cruel animal related practices. Of the six cases 

(Chapters 13 to 17), Xalapa consolidated a strong ‘animal activists’ network’ that 

due to its political resources also helped in the creation of Teocelo’s regulation 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation.  

The ‘animal activists’ network’ functioned as the Promoter. They saw a 

window of opportunity to further the animal topic at the municipal level, when an 

animal lover became an Alderwoman. The network had supportive cognitions 

                                                           
42 Teocelo received the recognition in August 2012, and not in May 2013. 

Figure 15.1 Interaction in the formulation process 
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with high understanding on how to proceed to achieve a regulation and high 

openness to learn further, since they had plenty of experience working ‘hands on’ 

with animals and with the government. In their almost 20 years of work, they had 

previously achieved state and municipal legislation in favor of animals.  

They network had scientific knowledge, because of their experience on 

animal management. Also interactive knowledge, due to their collaboration 

strategies with the government.  They had specific and content driven objectives, 

to achieve a regulation that would ban the bullfights. They also had positive (high) 

motivations towards animals and towards creation a new regulation. They had a 

set of sufficient resources. These were legal, due to the state’s law which 

recognized the collaboration with ANGOs, political because of their strategic 

position and confidence gained through their years of work.  

The Alderwoman was also a Promoter, along with the ‘animal activists’ 

network.’ Her love towards animals was reflected in her specific and content 

driven objectives to achieve the creation of a regulation that would favor 

animals. She had positive (high) motivations to put them on the public policy 

matters. She had supportive cognitions with high understanding on how to 

proceed to achieve a regulation and high openness to learn more. She had the 

same set of sufficient resources as the network.  

The legal advisors played the role of the Filter, because they only reflected 

global and process driven objectives, since they were not interested in the 

animals and also not really in the outcome. But more in keeping their job and 

obeying orders from their superior; the Madam Mayor. Their motivations then 

shifted to strong on the creation of the regulation but negative low towards 

animals. Their cognitions were supportive with high understanding on what to do 

to write the regulation. Their legal resources were sufficient to perform their duty 

and drafting the text of the regulation. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Forced cooperation’, because of the positive 

motivations of the formulators (the Promoters), while those from the Filter were 

negative.  

There were sufficient cognitions (information) to know how to act. There 

was a power imbalance given the dominance of the positive actors (the 

Promoters). The approval of the Animal Regulation was a consensus among all 

the actors involved. The assessment of the policy process in the formulation is 

shown at the end of this chapter in Table 15.4. 

 

15.5. Implementation Phase I: collaboration between ANGOs and 
the municipal government 
 

15.5.1 Implementing actors 
The main actors who developed the first activities to try to comply with the 

implementation of the regulation were the ‘animal activists’ network’; which now 

included another ANGO called AnimaNaturalis (Anima), a national organization. 

Anima had representatives in different Mexican states, including Veracruz. The 

‘animal activists’ network’ was part of the Municipal Council for the Protection of 

Animals (A-Council) and the vet from the network was the Director of the Animal 

Health Center (A-Center).  
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15.5.2. April 2013 – January 2014  
The first step to try to enforce the regulation was the creation of the Municipal 

Council for the Protection of Animals (A-Council). It was officially created as 

established in the regulation on May 13, 2013. It was constituted by Xalapa’s 

Madam Mayor, two municipal Aldermen, the municipal Health Coordinator, two 

ANGOs (who were part of the ‘animal activists’ network’), another local ANGO 

and one Syndic. A syndic is a governmental actor, in most cases an attorney, in 

charge of representing the municipal government in judiciary maters.  

The vet who was also the Director of the Animal Health Center (A-Center) 

mentioned that the purpose of the A-Council, was that all the actors together 

could determine the course of action for the citizens’ animal related 

demands/complaints. The A-Council had positive (high) motivations, supportive 

cognitions and sufficient resources during the first phase of the implementation, 

the lack of economic resources did not hinder the actions in favor of animals. 

The main operative body during this first implementation phase would be 

the A-Center. The A-Center’s first action was to conduct an animal census and 

register all local establishments where there were animals, like animal stores, 

research centers at universities and animal shelters. Subsequent steps would 

include, confiscations of animals sold on the streets and enforce the sanctions to 

all violations of the regulation. 

The A-Council was also supposed to work on the creation of the Animal 

Welfare Brigade, which was established as part of their tasks in the regulation. The 

Brigade would include inspectors with the capacity to apply/enforce sanctions. 

However, up to January 2015, the ‘animal activists’ network’ mentioned that the 

Brigade had not been created,43 due to the lack of money. 

The ‘animal activists’ network’ mentioned that they, along with other 

animal advocates, manifested themselves against the creation of the ‘canine 

sidewalk’ and the graveyard proposed by the Madam Mayor. Their argument 

was the high spending it would mean. They mentioned that it would cost 2.5 

million pesos (114,000 euros) which represented a lot of money for the 

municipality.  

For them, the money would be better spent on improving the conditions of 

the A-Center (AnimaNaturalis, 2013b). The municipal government considered the 

activists’ petitions and inaugurated a renewed A-Center on November 18, 2013 

(Gobierno de Xalapa, 2013). 

The A-Center’s purpose was to safeguard cats and dogs, and have a 

surgical area and a barn for equines.  This type of A-Center was only comparable 

with Mexico City’s and other economically strong cities, such as Leon in the state 

of Guanajuato, Guadalajara in the state of Jalisco and Monterrey in the state of 

Nuevo Leon (Gobierno de Xalapa, 2013). The A-Center would offer a 24-hour vet 

service, but according to the ‘animal activists’ network’ this action had not 

happened up to January 2015. 

The A-Center hosted programs such as: observation of aggressive dogs 

(that had bitten), pick up animal corpses from the streets, vaccination, and neuter 

and spay campaigns. The A-Center’s Director mentioned that from 2011 to 2013 

the citizens’ most required program was on the reports and complaints 

concerned with animal mistreatment cases. He mentioned that 50% of those, 

                                                           
43 Until January 2015, only Mexico City had an Animal Brigade. 
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were in relation to the animals’ health. The complaints could not be anonymous, 

since there had to be a person responsible, but they could be confidential.  

The A-Center’s Director mentioned that 80% of the complaints were not 

really about animal mistreatment, but problems among neighbors who wanted 

to use the animals as an excuse to bother their neighbors and had nothing to do 

with animal mistreatment. The remaining 20%, were faults in relation to animal 

welfare omissions, such as dogs on the roofs, shaggy, and the like.  

The A-Center made warning visits. Most of these, generated consciousness 

among the people regarding the situation their animals were facing and turned 

into positive outcomes for the animal’s sake.  

The Director said that there were few exceptions of drastically negative 

cases, where there was a clear intentional wrongdoing to the animal. In those few 

cases, the response from the A-Center was to remove the animals from the 

situation. But that was as far as the A-Center could act during the municipal 

administration from 2010 to 2013, since the enforcement of the regulation was not 

complete. 

The A-Center Director mentioned that despite the lack of a full 

enforcement, there were positive results due to the regulation. For example, the 

A-Center started a collaboration with Donkey Sanctuary International, an 

(inter)national ANGO. This improved the conditions of donkeys and horses used 

for carrying burden in the municipality. The A-Center assigned a full-time 

veterinarian to exclusively look after the working equines.  

The municipal Agency for Public Safety had also been willing to 

collaborate with the A-Center. The Director mentioned that he perceived that at 

least 90% of the people were satisfied with the enforcement of the regulation. 

The representative of the oldest ANGO, Friends of Animals (FOA) reported 

that she did not identify the regulation’s outcomes as positive for Xalapa, “it 

seems worse than before the regulation”, also due to the lack of general 

consciousness among the society towards animals’ needs. FOA’s representative 

said they registered an increase of 25% to 30% of animal mistreatment complaints, 

and that they also simultaneously perceived an increase in the abandonment of 

animals. People at first thought, “since I’m going to get sanctioned then I rather 

get rid of the animal.” For FOA abandoned animals increased 40% in 2013.  

FOA mentioned that nevertheless, the enforcement of the regulation had 

not happened because the A-Center lacked resources to do so. Months after the 

publication of the regulation went by, the citizens knew that they were only going 

to receive advice and warnings from the A-Center.  

For FOA, the citizens who were at first motivated to make the complaints, 

were later discouraged in making new ones. For FOA still the A-Center was 

committed and had the willingness to work; thus there were projects developed 

between the A-Center and the ANGOs, like the one for the horses and the Donkey 

Sanctuary. 

 

15.5.3. Résumé  
To comply with the regulation, the government and ANGOs created a Municipal 

Council for the Protection of Animals. The Animal Brigade was not created due to 

lack of money. The Animal Health Center was renewed and included an area 

and a full-time vet to look after the animals used for carrying burden in the 

municipality. The A-Center made a collaboration agreement with an 

international ANGO called Donkey Sanctuary to care for the horses, donkeys, and 
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mules that the A-Center treated.  

The A-Center’s Director reported that most of the animal mistreatment 

complaints received, were disputes among neighbors. But that nevertheless, the 

people were becoming more aware of the animals’ needs. Despite the lack of 

enforcement of all the regulation there were some actions to favor animals both 

by the government and ANGOs.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the first 

phase of implementation, can be observed in Figure 15.2. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Promoter and Director. The Director interacted with the 

local population. Those that were part of the process but did not participate 

directly in the implementation are identified as other actors.  

15.6. Analysis of the first implementation phase  
During the first months of the implementation of the regulation the governmental 

actors and the ANGOs were enthusiastic and willing to develop actions aligned 

to the regulation’s enforcement. Even though a full enforcement was not a 

possibility, the advocates remained highly motivated and hopeful.   

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the first phase of the implementation. 

The Municipal Council for the Protection of Animals (A-Council) was the 

Promoter. Its actors had specific, and content driven objectives to make the 

regulation work, they held positive (high) motivations. Their cognitions 

complemented each other, since most were knowledgeable in handling animal 

matters; and those that were not, like the Madam Mayor and other municipal 

authorities were open to learn.  

They were all supportive of the animal topics and had high understanding 

on how to proceed to establish the regulation. Together they had cognitive 

scientific and interactive knowledge. The A-Council’s resources can be 

considered almost a complete set of political and legal nature. The only resource 

lacking was the economic. However, their legal and political resources were 

sufficient to get a good start of the implementation of the regulation. 

The Director of the Animal Health Center played the role of the Director. 

He was really the governmental authority to be the ‘hands on’ the animal topic. 

His motivations remained as high as in the previous phase. His experience as a vet 

and in working with, and for the government; allowed him to have supportive 

cognitions with scientific knowledge, high understanding on what to do and high 

openness.  

Figure 15.2 Interaction in the first phase of the implementation 
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He also had interactive knowledge given the relationship with the other 

actors, mostly ANGOs. His governmental position attributed him legal resources; 

these were also sufficient for him to start implementing the regulation.  

The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Constructive cooperation’ since the motivations 

of the Promoter were positive and those from the Director were most of the time 

positive. There were sufficient cognitions (information) to know how to act. There 

was balance of power among the Director and the Promoter. This type of 

cooperation positively contributed to the objectives of all the actors involved. The 

assessment of the policy process in the first phase of the implementation is shown 

at the end of this chapter in Table 15.5. 

 

15.7. Implementation, the second municipal administration: a 
continuation of the enforcement of the regulation 
 

15.7.1 Implementing actors 
The Municipal Council for the Protection of Animals stopped meeting. The A-

Center and some ANGOs were involved in trying to enforce the regulation. 

 

15.7.2. January 2014 – January 2016 
Once the new municipal administration entered office, a new Director was 

assigned for the A-Center. She was a lawyer and an animal activist. She liked 

animals since she was a little girl, but decided to study law instead of becoming 

a veterinarian because she disliked vivisections (experiments performed on live 

animals).  

She had positive (high) motivations to work in favor of animals. She 

mentioned that she had been a legal advisor to the former Director who was the 

‘animal activists’ network’ vet. Therefore, she said, she was knowledgeable of 

what should be done in legal terms to enforce the regulation, which reflected her 

supportive cognitions. 

In terms of resources, the Director mentioned that the A-Center had 

sufficient to work for the implementation. The municipal government financially 

provided for the A-Center, the State’s Ministry of Health aided with the vaccines 

and drugs. And few animal activists also collaborated with her.  

She mentioned that one of the vets who had previously worked at the A-

Center and an independent animal advocate (not part of any ANGO) used to 

buy the meds needed for the chemotherapy (given to animals that had cancer). 

But since January 2015 she was able to convince the municipal government to 

pay for the supplies. She would often insist to be able to get help for other costly 

surgeries or special needs that the animals required. 

Most of the personnel working in the A-Center belonged to the Workers’ 

Union. But their work according to the Director had been helpful. Unlike in some 

of the cases in the state of Puebla (Chapters 4 to 10); where the Union’s workers 

were often sent to the A-Centers as a ‘punishment’ for their bad performance in 

other governmental areas.  

Whenever the A-Center’s Director had problems with the Union’s workers, 

she was able to ask the municipal government to place them in another area. 
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For her, one of the requirements for the A-Center workers was that they had to 

like animals. 

The main obstruction in the implementation of the regulation according to 

the ‘animal activists’ network’ and the A-Center’s Director, was the 

confrontations between the ANGOs and independent animal advocates, some 

verbal and even some physical. This situation of power struggle between ANGOs 

was also observed in Fortin (Chapter 14).  

The ‘animal activists’ network’ reported that in the last meeting of the A-

Council, several advocates started physically chasing after each other due to 

disagreements on activities such as ‘putting animals to sleep’ (euthanasia) and 

collecting animals from the streets. FOA, the network and the Director of the A-

Center affirmed that the arrival to Xalapa of an animal activist from a nearby 

municipality negatively divided the work of the advocates. 

The network mentioned that problems within the ANGOs were evident 

since the beginning of the new municipal administration in January 2014. Some 

were in favor of keeping the previous vet (part of the ‘animal activists’ network’) 

as the Director of the A-Center. Others were in favor of appointing a new Director, 

and others were just not happy with either of the decisions taken. The municipal 

government rapidly perceived the divisions, and the A-Council meetings ceased. 

The proposal from the ‘animal activists’ network’ was to create a new A-

Council, integrated by scholars, a lawyer, two veterinarians and an ethologist 

(animal behavior specialist), and to exclude all ANGOs. However, by 2015 the 

Council was inexistent. The network mentioned that the willingness of the A-

Center to work with ANGOs substantially decreased.  

The Director from the A-Center mentioned that in matters of animal 

mistreatment complaints, her perception was that they received a lot of them, 

though she did not have statistical records. In her point of view at least 20% were 

not really of animal mistreatment. The neighbors were complaining about each 

other and used the animals as an excuse. This perception varied from the previous 

Director, who mentioned that in his point of view, 80% of the reports were merely 

problems among neighbors.  

For the Director and one of the A-Center’s operators, the citizens disagreed 

no matter what, whether the A-Center enforced the regulation or if it did not do 

so. However, the Director considered that by 2015, the people were more aware 

of what animal mistreatment entailed, which was reflected by the type of 

complaints. The Center started to receive complaints from people worried about 

the general welfare of animals and not just of severe cases of abuse. 

Complaints were received via phone, twitter or the people could go 

directly to the A-Center. The A-Center developed a format that citizens had to fill 

out. The format included the contact details of the person who was allegedly 

performing the wrongdoing to the animal. But the data of the people making the 

complaint was kept confidential. Afterwards, either the Director or one of the four 

inspectors from the A-Center visited the address where the violation supposedly 

occurred, and if the A-Center workers considered it necessary, then they would 

call the Police to accompany them.  

The A-Center personnel would assess if the animal needed to be taken 

away. If the fault could be corrected, then the A-Center’s workers would leave a 

notice at the address. A maximum of three notices were left. If there was no 

response from the offender by then, the A-Center would impose a fine. The fees 

from the fines, were paid directly at the A-Center, unlike in all the municipalities in 
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the state of Puebla (Chapters 4 to 10), where these were collected by the 

municipal government.  

When the faults were too severe and assessed as felonies (registered in the 

State’s Penal Code), then these would be of concern to the Public Attorney 

(governmental body that has the task to look after the citizens’ social interests 

and to prosecute the crime).44 The Director mentioned that she aided the citizens 

who had made the complaints to properly start the process at the Public 

Attorney’s office. If fines were imposed to the violators, then these should be paid 

in the Municipal Treasury and no longer at the A-Center.  

The Director said that sometimes she was ordered by the municipal 

government to give the animals back to the houses where they suffered 

mistreatment, because the wrong doers had a close relationship to people 

working within the municipal administration.  

Fines had not been fully implemented as established in the regulation 

because they were, in the Director’s point of view, too high for the general 

economy of the citizens from Xalapa. Predominantly this holds for the fines related 

to animals used for carrying burden.  

The owners were commonly very poor or at least low-income families. 

Hence, she took the decision to lower the fines depending on the socio-economic 

appearance of the offenders. The Director sent a proposal to the municipal 

government to consider lowering the fines and to adapt the regulation to the 

State’s Penal Code.  

She mentioned that horses, donkeys and mules were taken care of in the 

A-Center and that this is an activity that is uncommon for the A-Centers in other 

municipalities in Veracruz and in general in the country. She said it is an innovative 

and necessary task. In most cases, she preferred to medically aid the animals and 

not apply the fines to the owners. This, according to her, helped the animal 

welfare topic, since the drivers that received the aid, were later denouncing other 

drivers who had their animals in bad conditions. 

The Director specified that the A-Center worked two shifts, from 8 am to 2 

pm and from 2 pm to 8 pm. This is uncommon in the rest of the cases of the state 

of Puebla (Chapters 4 to 10) and in the state Veracruz (Chapters 13, 14 and 16 to 

18), since they only had one working shift. Xalapa’s Animal Center had four 

inspectors to attain the complaints, two worked in the morning shift and two in 

the afternoon and on the weekends. However, the Director mentioned that there 

was a lack of human resources and vehicles to make all the inspections, due to 

the high number of complaints received.  

The ANGOs ARPA and AnimaNaturalis mentioned that due to the lack of 

resources from the A-Center to be able to attend all the complaints, the animal 

activists were still organizing themselves to take away mistreated and neglected 

companion animals from the places where they were in danger. According to 

them, this should no longer be happening, due of the existence of the regulation 

since this task falls into the A-Center’s responsibility. But they had to look after the 

animals’ sake.  

Both ARPA and AnimaNaturalis mentioned that other ANGOs criticized the 

A-Center because they knew that only few complaints were addressed. The 

complaints, according to them were difficult to track, because unlike in the past 

administrations from 2010 to 2013 and from 2014 to 2015 no complaint number 

                                                           
44 The original name in Spanish is ministerio público 
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was issued, hence they could not double check which complaints were being 

handled and which were not. 

The A-Center Director indicated that the advertising of the regulation was 

left to the ANGOs as well as the education activities. For herm, also the neuter 

and spay campaigns continued to be the main objective of the local ANGOs. 

She mentioned that the A-Center had not been able to make an animal census, 

including the stray population, since the project was rejected by some ANGOs. 

This turned into a social media problem and was therefore abandoned. Up to 

2015, it was still one of the Director’s priorities, because the census would indicate 

the number of stray animals that should be trapped, neutered, or spayed and 

released. Out of 10 reports from animals that had bitten, eight were strays.  

Up to 2015, the A-Center did not euthanize animals, not even those 

considered as ‘aggressive’, unlike in the cases of Puebla (Chapters 4 to 10). The 

animals according to the Director, were rehabilitated and later put for adoption. 

The adoption process consisted of an interview with the person or family 

interested. If the candidates were considered eligible, then they were allowed to 

visit the dogs and cats in the A-Center. They were asked to leave their contact 

details and take the animal home. Visits to the adopting families were only done 

when the A-Centers’ Animal Unit (the A-Center’s vehicle) had reports to attend 

around the area where the adopted animal lived.  

By January 2015, the ‘animal activists’ network’ and FOA perceived that 

most citizens were still not aware of the existence of the regulation, due to a 

deficiency in the advertising and the constant criticism in the social media from 

other ANGOs regarding the work of the people in the A-Center.  

The vet from the network and former Director of the A-Center mentioned 

that because the municipal administration is renewed every three years, they, as 

animal activists can never be sure of what the incoming governments will allow 

them to perform in animal matters. The issue of lack of continuity in the 

administrations is further explained in Chapter 20. 

In June 2015, the municipal government decided to remove the Director, 

under the argument that there was a lag in the A-Center. The lawyer was 

substituted by a vet with a PhD on animal studies. The A-Center received a ‘make 

over’, it was re-painted and the 20 animal kennels were renewed (Lezama Palma, 

2015). The ‘animal activists’ network’ applauded the decision and would refer to 

the Director with the nickname of Dr. Dogs because in Spanish it rhymed with his 

actual name and his genuine interest on animals, he then had both positive (high) 

motivations and supportive cognitions. In August 2015, he mentioned that the A-

Center had registered 100 horses and that he would start with a media promotion 

campaign on social networks, radio and T.V. to publicize the regulation and the 

A-Center’s work. 

In an interview with one of the local newspapers in January 2016, the 

Director mentioned that animal mistreatment complaints had not decreased. He 

registered a total of 1,300 during 2015, and during the first days of 2016, he had 73 

cases, which meant that in average he registered 100 cases per month.  

He stated that complaints were about animals living in filthy conditions or 

on the rooftops, others of animals completely abandoned inside the houses 

because their families had moved and abandoned them. There were other cases 

of severe animal mistreatment. In 2015, two people were under investigation by 

the Public Attorney and one in January 2016. 
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15.7.3. Résumé 
The municipal government appointed a new Director for the A-Center, she was 

a lawyer and an animal activist. The municipal government, the state’s Health 

Ministry and some ANGOs provided the resources for the A-Center to work. The 

main obstacles for correctly implementing the regulation were the constant 

confrontations among ANGOs, to the point that the A-Council stopped meeting. 

The A-Center Director said that at least 20% of the animal mistreatment 

complaints were really problems among neighbors that used animals as an 

excuse.  

She considered that nevertheless, people were more aware about animal 

mistreatment. When the animals were mistreated they would be removed from 

their houses. In some cases, the A-Center would leave up to three warnings in the 

hope that citizens would correct their actions. If the wrong doing was not 

corrected, then the A-Center would impose fines. When the cases were severe, 

as stated in the State’s Penal Code, then they were turned to the Public Attorney.  

The Director would assess the economic status of the offenders and would 

lower the fines if they appeared to be of low income; which was the case of most 

of the owners of equines used for carrying burden. This action created trust 

among animal drivers and sometimes they would collaborate with the Director 

by reporting other mistreated horses, mules and donkeys.  

The A-Center worked two shifts, one in the morning and one in the 

afternoon. This was uncommon in the rest of the A-Centers in Veracruz (Chapters 

13, 14 and 16 to 18) and in Puebla (Chapters 4 to 10), since they only had one 

shift.  

Due to the questionable credibility of the work of the A-Center, the 

municipal government appointed a new Director, he was a vet with a PhD on 

animal studies. The ANGOs welcomed the decision. The A-Center was renewed, 

and the Dr. started to work rapidly by registering animals and in promoting the 

regulation on social networks and other media. 

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

municipal administration, can be observed in Figure 15.3. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Directors. The Director of the Animal Health Center had 

interaction with the local population. Those that were part of the process but did 

not participate directly in the implementation are identified as other actors. 

 
 

Figure 15.3 Interaction in the second phase of the implementation 
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15.8. Analysis of the second implementation phase 
During the second phase of the implementation, the differences among the 

animal advocates hindered their collaboration with the municipal government 

and the A-Center. Two different yet efficient Directors were assigned to work at 

the A-Center. The Center worked two shifts which made it unique among all the 

cases in Veracruz (Chapters 13, 14 and 16 to 18), and those in Puebla (Chapters 

4 to 10). The A-Center was also different since it looked after equines used for 

carrying burden. Though the animal mistreatment fines were difficult to execute, 

dialogue and raising awareness among the wrongdoers turned out to be 

efficient.  

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the second phase of the 

implementation of the regulation. 

The municipal administration that entered office in 2014 appointed a new 

Director of the Animal Health Center (A-Center). She played the role of Director 

(as explained in the theoretical framework for this study in Chapter 2). She faced 

both support and opposition from the ANGOs and independent advocates.  

However, her motivations were both positive (high) in terms of looking after 

the protection of animals and on an adequate implementation of the regulation. 

She had specific and content driven objectives to enforce the regulation as best 

as possible. 

Due to her background as a lawyer, she had supportive cognitions of 

cognitive scientific knowledge, and though she understood the animal topic and 

what to do for the implementation; she was cautious about collaborating with 

the ANGOs. Due to the contradictions and fights she perceived among them.  

In her point of view this damaged the image and work of the A-Center. In 

terms of the implementation of the regulation, though she was very interested in 

implementing it, she perceived that some fines were too high, and specially could 

affect the income of the already poor people who owned animals used for 

carrying burden. Therefore, she decided to help negotiate with them and help 

them, which turned to be positive for the animal owners and for the welfare of 

animals. The Director’s legal resources were sufficient to enforce the regulation. 

The ANGOs, specially ARPA and AnimaNaturalis that had been very active 

in the previous phases, decided to take a less prominent role at this stage; mostly 

due to the afore mentioned conflicts between the ANGOs. But they were still 

interested in the regulation’s original goal, to aid social change in favor of 

animals. They decided to act more business as usual, helping animals the way 

they had been doing it even before the regulation. 

They played the role of an Enabler and held positive (high) motivations 

towards looking for the protection of animals, but less (medium) in relation to the 

implementation of the regulation. Their cognitions also diminished in comparison 

to the previous phases, though these were still supportive, they held medium 

understanding on what to do for the implementation of the regulation as such, 

given the lack of collaboration with the Director and medium openness.  

Their resources were temporarily insufficient to actively contribute to the 

implementation of the regulation, and the resources from other actors, in this case 

other ANGOs and the A-Center itself, were sufficient to temporarily hinder their 

original intended action (to see the full implementation of the regulation). 

However, they maintained their strategic position in terms of influence given their 

acquired experience, approval, and position among the rest of the advocates.  
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Their motivations, cognitions and resources shifted back again to positive 

(high), supportive and sufficient once the municipal administration appointed a 

new Director for the A-Center. He was open to fully collaborate with them again. 

He also played the role of the Director as stipulated in the theoretical 

framework of this study. His high educational background was uncommon for an 

A-Center director, he was a vet, but also held a PhD in animal behavior that 

allowed him to have positive (high) motivations towards animal welfare and 

towards making the regulation work.  

He had specific and content driven objectives to successfully implement 

the regulation. He clearly had supportive cognitions with high understanding on 

what to do and high openness. His background allowed him to have strong 

scientific knowledge and also interactive knowledge since he was willing to work 

with the ANGOs, who widely welcomed his position. He had a complete set of 

sufficient resources. He had the legal resource as appointed in the regulation, 

political, and he had access to economic resources to work with, since for 

instance as soon as he entered functions, the A-Center was renewed.  

The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ during the first stage of the second municipal administration can be 

labeled as ‘Cooperation’ with the 1st A-Center’s Director. Since any degree of 

enforcement of the regulation contributed positively to the objectives of the A-

Center and ANGOs, they both held positive motivations. The Director’s cognitions 

were sufficient to reach a degree of implementation of the regulation. 

When the 2nd Director of the A-Center was appointed, there was a strong 

collaboration between him and the ANGOs and the interaction turned into 

‘Active cooperation.’ The 2nd Director also had sufficient information for and 

adequate application of the regulation.  

There was balance of power among the Directors and the animal 

advocates. The assessment of the policy process in the second phase of the 

implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 15.6.  

 

15.9. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments 
A strong ‘animal activists’ network’ 
The overall good result achieved in Xalapa for the animal protection from 2010 to 

2016 was a logical outcome for the municipality. The oldest ANGO of the state 

and a strong united ‘animal activists’ network’, worked to achieve important 

steps for animal legislation.  

They reflected not only, the perhaps obvious positive (high) motivations 

towards the protection and welfare of animals. But also understood that their 

activities needed a legal background to stand on and back up their ‘hands on’ 

daily job. They developed positive frames of reference, information and 

knowledge. They held supportive cognitions with high understanding on what to 

do and openness to collaborate closely with the government to achieve the 

legislation and regulations needed. The network’s resources were most of the time 

sufficient to achieve their intended goals. 
There was a bit of a setback in the motivations and cognitions on the part 

of the ANGOs for a brief period, due to disagreements among them. During this 

time the A-Center temporarily stopped their collaboration with them. 

Nonetheless, the A-Center kept working to try to achieve a sensible 
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implementation of the regulation. The cooperation between the ANGOs and the 

A-Center was retaken under the new Director in 2015.  

The new Director was well-respected by the ANGOs due to his positive 

(high) motivations and supportive cognitions on what to do and scientific 

knowledge of animals, given that he was a vet who also had a PhD on the topic. 

This type of Director is uncommon, because most A-Center directors in all of the 

cases from the state of Veracruz (Chapters 13, 14 and 16 to 1) and Puebla 

(Chapters 4 to10) did not have a graduate education. The resources available to 

him were also sufficient to continue making a change in favor of animals in the 

municipality. 

 The policy formulation and implementation of the municipal Animal 

Protection Regulation for Xalapa was an overall successful interplay between the 

actors and among the society that received the Regulation in an overall positive 

way.  

 Like the other regulations in Veracruz, Xalapa’s regulation was also not fully 

implemented. However, there were significant and optimistic steps towards re-

shaping the approach from the citizens concerning animals. There was a ban on 

bull and cockfights, on animals used in religious festivities and those used in 

circuses.  
 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period 
The ‘animal activists’ network’ had been working since the 1990s and continued 

to work in conjunction with the government to shape social change in Xalapa. A 

reformed animal regulation was published in 2017 and the A-Center received 

another ‘make over’ in 2018 (Cervantes Aguilar, 2018).  

 The ANGOs continued to work in favor of the animals, though they 

recognized that many times the legislation is not properly enforced (Riveros, 2019). 

However, social change takes time, and although it might be slow, it is still 

happening. The sanctions to the violators and confiscations of animals that 

started in 2013, continued to happen all the way to 2020 (Xeu, 2020); which proves 

that Xalapa, is a municipality that is generating awareness and social change in 

favor of animals. 
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  Table 15.4 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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Table 15.5 Assessment of the policy process in the first phase of implementation 
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 Table 15.6 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation 
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Chapter 16:  The 4th anti-bullfights Regulation in 
Mexico  

16.1. Introduction: The story of Boca del Rio, the strict abolition 
of animal-pulled carts. 

 
Interview with the Alderman from the Ecology and Environment 

Commission “The animal cause is more of a political nature rather 

than about providing more economic resources to enforce it, 

although economic resources are also important.” 

 
This is the story of the fourth Animal Regulation in the state of Veracruz. Out of the 

six regulations from Veracruz that are part of this study, Boca’s was the most 

accepted by the different groups in the society and the most well legally 

grounded. The policy-making process was divided in four phases, two in the 

formulation phase and two in the implementation phase. The phases were 

organized by course-changing events and transitions of new municipal 

administrations.  

Based on the interviews conducted, all the actors involved in the four 

phases had positive (high) motivations both towards the protection of animals 

and to reach an outcome; that is the creation of the animal regulation and a 

positive implementation. They also had supportive cognitions and high openness 

to learn further which allowed for strategies to favor animals like the creation of 

a body of voluntary inspectors for private home visits. However, most of the actors 

at the implementation phases claimed to have sufficient but medium or 

insufficient resources,45 which hindered full implementation. For example, they 

lacked money to create proper institutions like an animal brigade or free 

veterinary services for the Animal NGOs (ANGOs). 

The actors involved in both the creation and implementation were not only 

animal sympathizers, but also had a background of working in favor of animals. 

In the first stages of the formulation, the priority was to create a legally strong 

regulation.  

In the implementation stage, it was to create awareness among both the 

government and the society and to enforce the regulation the best as possible, 

despite the lack of some essential resources. This was reflected for example in the 

collection of expensive fines. Even though these fines did not count toward the 

budgets of animal protection governmental bodies, they reflected a positive 

outcome for society’s awareness in relation to the consequences people could 

face when animal mistreatment happened.  

In terms of the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ the resulting 

situation was mostly one of ‘Active cooperation’, indicating a situation of positive 

cooperation between all actors involved. Once the regulation was created and 

during the first implementation phases, the situation can be labeled as ‘Learning 

towards a constructive cooperation’, implying that the actors, though highly 

motivated, where learning while doing on how to best implement the regulation 

despite the limited resources. 

                                                           
45 Even though fines were collected, they did not influence the availability of resources because 

they did not count toward the budgets of animal protection governmental bodies.  
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The outcome reflected a good start for the social change in favor of 

animals. In fact, one of the actors involved in the creation of the regulation of 

Boca was called to aid in the creation of the fifth animal regulation in the 

neighbor municipality of Veracruz. The good relationship among animal 

advocates that belonged to the government and the society, allowed for good 

communication between the implementers of both municipalities, Boca and 

Veracruz. By 2020, the government has continued to impose fines and close 

down places that violate the regulation. Animal advocates continue to work in 

their municipality and collaborate with others state-wide.  

 
Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017j) 

 

Boca is one of the most important municipalities of the state of Veracruz due to 

its natural tourist attractions like sunny beaches, five-star resorts, restaurants, 

nightclubs and shopping malls. According to the municipal government in the 

administration of 2013, Boca became not only the state’s main financial, 

commercial and touristic center, but also the main municipality from the Gulf of 

Mexico. Its central activities are agriculture, livestock, fishing, industry and 

commerce. It is divided in 14 localities (Pueblos America, n.d.). By 2010, less than 

5% of its population lived in extreme poverty. 

  

Table 16.1 Dates of the formulation Table 16.2 Dates of the implementation 

Table 16.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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16.2. Preamble of the regulation: the creation of a Citizens’ 
Council for the Care and Welfare for Animals  
The information on the creation and implementation of the Regulation was 

collected through six semi-structured in-depth interviews, one filled questionnaire, 

six follow up talks through phone calls with the same interviewees. After the 

interviews and phone calls, whenever the interviewees had other comments or I 

had further questions on the information given, we exchanged follow-up 

message through Twitter or What’s App messages.  There were also Twitter and 

What’s App messages with the interviewees. Lastly, there was a review of online 

sites and online newspapers.  

 

16.2.1. The actors 
The Alderwoman from the Health and Public Assistance, Ornaments, Parks, 

Gardens and Lighting Commission (Health Alderwoman) was tasked with the 

promotion of neuter and spay campaigns for dogs and cats in the municipality. 

The Alderman from the Ecology and Environment Commission (Environment 

Alderman) viewed the old animal regulation as incomplete and hence wrote the 

text of the new animal regulation.  

 

16.2.2. October - November 2012 
The ‘Teocelo policy diffusion effect’ made an influence in other municipal 

authorities and ANGOs, which started to place animals on the political agenda 

of their own municipalities. Due to the work of neuter and spay campaigns of the 

Health Alderwoman she believed in creating a Regulation to favor animals. She 

showed positive (high) motivation to work in favor of animals and to achieve 

governmental strategies for them. For her, “the way we evolve in the treatment 

towards animals we would also do so as a society. It is a social demand as well, 

but it is a topic left aside that has not received the required importance by other 

[governmental] bodies.” 

 She had a close relationship with the ANGOs of the municipality and stated 

that “public officials are the reflexes of the social demands; a social program 

would not be effective without the support and participation from citizens.” 

Therefore, she decided to pursue the creation of the Citizens’ Council for the Care 

and Welfare for Animals (Animal Council). Part of her daily job involved the 

supervision of the vaccination, neuter and spay campaigns. This allowed her to 

have supportive cognitions and sufficient resources for the creation of the 

Council.  

 The Animal Council’s task was to provide a formal governmental body to 

receive all the complaints and demands from the society regarding the lack of 

animal welfare in Boca del Rio. Its first goal was to write the municipality’s first 

Animal Protection Regulation (Gonzalez, 2012). Once the Regulation was created 

part of its objectives would be the surveillance and the enforcement of the 

Regulation (Al Calor Politico, 2012).  

 In 2008 some rules regarding animals had been incorporated into a 

regulation called Regulation of Environmental and Animal Species Protection 

(AVC, 2012). However, as mentioned by the Environment Alderman it was not 

specific for the protection of animals, consequently it was broad and lacked a 

governmental body appointed to deal with the animal issue. For instance, in 
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relation to animals sold on the streets, it was not clear whether the surveillance 

was the responsibility of the Ecology or of the Commerce Department. These legal 

gaps prevented authorities from acting correctly. 

 This void opened the possibility for the creation of an animal regulation for 

the first time in the municipality. In the new regulation, specific authorities and 

other non-governmental actors with clear responsibilities would be assigned, and 

therefore make the regulation more efficient.  

 The Environment Alderman was actively involved in the writing of the new 

Animal Regulation. His interest in the creation lied in his empathy towards animals 

since he was a little boy, he was educated to have respect for nature and 

animals. This was reflected in his positive (high) motivations to work in their favor 

as he went on to become a biologist. He also worked as a federal deputy from 

2000 to 2003 and proposed a Federal Animal Welfare Law. This allowed him to 

understand the legal background reflected in his supportive cognitions which 

benefited the creation process. 

 The Mayor and the Aldermen gathered to create the Municipal Citizens’ 

Council for the Care and Welfare for Animals (Animal Council) in November 2012 

(Moron, n.d.). Its members were the Mayor, some municipal Aldermen, state 

authorities, universities, veterinarians (vets), ANGOs and independent (not 

belonging to an ANGO) animal advocates (Consejo Proteccion Animal de Boca 

del Rio, 2013). 

 

16.2.3 Résumé 
The municipality of Teocelo and its policy diffusion effect triggered a positive 

impact in other municipalities that started to work on their own animal regulations. 

Boca had an environmental regulation which included animals, it was created in 

2008. But it was ambiguous and obsolete in terms of who should enforce it. The 

Health Alderwoman had to supervise the neuter and spay campaigns and had a 

good relationship with all the municipal ANGOs. This allowed her to convince the 

Mayor and Aldermen to create a Municipal Animal Council.  

 The Animal Council’s goal was to provide a formal governmental body to 

receive all the citizens’ complaints and demands related to animals. The Animal 

Council would also write the municipality’s Animal Protection Regulation. The 

Environment Alderman had previous experience in writing legislation at the 

federal level and he was the one who started to write the regulation.  

 The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the 

preamble of the formulation of the regulation can be seen in Figure 16.1. Those 

that were part of the process but did not participate directly are identified as 

other actors. 
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16.3. Analysis of the preamble of the regulation 
Of the six cases (Chapters 13 to 18), Boca was the only to have an Animal Council 

prior to the creation of the Animal Regulation. One of the Council’s goals was to 

create a strong legally grounded regulation for the benefit of animals. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the preamble of the formulation of the 

regulation.  

The Health Alderwoman acted as the Promoter with specific and content 

driven objectives, since she wanted to create the Animal Council. She had 

positive (high) motivations to work in favor of animals. She had supportive 

cognitions with high understanding on which actions to follow and high openness. 

She had general knowledge on animal management as she had worked in the 

overpopulation management of dogs and cats.  

Due to her strategic position, she also had interactive knowledge among 

the government and between the ANGOs. Her job within the government 

allowed her to have legal and political resources. Her leadership among the 

municipal government and the good relationship with the ANGOs made her have 

political resources. Her resources were sufficient to achieve the Animal Council 

and start working in the regulation.  

The Environment Alderman was the main actor in the writing and the 

creation of the Animal Regulation, hence he acted as the Director. He had 

specific and content driven objectives to create a strong animal regulation. He 

had positive (high) motivations to work in favor of animals due to his background, 

even before he was involved in the government.  

He also had supportive cognitions because of his high understanding on 

what to do and his high openness. His interest and vast knowledge in the animal 

topic provided him with scientific knowledge, he was considered the most 

prepared and professional actor even among the ANGOs this was reflected in his 

interactive knowledge. His education and known advocacy work allowed him to 

have legal and political resources. His resources were sufficient to write the 

regulation. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ process was labeled as ‘Active cooperation’ because the motivations 

of the formulator, that is the Promoter were positive, as well as those from Director. 

There were sufficient cognitions (information) to know how to act. There was an 

equal balance of power between the Promoter and Director. The actors shared 

Figure 16.1 Interaction in the preamble of the formulation 
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a common goal. They had the same outcome in mind and worked together to 

achieve it. The assessment of the policy process in the beginning of the 

formulation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 16.4.  
 

16.4. The creation of an animal protection regulation, the 
effective collaboration among all actors  
 
16.4.1. Formulating actors 
The main actor in the creation of the Animal Regulation was the Environment 

Alderman due to his legal expertise. The Health Alderwoman played an important 

role in collecting the ideas from the members of the Animal Council. The ANGOs 

were also actively involved in the process and worked in collaboration with the 

Aldermen.  

 

16.4.2. November 2012 – April 2013 
Once the Animal Council was founded, diverse governmental and non-

governmental actors were able to share their ideas to the Health Alderwoman 

and Environment Alderman, since the Regulation was mostly their responsibility. 

One of the local ANGOs called Dog Organization (DOG) mentioned that they 

and their animal-friendly peers felt like they were heard by the authorities. DOG 

mentioned that both the Aldermen recognized that ANGOs were the ones that 

faced the problem of animals in the municipality every day.  

The Aldermen also considered the input from the Legal Department of the 

state’s Ministry of the Environment of Veracruz (SEDEMA), the federal Ministry of 

the Environment (SEMARNAT), the municipal Department of Commerce, and from 

the local Veterinarian School. 

The Alderwoman worked closely with the Veterinarian School students due 

to her daily job in the vaccine, neuter and spay campaigns. However, some dogs 

died during the surgeries. Because they were only students (from sophomores to 

seniors) they did not have all the practice and knowledge. This situation turned 

into a media scandal; they were accused of bad practice. The Veterinarian 

School thus stopped its participation in the Animal Council. The municipal 

government then decided to collaborate with experienced vets from the 

Municipal Health Department. 

The Aldermen and DOG mentioned that all the actors involved in the 

process for the creation of the Regulation were pro-active; consequently, the 

creation process was good. The mood in the meetings was one of commitment 

to the animal cause. They recognized that it was because all were in favor of the 

animal cause and were willing to work and reach a positive outcome.  

The Alderman noticed that even though all actors were positively 

motivated, most had a lack of legal knowledge. Therefore, he said he was 

assigned to write the text of the Regulation due to his legal expertise. The ANGOs 

fully trusted the Alderman and he had a strategic position in the municipal 

government; hence his resources were sufficient to openly work on the creation 

of the Regulation.  

Both Aldermen assured that the Animal Council was a body where the 

demands and proposals from the society were heard, including those of the 

private sector. This resulted in a Regulation with 224 articles. While working on the 
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text, they wondered how people would react, including the rest of the Aldermen, 

the Mayor and even the state’s government. But to their surprise no negative 

responses happened. 

The ANGOs involved in the Animal Council and in the process of the 

creation of the Animal Regulation, had positive (high) motivations to achieve 

strong protection for animals, since all of them were volunteers for aiding animals 

in the municipality. However, like in the previous cases, the ANGOs did not have 

most of the resources needed to achieve all their demands.  

In Boca, according to some of the ANGOs, like DOG, Be a Dog-father 

(BDOG) and the Defense for Animals (DA) many of the ANGOs wanted to go 

beyond what was established in the Regulation at the end (Osorio, 2013a). For 

example, ANGOs mentioned that they would have liked to include a full stop on 

animal breeding and include the protection of animals used for meat.  

But they knew that authorities could not go above and beyond what was 

established in the state and federal laws. In that sense they had supportive 

cognitions which allowed them to negotiate realistically, and were happy with 

the outcome. The work from the ANGOs in Boca focused mostly on companion 

animals, despite their interest in all types. They collaborated with the Environment 

Alderman who tried to include all types of animals in the Regulation. 

DOG was satisfied with the ‘no kill’ policy for dogs and cats that was 

included in the Regulation. Instead, animals should be neutered and spayed. It 

was also prohibited to “donate” animals to the Animal Health Center to put them 

down (euthanasia); a practice which was widespread in many other 

municipalities in Mexico, including those in Puebla that are part of this study 

(Chapters 4 to 10). Euthanasia was a practice allowed by the Humanitarian 

Sacrifice Norm 033 ZOO of 1995 (which was the valid norm when Boca’s 

Regulation was created). The challenge in Boca according to DOG remained 

how to pick up strays, since the municipality did not have an Animal Health 

Center up until mid-June 2015.  

For animals used in experiments, the Environment Alderman retook 

elements he had proposed in the General Animal Welfare Law, when he was a 

federal deputy (which was not published). In Boca’s Regulation, he suggested 

the creation of the Bioethics and Animal Welfare Committees. He prohibited 

experiments on animals for commercial and cosmetic uses. The only experiments 

allowed were those related to innovative health benefits for humans and animals. 

Those would always have to be performed under strict requirements. This meant 

the eradication of animal experiments in basic education schools (elementary 

and junior high). If defied, school authorities would face double the sanctions 

than the ones that citizens had to face. 

The Health Alderwoman said that one of the topics which caused difficulty 

to reach a consensus, were the bullfights because they were viewed as an 

activity that part of society approved and another disapproved. The other 

difficulty were the horses used for pulling carts, as these represented the 

economic means for some people, but that caused animal pain and suffering. 

The Environment Alderman assured that, unlike in neighboring municipality 

Veracruz (Chapter 17), the animal-pulled carts in Boca were not a common 

practice.  

Unfortunately, this meant that the carts were allowed to cross over to Boca.  

This situation posed an impediment when trying to apply the fines. The citizens 
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from Boca would report the carts. By the time the inspection was conducted, the 

carts had already moved back to Veracruz, out of Boca’s jurisdiction.  

From the Alderwoman’s perspective, the biggest challenge for the 

Regulation were the monetary sanctions and fines, since the Regulation’s goal 

was not to take animals away from their homes, or to make people pay excessive 

fines. Instead, her hope was to trigger a culture where animals were respected.  

According to the Aldermen all the governmental levels showed a positive 

interest, commitment, and contribution with the society’s demands and in the 

development of the Regulation. They faced no opposition from the state 

government.  

The Environment Alderman mentioned that “the problem is that in Mexico 

[as a country] there are very bad legislators.” Therefore, he was concerned in 

providing a strong legal support to make a sturdy Regulation, as he knew that at 

some point it might face opposition due to the prohibitions of ‘common’ 

mistreatment practices like animals used in religious festivities.  

If he had not created a strong legally grounded Animal Regulation for 

Boca, it would have been probable to override it via another law. He had to make 

it stand on its own. In his point of view, the Regulation in Boca was the best legally 

written and complete among all the six progressive animal Regulations from the 

municipalities in the state of Veracruz.  

For example, in Boca’s Regulation, bullfights and animals used in 

entertainment were banned by two ways. First in the Animal Protection Regulation 

and through the Public Entertainment Regulation. Hence, if somebody wanted to 

object to any of those practices via the State Law (which allowed both the 

bullfights and animals in entertainment), then the authorities in Boca could 

challenge the lawsuit in two ways. First through the Animal Protection Regulation 

and second, through the Public Entertainment Regulation, which corresponds 

exclusively to the municipality.  

The Animal Regulation considered a “ban on bullfights, cockfights, 

dogfights, circuses, zoos, animal street sales and it searches for a responsible pet 

ownership.” It had economic sanctions of up to 30 thousand pesos [463 minimum 

wages]. Fines ranged from 10 up to 500 minimum wages, and the possibility of 36 

hours of imprisonment for animal abuse (Maldonado, 2014).  

Like in most cases of the state of Veracruz, Boca’s Regulation had the 

consent of all of the municipal authorities involved and was unanimously 

approved by the Mayor and all the Aldermen on April 15, 2013, (Flores, 2013).  

The process for its enactment, however, was complicated and 

bureaucratic. The Environment Alderman said, “it is difficult to understand why for 

the publication in the Official Gazette, a payment of almost 40,000 pesos [around 

2,300 euros] needs to be done, since it is from one governmental department to 

another.” Once the municipality had covered the publication fee, it was still a 

long process, since the Official Gazette had other Regulations in queue. Boca’s 

government had to negotiate for its quick publication.  

The Environment Alderman mentioned that “Boca was working on the 

Regulation even before Xalapa [the state’s capital and third anti-bullfight 

municipality – Chapter 15], though in Boca, the publication was delayed. And 

Boca was able to positively influence Veracruz”, which would publish its 

Regulation right after Boca’s.  

 

16.4.3. Résumé 
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The Animal Council was open to receive input from the federal, state, municipal 

authorities and ANGOs. All the actors involved in the Council were willing to work 

in favor of the animals and, unlike in other cases of Veracruz, there were no 

Ppposers, because the Animal Council ended up being conformed by good-will 

members, who were open and interested in the animal topic.  

The Environment Alderman was the main actor in writing the text of the 

Animal Regulation due to his legal expertise. The ANGOs mentioned that they 

would have liked to go beyond to protect animals in the Regulation, to look for 

stricter measures; yet they recognized that the municipal authorities could not go 

above other state and federal laws.  

The Animal Council faced a few challenges in topics like bullfights and 

animal pulled carts; however, the actors were overall content with the final text 

of the Regulation. The outcome was a detailed, well-legally grounded Animal 

Regulation for all types of animals (not only companion) in the municipality.  

The Aldermen wondered how other authorities and the public would 

perceive the Regulation. To their surprise they received a positive response. The 

only temporary obstacle was the publication fee and the long wait to publish the 

Regulation in the State’s Official Gazette. The structure of the interaction between 

the actors involved in the formulation of the regulation, can be observed in Figure 

16.2  

 

16.5. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation  
The case of Boca was the fourth of the six municipal regulations created in 2013 

in the state of Veracruz to officially prohibit bullfights and other cruel animal 

related practices. Of the six cases (Chapters 13 to 17), Boca’s was created under 

well legally grounded articles given the legal experience of the Environment 

Alderman who wrote the Regulation.   

The analysis of the process is done according to the interactions between 

the actors who played a direct role in the formulation process. 

The Health Alderwoman played an important role in collecting the ideas 

from the members of the Animal Council, she was the Promoter as in the previous 

phase in the process of the creation of the Animal Council. She had specific and 

content driven objectives to achieve an inclusive Council where everybody 

could be heard and be able to negotiate to achieve an Animal Regulation. She 

held positive (high) motivations as in the previous phase with supportive 

cognitions, given her both high understanding and high openness during the 

formulation process. She had the same type and amount legal and political 

resources as in the last phase, which turned out to be sufficient to reach the 

outcome of an inclusive Regulation. 

Figure 16.2 Interaction in the formulation process 
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The Environment Alderman was the main actor in the creation of the 

Animal Regulation and continued to play the role of the Director. As in the 

previous phase he had the same specific and content driven objectives and 

positive (high) motivations. High to achieve a well-legally grounded Regulation 

that could not be easily invalidated. He also had supportive cognitions due to his 

high understanding on which actions to perform and high openness with scientific 

and interactive knowledge. His legal expertise and strategic position among the 

ANGOs allowed him to have legal and political resources. These turned out to be 

sufficient to achieve a legally strong regulation for all types of animals in the 

municipality. 

The ANGOs were Directors and had specific and content driven objectives 

to achieve a Regulation where animals could be well protected. They had 

positive (high) motivations, their cognitions were supportive with high 

understanding on what to do and high openness. They had interactive 

knowledge as they played an important role in the Animal Council. They had 

legal resources due to their experience in everyday life dealing with the animal 

issue. Their resources were sufficient to achieve most of their petitions in the Animal 

Regulation.  

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ can be labeled the same as in the previous phase, an ‘Active 

cooperation’ since the motivations of the formulators (all as part of the Animal 

Council), that is the Promoter and the Directors were positive. There were sufficient 

cognitions (information) to know how to act. There was an equal balance of 

power between the Promoter and Directors. The approval of the Animal 

Regulation was a consensus among all of the actors involved. The assessment of 

the policy process in the formulation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 

16.5. 

 

16.6. Implementation Phase I: There was a will, but lack of 
resources 
 

16.6.1 Implementing actors 
The municipal Departments of Civil Protection, Commerce and Environment were 

in charge of the enforcement of the Regulation, at times they received help from 

the Municipal Police. The Departments worked closely with the Health 

Alderwoman and the Environment Alderman. The ANGOs also played an 

important role in enforcing the Regulation. 

 

16.6.2. April – December 2013 
Since all the municipal Aldermen voted in favor of the Regulation on April 15, 2013, 

the Alderwoman worked closely with the Environment Coordination, the 

municipal Commerce Department, and the Municipal Police to attend the 

reports on the street sales of puppies. The complaints regarding animal 

mistreatment and abandoned animals were monitored and supervised, though 

she mentioned that fines were not collected.  

 Once the Regulation entered into force on July 12, 2013, the Environment 

Alderman observed the lack of legal knowledge of the implementers. Even the 

ANGOs and the rest of the Aldermen did not know how to use the new legal 
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instrument. Despite this lack of knowledge, he mentioned that there had been a 

considerable improvement in citizens’ awareness. “Animals sold on the streets 

had substantially decreased by September 2013 (up to 80%), [however] nearby 

municipalities faced an increase in that problematic, because they lack a 

Regulation as such, […] it is a long educational process.”  

 The number of complaints collected remained the same as before the 

enactment of the Regulation, but after, there was more organization and clarity 

on who these should be directed to. For the government, he said, it also started 

to be clearer how to address such complaints. The municipal authorities and 

ANGOs who were involved in the Regulation began to change their activities 

according to the Regulation’s requirements.  

 He mentioned that the issuing of entertainment permits ceased given that 

all animal entertainment shows required an authorization permit. Due to the 

Regulation, the municipal authorities became aware of the effects if they 

authorized the animal shows, so no one did. Hence, the Regulation had positive 

effects.  

 The Environment Alderman said, “a lot of people used to attend those 

shows, but in matters of public safety if something happened then whoever 

provided the permit would be held accountable.” Consequently, the Regulation 

was a good pressure strategy and made it easier to strictly follow the rules and 

procedures. In April 2013, the Beijing Chinese Circus was allowed to show in Boca 

but without animals (Garcia, 2013). An ambulatory dolphinarium was no longer 

allowed to enter the municipality.  

  The Animal Council tried to publicize and inform society about the 

Regulation for a proper coexistence among humans and animals. According to 

the Health Alderwoman, all the interest groups were participating in the vigilance 

and enforcement of the Regulation. There was an “excellent communication 

among the ANGOs and from the ANGOs with the society. It was a good working 

team, there was mutual support for the animal rescues, kibble collection and 

adoption events.” 

 By 2013 the municipal government assigned an Environment Coordination, 

which oversaw the execution of the complaints, notifications, animal-rescues, the 

imposition and collection of animal mistreatment fines. The Coordination was also 

working on the creation of an alternate Commission for the Protection and Animal 

Welfare. The idea was for the new Commission for Animals to become the only 

government institution to look after animals. It would be responsible for providing 

animal health and supervise the Regulation’s enforcement. It was going to be 

assigned a specific budget, but until the end of the administration in 2013 it was 

not consolidated.  

 The public had different means for making the complaints, through the 

social media or by phone calls, both allowed in the Regulation. The two Aldermen 

and the ANGO DOG confirmed that the Regulation faced few social media 

complaints against it, since most of the citizens were in favor of it. The few 

complaints were from people who enjoyed bullfights, animal street vendors and 

cockfights organizers. But according to both Aldermen, nothing major happened 

that would halt the enforcement of the Regulation. The Health Alderwoman 

remained optimistic as she that society was very cooperative, that the municipal 

authorities had appropriately verified the mistreatment cases and had publicized 

them in the local newspapers and social media.  

 DOG mentioned that in their point of view, many of the complaints did not 
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have responses due to the lack of resources to follow up on them. DOG received 

10 to 15 daily reports, but they could not tend to all since supervising them 

required monetary resources (for instance to pay for gas to travel where the cases 

were happening).  

 DOG said that many were disputes between neighbors (as mentioned in 

the previous three cases Chapters 13 to 15) “but they still had to act in favor of 

the animals that were in the middle, and most of the times in a really bad 

condition. […] [ANGOs] did not receive any funding from the government [to 

attend the reports].”  

 The Environment Alderman mentioned that in the Regulation it was 

established that there could be state programs to aid organizations including 

ANGOs that were legally constituted, since their work helped in matters of public 

health and avoided zoonosis. The state should see it as an investment, but until 

the end of the municipal administration in December 2013, the authorities had 

not provided any financial resources for the ANGOs, also not enough resources 

to fully enforce the Regulation. The Alderman mentioned “at some point this will 

change, when the government realizes the importance of the animal 

sympathizers and [the number] of votes they could represent.” 

 The Environment Alderman affirmed that authorities could not break into 

houses. They could only impose fines because animals were still considered as 

property. If animal mistreatment would be established in the state’s Penal Code, 

by the State’s Congress46;  then they could enter homes with a penal order.  

 In case of flagrant offense, even without an order. But as long as animal 

abuse or infringement of the animal protection legislation was not included in the 

Penal Code, then the only legal resource the municipal authorities had was the 

Animal Regulation. The regulation only allowed ‘home visits’ to enter the houses. 

But this strategy so far had only been used by the municipal Department of 

Finance. The rest of the authorities hesitated to use it. Including the animal 

inspectors, because it meant going into private property and they did not want 

to risk doing something that could get them sued. 

 DOG mentioned that for them and for all the animal activists, not having 

an Animal Health Center (A-Center) put them under a lot of pressure since they 

had no place to take the rescued animals for medical revisions. The A-Center 

from the neighboring municipality of Veracruz was always full.  

 DOG said it was a pity that the municipal governments did not assign a 

budget for animal policies. In the case of Boca, the lack of financial resources, by 

the end of 2013, had impeded the creation of the Animal Brigade, which was 

established in the Regulation. They also lacked qualified and appointed 

government officials. The Brigade would have meant getting the Police involved 

in matters of vigilance and inspection. As the Police already patrolled the city; it 

would have been less difficult to identify animal mistreatment cases. There was 

also a lack of cooperation from the municipal Department of Public Safety. But 

the Environment Alderman stated that “everything is part of a process where the 

society will get involved step by step.” For DOG, this meant that the topic did not 

yet receive the importance needed. 

 The lack of sufficient governmental resources to enforce the Regulation 

was seen by the ANGOs as a governmental contradiction. DOG said that this lack 

of resources was because it affected the economy of certain sectors and the 

personal preferences of some of the state’s authorities, which favored bullfighting. 

                                                           
46 Composed by 80 deputies. 
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As a result, the state government had not provided enough resources for the 

Regulation’s enforcement. However, part of the objective was fulfilled since Boca 

was making progress on the animal welfare topic.  

 DOG said that people were more aware, they did not like animal 

mistreatment. Proof of this were the four, and later six municipalities with similar 

progressive Regulations, which happened one after another. The six municipalities 

were pioneers. They created a national policy diffusion effect that kept going and 

going up to 2014 that later continued, though at a slower pace (see Chapters 1, 

3, 12 and 20).  

 In the state of Veracruz from 2014 to 2019 only seven more municipalities 

published an animal protection regulation (e-consulta, 2019). In contrast, during 

the peak of policy diffusion effect, from 2013 to 2014, six municipalities worked on 

their regulations. And it all started with Teocelo, according to the Environment 

Alderman, Boca, being an important economic municipality in Veracruz, made 

an impact on the rest of the municipalities that followed Boca’s Regulation.  

 Nearby municipalities approached Boca to ask for the text of the 

Regulation so they could use it as a guide. However, despite this interest, it was 

only Veracruz (Chapter 17) that committed itself to the topic and reached an 

Animal Regulation right after Boca’s. The Alderman stated that more than a 

Regulation, Boca’s “represented a public policy, it is very ambitious and requires 

public money assignment.” Also, that a formal education campaign in the 

schools and a non-formal education campaign through the media were 

necessary, but these two were seen more as long run strategies. Thus, the 

Regulation faced a challenge to be correctly enforced.  

 However, the Alderman did not believe the Regulation would be 

withdrawn by the following administrations. In fact, by 2020, one of the well-known 

pet stores was officially closed by the authorities due to animal mistreatment in 

accordance with the Regulation (PMA, 2020). He emphasized that in the 

formulation of the regulation, they really focused in making ANGOs part of the 

process of implementation. It was important to give them the elements as 

vigilantes to continually pressure the government.  

 ANGOs were conscious of their task. DOG said they will always be there to 

attempt to avoid any steps backwards. “If necessary [ANGOs] must insist and 

pressure the authorities.” The Alderman said that for Boca the possibility of 

changing the Regulation would always be present, mostly when economic 

interests came into play.  

 His previous experience as a federal deputy had taught him that even 

enacted laws were later modified. Therefore, there is the necessity, as also stated 

by the ANGOs, of watching over the Regulation’s enforcement. He stated that 

the animal topic, is one of those that seem very hard to stop or push back, since 

it is related to rights, although animal rights are not recognized as such. The 

gained progressive Regulations are part of a movement that is hard to ignore. 

 For the Health Alderwoman, the most important action to achieve animal 

protection would be to create awareness among citizens. The goal is not to be 

collecting fines or forfeit animals. These activities happened because they were 

necessary. Despite the fines, people kept having their animals in bad conditions, 

hence the importance of changing awareness.  

In October 2013, the Alderwoman mentioned that the municipal 

administration wanted to sign an agreement with the federal Navy Police and 

the state’s Ministry of Public Safety since people did not respect the actions from 
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the three municipal Departments of Civil Protection, Commerce and 

Environment, which oversaw the enforcement of the Regulation. “At the moment 

when the municipal authorities find a person selling animals on the streets or any 

other illegal action, the Inspectors give a warning or even apply the fines but 

people relapse” (Osorio, 2013b).  

With the proposed agreement, the workers from the state’s departments 

could approach the offenders and more likely be able to enforce the Regulation 

due to the higher authority they represent in comparison to municipal authorities. 

The citizens might feel more inclined to obey and not relapse. But the agreement 

was not signed by the time the municipal administration ceased functions in 

December 2013. 

However, important steps took place from July to December 2013. There 

were more than 70 reports regarding animal mistreatment, abandonment and 

animal pulled-carts (Flores, 2013). The municipal government had imposed 40 

sanctions up to September 2013, these translated into fines that varied from 10 to 

500 minimum wages (from 36 up to 1,800 euros). The most onerous fine that also 

led to the temporary closing, was for a bar that illegally hosted a cockfight for the 

Mexican Independence Day on September 15, 2013 and remained closed until it 

paid the fine (Toriz, 2013).  

For the Environment Alderman, the animal topic in a country like Mexico, 

with so many other problems; is still regarded as secondary. Nevertheless, it is 

gaining territory and growing attention among the public and government’s 

interest. Both Aldermen have noticed its importance; predominantly because of 

the society’s demands as widely shown in the social media. The Environment 

Alderman mentioned that “the animal cause is more of a political nature rather 

than about providing more economic resources to enforce it, although economic 

resources are also important.” The Aldermen and DOG were hopeful that while 

citizens kept being interested and worried about the care of animal species there 

would be no possibility of failure. 

 

16.6.3. Résumé 
Despite the motivation of the actors who were involved in the Regulation and in 

the Animal Council, there was some lack of cognitions and resources, lack of 

more knowledge on how to act and lack of money to create all the new actions 

to favor a full implementation.  

The authorities and ANGOs did not completely understand the process for 

enforcing the Regulation. However, the Aldermen and ANGOs saw ‘the 

beginning of a shift’ in the society and with authorities working in favor of animals. 

The Environment Alderman stated that if animal mistreatment was considered in 

the state’s Penal Code, it would give the authorities the means to act and to be 

able to enter the houses and prevent abuse. Some sanctions were imposed, and 

fines were collected, including the temporary closing of a bar that hosted an 

illegal cockfight. No more animal shows were allowed, including one that used 

dolphins.  

Some neighbor municipalities approached Boca to ask for help in the 

writing of their own animal regulations, including Veracruz explained in Chapter 

17. 

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the first 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 16.3. Those that played 

a direct role are labeled as Directors, part of the Animal Council. The Directors 
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interacted with the local population. Those that were part of the process but did 

not participate directly in the formulation are identified as other actors. 

 

16.7. Analysis of the first implementation phase  
Boca’s first phase of implementation was successful despite the lack of full 

enforcement of the regulation. But the actors remained hopeful and working hard 

to achieve the best results possible with the resources available. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the first phase of the 

implementation. 

The Health Alderwoman and the ANGOs continued to play an important 

role within the Animal Council. The Alderwoman worked together with the 

Environment Coordination and the Department of Commerce; they sometimes 

received the aid from the Municipal Police. In this first implementation phase, she 

became a Director, she kept her specific and content driven objectives to try to 

properly enforce the Regulation.  

She held positive (high) motivations as in the previous two phases during 

the creation of the Animal Council and the formulation of the Regulation. She 

held supportive cognitions, though with medium understanding on what to do, 

but high openness to learn. She still had interactive knowledge given the good 

relationship with the other actors. She had the same type and amount of legal 

and political resources as in the previous two phases, these turned out to be 

sufficient to have successful first steps in the enforcement of the Regulation. 

The Environment Alderman also remained as the Director and worked in 

close contact with the Alderwoman and ANGOs. As in the previous phase, he 

kept his specific and content driven objectives and positive (high) motivations to 

guide in the correct enforcement of the Regulation. He had supportive cognitions 

as well as high understanding on what to do and high openness as in the previous 

phase.  

He had scientific knowledge. His background allowed him to be the only 

actor to fully know how to implement the regulation. Given his good relationship 

in the Animal Council, he kept his interactive knowledge. He still had legal and 

political resources that were sufficient to try to implement the Regulation in the 

first stage.  

Figure 16.3 Interaction in the first phase of the implementation 
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The ANGOs remained as Directors and showed the same specific and 

content driven objectives to achieve the enforcement of the Regulation and the 

welfare and protection of animals. They had positive (high) motivations, their 

cognitions were supportive though with medium understanding on what to do, 

but high openness to learn, mostly guided by the Alderman.  

The lack of some essential monetary resources to pay for gas to do all the 

visits. And in their point of view more participation from the government, hindered 

the correct implementation of the Regulation and made them feel they could 

not respond to all the citizens’ reports. Their resources were then insufficient.  

The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Learning towards a constructive cooperation’ 

since the motivations of the implementers, the Directors, were positive, their 

cognitions were supportive to start the implementation.  

Even though the Health Alderwoman did not fully understand the actions 

to perform, she was open to learn. The Alderman was the only actor to fully 

understand what to do. There was some lack of resources, like money for instance 

to create a Commission for Animals. That would have become the government 

institution to deal with the animal topic in the municipality.  

The ANGOs had not received a budget (though it was established in the 

regulation, that those ANGOs that were legally constituted could receive a 

budget for their work). The ANGOs then had to put money out of their own 

pockets, for instance for gas, to go supervise the animal complaints they received 

through the social media. 

The willingness to act from other government institutions that could aid in 

the implementation, were positive, that is from the Environment Coordination and 

the Department of Commerce, but neutral from the Municipal Police. 

Implementation of the regulation did take place and the citizens were positive 

towards it.  

However, its original intended objectives were not fully achieved. But 

learning among the actors was taking place. Learning could lead to constructive 

cooperation. However, money (resources) could be an issue they would still need 

to resolve to achieve a better implementation. There was a balance of power 

among the Directors. The assessment of the policy process in the first phase of the 

implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 16.6. 

 

16.8. Implementation, the second municipal administration: 
continuity of commitment despite lack of resources 
 

16.8.1. Implementing actors 
The Director of the Environment and Animal Protection Coordination, the Animal 

Brigade, and the ANGOs DOG and TH were the main actors in trying to enforce 

the Regulation. 

 

16.8.2. January 2014 – June 2015 
A Director was assigned for the Environment and Animal Protection Coordination, 

which was the main body to look after the enforcement of the Regulation. He 

participated as an animal advocate (in the previous municipal administration 

2011 - 2013); and was one of the supporters of the creation of the Regulation. He 
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attended protest-marches and sit-ins. His activist background was reflected in his 

positive (high) motivations to work in favor of animals. For him, the protection of 

animals “is a topic of conviction and personal values. It is about recognizing that 

both humans and animals due to our nervous system, we are both able to 

experience fear and pain. We suffer in the same way and that engenders rights 

that should be respected; without being radical.”  

 He mentioned that Boca was the spearhead for other nearby 

municipalities; mostly for Veracruz (Chapter 17). Since the Regulation was of 

recent creation, the authorities were still learning how to enforce it. For instance, 

the Public Attorney argued that they had more important topics to deal with, than 

those of animal mistreatment. Nonetheless, the Director held supportive 

cognitions, which allowed him to look for sufficient resources to enforce the 

regulation as accurately as possible in relation to the legal document. 

 However, he had medium openness since he was not willing to negotiate 

with the possible offenders. His priority was to favor the animals as it was written in 

the regulation. He was not working alone and had a team of four volunteers with 

the symbolic title as Inspectors (they were not provided any resources nor were 

part of the government). They were animal activists, members of local ANGOs. 

Hence, they had positive (high) motivations to protect the animals and to help in 

the correct enforcement of the regulation. Along with the Director, they also had 

supportive cognitions. However, they had insufficient resources to perform their 

tasks. 

 The Director said that before they were appointed as Inspectors (and were 

only activists), they were not able to enforce the Regulation, but after their 

appointment they had better chances at doing so. The Inspectors were trained 

by the Director on how to rescue mistreated animals. They constituted a small 

voluntary Animal Brigade (A-Brigade). In the Director’s point of view, although the 

Citizens’ Animal Council ceased to exist when the previous administration ended. 

The A-Brigade acted in its place; its members were also part of the previous 

Animal Council. 

 The A-Brigade had a private Facebook group. In it, the legal forms to follow 

up on the cases were available, these were then filled after each inspection and 

uploaded for all the A-Brigade members to see. The Director and Inspectors had 

constant communication with each other also through What’s App. If a dog was 

for example in danger in a garage, they could even ask for the support of the 

Navy Police (Osorio, 2013b). The Inspectors could then enter the homes and act 

according to the Animal Regulation and the state’s Penal Code, which included 

animal mistreatment from June 2014 onwards.  

 The Inspectors tried to persuade the families that it would cost them less to 

surrender the animal; then no fine would be enforced. The Director affirmed that 

the Brigade acted according to the Animal Regulation. They collected animals 

from private homes, left notifications, and turned the information to the Public 

Attorney or to the corresponding authorities and waited for the people to attend 

to the subpoena. If people did not show up to the appointments, then the A-

Brigade would do a second visit, where witnesses were assigned. Offenders could 

appeal and retrieve their animals within a 10-day period. If they did not object or 

fulfill the procedure, that is either pay the fine or obey what was established by 

the government, they would not get their animals back and instead the animals 

were put up for adoption. 

 To make a report or a complaint, the citizens phoned or visited the office 
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of the Director. Up to January 2015, the Coordination received between five to 

seven daily reports. Most were related to an animal being tied up with rope or 

living in bad conditions, some were disputes between neighbors who used the 

animals as an excuse (as it happened during the previous administration and in 

the previous cases of the state Veracruz, which are part of this study).  

 The Director affirmed that the society was also concerned and reported 

animal-pulled carts. But at times it was hard to catch them, since the carts had 

driven away by the time the Inspectors, or the Director could attend to verify. Due 

to the Regulation, the carts in the urban area were prohibited, but the 

municipality still had around five to six. The problem as stated by the Director and 

the previous Environment Alderman (who wrote the Regulation) was the 

geographical closeness to the municipality of Veracruz (Chapter 17). Veracruz 

had around 80 animal-pulled carts and these crossed over to Boca. 

 In January 2015, while making an interview with the Director, a woman and 

her uncle stepped into the Director’s office. They wanted to collect the mistreated 

mare that had been confiscated from them. The mare’s owners would ‘rent’ her 

to other people who used her to pull carts. The Director stated that the sanction-

fee they had to cover was of 2,000 pesos (118 Euros) which can meant a lot of 

money for a poor family, given that the daily minimum wage in 2015 was of less 

than 70 pesos. The fine translated into the income of a month.  The Director 

mentioned that his Coordination was able to sanction people who owned horses, 

cows, mares, donkeys, etc. in bad conditions, thanks to the Animal Regulation, 

they had the legal support.  

 He said he was firm in the confiscation of animals, very inflexible and 

determinate. At times, the Department of Commerce would approach him and 

tell him to be more flexible. His reply was always the same, that he was going to 

enforce the Regulation, and that he will not allow animal-pulled carts or 

cockfights. Like it had happened in 2013 when a local bar was sanctioned for 

hosting illegal cockfights (Zavaleta, 2014).  

 In September 2014, when the multinational retail chain, Wal-Mart permitted 

an illegal cockfight inside one of its establishments in Boca. It became a media 

scandal since the beer company that promoted the fight posted the images on 

their social media. This alerted animal sympathizers and a local ANGO. The 

Commerce and Environment Departments were both involved in the case and 

enforced the Animal Regulation (Apro, 2014). The store was then sanctioned with 

200,000 pesos (11,765 euros) in accordance with the Regulation (Apro, 2014).  

 The Director was working to replace the animal-pulled carts, and at some 

point wanted to provide the families with tricycles. That would allow them to work 

in the urban area of the municipality. In the rural areas, animal carts were allowed, 

as long as the animals were not hurt or mistreated (Maldonado, 2014). But 90% of 

these animals were severely ill (Plumas libres, 2014). 

 The Director mentioned that he was aware of most of the drivers but not of 

the owners. One of the Inspectors, member of one of the local ANGOs called 

Temporary Homes (TH), mentioned that the municipal administration held a 

meeting with the people working with animal-pulled carts. In it, they showed them 

a presentation of a substitution program (from animals to tricycles). But until the 

end of June of 2015, the program had not materialized.  

 Since animal pulled-carts’ drivers were aware that these were prohibited in 

the urban areas, they would take other roads but did not cease to work. TH 

approached one of the workers, he mentioned that he was only the driver, but 
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that his boss owned at least 20 other horses that were used to pull the carts. 

 TH was another local ANGO that had positive (high) motivations to care for 

animals and help in the enforcement of the regulation and also tried to make 

people aware of its existence. TH had ample animal experience and supportive 

cognitions, but in terms of resources, these were not sufficient as they were not 

easily accessible to achieve their goals. 

 The Director wanted to increase the fines established in the Animal 

Regulation. “These have to be higher in order to make people really realized their 

wrongdoing.” One of the veterinarians from Boca along with TH, mentioned that 

there was a need for more publicity of the Regulation to make people aware of 

its existence. From July 2013 to June 2015, TH received from 10 to 15 mistreatment 

cases every week that could have easily received monetary sanctions (L. 

Morales, 2013). But the Regulation was not enforced, because not only citizens 

were not aware of its existence, but neither the authorities.  

 The Police had not been willing to help the A-Brigade, in part was because 

they did not know how to proceed. Nevertheless, for TH, just the fact that people 

were making the complaints meant that they were becoming more aware of 

what mistreatment entails.  

 TH declared that the A-Brigade Inspectors divided their work by 

geographical zones. But they did not have the capacity to attend to all the 

complaints, on the one hand because they were very few and on the other, they 

were not allowed to impose the sanctions themselves. As the Regulation stated, 

sanctions fell under the authorities’ responsibilities, but as voluntary Inspectors they 

had no legal recognition, and they were not part of the government.  

 They could only leave notifications and warnings. TH said that in very few 

occasions the Director intervened. When people dialed 066 (the local 

emergency number) to make an animal related report, “for instance to pick up 

a dog, citizens are provided with the phone number of an animal shelter of a 

neighboring municipality.” This shelter had more than 400 dogs and faced severe 

problems to properly care for them (Davila, 2014). TH then had to face the 

problem, since people would then turn to them. TH explained to the society how 

to act according to the Animal Regulation and that ‘to abandon’ dogs in an 

already struggling animal shelter is not animal protection, “but that it is also not 

the [ANGOs] responsibility, but everyone’s.”  

 TH mentioned that the A-Brigade did not receive any resources from the 

municipality, except the occasional help from the Firefighters’ Department. It was 

only to rescue animals in open spaces that were difficult to reach, like in gullies. 

They emphasized that they did not receive help from the Police.  

 On many occasions they had to go to dangerous neighborhoods, so the 

Inspector(s) assigned to that area had to organize themselves with the Inspectors 

of other areas to be able to go together for protection. When the Inspectors 

rescued animals, they had to pay for the animals’ medical treatment, their stay 

at animal clinics or shelters, or search for temporary homes. They sometimes 

crossed over to the Animal Health Center of Veracruz (the closest neighbor 

municipality Chapter 17). In it, they received free medical attention or sometimes 

they only had to buy the medical supplies. 

 TH stated that by mid-June 2015 the A-Brigade temporarily stopped 

volunteering because “it was not a successful project and not enough members 

were left to operate as Inspectors.” It was a well-intended project, but it lacked 

organization and resources. At the end the ANGOs ended up paying for the 
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rescues out of their own pocket.  

 The inspections and rescues required resources, clear objectives, and a 

place for the rescued animals. “Willingness is not the only thing needed”, as 

Inspectors, they had to provide all the budget to make the inspection rounds 

without any funding from the municipality, “not even for copies of the files. A 

single inspection from the offender’s house to the Director’s office and back to 

the inspectors’ homes could cost up to 300 pesos47 (18 euros).” TH commented 

that they did not understand why the Animal Regulation was not fully enforced, 

since the resources could be obtained from the sanctions, and these can later be 

used to benefit animals.  

 TH recognized the Director’s eagerness, but since he was the only authority 

in charge of receiving and supervising every single report, he himself could not 

attend all the inspections and confiscations. The lack of response earned the 

distrust and criticism from other animal advocates and the public became 

skeptical.  

 In TH’s experience, some reports were never given the correct follow up or 

the sanction. There were cases when TH had to supervise and make visits to the 

offenders’ houses up to three times. By the third time, people felt they were just 

getting mere warnings, but nothing was really going to happen to them, and 

therefore they did not change their behavior, or the animals’ living conditions. A 

similar situation would happen with animal street vendors. They were only asked 

to stop selling, but no confiscation ever happened. The vendors only moved to 

new selling points.  

 The lack of enforcement of the Regulation created a lot of criticism for the 

Inspectors and ANGOs in the social media. People felt discouraged to make 

further reports. DOG and TH said that the ANGOs were left with the problem that 

authorities should have provided a solution for. Even when citizens approached 

the Inspectors for orientation, it was difficult for them to answer, since they knew 

the Regulation was not being enforced. 

 TH therefore started to give talks to kindergarten and college students. They 

had also printed (with their own resources) several flyers which contained what 

they considered were the key points of the Regulation. They informed the people 

where to go to make a formal complaint. TH had “become aware that making 

animal rescues is not the way, and although it hurts, you can only do so much.”  

 Every two weeks, they would stand outside the parish church to talk to 

people about different animal protection topics. They also had periodical 

interviews to publicize the Regulation, spots and commercials sponsored by 

different local printed and online media, radio stations and television networks.  

 The municipal government provided free temporary places where ANGOs 

could host animal events (Arcos, 2015a). They were temporary because the 

government argued that they had no further resources available for the ANGOs. 

By June 2015, TH had not received the government’s aid to make the neuter and 

spay campaigns as established in the Regulation. They had therefore decided to 

host private campaigns with local veterinarians.  

 For TH, though there had been positive changes; some local veterinarians, 

were willing to work with them and with other ANGOs. Others were no longer 

cutting dogs’ ears and tails for aesthetic purposes. These actions had also helped 

the citizens’ understanding in animal protection. 

                                                           
47 300 pesos (roughly 18 euros) is just above four times the minimum daily wage in the state of 

Veracruz. 
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 The Director said that there was constant media publicity about the 

advancement of the Regulation. The state’s government (as in the previous 

municipal administration) did not reject the Regulation’s enforcement. But there 

were clear contradictions with events that the state government decided to 

ignore, because in their opinion, those were politicized topics, such as the 

bullfights that continued in the municipality of Teocelo and the ‘drowning of bulls’ 

in the municipality of Tlacotalpan. 

 The local veterinarian that I interviewed, mentioned that media attention 

was given mostly when there were extraordinary animal cruelty cases, like it had 

happened with Wal-Mart and the illegal cockfight. However, people were 

becoming more aware, because even her patients had told her about the 

Regulation and that they thought animal mistreatment was included in the Penal 

Code.  

 The Director had not generated indicators as such to monitor the 

Regulation, but perceived an important social participation, reflected in the daily 

reports and in the will and voluntary work of the A-Brigade.  

 For him, indicators, would be in the future measured through the Citizens’ 

Services System (a program proposed by the federal government to monitor the 

performance of the three governmental levels) that all municipalities should have 

access to. Despite the lack of indicators, the Director witnessed that the society 

was in favor of the Regulation, in his point of view, 90% of the citizens approved it, 

“which is an example of a social change.”  

 Up to January 2015, he said that no major mistreatment cases were 

reported, people had been sanctioned accordingly and animals were kept safe. 

However, ANGOs like TH perceived it differently.  

 For the Director the most important action to achieve animal protection 

was through education. Therefore, he had developed a permanent 

environmental education program. He gave talks in public schools, and the 

reactions from the students were positive. He had also placed street signs to make 

people aware that not picking up after their dogs’ droppings was prohibited, as 

well as the ‘no animal-pulled carts’ signs. 

 Other projects he was developing were the collaboration with an 

ethologist to identify the stray dogs that would be suitable to become rescue-

dogs to work in the Civil Protection Department and an equine therapy program 

with the confiscated horses. 

 The A-Center started to collaborate with the federal Navy Police and the 

State’s Ministry of Public Safety, however up to August 2015, they had not signed 

a legal agreement that could ensure a permanent collaboration. 

 On June 16, 2015, the Mayor inaugurated the Animal Health Center of 

Boca (A-Center). The Director and other municipal authorities attended the 

ceremony (Soto, 2015). The objective of the Center was to provide free medical 

attention to the abandoned animals and those hurt and left on the roads.  

 The Director declared that the A-Center would offer low-cost services to 

ANGOs and citizens. It was equipped with different areas, such as hospital care, 

grooming, operating room, an observation area for dogs and another for cats. It 

also held the medical resources for the neuter and spay campaigns. For the 

campaigns, the idea was to collaborate with the environmental NGOs and 

ANGOs. The A-Center also collaborated with the State’s Ministry of the 

Environment and the Federal Ministry of the Environment (SEMARNAT) to create a 

Wildlife Animal Management Unit (UMA) at the A-Center.  
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 The UMA had to care for the hurt endemic wild fauna that could later be 

released back into nature (Hernandez, n.d.). In the Animal Regulation it was 

established that ANGOs should receive free care for abandoned or rescued 

animals in the A-Center. Hence the declarations by the Director regarding the 

low-cost services for them, were a shock and perceived as unfair for the ANGOs 

DOG and TH, who were looking forward to the opening of the A-Center.  

 The Director emphasized that in the A-Center it was important to take the 

society into account, because if the following municipal administration was not 

interested in the animal topic, the Regulation would fail. Therefore, there was a 

need for a Committee of Social-Vigilance, or the restoration of an Animal Council.  

 

16.8.3. Résumé 
The Director of the Coordination of Environment and Animal Protection was 

determined to enforce the Regulation and although he had not been able to 

fully implement it, important steps were made in that direction. As well as in the 

previous municipal administration, the Director was able to collect fines, even one 

onerous to Wal-Mart (of almost 12,000 euros) for hosting an illegal cockfight. 

In other cases, he had been able to confiscate animals. He also started to 

collaborate with the federal Navy Police, the State’s Ministry of Public Safety and 

with the federal and state’s Ministries of the Environment. The Mayor inaugurated 

an Animal Health Center which offered free and low-cost services. 

An Animal Brigade (A-Brigade) was created by volunteers who were also 

part of local ANGOs. However, they did not receive any resources to perform their 

tasks. The A-Brigade worked in coordination with the Director and sometimes with 

the Public Attorney. Due to lack of resources and personnel, the A-Brigade 

ceased to exist, though as animal activists, its former members continued to work 

in the publicity of the Regulation and in animal protection events.  

The ANGOs TH and DOG were able to get some resources by the Municipal 

Government to organize public awareness events, and would sometimes receive 

the help from firefighters, to rescue some animals from hard-to-reach public 

places. Some of the local vets also collaborated with the ANGOs.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 16.4 Those that played 

a direct role are labeled as Directors. The Directors interacted with the local 

population. Those that were part of the process but did not participate directly in 

the formulation are identified as other actors. 
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16.9. Analysis of the second implementation phase 
During the second phase of the implementation of the Regulation in Boca the 

actors mentioned they lacked resources to properly pursue a full implementation. 

The volunteer-driven Animal Brigade that was created during the first months of 

the new administration, rapidly ceased to exist due to insufficient resources. 

However, the Director of the Environment Coordination and ANGOs continued to 

work to benefit animals, and some animal mistreatment sanctions were possible 

to impose.  

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the second phase of the 

implementation of the regulation. 

The Director of the Environment Coordination can be labeled as the 

Director, he had specific, and content driven objectives to try to fully achieve the 

enforcement of the regulation. His positive motivations were high towards both 

animals and to stick closely to the regulation. He a government employee but 

also an animal advocate. He had supportive cognitions with medium 

understanding on what to do but high openness since he was willing to learn how 

to fully implement the regulation.  

In his point of view, that meant not making concessions to offenders, as 

these concessions could affect animals. He had interactive knowledge since he 

developed a good relationship with the other government actors that should be 

involved in the enforcement of the regulation. Conversely his interaction with the 

ANGOs was at times difficult. He had sufficient legal resources to try to implement 

the regulation. 

The Animal Brigade also functioned as the Director, its members had 

specific, and content driven objectives to try to be the watchdogs of the 

regulation. They had positive (high) motivations. They were all animal advocates 

and had the will to work hard to achieve the enforcement. They had supportive 

Figure 16.4 Interaction in the second phase of the implementation 
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cognitions of medium understanding on which actions to perform but high 

openness to learn. However, they had time and monetary constraints, as they 

had jobs of their own and the A-Brigade was only a volunteer activity. They had 

legal resources, but these turned out to be insufficient for the intended action. 

The ANGOs TH and DOG were also Directors, they continued to have 

specific, and content driven objectives to help in the enforcement of the 

regulation, as well as positive (high) motivations. They both had supportive 

cognitions with medium understanding on what to do to implement the 

regulation but high openness to continue to learn. Nevertheless, they were not as 

optimistic as the Director of the Environment Coordination. To them the authorities 

were not as aware of the regulation, let alone of its enforcement and neither were 

the citizens. Their resources turned out to be insufficient for the goal, because 

essential resources mostly economic were still missing for them. 

The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of implementation of the 

regulation’ during the second municipal administration can be labeled as 

‘Learning towards constructive cooperation’, the same as in the previous phase. 

The motivations of the implementers, that is of the Directors, were positive. The 

willingness from other government institutions and groups that could aid in the 

implementation, was mostly positive. Which were the Navy Police, the Federal 

Ministry of the Environment, the State’s Ministry of Public Safety, the State’s Ministry 

of the Environment, the Firefighters, the local veterinarians, and neutral from 

Public Attorney and other municipal governmental authorities.  

There were some gaps of information or cognitions to know how to act, but 

the actors were open and willing to learn further while doing. Joint learning was 

then happening. There was a balance of power between the Directors. The 

assessment of the policy process in the second phase of the implementation is 

shown at the end of this chapter in Table 16.7. 

 

16.10. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments 
 

An overall success for social change towards animals 
The result achieved in Boca del Rio was best out of the six municipalities that 

established an animal protection regulation from 2012 to 2014 in the state of 

Veracruz. All the actors directly involved in the process had high motivations to 

reach a positive outcome to publish a well legally grounded animal regulation 

and later to enforce it the best as possible with the limited resources.  

 The actors’ cognitions were also supportive with high openness along the 

process to learn further. The government actors had previous experience in 

working directly as animal advocates, one of them had even worked in the 

creation of legislation for animals and the environment at the federal level.  

 All actors also reported positive frames of reference, information, and 

knowledge. The main limitations were in terms of some resources like money, 

infrastructure, and the lack of knowledge on how to implement a new regulation. 

The latter was more difficult in the case of a regulation that aimed to protect 

animals, since the animal topic had remained as a secondary topic up to 2012 in 

the state of Veracruz.  

 The policy formulation and implementation of the municipal Animal 
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Protection Regulation for Boca was a successful interplay between the policy 

actors and the society. Boca’s represented the regulations’ most ‘open and 

inclusive’ process among the six cases in the state of Veracruz (Chapters 13 to 

18).  

 All interested parties were considered and heard. The Regulation also 

turned out to be the most complete for all types of animals and legally the most 

well-grounded. This scenario was reflected among the citizens who overall 

received the Regulation in a positive way.  

 Like the other regulations in Veracruz, Boca’s regulation was also not fully 

implemented; however, there were important and hopeful steps towards re-

shaping the approach of citizens regarding animals.  

 Animal shows were not permitted in the municipality. The local media 

documented the fines imposed on offenders, some to local businesses were 

especially costly; a fine was even imposed on Wal-Mart for hosting an illegal 

cockfight, which shows that the implementers did not shy away from sanctioning 

big and important players such as the multinational retail chain.  

 The motivations of the actors remained optimistic despite the setbacks. 

Their cognitions were overall supportive. The public and the three governmental 

levels became more aware of animals and their need for protection. Despite the 

limited resources, the actors managed to make the most of what they had and 

achieved some positive outcomes in terms of animal protection and in terms of 

shaping social change in Boca. Which were reflected in the rise of reports on 

animal mistreatment, fines collected, the creation of an Animal Health Center 

and a temporary Animal Brigade. 

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period 
By 2020, a nationally well-known pet store, was officially closed down in Boca due 

to animal mistreatment (Toriz, 2020) in accordance with the Animal Regulation. 

The Animal Health Center continued to operate and offer hospital services, 

grooming, general surgery, neuter and spay surgeries and anti-rabies vaccines 

(Centro de Salud Animal, n.d.).  The ANGOs continue to increase the range of 

their social media followers and host animal awareness events.  
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 Table 16.4 Assessment of the policy process in the preamble of the formulation 
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Table 16.5 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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 Table 16.6 Assessment of the policy process in the first phase of implementation 
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 Table 16.7 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation 
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Chapter 17:  The 5th anti-bullfights regulation in 
Mexico 

17.1. Introduction: The story of Veracruz, a success for the animal 
protection movement 
 

Interview with the Alderman for Animal Health and Slaughterhouses 

“that bull and cockfights, circuses with animals, animals used for 

carrying burden in the urban areas to carry old clothes, old iron, 

vegetables or construction rubble are no longer allowed, [all this] 

helps to change the mentality of people. Helps citizens see that those 

activities are not natural.”  

 

This is the story of the fifth Animal Regulation in the state of Veracruz. Out of the 

six regulations from Veracruz that are part of this study, Veracruz (the municipality) 

was a success mostly in the second phase of the implementation. The policy 

process was divided in four phases. Two of them were in the policy formulation 

stage, and two in the implementation stage. The policy phases were shaped by 

course-changing events and the transition from one municipal administration to 

the next. 

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors involved in the first phase 

of the creation were divided in two groups. Those in favor and those against. They 

hence had mixed motivations towards the protection of animals and about the 

creation of a regulation to seek for their protection. They also had mixed 

supportive and unsupportive cognitions with both high and low understanding.  

However, those that were at first against shifted their motivations and cognitions 

to high and supportive during the second formulation phase.  

This was triggered by the creation of an animal regulation in the nearest 

neighbor municipality of Boca (Chapter 16), and a pet shop cruelty case. Which 

turned into a media scandal. The resources also shifted from insufficient to 

sufficient.  

In terms of ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ the resulting situation 

shifted from ‘Obstruction’ to ‘Active cooperation’ once the Madam Mayor and 

the Aldermen were persuaded of the benefit of the creation of the regulation. 

Once the regulation was created, the situation regarding the ‘likelihood 

of implementation of the regulation’ can be labeled at first as ‘Negotiation’ and 

later as ‘Active constructive cooperation.’ This is implying that all actors 

cooperated to try to implement the regulation. In fact, some of the actors that 

collaborated in Boca (Chapter 16) also worked in the implementation phases of 

Veracruz. These were not only animal activists, but also activists who achieved 

strategic government positions in both municipalities. 

The degree of implementation reflected a good start in the social change 

in favor of all types of animals in the municipality. The creation of two government 

positions to look after animals, reflected the wide interest in the topic. These 

positions aided in the enforcement of the regulation and in the creation of 

education in animal welfare and protection. This gave hope for the animal topic 

to continue in the political agenda and trigger social change. 

In 2016 a new regulation more beneficial for animals was published. In 2019 

the sanctions for animal mistreatment have continued in the municipality.   
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Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

2017k) 

 

The municipality of Veracruz is home to a historic seaport. “The Port of Veracruz is 

Mexico’s first port and the oldest post-Columbian city in North America. It was 

declared property of the King of Spain when the Spanish Hernan Cortez arrived 

there in 1519.” (Visit Mexico, n.d.) It is the biggest and most important municipality 

in the state of Veracruz. (SEMAR, n.d.). By 2010, 4.71% of its population lived in 

extreme poverty. In terms of animal welfare, for more than 20 years it has not had 

human and canine rabies (L. Morales, 2012). Therefore, was looking for the 

certification to be declared a municipality free from rabies (E. Morales, 2014).  

 

17.2. Preamble of the regulation: the idea of a new regulation for 
animals  
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through five semi-structured interviews. Ten follow up talks with the 

actors involved. After the interviews and talks, whenever the interviewees had 

other comments or I had further questions on the information given, we 

exchanged follow-up messages through Twitter or What’s App messages. Lastly, 

there was a review of online sites and online newspapers.  

 

17.2.1. The actors 
A local Animal Non-Governmental Organization (ANGO) called BEG, with the 

support of other local ANGOs, convinced the Alderman for Animal Health and 

Table 17.1 Dates of the 

formulation 
Table 17.2 Dates of the 

implementation 

Table 17.3 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 
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Slaughterhouses to stop the killings in the Canine Control Center (A-Center). He 

then petitioned the rest of the Aldermen and the Madam Mayor to allow the 

changes in the Animal Regulation of 2005 because in the ANGOs point of view, it 

as obsolete. 

 

17.2.2. 2011 – May 2013 
The ANGOs complaints and demands were to halt the trapping and killing of 

animals by the A-Center. They also had positive (high) motivations to work in favor 

of all animals. However, their petition was mostly directed to stop the killing of cats 

and dogs in the A-Center (since those were the animals managed in it).  

The local ANGO, BEG, had the goal to look for sponsorships for the animal 

cause. BEG had participated in the creation of the Animal Protection Regulation 

of the neighbor municipality of Boca (Chapter 16). Boca had turned out to be a 

success, due to the positive participation of all actors involved, and the overall 

positive response from the society.  

Given BEG’s relationship with other ANGOs and their previous work in 

Boca’s animal regulation; they had supportive cognitions. Nevertheless, they had 

insufficient resources to successfully petition for the creation of an animal 

regulation for Veracruz. 

BEG mentioned that at first, the Alderman for Animal Health from Veracruz 

was a sort of barrier for BEG’s project. Once he entered into office, he was willing 

to work with the previous Animal Regulation which, according to BEG, was 

obsolete. For BEG the Alderman was “really closed minded, saying that the 

regulation could not be changed.” For this reason, BEG approached the local 

printed media. Through the publication of an interview with them, they hoped to 

be able to ask for a meeting with the Madam Mayor and convince her to take 

action and avoid the killing of more dogs.  

BEG contacted and asked for the support from different ANGOs. Together, 

they spoke with the Alderman and asked him to honor their petition to stop the 

killing of animals. BEG mentioned that all the ANGOs were able to point out to the 

Alderman that the state’s Animal Law allowed for changes in the municipal 

regulations.  

The Alderman cared about animal protection because he personally liked 

them. But also because of the responsibility of listening to social demands and to 

what the ANGOs were asking for. He then showed positive though medium 

motivations toward animal protection as such, but high towards petitioning for a 

new animal regulation. Due to his close relationship with the ANGOs and his 

openness to learn, he developed supportive cognitions. In July 2012 he made a 

petition to the Madam Mayor to change the animal protection regulation of 2005, 

as it was “somewhat outdated.”  

The changes proposed were to extend the period of time that animals 

were allowed to stay in the A-Center before they were euthanized. He mentioned 

that most of the animals were captured on the streets. But that it did not mean 

that they were stray animals, as many had a home. The people (caretakers) only 

had three days to retrieve the animal from the A-Center, otherwise they were put 

down. Animals were administered an overdose of barbiturates (sedatives) and 

then euthanized. The euthanasia substituted the previous inhumane electroshock 

method. When the Alderman was elected, he had extended the waiting period 

from three to 30 days. However, this was not yet ‘put on paper’, and not enough 

time from the ANGOs’ point of view.  
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The ANGOs mentioned they kept working to achieve something more than 

a 30-day wait period. Their argument was that if ANGOs were collaborating with 

the government, then the dogs should not be killed. The Alderman agreed to 

respect their petitions and proposed a ‘no kill’ policy for the A-Center. But the 

modifications to the Animal Regulation were not echoed by the rest of the 

municipal Aldermen (Viveros, 2013a). 

The proposal for an Animal Regulation was left aside for almost a year. The 

biggest challenge the Alderman faced was of a political nature. His resources 

were insufficient to fully put the animal topic in the government’s agenda, 

because he belonged to the right-wing party. The Madam Mayor as the majority 

of the Aldermen were from the centre. According to him, the use of his political 

background as an argument to refrain from the Regulation, was contrary to the 

society’s demands. 

The attention for the animal topic regained attention when a cruelty case 

in a local pet shop happened in May 2013. Several pure-bred dogs were found 

inside the temporarily abandoned store without water, food or ventilation. The 

place reached more than 38ºC; 10 animals were found dead, 17 alive but very 

dehydrated, starving and some presented diseases, others were found in the 

freezer (El Universal, 2013).  

Irritated neighbors complained and asked the firefighters to act due to the 

foul odors coming out of the place. According to them, it was not the first time 

the owner had left puppies inside without supervision for several days. When the 

case was publicized it outraged ANGOs and the public in general. The case 

served as a trigger to take the animal protection regulation onto the political 

agenda.  

The pet shop was temporary closed down by the Civil Protection 

Department. The argument was that it did not have the legal permits to function 

properly as a veterinary clinic, shelter or boarding facility (Viveros, 2013b). The 

municipal government also placed a legal complaint to the Public Attorney 

against the owner (Barranco, 2013b). The owner was not sanctioned because he 

could not be found. The 12 surviving puppies were placed for adoption by some 

local ANGOs and by the Alderman. He initiated talks with the Civil Protection 

Department and the Health Department to start monitoring all the pet-places, to 

verify that they were operating in accordance with the legislation (Balvino, 2013).  

 

17.2.3. Résumé 
The leadership and pressure from a local ANGO called BEG, successfully 

contributed to get the support from other local ANGOs. Together they petitioned 

to a full stop to the animal killings in the Animal Center (A-Center). The Alderman 

for Animal Health and Slaughterhouses who was in charge of the A-Center, was 

at first not completely convinced. Since he had already extended the waiting 

period before killing animals from three to 30 days.  

 However, he recognized the growing interest for animals among the 

society and from the ANGOs. The Alderman was then persuaded by BEG and the 

rest of the ANGOs, to petition the Madam Mayor and the rest of the Aldermen for 

the total stop of the killings, and for the changes accordingly in the creation of a 

new animal regulation, given that in their point of view, the regulation from 2005 

was outdated.  

 The Madam Mayor and Aldermen were not convinced, and the topic 

lagged for almost a year. A cruelty case in a pet shop happened in May 2013. It 
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turned into a media scandal and served as a trigger for the ANGOs and the 

Alderman to persuade the municipal government to retake the possibility of the 

formulation of a new animal regulation for Veracruz. The structure of the 

interaction between the actors involved in the preamble of the formulation of the 

regulation can be seen in Figure 17.1. 

 

 

17.3. Analysis of the preamble of the regulation  
Of the six cases (Chapters 13 to 18), Veracruz was the one in which the wave of 

policy diffusion, the collaboration between ANGOs across the municipalities, as 

well as an animal cruelty case (which outraged the public), all helped to trigger 

the interest of the municipal authorities in the formulation of a new animal 

protection regulation.  

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the preamble of the formulation of the 

regulation.  

In this first phase that would lead to the creation of the animal regulation, 

BEG, the local ANGO acted as a Promoter. It had specific and content driven 

objectives to achieve a no-kill policy and an animal regulation. It had positive 

(high) motivation to work in favor of animals and stop the dog killings in the A-

Center.  

BEG had supportive cognitions with a high understanding on what to do 

and high openness. BEG had scientific knowledge given its experience and 

knowledge in the animal topic. It also had interactive knowledge, since they 

knew who to approach to start writing the regulation and convinced the 

Alderman of the importance of the animal topic. Its strategic position allowed it 

to have political resources due to its leadership among other ANGOs, and 

together be able to petition and pressure the local authorities. However, these 

were insufficient at first to convince all government actors to work on an animal 

regulation.  

The Alderman for Animal Health and Slaughterhouses who was in charge 

of the A-Center also became a Promoter. At first, he was not completely 

convinced of the petitions from the ANGOs. He had specific and content driven 

objectives, since he was convinced by the ANGOs to try to achieve actions that 

would benefit the ANGOs’ goals. He had positive though medium motivation 

towards the animal topic but was persuaded by the ANGOs to act in favor of 

animals.  

Figure 17.1 Interaction in the preamble of the formulation 
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He held supportive cognitions with medium understanding on what to do 

but high openness to learn how to aid animals. He also had a degree of 

interactive knowledge among the rest of the Aldermen. His resources were legal 

due to his governmental position, as he was able to approach the Madam Mayor. 

His resources were insufficient to place the proposal of the creation of an animal 

regulation ‘on the table’ for the rest of the Aldermen to analyze.  

The Madam Mayor and the rest of the Aldermen acted as Opposers at first. 

Then as gatekeepers. They had only global and process driven objectives; as they 

were only willing to pay some attention to the animal topic given the cruelty pet 

shop media scandal. They decided to join the process to continue to consolidate 

their governmental position. They had negative low motivations towards animals. 

Their cognitions were unsupportive with low understanding on what to do and low 

openness. They had legal resources, which turned out to be enough to ignore the 

animal topic for a while. 

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of formulation’ process was 

labeled as ‘Obstruction’ because the motivations of the formulators were 

positive, but those from the Madam Mayor and most Aldermen (Opposers and 

Gatekeepers) were negative. There were insufficient cognitions (information) to 

know what to do, and unwillingness from the Opposers and Gatekeepers to learn 

from the other actors on what to do. This presented a power imbalance, since 

power was dominated by the Madam Mayor and Aldermen. The animal topic 

was stagnant for a while, later there was interest to perhaps bring it back in the 

political arena, triggered by the media scandal due to extreme animal 

mistreatment in a pet shop. The assessment of the policy process in the preamble 

of the regulation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 17.4. 

 

17.4. The creation of the animal protection regulation: Hurry! The 
neighbor municipality already has its own 
 

17.4.1. Formulating actors 
The ANGOs BEG and DOG were able to approach and convince the Madam 

Mayor to work on the Animal Regulation. They also invited the Alderman who 

wrote the Animal Regulation for Boca (Chapter 16). He attended one meeting 

and provided some guidance and tips. Together the ANGOs, the Alderman for 

Animal Health and Slaughterhouses from Veracruz, the Madam Mayor and the 

municipal syndic worked on the final text of the Regulation. 

 

17.4.2. May 2013 – July 2013 
According to the ANGOs BEG and Dog Organization (DOG), the municipal 

government of Veracruz was motivated to work on its animal regulation not only 

due to the pet shop scandal. Also, because its closest neighbor municipality Boca 

(Chapter 16), had published its own. BEG, the ANGOs and the Alderman for 

Animal Health were able to strategically use the media to their advantage and 

draw attention to the need for a new animal regulation for Veracruz.  

The ANGOs therefore approached the Madam Mayor to have her support 

in the creation for a regulation for Veracruz. She called for a meeting with some 

of the local ANGOs, they invited the Alderman who wrote the animal regulation 

for Boca. He would become the Assistant Manager for the Environment in charge 
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of the enforcement of the Animal Protection Regulation for Veracruz in the next 

municipal administration that entered office in 2014.  

According to the ANGOs and to the neighbor Alderman due to lack of 

time to write, approve and publish the regulation for Veracruz, the document was 

not completely paired with the one in Boca. BEG and DOG mentioned that the 

neighbor Alderman only attended the first meeting. Later, a few local ANGOs 

along with the Madam Mayor’s secretary and the syndic, worked on the text of 

the Regulation.  

BEG said that the meetings were friendly and productive regardless of the 

differences on certain topics among the ANGOS. The government and ANGOs 

worked well together and BEG was allowed to collaborate and co-supervise the 

Animal Center (A-Center).  

The Madam Mayor and the rest of the Aldermen shifted their motivations 

from negative low to positive medium on the protection of animals, and high for 

creating an animal regulation for Veracruz. Their cognitions also changed from 

unsupportive to supportive in comparison to the previous phase.  

BEG and the Alderman for Animal Health mentioned that all types of 

animals were considered equally important in the regulation. He mentioned 

“possums, horses, cows, donkeys, ostriches, among all others.” In the creation of 

the regulation BEG focused more on dogs, mostly on dogs that were held in the 

A-Center. BEG wanted the A-Center turned into an animal welfare institution, it 

should not be a place where people can dump their animals. It should become 

a place for the rehabilitation and later adoption of animals.  

BEG said that for other ANGOs other topics (besides dogs) were the focus. 

One ANGO especially focused on horses used for carrying burden and proposed 

a census for this type of animals. Other ANGOs petitioned against bullfights and 

cockfights. There were no problems in approving the prohibitions on any of the 

topics. According to BEG, the social media, particularly Facebook really aided in 

spreading the actions in favor of animals, at a local, state and at a national level. 

This contributed to the interest and creation of pro-animal legislation in different 

municipalities in Veracruz. 

Veracruz had animal-pulled carts, mostly by horses and donkeys. The 

regulation prohibited the circulation of animal-pulled carts in the urban areas. The 

municipal government was working to substitute them, which was seen as a 

progress since the previous Animal Regulation, from 2005, only stated that an 

excessive weight on the carts was not allowed. It did not specify what excessive 

meant. In the new Animal Protection Regulation, it was established that for the 

rural areas, a weight of more than one third of the animal’s weight, was not 

allowed. 

In the new regulation, the Animal Control Center (A-Center) changed its 

name and objectives, to become an Animal Health Center (AH-Center). The 

companion animals’ breeders had to regulate the animals’ litters, not exceeding 

one per year and with a maximum of four in the animal’s lifetime. Breeders also 

had to present the female dogs and cats to the AH-Center for an examination 

after giving birth. After the animal’s four litters, the female cats and dogs had to 

be taken by their breeder to a veterinarian (vet) to get them spayed and had to 

provide the female animal a proper life under the breeders’ care.  

If the breeder preferred to relinquish the animal, then they had to find them 

a proper home through adoption. The Alderman hoped to offer free vaccinations 

at the AH-Center (Guerrero, 2013), and the creation of a Coordination for the 
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Inspection of Animal Health to verify all the animal-selling points (Vivanco, n.d.). 

The Regulation also intended to halt animal sales on the streets, since they were 

then banned.  

The Alderman recognized that not much was established for animals used 

for consumption because the slaughterhouse had the maximum certification of 

its type, called TIF (Federal Inspection Type). It meant that it had to comply with 

the federal Mexican norms regarding sanitation. In the Alderman’s point of view, 

the Federal Slaughter Norm should be updated, as well as the one pertaining to 

cattle used for milk and for meat. The Norm however only focused on sanitation 

and not on animal welfare.  

The Animal Protection Regulation of Veracruz was created due to the 

citizens’ demands, though the Alderman acknowledged that there were some 

legal gaps between the state’s law and the Regulation. Due to time constraints, 

the Madam Mayor called the ANGOs to one last 30-minute meeting to approve 

the Regulation, BEG mentioned that they were told that otherwise the time would 

run out. The Regulation was unanimously approved on June 6, 2013, which 

showed that all of the actors had sufficient resources to act regardless of the time 

constraint. 

 

17.4.3. Résumé 
The pet shop cruelty scandal and the fact that Boca (Chapter 16), the closest 

neighbor municipality had approved its Animal Regulation, aided to increase the 

interest from the Madam Mayor to work on the Animal Regulation for Veracruz. 

The ANGOs were able to persuade her and invited the Alderman from Boca who 

had written the regulation for that municipality, to participate in the one from 

Veracruz. He attended a meeting and provided guidance and tips.  

Most of the petitions from the ANGOs were taken into account, the 

Alderman for Animal Health and Slaughterhouses from Veracruz and the ANGOs 

coincided that the Regulation was an answer to the citizens’ demands.  

The Madam Mayor mentioned that due to time constraints –because the 

municipal administration was only six months away from leaving office– she called 

for a final 30-minute meeting to finish the text and approve it despite some gaps. 

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the formulation of 

the regulation, can be observed in Figure 17.2 

 

17.5. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
The pet shop cruelty scandal and Boca’s (Chapter 16) Animal Regulation aided 

to increase the interest from the Madam Mayor and her team to work on an 

Figure 17.2 Interaction in the formulation process 
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Animal Regulation for Veracruz. Despite the short time left in the municipal 

administration, the animal regulation was written and approved including most 

of the petitions from the ANGOs. The Promoters assured that the regulation was a 

citizens’ demand.  

The analysis of the process is done according to the interactions between 

the actors who played a direct role in the formulation process. 

The ANGOs BEG and DOG were the Promoters. They had specific and 

content driven objectives looking to achieve the creation of an animal regulation 

for Veracruz. They had positive (high) motivations to work in favor of animals. Their 

cognitions were supportive with high understanding on what to do and high 

openness. They had interactive knowledge and were able to approach the 

Alderman from the municipality of Boca (who had written that municipality’s 

Animal Regulation), to obtain some guidance. They had sufficient political 

resources and were able to convince the Madam Mayor to work on the Animal 

Regulation of Veracruz, most of their petitions in the document of the regulation 

were taken into account. 

The Madam Mayor was persuaded to create the regulation and along with 

her team and the Alderman for Animal Health and Slaughterhouses from 

Veracruz, together worked with the ANGOs on the final text of the Regulation. The 

role, objectives and actor characteristics (motivations, cognitions and resources) 

of the Alderman for Animal Health remained the same as in the previous phase. 

The Madam Mayor and her team acted as the Gatekeepers, since without 

their endorsement, the regulation would not be a possibility. They held global and 

process driven objectives, namely to consolidate their position in the government. 

They did not want to be seen as laggards, since the neighboring municipality had 

successfully achieved an animal regulation.   

They had positive though medium motivations for the animal topic, mostly 

due to the pressure from the ANGOs and not fall behind in comparison to the 

neighbor municipality. In this phase they increased their understanding on what 

to do and showed supportive cognitions with high understanding and high 

openness. Their legal resources were sufficient to enable the formulation of the 

regulation despite the little time left in the municipal administration.  

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ process can be labeled as ‘Active cooperation’ because the 

motivations of the formulators were positive, those form the Gatekeepers shifted 

from negative in the previous phase, to positive in this one. There were sufficient 

cognitions (information) to know how to act from all the actors. The power 

remained stronger on the side of the Gatekeepers. The approval of the Animal 

Regulation was a consensus among all actors involved. The assessment of the 

policy process in the formulation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 17.5. 

 

17.6. Implementation Phase I: little time left to enforce the 
Regulation  
 

17.6.1. Implementing actors 
The Alderman for Animal Health and Slaughterhouses and the local ANGOs 

collaborated closely to try to implement the Regulation despite the little time left 

to do so (six months), before the change in the municipal administration.  
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17.6.2. July 2013 – December 2013 
The Animal Protection Regulation was the first of its kind in the municipality that 

was published in the State’s Official Gazette. Before 2013, regulations only 

entered into force and did not need to be published to operate. The ANGOS said 

they were committed to aid in the enforcement of the recently published Animal 

Protection Regulation.  

Together with the Alderman they started to work according to the 

Regulation’s requirements even before it was published. The Alderman 

mentioned that once the regulation was approved on June 6, 2013, and until the 

end of the administration in December 2013, no negative reactions were 

registered. The state’s government respected the municipality’s decisions on the 

Regulation. The state did not reject the abolition of bullfights in Veracruz. But some 

bullfighting businessmen asked to be legally excluded from the Regulation since 

the state law still allowed them (up to July 2015). However, no bullfights took place 

from 2013 to 2015 in the municipality.  

The immediate action was the almost complete halt on euthanasia-killings 

in the AH-Center, mostly due to BEGs intensive work to stop them. According to 

the Alderman, animals were only killed if they were irreversibly hurt or were 

considered as aggressive. The few killings were not accepted by BEG and other 

ANGOs. BEG, DOG, Dog World (DW), The Rock and few other ANGOs were able 

to collect animals from the AH-Center and place them in temporary homes. The 

animals were later put up for adoption. BEG had volunteers to bathe and walk 

the dogs in the AH-Center on Fridays and Saturdays. With the ANGOs working 

team, they were able to help around 600 dogs during 2013. 

The Alderman mentioned that the circumstances started to change for the 

better after the creation of the Regulation, an Operative Department was 

created. The AH-Center was also assigned some budget by the municipal 

government. Before the Regulation there was no budget for kibble, neuter and 

spay surgeries, among other things needed to operate the AH-Center. However, 

the Alderman emphasized that the Madam Mayor and Aldermen should assign 

an adequate budget, since it was not enough.  

He asked for money to make signs to publicize the Regulation and hence 

be able to warn people about the amount of the fines, but the budget for 

publicity was not approved. The AH-Center did not have a fixed budget, it 

fluctuated from month to month. The Aldermen discretionally assigned its budget.  

In the Alderman’s point of view, if the AH-Center merged with the 

Departments from Gardens and Maintenance or Environment, then it would be 

able to obtain a bigger budget. He mentioned that since the Regulation was of 

recent creation and the administration had only six months (from June to 

December 2013) to enforce it before leaving office, it would take some time for 

the authorities to make all of the adjustments necessary to implement it.  

Veracruz is a touristic municipality, but according to the Alderman tourists 

had no animal complaints. The strays, including the packs were a problem in 

remote northern areas of new residential subdivisions. These were located near 

the highway to the state’s capital and were not close to the port and downtown 

from Veracruz, where most tourists concentrated. 

He said that the ANGOs and civil society were working well together and 

that the society was reacting positively to the Regulation. He believed the society 

will start becoming aware eventually, but an education program could have 

aided, “since children sensitize their parents.” There was an attempt to develop 
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an education program in collaboration with an ANGO from the Mexican northern 

state of Monterrey. The ANGO had vast experience in teaching animal protection 

education in schools. The idea in Veracruz was to include the state’s Ministry of 

Education, but the government did not have the budget and enough personnel 

to run the project. 

The local ANGOs and the Alderman recognized that education and a shift 

in the culture are important for achieving animal protection. But for BEG and 

DOG, the most important action for animals in the short term would have been 

the enforcement of the Regulation. Even though it had not been fully 

implemented, the ANGOs and the Alderman perceived there was more social 

awareness.  

There was an increase in the number of independent animal advocates 

(not belonging to an ANGO). In the Alderman’s point of view, the fact “that bull 

and cockfights, circuses with animals, animals used for carrying burden in the 

urban areas, for carrying old clothes, old iron, vegetables or construction rubble 

are no longer allowed, helps to change the mentality of people. Helps citizens 

see that those activities are not natural.”  

He emphasized that after the Regulation was published, some people that 

used animals for carrying burden started providing them with water during the 

working shifts. The carts were parked under the shade and some drivers started to 

pick up the animals’ feces with a shovel and placing them in sacks. The drivers 

were abstaining from carrying excessive loads to their animals. Despite these 

improvements, the horses’, donkeys’, and mules’ hoof-boots were not designed 

for paved roads, they were not made of rubber but of iron, hence very slippery. 

The Alderman mentioned that rubber boots like those used for army horses were 

difficult to make and expensive to buy.  

He acknowledged that in cases where there was no improvement for the 

animals, most likely, the government was not going to take them away even 

though they were prohibited in the urban areas. But that perhaps with the change 

of attitude from some cart-drivers, others would feel motivated to provide the 

animals with welfare.  

To work on a program to substitute the animal-pulled carts would be a very 

important step. The Alderman mentioned that many of the cart-drivers only 

rented the animals for the day as they could not afford to have animals of their 

own. For the situation to change, most of the municipalities in Veracruz would 

have to pressure for the state’s law to make the changes.  

Veracruz has 212 municipalities and until December 2013 only four out of 

the six municipalities that approved their own animal regulations published them. 

He thus emphasized there was a long way to go. 

The citizens were however more aware of animals. Mostly due to the social 

media. Through it, the public could place the complaints for the AH-Center. The 

Alderman registered that in every four complaints, three were related to stray 

animals and wild dog packs on the streets, only one about animal mistreatment. 

The same was observed by BEG. The reports and complaints increased from 260 

in 2011, to 460 in 2012 and decreased to 209 by mid 2013. Animal aggressions 

reports also decreased, in 2011 there were 220, in 2012 there were 250 and by mid 

2013 there had been only 63.  

From 2011 to mid 2013, the Animal Health Center had applied 4,000 rabies 

vaccines and had constant neuter and spay campaigns. These services were 
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provided cost-free when the animals’ owners presented the animals’ 

vaccinations cards, to avoid more than one shot a year per animal.  

The AH-Center from Veracruz aided the neighbor municipalities of Boca 

(Chapter 16) and Medellin, these sent suspicious rabies-infected dogs for their 

observation since they did not have an Animal Center of their own. 

The Alderman mentioned that from 2011 up to 2013 only 60 animals were 

killed in Veracruz, most of them were severely injured because they were ran over, 

others were very sick or aggressive. In the same period, the AH-Center registered 

800 adoptions performed through the ANGOs. By the end of 2012 since the Center 

gave the animals to the ANGOs they were able to achieve zero kills by June 2013. 

The AH-Center collaborated with ANGOs to host a total of four ‘adoption 

runways.’ To be able to adopt, the people had to sign a commitment letter, 

present a house bill and an official ID.  

The Alderman said that up to mid 2013 there were not enough resources to 

enforce the regulation, he hoped that with the new administration that would 

enter office in 2014, it would change. The Alderman and the ANGOs did not 

predict failure for the Animal Regulation or that the future administrations will try 

to revoke it. 

According to them, the municipal administrations care about the social 

claims. They recognized that future administrations might want to change it. They 

were in fact expecting to improve it with the new administration in 2014. 

By mid-2013, the Alderman left its position, and according to DOG and BEG 

the AH-Center worked best after the renovation of all of the personnel. Later that 

same year all the workers that were let go, returned to their job with the exception 

of the Alderman. 

 

17.6.3. Résumé 
Despite the lack of resources and the little time left to try to enforce the regulation 

(six months) before the change in the municipal administration, there were some 

actions developed. Due to the commitment from the ANGOs and the Alderman 

for Animal Health, they were able to collaborate and achieve a zero-kill policy in 

the AH-Center.  

The animal-carts’ drivers started to change their attitude and tried to 

guarantee welfare for the horses and donkeys, by providing water and shade 

during their ‘working shifts.’  

The AH-Center had a fluctuating discretional budget, but was able to 

provide cost-free vaccines and neuter and spay surgeries, even aided two 

neighbor municipalities that did not have Animal Centers of their own. The 

Alderman and ANGOs affirmed that the society in general started to become 

more aware of animals, which was reflected in the animal mistreatments 

complaints.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the first 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 17.3 Those that played 

a direct role are labeled as Directors and Gatekeepers. The ANGOs and 

Alderman interacted with the local population. 
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17.7. Analysis of the first implementation phase 
The first phase of implementation faced lack of resources. Nevertheless, some 

favorable actions were developed in the AH-Center and by the ANGOs, and the 

public started to report when they saw animal mistreatment. Some of the carts’ 

drivers improved the animals’ situation. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the interactions between 

the actors who played a direct role in the first phase of the implementation. 

The Alderman for Animal Health and Slaughterhouses and the local ANGOs 

acted as the Directors in the first phase of the implementation. They collaborated 

closely to try to implement the Regulation as best as possible. They both had 

specific and content driven objectives to try to enforce it and developed 

activities in favor of animals.  

They showed positive (high) motivations and supportive cognitions with 

high understanding on what to do and high openness. Their cognitions were of 

scientific and interactive knowledge, which allowed them to collaborate in the 

implementation of the regulation, regardless of the little time left to enforce it 

before the next administration.  They had neutral resources of political nature. 

The Alderman did not consider to have easy access to the resources 

needed to properly enforce the regulation, hence these can be labeled as 

neutral. He lacked mostly economic resources that should had been assigned to 

the Animal Center. The allocation of resources was the task and depended on 

the consensus of the rest of the Aldermen, thus it was discretional. They acted as 

Gatekeepers with global and process driven objectives, since they already had 

approved the regulation, but were not interested in its enforcement.  

The Aldermen had neutral motivations and unsupportive cognitions with 

low understanding on what to do and low openness to learn how to aid in the 

implementation of the regulation. Their legal resources were sufficient to assign a 

discretional budget. At times therefore hindered the proper enforcement of the 

regulation. 

The Alderman for Animal Health and ANGOs coincided that there was little 

time left to try to implement the regulation. But that the society in general 

became more aware of animals and a zero-kill policy was achieved in the A-

Center. They were able to aid two neighbor municipalities which lacked animal 

centers of their own. 

The implementation started to take place but fell short from its intended 

objectives. The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of implementation of 

the regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Negotiation’ because the motivations of the 

Directors were positive, those of the Gatekeepers were neutral; though there 

Figure 17.3 Interaction in the first phase of the implementation 
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were supportive cognitions (information) to know how to act from the Directors, 

the cognitions from the Gatekeepers were unsupportive.  

There was an imbalance of power between the Directors and Gatekeepers 

since the discretional allocation of resources from the Gatekeepers at times 

impeded the implementation. The assessment of the policy process in the first 

phase of implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 17.6.  

 

17.8. Implementation, the second municipal administration: a 
committed animal advocacy team in strategic positions  
 

17.8.1. Implementing actors 
Many actors worked well together to try to achieve the implementation of the 

regulation. These were the Assistant Manager for Sustainable Development, who 

was the Alderman that wrote the regulation from Boca (neighbor municipality, 

Chapter 16) and who was also an animal advocate. The Coordinator for the 

Protection of Animals and Pets who was a well-known animal activist and radio 

host, the Alderman from the Commission for Ecology, Environment and Animal 

Health Inspection, the ANGOs BEG and DOG, the Mayor, and his team. 

 

17.8.2. January 2014 – August 2015 
Once the administration changed, all of the workers from the Animal Health 

Center (AH-Center) did as well. Two government positions were created to look 

after the enforcement of the Regulation and to aid animals in Veracruz. 48 One 

was the Assistant Manager for Sustainable Development. The other was the 

Coordinator for the Protection of Animals and Pets. 49 These provided hope for the 

animal advocates.  

 The former Alderman who wrote the regulation from Boca became the 

Assistant Manager for Sustainable Development in Veracruz. He was in charge of 

the enforcement of the Animal Protection Regulation and of the Animal Health 

Center (AH-Center).50 He had worked as a federal senator and as a federal 

deputy, when he had also aided in the creation of an Animal Regulation for 

Veracruz. His motivations and cognitions to work in favor of animals were positive 

(high) and supportive. 

 The local ANGOs from Veracruz and ANGOs from the other four 

municipalities (Chapters 13 to 16) which had worked on their own Animal 

Protection Regulations, were enthusiastic and looked forward to the results and 

projects the Assistant Manager could develop. He was seen as the most suitable 

civil servant for the animal topic as he was also a well-known animal advocate. 

The local ANGOs were willing to support his ideas and work with him. 

 The Coordination for Animals was also in command of an animal activist, 

hence she had positive (high) motivations to work for them. She had been working 

for animals for more than 20 years and was also a well-known local reporter and 

radio host.  

                                                           
48 These governmental bodies were mostly related to human development, they supervised 

education, drug-prevention, disability-aid and also the protection of animals. 
49 The Coordination was created under the Assistant Manager of Social Cohesion, which in turn 

was under the supervision of the Director of Human and Social Development.  
50 He reported to the Department of Environment, Agricultural and Sustainable Development.  
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 She accepted to work in the municipal government because she had the 

motivation to spread awareness among the society and she wanted to help 

decrease animals living on the streets and under mistreatment; which made her 

with develop supportive cognitions. She presided over education and awareness 

campaigns. Her tasks were also to host animal adoption events, assist poor 

neighborhoods to offer neuter and spay animal campaigns, give animal 

awareness talks twice a month to all school levels and to social groups. The talks 

to universities were optional, and were only scheduled when requested to the 

Coordination.  

 The goal of the educational talks was to emphasize responsible 

guardianship of companion animals. The Coordinator would explain the 

relationship between public health, zoonoses and animal attacks, she stated 

could be avoided through a responsible guardianship. A responsible 

guardianship included not letting animals live on the roofs or on the streets at the 

mercy of the weather, thirsty and starving. She would clarify that animals should 

eat and have access to fresh water every day. That they should not be kept in 

cages or tied with ropes and that they should be neutered or spayed.  

 Wild animals should not be captured and sold as pets. She mentioned that 

the talks were effective, students and citizens got involved in the animal cause, 

many offered temporary homes for animals until they were adopted. Some others 

became volunteers to walk dogs that were waiting for their permanent homes, 

others aided in the adoption events. 

 The Coordinator, as established in the Regulation could not leave legal 

notifications or warnings related to the enforcement. Whenever the Coordinator 

witnessed animal mistreatment, she passed the report either to the Assistant 

Manager, when it involved companion animals, or to the local zoo, when it was 

about wild animals. Consequently, the animals could be confiscated.  

 The zoo had been highly criticized by some animal activists, but others 

mentioned that since animals were already living there. Then it was best to try to 

improve their life in captivity. In 2013, during the previous municipal administration, 

the zoo received an important investment from the federal government to 

improve their communal and animal health areas (Ramos, 2013). In the following 

administration that entered office in 2014, the zoo was intended to work 

accordingly, and become a temporary home for wild animals that were 

confiscated by the state’s Ministry of the Environment, and for those that were 

abandoned by the circuses (Barranco, 2014). 

 The Coordination at occasions functioned as a temporary home for 

rescued companions. All the animals under its supervision were provided medical 

attention and were later given for adoption. The adopting families had to present 

a written commitment authorized by the municipal government and signed by 

the Coordinator. The adopting families also made a compromise to neuter or 

spay the animals, at the AH-Center. If preferred they could visit other vets, or they 

could take the animals to the neuter and spay campaigns organized by the 

Health Coordination.  

 The Animal Coordinator mentioned that after the adoption, she would 

make regular visits to the adopting families. If she witnessed anomalies, then she 

would report them to the Assistant Manager. The Assistant Manager and the 

Coordinator worked together in 2014. By 2015 they decided to work separately 

but in synchronization. This decision was to be able to perform their work more 

efficiently, given that they had to report to different governmental bodies. The 
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separation also made the indicators clearer for both of them. 

 The Assistant Manager mentioned that he faced some resistance from the 

circus industry and cockfights’ organizers. A couple of times the circuses tried to 

install their animal shows but since the Regulation prohibited them and he did not 

allow them. They later stopped trying. There had been positive reactions from 

some circuses. These had adapted animal free shows. According to the circuses 

themselves, this had a successful response from the spectators (El Universal, 2014). 

Since Veracruz did not have a bullfight tradition, the Assistant Manager 

mentioned that the resistance to this issue was very little.  

 Due to the no-catch and no-kill policy, the AH-Center only picked up sick 

animals from the streets. Healed them and later put them for adoption. The AH-

Center provided provisional shelter to a few cats and dogs. The Assistant Manager 

stated that such working policy could be implemented, because rabies had been 

under control for more than 20 years in Veracruz. He estimated though, there was 

still a companion animals’ overpopulation despite the lack of an animal census 

(Loranca, 2014). 

 The AH-Center was renovated in 2014 due to the petitions from the ANGOs, 

and the motivation from the animal authorities and the Mayor. The Municipal 

government provided it with an important budget of almost 700,000 pesos (41,200 

euros). (H. Ayuntamiento de Veracruz, 2014). The AH-Center was able to offer low-

cost veterinary services and free rabies vaccines. Its goal for 2015, was to benefit 

100 animals per month. It also medically assisted the rescued animals from the 

ANGOs and promoted the responsible guardianship of companion animals. 

 The Assistant Manager mentioned that more resources needed to be 

allocated, since the medical supplies were always limited. The AH-Center did not 

have internet connection and lacked its own vehicle. To attend all the reports, 

the Inspectors had to use the truck assigned to the Assistant Manager. This 

complicated the response and the logistics since the Assistant Manager’s office 

and AH-Center were located in different areas of the municipality. 

 He mentioned that he also lacked human capital. For instance, a lawyer 

to aid him in the legal work. His degree was in biology, but had to write 

agreements, warnings, reports and make the resolutions. He stated there was a 

lack of culture for law implementation, whilst the civil servants themselves did not 

know how to use the legal resources, let alone the citizens.  

 Whenever the Inspectors approached the offenders it was best to try to 

convince them to turn the animals to them. Because making a legal complaint 

carried serious consequences that people were not aware of. Up to January 2015, 

the Assistant Manager had not registered severe cases where the assistance from 

the Public Attorney was needed. Whenever he or the Inspectors asked the Police 

to aid in the inspections, they had most of the times received positive responses. 

Though it was still up to the Police Officer’s willingness to act. In relation to wild 

animals, when he had needed the intervention from the Federal Ministry of the 

Environment, the answer had been positive. 

 The creation of the Animal Brigade was a pending task. The Brigade should 

report to the state’s Ministry of Public Safety. Up to June 2015, due to lack of 

resources, the Brigade had not been created. The Assistant Manager had six 

people working in the AH-Center and two as Inspectors. Three of the people were 

from the Workers’ Union and he said that they were not really motivated to 

perform their job. A similar situation was present in the cases of Puebla (Chapters 

4 to 10) where the Union workers were unmotivated and were not open to learn 
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further on how to best implement the regulations.  

 He also mentioned that he could not assign more people due to budget 

constraints. Even though the Union workers were not performing properly, it was 

not easy to try to place them somewhere else. By January 2015, the AH-Center 

faced a reduction of personnel given the economic situation of the municipal 

government. Therefore, the Assistant Manager had to look for volunteer work 

among the students who would like to do their required social service with him.  

 He stated that the lack of resources was a national situation and that most 

of the municipalities did not have full control over the resources assigned to them. 

Many were economically poor. The general budget for the municipalities was 

unequally assigned, “80% remained in the federal government, 16% for the state 

and only 4% for the municipalities. But the problems are faced at the local level.” 

According to him; as long as the budget distribution did not change, the 

municipal policies will not succeed. There also needed to be more transparency, 

if more budget was assigned then the accountability should also increase. 

 The Assistant Manager emphasized that although there was willingness to 

enforce the Regulation, when the legal instruments are not solid, people might 

look for legal gaps or other legal resources to abstain from obeying what the 

Regulation dictates. Even though he made observations to the regulation of 

Veracruz, the final version had only bits and pieces from Boca’s regulation and 

the state’s Animal Law, which ended up being a regulation difficult to work with.  

 For instance, it repeated itself from one part to another and had 

contradictions about the fines. In the article 104 it was written that for first time 

offenders, only a formal warning would take place. But if there is recurrence then 

sanctions or fines might apply depending on the case. However, it did not clarify 

what recurrence entailed. Another legal observation was the role of ANGOs, it 

did not completely define what their role meant. Despite this, and due to the 

Assistant Manager’s motivation, he collaborated with ANGOs and would answer 

their petitions. This was confirmed by DOG and BEG. 

 In 2014, the state government established that the state Law for Animal 

Protection could be applied to municipalities that lacked their own Animal 

Regulations. In order to avoid legal voids, the Assistant Manager decided when 

to enforce the state’s Animal Law and when the municipal Animal Regulation. 

Due to the legal amendments that the Animal Regulation still needed, the 

Assistant Manager and ANGOs developed a proposal to modify it and make it 

legally strong.  According to the Alderman from the Commission for Ecology, 

Environment and Animal Health this proposal should face no problems being 

approved (El Clarin, 2015).  

 BEG and DOG mentioned that they saw a lot of interest in the animal topic 

from the people. Proof of this was that many of their social media followers, which 

were thousands, continuously asked them how and where to make a legal 

complaint. The ANGOs called the AH-Center whenever they knew animals were 

in danger, and according to them the AH-Center always answered their petitions. 

 The Assistant Manager mentioned that in relation to the legal complaints 

made by the citizens who witnessed animal mistreatment. He would pass the 

report to one of the Inspectors. However, due to the lack of resources, in both 

personnel and vehicles; only those that he considered most urgent were 

prioritized. For example, animals that had been ran over.  

 The Inspector visited the place to verify the veracity of the complaint. If he 

was able to solve the situation. He would do so during the visit. In accordance to 
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the Regulation, the offender was given the opportunity to mend the fault. Many 

violations were done out of ignorance and not willfully or in bad faith. Hence, he 

explained to the people what the fault was and were persuaded by the Inspector 

to correct it.  

 The Assistant Manager mentioned that in many cases, people corrected 

the fault. If the offenders were reluctant, then the Inspector and Assistant 

Manager would then follow all the legal procedures established in the Regulation. 

Whenever there were cruelty cases, the Assistant Manager would immediately 

open a legal process so the sanction(s) could be applied. 

 From 2014 up to February 2015, he received most of the legal complaints 

by phone calls, and only two had been presented in writing. Many were 

conducted via the social media. However, he did not approve Facebook and 

Twitter to be a method for official complaints. These lacked formality, many were 

“just because someone passing by saw an animal apparently mistreated and 

took a photo, but they lack important details. Like the address, others have 

already been attended but people keep posting or retweeting them.” 

Nevertheless, he said that these type of social media complaints were not 

ignored, since there was value in speaking up, rather than not making any 

complaint at all. He contacted the people and explained how they should 

proceed to make a formal complaint. In the hope to make people responsible 

and aware on how to make the complaints in a correct manner.  

 Like in the previous cases Chapters 15 and 16, the Assistant Manager 

assured that some complaints were only disputes between neighbors that 

wanted to use an animal as an excuse to ‘punish’ the other. The complaints were 

dealt with anonymously. The process itself was confidential. The offenders were 

not told who the plaintiff was. There was never a confrontation between the two 

parts. The Assistant Manager stated that it was the authority’s responsibility to 

follow the complaints as they did not have a due date. That is, once the 

complaint was made, the case was not closed until it obtained a solution.  

 He said that regarding the complaints received from ANGOs, he had to 

filter them. Because if the animal was not at risk, then they could not act. If the 

ANGOs ‘made a fuss’ before the inspection; when the Inspectors made the visits 

if the situation for the animal(s) had temporarily changed; then the Assistant 

Manager was not able to sanction a previous violation that they could not verify. 

He then emphasized on the importance of teaching ANGOs and citizens the 

correct use of the Regulation.  

 The Inspectors were an administrative, not a penal authority unlike the 

Public Attorney. Hence the Inspectors were not able to visit a house with an order, 

enter by force and collect evidence. The Inspectors had to limit themselves to 

what they were able to see on plain sight and due to their experience make a 

more or less accurate guess on how to proceed. For example, when animals were 

poisoned, a criminal investigation had to take place. The collection of proofs, 

photos and even witnesses were required by the Public Attorney. 

 When there were atrocious mistreatment cases reported, the Inspector 

made the visit along with the vet from the AH-Center. The vet could give an 

expert’s opinion and put it on record. When a formal procedure was opened, by 

law there had to be witnesses appointed by the offender. These had to be citizens 

and not civil servants. If the offender was reluctant and did not want to assign 

witnesses or if nobody else could be present. Then the driver from the AH-Center 

and the Inspector became the witnesses.  
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 The Assistant Manager mentioned that even though in the state of 

Veracruz, animal mistreatment was included into the State’s Penal Code by mid-

2014. The Animal Regulation was of an administrative nature. Both legal 

instruments were complementary, there could even be two sanctions, one 

punitive (through the Penal Code) and the other pecuniary (through the 

Regulation). According to the Assistant Manager, most of the complaints were 

rapidly resolved. 

 The complaints were part of the indicators. In 2014 the Assistant Manager 

registered and answered more than 600 complaints. He mentioned that since the 

Regulation was fairly new, there had not been statistics to measure how much it 

had impacted people. He also did not know whether complaints increased in 

comparison to previous years. But he had seen an important interest in the animal 

topic in the social media. People were more willing to participate, to look for 

animal care and learn more about the topic.  

 For BEG and DOG, although they did not have indicators on how many 

complaints were answered. The fact that the animal topic was receiving attention 

was already a good indicator. Some other advances in their point of view, were 

also the improvements to the AH-Center and that the animal related 

governmental positions were in charge of animal activists.  

 Other good thing was that they as ANGOs, as well as the Assistant Manager 

and the Coordinator were constantly approached by the nearby municipalities 

who wanted to know how they could develop activities for animal protection. 

Most importantly on how to start the consensus among their municipal 

governments to create their own animal regulations. 

 The local ANGOs felt heard and taken into account by the Assistant 

Manager, the Coordinator, the Mayor, his assistant and his wife. They also 

received ample aid from local veterinarians (vets) and from the vets working at 

the AH-Center. ANGOs in return, collaborated closely with the AH-Center 

(Loranca, 2014). A volunteer from BEG visited the AH-Center every Saturday to 

walk the dogs.  

 The Assistant Manager mentioned that there needed to be more vigilance 

regarding animals sold on the streets. Though in his opinion, street sales had 

dramatically diminished. There was a reality that could not be ignored and that 

needed to be taken care of.  

 For example, illegal breeders were mostly people who had a companion 

animal and wanted to have puppies to sell them. Animal-pulled carts were 

prohibited in urban areas both in Boca (Chapter 16) and Veracruz. But about 70 

economic-vulnerable families depended on them. “If you take away their animal, 

you take away their modus vivendi. And if you do so, people can fall into illegal 

activities, so the idea is to help both the animals and the families.” He mentioned 

that in the neighbor municipality of Boca cart-drivers could be sanctioned. But 

Veracruz had at least 95% of the total number of carts which would cross over to 

Boca.  

 To provide an answer for the animal-pulled carts, Veracruz had a program 

with the Franz Weber Foundation, the Autonomous National University, the 

Donkey Sanctuary, and a local university to provide medical aid to the animals.  

At a later stage substitute them for bikes or cars (Briseño, 2014). The program 

started in 2014. During that year, the municipality received two medical visits for 

the animals and two educational workshops for the drivers.  

 The Assistant Manager also started the census of all the animals used for 
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carrying burden in the municipality. Up to May 2015, there were 65 animal-pulled 

carts registered out of a total of 80 to 100. The project required all working animals 

to be issued a passport. The passports would avail the years that the animal would 

be allowed to work. The owners had to take the animals to receive regular health 

checks. Once the animals’ passports expired, they would not be renewed. “The 

owners will have to replace and retire their working animals with motor vehicles. 

Any animals found without a passport will be stopped from working. All the owners 

enrolled onto the project will receive social security and assistance from the 

municipal government to help them to integrate to a new way of life. The health 

check clinics also offered the chance for everyone to work together” (Goldby, 

2015). 

 The program’s goal was also to make sure that those that were registered 

were constantly supervised and received training on nutrition and boot fitting. 

“The next step will be to look for funding to substitute them [the animals] for 

motorized carts.” The money could be given in part by the municipal government 

and the other part by the federation, through the Ministry of Social Development. 

The work could continue with the university. With this program, the families could 

increase up to five times their income. Their children could go back to school and 

the elders could be registered into the social federal program for elderly people. 

 The Assistant Manager recorded the weekly reports received by the AH-

Center as indicators. He generated yearly reports, regarding formal complaints, 

the number of animals that were neutered and spayed and vaccines applied. 

But regarding mistreatment (increase or decrease) he had not developed an 

indicator or diagnosis. He observed that a possible indicator would be that there 

were few complaints regarding animals sold on the streets. In 2014, it was the most 

common complaint. However, he recognized he did not have the number of 

reports.  

 In 2015, the Assistant Manager received more complaints related to 

animals being sold inside stores that were not pet shops. If these stores were not 

legally authorized to sell animals, then they could receive double the sanctions. 

One from the Commerce Department and the other from the Assistant Manager’s 

department for Sustainable Development.  

 Up to June 2015, the Regulation did not have enough publicity. Therefore, 

by July and August, together the Assistant Manager with the Alderman from the 

Commission for Ecology, Environment and Animal Health, launched a media 

campaign against animal mistreatment that included video spots, internet adds, 

radio spots, posters and publicity in schools under the name “Together for a 

Sustainable Veracruz” (El Clarin, 2015).  

 At the beginning of the administration in 2014, both municipal animal 

departments received media coverage from local newspapers reporters. The 

Coordinator for Animals continued with her job as a radio host, and she would 

constantly promote the Regulation and animal related topics.  

 The ANGOs mentioned the lack of enough publicity. Due to this BEG had 

two billboard ads to try to make people aware of the existence of the Regulation. 

BEG valued the cooperation between the ANGOs, the government and the 

private sector.  

 BEG was willing to work together with any actor if it benefited the animal 

cause. The Assistant Manager mentioned that all governmental levels and 

ANGOs were in their own way aiding in the implementation of the regulation.  

 The Assistant Manager stated that although civil servants recognized that 
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the animal protection topic had become a politically profitable nature, because 

they received more votes from animal sympathizers. The topic still received limited 

attention, but “more than a sensible speech needs to be done, resources to 

operate are needed.” (Herrera Gomez, 2014)  

 In 2013, the influence from one municipality to another was evident in 

Veracruz. At the national level, progressive regulations continued to ‘sprout’ in 

different municipalities and states (Chapter 1). For the Assistant Manager, the 

animal advocates were essential actors to keep the animal movement growing. 

But “no law or regulation is 100% enforced, although these provide the elements 

to sanction or eradicate the most willful misconducts.”  

 The Assistant Manager sought for a restructuration of the local zoo and the 

aquarium. He acknowledged that these represented an important income for the 

municipality. He said these should change to become places for the protection 

of animals. He ceased its functions as Assistant Manager by March 2015.  

 He was assigned as the Delegate of the state’s Ministry of Environment 

(Quadratin Veracruz, 2015). He continued to work to aid animals and in June 2015 

he collaborated with DOG and the municipal government to reallocate all the 

big cats from the zoo to an animal sanctuary (PROFEPA, 2015). 

 The AH-Center was assigned to the Animal Protection Coordinator. She 

continued to answer the animal complaints and enforce the sanctions. One that 

received media coverage was the case under a legal process for a mule used 

for carrying burden, which died out of lack of vaccines and veterinary treatment 

(Arcos, 2015b). There was also the case for the penal order against a zoophilic 

person. The Coordinator herself accompanied the citizens to the Public Attorney 

(AVC, 2015) to make the formal complaints. 

 For the former Assistant Manager, the Regulation was just one of the 

elements that contributed to animal protection. It is as important as the daily work 

of the AH-Center and the wide neuter and spay campaigns. “These are actions 

of social importance and the society is happy with them. But it depends on the 

organized society for the regulation not to fail. Education, both formal and non-

formal are essential for achieving animal protection as well as enforcing the 

regulation in a coercive way.” 

 For BEG and DOG, despite the positive actions to enforce the regulation. If 

new administrations were no longer interested in the topic, then they knew it 

would be their responsibility to keep working with the government and try to find 

solutions.  

 They did not foresee failure for the regulation, as the topic had grown 

considerably. BEG and DOG mentioned that if the Regulation was truly enforced 

then it would be one of the most important actions towards animal protection. 

But the fines collected and the sanctions needed to be publicized by the 

government, otherwise people would remain oblivious of the Regulation. 

However, awareness and education are also key points. 

 The Assistant Manager DOG and BEG did not see contradictions as such 

among the different governmental levels. What they perceived is that their 

commitment to animal welfare was not yet aligned. They mentioned that 

whenever capable and motivated people are in strategic positions; the animal 

topic grows.  

 If the civil servants from all governmental levels recognize that the topic is 

profitable for them, the situation for animals might change for the better. All of 

the actors involved in this second phase of implementation held sufficient 
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resources to achieve their animal-oriented objectives. 

 

17.8.3. Résumé 
The Regulation had not been fully implemented because of lack of resources also 

because it needed some changes to make it legally solid. Nevertheless, the 

willingness and genuine interest in the animal topic from all the ANGOs, the 

Assistant Manager for Sustainable Development, the Coordinator for the 

Protection of Animals and Pets, the Mayor and his cabinet, the Alderman from 

the Commission for Ecology, Environment and Animal Health Inspection sought 

and achieved important steps in the enforcement of the Regulation.  

Like a continuation of the no kill policy, sanctions for animal mistreatment, 

animal awareness education talks, a program for welfare and substitution of 

animal-pulled carts for vehicles. The reallocation of animals from the zoo, among 

many others. The actions performed demonstrated that the future might be 

hopeful for further animal actions in the municipality.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

phase of the implementation, can be observed in Figure 17.4 4 Those that played 

a direct role are labeled as Directors, Enabler and Filter. The Directors interacted 

with the local population. Those that were part of the process but did not 

participate directly in the implementation are identified as other actors. 

 

17.9. Analysis of the second implementation phase 
During the second phase of the implementation of the Regulation in Veracruz the 

actors mentioned they lacked resources however their motivations were sufficient 

to accomplish important steps for animals in the municipality.  

Figure 17.4 Interaction in the second phase of the implementation 
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The analysis of the process is done according to the interaction between 

the actors who played a direct role in the second phase of the implementation 

of the regulation. 

In comparison to the other cases of the state (Chapters 13, to 15 and 18), 

in the municipality of Veracruz, many actors collaborated to try to achieve the 

implementation of the Animal Regulation.  

The Assistant Manager for Sustainable Development, can be labeled as the 

Director, he was seen as the most suitable person to genuinely help the animal 

topic. He had specific and content driven objectives to try to achieve the best 

results. His motivations were positive (high) in favor of animals. He was a well-

known animal activist who had supportive cognitions with high understanding on 

how to act and what to do and had high openness.  

His previous work for animals at a state and national level provided him with 

scientific and interactive knowledge since he had ample trust and credibility 

among the actors. The local and state ANGOs looked up to him, fully trusted his 

decisions and were willing to work with him. His political, legal and economic 

resources were sufficient to continue with the implementation, but more money 

and workers need to be assigned to achieve a full implementation. 

 The Coordinator for the Protection of Animals and Pets also functioned as 

a Director. She had specific and content driven objectives to achieve the 

adequate implementation of the regulation. Not only as a civil servant, but also 

through her job as a radio host.  

 Her cognitions were supportive with a high understanding on how to act 

and high openness. Given her previous experience she had scientific cognitions; 

since she had developed a good relationship with the other actors, she also had 

interactive knowledge. She could approach the Assistant Manager for further 

help and resources. Her political, legal and economic resources were also 

sufficient for the implementation. 

 The Alderman from the Commission for Ecology, Environment and Animal 

Health Inspection acted as the Enabler aiding mostly the Assistant Manager. They 

tried to achieve the reforms to improve the text of the Animal Regulation. He had 

specific and content driven objectives to implement the Regulation as best as 

possible, and positive (high) motivations to work in favor of animals. He was able 

to achieve his goals due to his governmental position. He also reflected 

supportive cognitions of high understanding on how to proceed and high 

openness. His legal resources were sufficient to properly aid in the 

implementation.  

 The Mayor and his team had positive though medium motivations on 

animals but high concerning the implementation of the regulation. Their 

cognitions were supportive with high understanding on what to do and high 

openness. Animals were important as a social petition, which was reflected in the 

number of authorities assigned to deal with the animal topic. Their legal resources 

were sufficient to enable the implementation. 

 The ANGOs kept their same set of positive motivations and supportive 

cognitions since the beginning of the process in the previous phases. Their political 

resources were sufficient to aid in the implementation. 

The nature of the interaction in the degree of ‘likelihood of implementation 

of the regulation’ could be labeled as ‘Active constructive cooperation’ because 

the motivations of all the actors involved were positive. There were sufficient 

cognitions on how to act. All of the actors involved gained with an appropriate 
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application of the regulation. There was a balance of power between the 

Directors, Enabler and Filter and Enabler. The assessment of the policy process in 

the second phase of implementation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 

17.7.  

 

17.10. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments  
 

A committed animal advocacy team makes a difference 
The policy formulation and implementation of the Animal Regulation for Veracruz 

represented one of the most accepted processes among the actors involved and 

for the society. The result achieved in Veracruz, was a successful one and similar 

in the second phase of implementation, in comparison to the previous case Boca 

(Chapter 16). The result is related to the involvement of some of the same actors 

in both cases. Which represented a committed animal advocacy team. 

The regulation had not been fully implemented, but the motivations 

among the actors remained optimistic. Their cognitions were supportive.  

The governmental authorities and the ANGOs developed hands-on 

activities and awareness campaigns to persuade the rest of the population as 

much as possible. The creation and continuity of a no kill policy in the AH Center, 

the documented complaints that were followed up and the sanctions imposed 

for animal mistreatment were all contributing to a change in the societal 

awareness towards animals.  

The animal awareness education talks were well received. The program for 

the welfare and future substitution of animal-pulled carts and the reallocation of 

animals from the zoo indicated a positive future scenario. Some citizens became 

animal activists. Henceforth, important steps for future policies were created. 

An overall increase in animal awareness was noted by all of the actors. 

Despite the lack of the necessary resources, those that were available were 

sufficient and indicate that the actions performed were strong enough to start 

making a social change in favor of animals in the municipality. 

 

Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period 
A new animal regulation was published in 2016. By 2019 the sanctions for animal 

mistreatment continued (Perez, 2019) and the ANGOs have not ceased their work 

in the municipality. 
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 Table 17.4 Assessment of the policy process in the preamble of the regulation 
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Table 17.5 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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 Table 17.6 Assessment of the policy process in the first phase of implementation 



Chapter 17                                                                    Veracruz: Vercruz 5th bottom-up case 

362 

 

 Table 17.7 Assessment of the policy process in the second phase of implementation 
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Chapter 18:  The 6th anti-bullfights regulation in 
Mexico  

18.1. Introduction: The story of Cordoba, the failure of 
publication of the regulation, the society in ‘disagreement’ with 
the government and the private sector  

 

Interview with the Substitute Alderwoman in charge of the Commissions 

of Graveyards, Recruitment, Agricultural Development and Markets; in 

the context where the Mayor had disparaged the petitions from the 

society and animal activists.  “It is sad that a few interest groups have 

kidnapped Cordoba. The Mayor consults the Chamber of Commerce, 

casinos and social clubs, if they agree, then he acts, regardless of what 

the citizens want.” 

 

This is the story of the sixth Animal Regulation in the state of Veracruz. Out of the 

six regulations from Veracruz that are part of this study, Cordoba’s was the most 

controversial and opposed regulation by different groups that were part of the 

municipality’s elite. The Promoters and Directors were an Alderwoman, who was 

also an animal activist, and the animal non-governmental organizations 

(ANGOs). The opposers were the veterinarians (vets), part of the Chamber of 

Commerce (COC), and the municipal authorities.  

The policy process was divided in three phases. The three of them 

remained in the policy formulation stage. The regulation from Cordoba was 

formulated in 2013, but was never published. It was part of the snowball effect 

that started with the municipality of Teocelo in 2012 (declared as the first anti-

bullfight municipality in Mexico). The policy phases were shaped by course-

changing events and the transition from one municipal administration to the 

next.  

Based on the interviews conducted, the actors involved in the three 

phases were opposing each other and had mixed motivations towards the 

protection of animals and unable to reach an outcome. They also had mixed 

supportive and unsupportive cognitions with both high and low understanding. 

This scenario allowed for intense negotiations. But given that the power remained 

with the municipalities’ elite, which were the opposers. They held sufficient 

resources to hinder the animal topic in Cordoba from 2013 to 2015. 

The actors who were opposers feared for their business which depended 

on providing services to those using animals, e.g. in circuses or as pets. Since the 

proposed prohibitions included a ban on animals used in circuses, the ban on 

bullfights, the prohibition of the cutting of the animals’ ears and tails, limit the 

number of puppies, among others. 

The actors who acted as Promoters and Directors had been working in 

favor of animals in the municipality, one of the ANGOs had collaborated with 

different municipal administrations for a decade. The ANGOs were able to 

collect 8,000 citizens’ signatures that asked to have an animal protection 

regulation. 

In terms of the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ the resulting 

situation was one of ‘Forced cooperation’, since the Mayor and Aldermen 
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decided to change their mind and approve the animal regulation due to the 

demand from the public opinion. However, once the regulation was approved 

the interaction process turned into ‘Obstruction.’ Indicating a situation of 

opposed views, which resulted in the lack of publication of the regulation. 

However, it also posed a good start for the social change in favor of animals, 

since people started to become aware of the issue. The good relationship with 

animal activists from other municipalities made them stand on a united front to 

keep petitioning for a regulation (Arroyo, 2015). Together, the animal activists 

achieved animal protection regulations for Cordoba, one in 2015 and another in 

2019. 

 
Informe anual sobre la situación de pobreza y rezago social 2017, Subsecretaría de 

Planeación, Evaluación y Desarrollo Regional, Secretaría de Desarrollo Social (SEDESOL, 

217l) 

 

The municipality of Cordoba is home to the fourth largest city in the state of 

Veracruz that is also called Cordoba. The city of Cordoba owns a historic house 

where the Treaties of Cordoba were signed, in them, Mexico declared its 

independence from Spain. The municipality’s economy is based both on 

commercial and agricultural activities. It is also known for its coffee production. 

Cordoba is divided in 96 localities (SEFIPLAN, 2015). By 2010, almost 8% of its 

population lived in extreme poverty.  

 

18.2. The creation of the Regulation, the 90-day Alderwoman 
who almost achieved it  
The information on the creation and implementation of the regulation was 

collected through three semi-structured in-depth interviews and two follow-up 

Table 18.1 Dates of the formulation 

Table 18.2 General facts of the municipality in comparison to the state 



Chapter 18                            Veracruz: Cordoba 6th bottom-up case 

365 

 

phone calls with the actors that belonged to the two ANGOs and one follow-up 

meeting with the former Alderwoman. Lastly, there was a review of online sites 

and online newspapers.  

 

18.2.1. Formulating actors 
The substitute municipal Alderwoman in charge of the Commissions of Agricultural 

Development and Markets51 was determined to achieve an animal regulation in 

her 90-day office position. Her term was very short, since she only temporarily 

substituted the main Alderman, who was running as a state’s deputy. The local 

ANGOs, Little Paws and Mission for Animals (MIFA) were also crucial actors to 

achieve the approval of the regulation. 

 

18.2.2. April 2013 – July 2013 
Cordoba as well as the rest of the municipalities which had created animal 

regulations (Chapters 13 to 17) was influenced by Teocelo, the first anti-bullfight 

municipality. In Cordoba the local ANGOs, Little Paws and MIFA thought that if a 

smaller municipality such as Teocelo was able to achieve an Animal Protection 

Regulation, then Cordoba could too. They mentioned the number of cases were 

caused by the ‘Teocelo effect’, which created the policy diffusion in the rest of 

the municipalities. But particularly Cordoba was closely influenced by the nearest 

neighbor municipality of Fortin de las Flores, the second anti-bullfight municipality 

(Chapter 14). Notwithstanding that Fortin was not able to publish its animal 

regulation.  

Little Paws was the first ANGO in the area. It had been working in Cordoba 

for more than 10 years. It had the experience and supportive cognitions on the 

animal topic and high motivations in achieving a regulation to favor animals. They 

claimed that they were able to positively initiate and influence other animal 

groups in the center part of Veracruz. When Little Paws started to work with the 

municipal government in Cordoba, they mentioned they saw contradictions 

between them, as an ANGO, in comparison to the government in the way each 

of them perceived animals. But once the government understood their work, they 

were able to collaborate. The ANGO Mission for Animals (MIFA) was at that time 

of recent creation, but also had supportive cognitions and high motivations to 

make the animal topic a concern for the society.  

The substitute municipal Alderwoman oversaw the Commissions of 

Agricultural Development and Markets, she entered office in April 2013 for only a 

period of 90 days (Radar, 2013). She was a substitute, since the main Alderman 

temporarily left his position. He went to campaign to run as a state’s deputy. The 

substitute Alderwoman became the main actor in the whole process.  

Due to her new position and interest, she acquired sufficient resources to 

achieve an animal regulation. Given the Alderwoman’s interest and love for 

animals since her childhood. She had high motivations and had the goal to 

create an animal protection regulation. She was aware of the regulations of the 

other five municipalities that had achieved such type of animal regulations and 

was hopeful for a positive outcome. 

Once she entered office, she pronounced herself as independent from any 

political party and immediately asked the Mayor for the creation of an animal 

regulation. The Mayor replied that they would deal with the topic later. She 

                                                           
51 Commissions of Graveyards, Recruitment, Agricultural Development and Markets 
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therefore decided to write the regulation herself. She stated that the printed and 

online media wanted the creation of the animal regulation and followed the case 

closely, despite the Mayor’s lack of interest.  

The regulation was composed of 101 articles. The Alderwoman shared it 

with the two local ANGOs, Little Paws, MIFA and with the Defense Committee for 

Animal Welfare (CODEBA)52, an ANGO from Veracruz (the fifth anti-bullfights 

municipality in the state, Chapter 17). The purpose was to see whether they had 

any comments or corrections. But they told her it was thorough. The meetings 

between them, as affirmed by the ANGOs and the Alderwoman, were full of 

helpful ideas. The Alderwoman mentioned she learned a lot from what the 

ANGOs encountered daily. This is how she developed supportive cognitions.  

She also showed the text to the local Chamber of Commerce (COC). In it, 

there was a group of veterinarians (vets). The vets said the text of the Regulation 

was too long. One of them, as affirmed by the Alderwoman and the ANGOs, was 

a hunter.  Since the proposed regulation banned hunting and other practices 

related to the vets’ business, the vets started to oppose to some of the regulation’s 

core interests. This is when the atmosphere in the meetings turned hostile. Most of 

the members of COC held negative low motivations towards animals and 

towards the creation of a regulation to protect them; because they were more 

eager to safeguard their business. One can conclude that their cognitions were 

initially unsupportive. Importantly, these actors held sufficient legal resources to 

prevent most of the petitions that could harm their income.  

In Cordoba, there are ecological reserves in which, according to MIFA, 

people know they are not allowed to hunt. But a lot of people enjoy hunting. 

There are hunting stores downtown. Hunting, according to the Alderwoman, was 

seen as “something cool and fashionable.” Due to the big disapproval that the 

possibility of banning hunting could generate among the society. It was 

exempted from the text of the regulation.  

In relation to companion animals, the proposed regulation stated that in 

case of puppies sold, they would have to be over three months of age. However, 

the Alderwoman mentioned that the vets also opposed that point because selling 

puppies was part of their business. Consequently, they felt that if people wanted 

a month-old puppy, vets should be allowed to sell the animal. The vets favored 

the articles in which animals should not be sold on the streets by illegal vendors, 

as this would affect their business.  

Approximately, three days after the first meeting with the vets, the 

Alderwoman affirmed that while working on the regulation she received life-

threats through her e-mail, postal mail, even cell phone calls stating that she was 

going to die. She emphasized in our interview that at that time she was really 

scared because she was even seven months pregnant. But that despite the 

threats, she did not stop working. 

The ANGO MIFA asked the vets to provide each buyer with a medical 

certificate and to make buyers sign a declaration in which they would commit 

themselves to properly care for the animal. They also asked the vets to register the 

number of animals sold and their health condition. Both of MIFA’s petitions were 

not approved in the final text of the regulation. MIFA aspired to ban the cutting 

of dogs’ ears and tails and not allow female dogs to get pregnant in each heat, 

but these proposals were left out of the text to avoid further controversy.  

                                                           
52 The acronym stands for the ANGOs name in Spanish, Comité Defensor del Bienestar Animal 
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The ANGOs as in the previous cases that are also part of this study 

(Chapters 13 to 17), lacked sufficient resources to achieve all of the animal 

protection practices they considered were needed. For the ANGOs, though the 

regulation did not prohibit hunting and animals used in circuses; at least it did 

prohibit bullfights and cockfights. Which the state Animal Law still allowed.  

The most difficult topics to reach a consensus were the animals used in 

circuses and bullfights. The Alderwoman stated that Cordoba had two circuses 

per year. But that the government did not receive any financial remuneration 

except for the installation permit, which represented a small amount of about 

1,000 pesos (57 euros). She recalled that in 2011, a baboon escaped from one of 

the circuses and attacked a girl, but the circus paid the newspapers not to print 

the case. Another incident, this time publicized, was one of a lioness from a circus 

that attacked a girl (Ramos Caravaca, 2015).  

In the working meetings the Alderwoman also received the input from 

different government departments. The Civil Protection Director recognized that 

Cordoba was not qualified to deal with an animal emergency of such type. She 

mentioned that the Commerce Director opposed to prohibiting circuses with 

animals because of monetary interests, regardless of the people’s safety.  

MIFA assured that the local vets, who were part of the COC; obtained 

money for the health check-ups of animals used in circuses. This was a 

requirement by the municipal government for all animals before the circuses 

could put on their shows. Hence, if these were prohibited, it would mean they 

would have to lose that income.  

The original proposal of the regulation, which was approved by the 

ANGOs, prohibited circuses with animals. However, in the negotiations during the 

meetings the circuses with animals were allowed. But allegedly a Commission was 

going to be created to perform the inspections and oversee that animals did not 

suffer mistreatment during the training and the show. 

Regarding bullfights, Cordoba did not have a bullring. Nevertheless, for the 

ANGOs and the Alderwoman it was important to prevent for the future and ban 

the possibility by writing it in the regulation. The Alderwoman said that because 

one of the Mayor’s friends was a bullfighting entrepreneur from Orizaba, a nearby 

municipality, she overtly felt pressured to refrain from this topic as well. But she said 

she was not going to give up on bulls by allowing bullfights. She had to negotiate 

and let go of the animals used in circuses to accomplish the abolition of bullfights. 

MIFA mentioned that in Cordoba although there were no bullfights, they knew 

that in a private charro plaza, some illegal bullfights took place that they hope 

would cease with the regulation∫.  

At the end, the regulation which originally had 101 articles, ended up with 

only 52, after the changes made by the veterinarians and after the negotiations 

with the municipal authorities. 

The next step was to take the regulation to the Mayor and the rest of the 

Aldermen, who altogether could authorize it or discard it. They all had negative 

low motivations and unsupportive cognitions since the animal topic was not 

perceived by them as important. Their governmental position allowed them to 

have sufficient legal resources to delay the process. Their cognitions later 

changed to supportive due the pressure from the citizens, the ANGOs and the 

Alderwoman who was the Promoter.  

Given that the Alderwoman was in close contact with the ANGOs, she 

asked the Mayor for a meeting where they could all present the written regulation 
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to the Aldermen for its voting. But he replied over and over that it could take place 

the following week and then again, a week after that and so on. The meeting did 

not take place.  

The Alderwoman as the Promoter, spoke with all the Aldermen and 

continued to hold meetings but only one on one with the Mayor, as he would not 

accept to talk to the ANGOs as well. At first, she said the Aldermen did not view 

the animal topic as a public policy matter. But she tried to prove that the subject 

was important to avoid zoonoses and to create a developed and modern 

society. She was able to convince them, but there was resistance to vote on its 

approval and make it official.  

MIFA and Little Paws approached the Alderwoman and asked her what 

they could do to aid in the process of the creation of the regulation. At the time, 

they were already working on neutering and spaying, among other activities in 

favor of animals. But they knew they needed the regulation to have the legal 

basis to further aid animals. The two local ANGOs started to collect signatures, 

addresses and phone numbers from the citizens to petition for the approval of the 

regulation. Together, they collected 8,000 signatures in a two-week period.  

The citizens were in favor of abolishing bull and cock fights. They were 

uncertain regarding the ban on animals in circuses. MIFA would then explain what 

captivity for animals meant, how they were cruelly trained, and then many of the 

people would sign to support animal-free circuses. Once people signed, MIFA 

gave them flyers containing MIFA’s Facebook page and other informative 

websites for further information on animal protection. MIFA stated that more than 

90% of the people they approached wanted a law to protect animals and abolish 

all cruelty practices, the remaining 10%, mentioned that they were not interested 

and did not sign the petition.  

The ANGOs were confident that if they had had more time they could have 

collected more signatures. People also looked for the ANGOs and asked them 

where they could sign. According to both ANGOs the places for the signature-

collection were packed. The printed and online media were also cooperative 

and provided ample publicity daily about the recollection of signatures and how 

these were increasing day by day. They interviewed citizens and asked whether 

they were in favor or not. 

By the time of the last meeting that the Alderwoman held with the rest of 

the municipal Aldermen, the Municipal Secretary, the Director of the Department 

of Environment and the Mayor; the ANGOs had already collected the 8,000 

signatures. The Alderwoman mentioned that there were only four municipal 

Aldermen who were not convinced about the regulation. In her point of view, this 

was due to the political parties they represented, two were from the right-wing 

and two from the centre. They tried to blackmail her and told her that they would 

vote in favor of the regulation if she gave them the contact information of the 

8,000 people who signed the petition.  

These Aldermen wanted to provide the information to their political 

candidates, as it was election time. That period was a nightmare for the 

Alderwoman, but she did not cave in. When the ANGOs collected the signatures, 

she promised them that she would not abandon the animal cause and would not 

let herself get bribed. 

The Mayor decided to pay attention to the topic due to the 8,000 

signatures. This was when he assigned a date for submitting the animal regulation 

to vote. The ANGOs turned in the signatures to the municipal government after a 
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peaceful march. For the Alderwoman the society’s reaction was excellent, she 

was surprised with the ample response.  

The lesson, according to her, was that a united society can really influence 

public policy, since the governments care about what society thinks. The 

regulation was approved by the Mayor and the Aldermen on June 21, 2013 (M. 

Contreras, 2013) with 11 votes in favor and one abstention (Tellez, 2015). 

The reactions at the state level were very positive. The Alderwoman asked 

the state’s Deputy and President of the Education Commission if he could give a 

message about the relation between education and violence, to be able to 

abolish both human and animal mistreatment. He was convinced and gave the 

message (De la Redaccion, 2013).  

Diverse national and international deputies also congratulated the Mayor 

(Garcia Elias, 2013) (Tinoco Sanchez, 2013). According to the Alderwoman, the 

Mayor from Teocelo (the first anti-bullfight municipality) sent a letter to the Mayor 

of Cordoba to petition him for the prompt publication of the animal regulation of 

Cordoba in the State’s Official Gazette, and to state that Cordoba had Teocelo’s 

support.  

 

18.2.3. Résumé 
When the substitute Alderwoman in charge of the Commissions of Agricultural 

Development and Markets53 entered office, she had the purpose to achieve an 

animal regulation for Cordoba. Her interest in animal welfare and determination 

to consolidate the regulation during her 90-day service, led her to successfully 

collaborate with ANGOs, make agreements and negotiate with the veterinarians 

from the Chamber of Commerce, the Mayor and the rest of the Aldermen.  

 The draft of the regulation had over 100 articles but ended with 52. The 

prohibitions achieved were bull and cockfights. During the negotiation period, 

the Alderwoman received life-threats, but that did not stop her. From the six cases 

in the state where animal regulations were created, the regulation of Cordoba 

had 8,000 citizens’ signatures supporting what later became known as the 

‘Animal Law’ (although the correct term is regulation). The work of the 

Alderwoman, the ANGOs (who held interaction with the local population), and 

the participation of 4% of the citizens from Cordoba led to the state’s recognition.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the 

formulation of the regulation, can be observed in Figure 18.1. Those that played 

a direct role are labeled as Promoter, Directors, Gatekeepers and Opposers. The 

Directors had interaction with the local population. 

 

 

                                                           
53 Commissions of Graveyards, Recruitment, Agricultural Development and Markets 

Figure 18.1 Interaction in the formulation process 
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18.3. Analysis of the formulation of the regulation 
The case of Cordoba was the last of the six municipal regulations created in 2013. 

Of the six cases (Chapters 13 to 17), only the ANGOs from Cordoba were able to 

collect citizens’ signatures that petitioned for an animal regulation. 

The analysis of the process is done according to the complex interactions 

between the actors who played a direct role in the formulation of the regulation. 

The Alderwoman who was the substitute of the Commissions of Agricultural 

Development and Markets54 acted as the Promoter. She raised the animal issue 

and proposed an animal regulation as her goal in her 90-day office position, 

which is a very short time, given that usually the position of Aldermen lasts a three-

year period. She had specific and content driven objectives to achieve the 

regulation. She also reflected positive (high) motivations to work in favor of 

animals, as she was an animal sympathizer. 

Along the process she developed supportive cognitions with high 

understanding on how to proceed and high openness. Given her educational 

background as a lawyer she had scientific knowledge. Her position within the 

government and the close relationship with the local ANGOs allowed her to have 

interactive knowledge. She was also able to approach and negotiate with the 

Chamber of Commerce (COC), the Mayor and Aldermen. In terms of her legal 

and political resources she had sufficient to achieve the animal regulation despite 

the setbacks, life threats and intense negotiations.  

The ANGOs Little Paws and MIFA were the Directors, a role that aligns 

closely with that of the Promoter and had specific and content driven objectives 

to achieve a Regulation where cruelest practices for animals could be banned, 

such as hunting, those used in circuses and bullfights and cockfights (though only 

bull and cockfights were banned). They had positive (high) motivations, their 

cognitions were supportive with high understanding on what to do and high 

openness, reflected in their scientific knowledge due to their ‘hands on’ gained 

experience dealing with animals every day, and by conducting the neutering 

and spaying campaigns.  

The ANGOs also had interactive knowledge given their relationship with the 

Alderwoman and the media. In the case of Little Paws, they also had experience 

in collaborating with the government for over 10 years. They had sufficient 

political resources to aid in the writing of the regulation.  

The veterinarians as part of the COC had a clear economic motivation, 

global and process driven objectives, basically in not having their financial interest 

affected. They supported nothing in the regulation that could cost them directly 

or indirectly part of their business. As a result, they turned against large parts of 

the regulation even after it had already been strongly adapted. Their motivations 

were then negative low on seeking animal protection and, consequently, also 

low towards the regulation.  

Their cognitions emphasized this potential effect on their economic 

activities and were unsupportive with low openness to learn further on the 

importance of the regulation from the other actors’ perspectives. Their economic 

and political resources were based on relations, as they belong to the same elite 

as the political class. These were sufficient to delay the process and prevent 

anything in the regulation that they viewed as a threat to their income. 
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The Mayor and Aldermen had roles as Gatekeepers and had global 

process driven objectives as they did not have an interest in animals or the 

regulation. Their initial cognitions were unsupportive since to them the animal 

regulation was a source of unrest (avoiding to take a position). They were at first 

influenced by the vets from the COC and later by the Alderwoman, ANGOs and 

the citizens, due to the 8,000 signatures collected by the ANGOs.  

The signatures made the Mayor and Aldermen recognize that the animal 

case had potential as a source of public support and thus for keeping their 

position. This reflected medium understanding on what to do and medium 

openness. They had low motivations towards animals but medium motivations 

towards the regulation, the latter explained by the societal support. Their 

resources were legal, strong, and sufficient, as without their approval the 

regulation would not pass.  

The nature of the interaction for the ‘likelihood of establishing the 

regulation’ process can be labeled as ‘Forced cooperation’ due to the positive 

motivations from the formulators, that is the Promoter and Directors and the 

initially negative motivations from the Gatekeepers and Opposers. There were 

overall sufficient cognitions (information) to know how to act from the Promoter, 

Director and the Gatekeepers, though low openness form the Opposers.  

However, the Gatekeepers (Mayor and Aldermen) were later convinced 

of the potential of the animal case for them and had sufficient resources to 

approve the Animal Regulation; though it was delayed, but at the end was a 

consensus among most of the actors. Nonetheless, the power remained on the 

side of the Gatekeepers. The power that “forced” a change was not so much the 

power of the Promoter and Directors, but that of the public opinion. The 

assessment of the policy process in the formulation is shown at the end of this 

chapter in Table 18.3. 

 

18.4. The failure of publication of the Animal Regulation 
 

18.4.1. The actors 
The former Alderwoman who was in charge of the Commissions of Agricultural 

Development and Markets55 continued to pressure to achieve the publication of 

the regulation. The Mayor and the vets from the Chamber of Commerce (COC) 

opposed to the publication. Little Paws was assigned the Animal Health and 

Protection Center and MIFA continued to work in favor of animals. 

 

18.4.2. July 2013 – January 2014 
Two weeks after the regulation was approved and right after the Alderwoman 

had finished her 90-day office time (Administrador Radar, 2013), the document 

was sent to Xalapa (the state’s capital) for its publication in the State’s Official 

Gazette. However, according to the former Alderwoman, during that period the 

vets visited the Mayor to say that they regretted having given their approval. This 

change of heart came after they had carefully analyzed the regulation along 

with vets from the neighboring pro-bullfighting municipality of Orizaba.  

The vets concluded that it was not convenient for their interests that 

Cordoba would be declared be free from bullfights. It was also not suitable to 
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keep such a ‘close surveillance’ of circuses and shopping centers where animals 

were being sold and pet shops. Consequently, they asked the Mayor to stop the 

publication process. The vets turned in a letter stating that there was a previous 

regulation for Animal Health and Protection from December 2004; which would 

be more suitable for Cordoba, and argued that the previous regulation 

invalidated the new approved regulation. The Mayor sent out a notification to 

Xalapa to stop the publication (M. A. Contreras, 2013). 

The former Alderwoman visited the group of lawyers from the State’s Legal 

Council, as well as other lawyers in favor of animals, that she had formerly 

approached at the time of the creation of the State’s Animal Protection Law in 

2010 where she took part of. She asked them to revise the recently approved 

animal regulation in Cordoba, they concluded that the previous regulation of 

2004 was no longer valid.  

The argument for the invalidation was because of a transitory article in the 

new regulation, which stated that all previous regulations that opposed the new 

ones were automatically abrogated. One of her colleague lawyers suggested her 

to sue the municipal government, since she had the proof of the working 

meetings, and the Animal Act, which was signed by all the Aldermen and the 

Mayor, when the regulation was approved. 

The former Alderwoman showed this article to the Mayor and explained 

the situation. But he told her to be quiet because that would mean a media 

scandal and would position the vets against him. Since they were the 

municipality’s elite, that would not favor the last part of his administration, which 

would end in less than six months. His motivations became negative, his cognitions 

unsupportive and his resources were sufficient to stop the publication of the 

regulation.  

He also argued that the publication in the Official Gazette was too 

expensive as it would cost 34,000 pesos (around 1,700 euros) and that if published, 

it would increase a lot of the municipal government’s workload. Already in the 

first week after the regulation was approved, the Environment Office, which was 

in charge of receiving the complaints, had too many complaints and instead of 

answering them, they decided to turn them to the ANGO Little Paws. 

The former Alderwoman stated that she was always open for dialogue, and 

acted in a respectful manner. Even though, the Mayor wanted to buy her off with 

money, she mentioned the social movement no longer depended on her. The 

people started approaching ANGOs and the number of animal mistreatment 

complaints increased radically. Little Paws and MIFA, the local ANGOs mentioned 

that the society started approaching them to ask how to deal with issues 

regarding their animals at home, what to feed puppies, and the like.  

The former Alderwoman mentioned there was even willingness from the 

Slaughterhouse Director to work along to avoid animal suffering. She mentioned 

that these good-will intentions stopped because the regulation did not get 

published and therefore there was no legal document to back them up. 

She emphasized to the Mayor that the vets were only looking after their 

own interests and not those of the society. “It is sad that a few interest groups 

have kidnapped Cordoba. The Mayor consults the Chamber of Commerce, 

casinos and social clubs, if they agree, then he acts, regardless of what the 

citizens want.” (Briseño, 2013). 

MIFA felt it was unfair that the Mayor respected the will of 12 people from 

the Chamber of Commerce, instead of respecting that of the citizens, since they 
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had the 8,000 citizen-signatures as proof. After 2004, the state government 

mentioned that all the approved regulations needed to be published in the 

State’s Official Gazette to enter into force. However, the old 2004 animal 

regulation was never sent to be published and therefore never entered into force, 

which made the vets’ arguments invalid that it was still overriding the new 

regulation (Garcia Elias, 2013b). 

The new animal regulation also needed to be published as a state’s 

mandate (Alavez Cabra, 2015). Because the state’s Ministry of the Environment 

(SEDESMA), mandated all the municipalities to work on and publish their own 

municipal animal protection regulations (AZ Diario, 2014) (Avila Perez, 2014). 

The ANGOs wanted to organize protests, but the former Alderwoman did 

not see them as necessary because she believed in the dialogue. Little Paws 

mentioned that they had to read about the animal mistreatment complaints from 

the citizens through their social media. But they could not legally act against 

abusers, because the regulation was not published. They had no legal ground to 

stand on.  

The former Alderwoman made the negative situation public in some of the 

well-known municipality’s online newspapers such as, El Mundo de Cordoba (J. 

Martinez, 2013) (Ramos Caravaca, 2015), El Sol (Reyes Apodaca, 2013) and El 

Universal (Briseño, 2013).  These had documented the entire process from the 

creation to the restraint of the publication.  

She said the media discretely supported her work and the animal cause 

because the municipal government from Cordoba also had some influence in 

the local newspapers. Nonetheless, the attention created a snowball effect for 

the animal cause on social media (Pequeños Vagabundos, 2013). She said that 

Cordoba turned its national recognition into a national disapproval. It had been 

recognized as the sixth anti-bullfights municipality. However, since the regulation 

did not get published. It lost its recognition and made the headlines of being pro-

bullfights again. The Mayor did not get an award for being an anti-bullfight 

municipality, unlike the previous five municipalities with regulations as such, that 

are also part of this study (Chapters 13 to 17). He said he would retake the topic 

in October 2013, which did not happen.  

Journalists in on-air radio interviews told the former Alderwoman that the 

Municipal Secretary had been interviewed by them, and that he had affirmed 

that since she was from a different party, she was just looking to achieve a leading 

role. Therefore, he, along with the vets, stopped her proposal. She reminded the 

audience that she acted as an independent person, serving the animal cause, 

and not affiliated to any political party. According to her and to the ANGOs, the 

authorities in general did not have an interest in aiding animals. They saw it as a 

‘trending topic’ that would fade away. But that was not the case, because it 

went beyond, as it also affected public health. 

Online newspapers pointed out that the regulation was discarded out of 

political interests regardless of the citizens’ will (Briseño, 2013) (Y. Martinez, 2013). 

For instance, in the official municipal government online page, the records 

related to approval of the animal regulation of June 2013 could not be found. 

Notwithstanding, all of the activities from each month from 2011 to 2013 (with the 

exception of June 2013), were all displayed in the municipal government’s 

webpage (H. Ayuntamiento de Cordoba, n.d.). 

Even before the regulation, Little Paws was recognized by the municipal 

government, they received a badge that allowed them to act towards animal 
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mistreatment, however they could not do much. They believed in the strategy of 

talking to people and in explaining to citizens why they should change their 

attitude towards animals. Many times, the citizens did change the animals’ 

conditions. In one or two cases where there was animal cruelty and opposition, 

the Municipal Police had backed up Little Paws’ actions. 

By October 2013, Little Paws became part of the government. The Animal 

Health and Protection Center (A-Center) was run by them. It had a no-kill policy 

and animals were given for adoption instead. The municipal government hired a 

vet to work full time in the A-Center. Since the municipality still lacked a regulation, 

the ANGOs did not have the means to make legal complaints. Little Paws 

mentioned that nevertheless, the complaints increased; and that they would cite 

the regulation whenever they made the visits to houses where there were animals 

at risk. For Little Paws, the regulation was the most important basis for their activism, 

“is what they always wanted, an instrument to act.”  

Unlike Little Paws, the lack of a regulation was a challenge for MIFA, they 

were “desperate, dealing with mistreatment cases, strays and animals living in 

residential areas are tortured and raped [by humans].” They felt their hands were 

tied-up, MIFA had even found policemen showing their fighting dogs in the 

nearby municipality of Coscomatepec, but nobody could be sanctioned.  

They felt “they walked without going further”, without making progress. 

Despite this, MIFA agreed with Little Paws and believed that the regulation had 

been the most important outcome of their activism. Since for them, it established 

the basis for their education programs and a plan for an animal hospital for 

people with limited economic resources. 

From July to December 2013 no further governmental action happened in 

favor of animals other than the start of the A-Center. The municipal government, 

according to the ANGOs only focused on finishing the administration.  

The three political candidates that were running for the position as Mayor 

to enter in office by January 2014, all made the promise to help animals and 

signed a petition to contribute with the 8,000 signatures collected. They also 

made a commitment in a public debate to publish the regulation by January 

2014 when either of them entered office. The candidate that showed the main 

interest won the elections and hence the near future looked promising. 

 

18.4.3. Résumé 
The interest of a few powerful groups resulted in the lack of publication of the 

animal regulation. The vets opposed the publication of the animal regulation and 

were able to convince the Mayor to send out a notification to the State’s Official 

Gazette to hinder the process. The Mayor asked the former Alderwoman who had 

achieved the creation of regulation, to stop pressing for its publication as he did 

not want to have problems with the vets who were the ‘municipality’s elite.’  

The Alderwoman mentioned that the Mayor even tried to give her money 

to stop asking for the publication of the regulation. Despite the lack of publication, 

the ANGOs continued their work in favor or animals and considered the 

regulation as the most important outcome of their activism, since that led to 

awareness and animal activities. Little Paws was assigned to lead the Animal 

Health and Protection Center where they could tend and help animals.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the failed 

attempt to publish the regulation can be observed in Figure 18.2. The former 

Alderwoman remained playing a direct role and is labeled as the Promoter. The 
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ANGOs were the Directors and they had interaction with the local population. 

Those that were part of the process but did not participate directly in it are 

identified as other actors. 

 

18.5. Analysis of the failure of publication  
The creation of the regulation for Cordoba faced a similar challenging policy 

process as in Fortin (Chapter 14) because even though both regulations were 

approved, they were never published. In Cordoba the interests of the ‘elite’ vets 

and the members from Chamber of Commerce were able to trump the will of the 

people. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the process of the failed attempt to publish the 

regulation.  

In this second phase, the former Alderwoman made a strong attempt to 

publish the already approved animal regulation, she still acted as the Promoter 

even while she did not have an official position anymore. She kept having specific 

and content driven objectives to try to get the regulation published. She sought 

legal advice from a group of lawyers from the state’s legal council, and from 

other lawyers who were also animal activists; since the vets, the Mayor and other 

Municipal authorities opposed the publication of the regulation.  

The cognitions of all the actors involved developed into a mesh of unclear 

interpretations on the legality of the new regulation. The Opposers’ main 

argument was that a previous regulation invalidated the one voted and 

approved in 2013. This argument was unfounded. In reality, the 2013 regulation 

invalidated any previous regulation. It should also be mentioned that the previous 

regulation, dating back to 2004, had remained unpublished.  

The Alderwoman’s cognitions remained supportive with high 

understanding on what to do and high openness. However, her resources proved 

to be insufficient, since the resources from the Opposers were sufficient to stop 

her intended action, to finally see the regulation published. 

In this phase the Alderwoman refused to receive any helped offered by the 

ANGOs, as they were willing to make mobilizations to aid in the publication. Their 

motivations and cognitions remained positive and high, open and supportive. 

They remained in the position as Directors. The ANGOs were the ones left alone 

facing the animal problems in their usual ‘hands on’ frontline matters like rescuing 

animals. But without a legal instrument to back up their work. 

The approved regulation, together with the mobilized public opinion, 

created a stream of complains about animal misuse. Confronted with this, the 

Figure 18.2 Interaction in the failure to publish a regulation 
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municipality assigned Little Paws to direct a new Animal Center. They then had a 

space to care after some animals. Their political resources were the same as in 

the creation phase. But these also were insufficient to achieve the publication of 

the regulation. 

The vets as part of the COC, remained as the Opposers and were able to 

convince the Mayor to stop the publication of the regulation. Their motivations 

did not change, their cognitions became unsupportive as they also had low 

openness towards having a regulation. Even though, they had accepted the 

regulation before, they now wanted to stop it from becoming an official 

document, as it could put further economic interests at risk. Their economic and 

political resources were sufficient to convince the Mayor and other municipal 

authorities to impede the process. 

The Mayor remained with negative and low motivation towards both the 

animals and the regulation, his cognitions shifted in comparison to the previous 

phase from supportive to unsupportive with low openness. The ‘fake news’ on the 

invalidation of the regulation due to a previous one, had already further 

undermined the publication process. His strong resources were sufficient to put a 

definite stop to the regulation during his municipal administration. 

The nature of the interaction in the lack of publication in the ‘likelihood of 

establishing the regulation’ can be labeled as ‘Obstruction’ because of the 

positive motivations from the formulators, the Directors and Promoter combined 

with the negative ones from the Opposers. There were sufficient cognitions 

(information) to know how to act, but clear unwillingness to do so from the 

Opposers. All power concentrated in the hands of the Opposers (the negative 

actor) hindering the publication. The assessment of the policy process in the 

formulation is shown at the end of this chapter in Table 18.4. 

 

18.6. The second municipal administration, still no animal 
regulation 
 

18.6.1. The actors 
MIFA continued to work in favor of the possibility of the publication of the animal 

regulation. The municipal administration that entered office in 2014, worked in 

opposition. 

 

18.6.2. January 2014 – June 2015 
MIFA continued to have positive (high) motivations and supportive cognitions, it 

held meetings with the municipal government in January 2014, even before they 

entered office. But the municipal government maintained that the regulation did 

not have any validity. Even though the new Mayor had been part of the 8,000 

signatures collected. Once he and his staff had entered office, they mentioned 

they were going to negotiate a new regulation. They were not going to validate 

a work in which they did not take part of, and which belonged to the previous 

administration. This reaction is common in Mexican policies (Chapter 20). They do 

not see a continuation of the previous work as a positive action. 

MIFA was certain that the second administration was going to try to work 

with the contents of the previous regulation. Once in office, the municipal 

administration ignored all the ANGOs petitions and did not work on any 
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regulation. The ANGOs resources were insufficient to achieve the goal of having 

a regulation. The municipal administration remained as the Opposer with 

negative low motivations towards the protection of animals and towards an 

animal regulation. Their cognitions were then unsupportive and their resources 

strong and sufficient to hinder the animal topic during their administration. The 

ANGOs work temporarily stopped by January 2014. Little Paws also ceased to 

work in the A-Center (Tellez, 2014). 

The municipality’s actions generated controversy because it was allowing 

animals used in circuses. This was incompatible with state law because the state’s 

reform to the Animal Law considered keeping animals in cages as mistreatment. 

In the case of circuses, this is how the animals were transported. (Ramos 

Caravaca, 2015). In an interview with a local newspaper, the Mayor recognized 

that the municipality hosted three circuses during 2014 which presented shows 

with animals. He noted that the shows would not stop under his administration, 

since according to him, they did not violate the State Law (De la Luz, 2015). He 

said that the State Law holds that if mistreatment (e.g. during training) to animals 

used in circuses is corroborated, there would be sanctions (Veracruzanos.info, 

2014). 

Several ANGOs from other municipalities, as well as local ANGOs 

conducted protests in the streets of Cordoba to demand the municipal 

government for an animal protection regulation. The local ANGOs stated that 

they received around seven citizens’ complaints daily in relation to an animal 

being mistreated. The authorities were not willing to talk to any of the ANGOs. The 

ANGOs affirmed that they would continue organizing protests until they were 

heard (Arroyo, 2015). 

Despite the dire scenario, MIFA perceived a slight improvement regarding 

animals in circuses, since they stopped parading animals in cages to promote the 

shows. The ANGO believed it was because they did not want to risk getting fined 

by the state, since they had had to adapt themselves to the state’s requirements 

and were also aware about the other five municipalities, which prohibited the use 

of animals in circuses. MIFA concluded that if at some point an animal regulation 

would get published in Cordoba, and if fines were collected, then that is when 

people would become more responsible towards animals. 

 

18.6.3. Résumé 
Despite the work and protests from the ANGOs, the municipal administration (2014 

– 2017) decided not to publish the animal regulation of 2013. This was contrary to 

the promises they made to the ANGOs during their election campaign. The Mayor 

had even been part of the signatures collected by the ANGOs. In January 2014, 

the elected Mayor told MIFA that the incoming administration would work on a 

new regulation. But as soon as they entered office, they were no longer willing to 

work on it.  They were also not willing to meet with the ANGOs. The local and some 

state ANGOs conducted protests on the streets. But were ignored by the 

municipal government.  

The Mayor also generated controversy with the state authorities, when he 

allowed animals to be used in circuses. He stated that those type of shows were 

not illegal. In the State’s Animal Law, animals in cages were considered as 

suffering mistreatment, that is how animals in circuses were transported and 

confined for hours. The Law, also stated that if animals suffered any type of 
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mistreatment or cruel practices while in their training, or in their confinement; then 

circuses were illegal.  

The structure of the interaction between the actors involved in the second 

municipal administration can be observed in Figure 18.3. Those that played a 

direct role are labeled as Promoter and Opposers. The only ANGO that continued 

to promote the regulation was the one to interact with the local population. Those 

that were part of the process but did not participate directly in the formulation 

are identified as other actors. 

 

 

18.7. Analysis of the second municipal administration  
When the new municipal administration entered office, it discarded the promise 

to work on and publish an animal regulation. The ANGOs were left alone in 

dealing with the animal topic and were constantly receiving citizens’ complaints 

on animal mistreatment. But they could only give advice and not legally act. 

The analysis of the process concentrates on the interactions between the 

actors who played a direct role in the second phase of the implementation of the 

regulation.  

The ANGO MIFA became the Promoter. It persisted in trying to get the 

regulation published, hence it kept its specific and content driven objectives with 

positive (high) motivations, its cognitions also remained supportive with high 

understanding on how to proceed and high openness. MIFA received support 

from ANGOs from other municipalities asking Cordoba’s government to publish 

the regulation. But the Mayor was not willing to open a dialogue with any of the 

ANGOs. MIFA continued to lack essential resources, which proved to be 

insufficient to convince the Mayor to work on or publish the already approved the 

regulation.  

The Mayor and the municipal government continued to play the role as 

Opposers. They were not willing to validate any work done by the previous 

administration. They showed not to be interested content-wise with negative low 

motivation, and unsupportive cognitions with low openness towards having an 

animal regulation. They only seemed to be interested and open before the 

election and before entering into power. The second administration was arguably 

even in breach of State law when it allowed animals to be used in circuses. It had 

enough legal resources to halt the advancement of the animal topic during the 

rest of the municipal administration. 

Figure 18.3 Interaction in the second municipal administration 
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The nature of the interaction in the ‘likelihood of establishing the regulation’ 

can be labeled as ‘Obstruction’, the same as the previous phase. Because of the 

positive motivations from the formulator, the Promoter, but the negative 

motivations from the Opposers. There were also sufficient cognitions (information) 

to know how to act, but clear unwillingness to do so from the second 

administration, the Opposers. All the power remained in the hands of the 

Opposers (the negative actor) demonstrating a power imbalance. The 

assessment of the policy process in second municipal administration is shown at 

the end of this chapter in Table 18.5. 

 

18.8. Conclusion on the regulation processes and later 
developments 
 

A failure in terms of the publication but some gain in the society’s awareness 
The result achieved in Cordoba was the second one in Veracruz that can also be 

considered ‘on paper’ as a failure, along with Fortin Chapter 14 (where the 

regulation also did not reach a formal status, because it was not published). These 

failures in comparison to the other four municipalities in Veracruz that are part of 

this study; and that reached the publication of their animal regulations (Chapters: 

13 Teocelo, 15 Xalapa, 16 Boca and 17 Veracruz). 

The case of Cordoba is the one which best reflects the clash between the 

people who favored the regulation, and the Opposers. The latter, holding 

negative low motivations, unsupportive cognitions and low openness, which 

prevailed throughout the policy process. They had sufficient resources and the 

power to hinder and then stop the publication of the regulation.  

This temporary failure did not mean that all efforts were in vain. The process 

produced in any case a text that was amply discussed, putting the subject on the 

public and the political agenda. During the process the public and the media 

were alerted. Even though the outcome was disappointing, society did continue 

to send complaints about animal abuse to the ANGOs. The ANGOs used the text 

of the (unpublished) regulation as a basis to talk to the people. One of the ANGOs 

was even given a position to handle animal affairs, though for a short time (from 

July 2013 to January 2014). 

Did the motivation of groups in society change because all of this? This is 

hard to say. Although the steady stream of complaints received by the ANGOs 

from 2013 to 2014, can be interpreted as that many people demonstrated a 

change in their perception of animals. They showed it by filing the complaints, 

daring to set a new societal norm.   

A bit more confident am I to state that some of the relevant cognitions 

were developed. The media attention created awareness of the issue even 

among people who might never have thought about it. The collection of 

thousands of signatures not only indicates positive (high) motivation among those 

who signed, but also showed those people that they were far from alone, and 

that they were probably even representing a majority of people. Lastly, in terms 

of resources the process produced a reference text that is used in practice, 

implicitly a “right to complain about animal misuse” was established as an 

“informal institution”, and an Animal Center.   
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Later developments, after the in-depth data gathering period  
The policy process in Cordoba created an incubator for the future. Due to these 

original efforts from the local animal advocates and the close collaboration with 

others from neighboring municipalities, they started to work together and 

achieved a new regulation. This time it was approved and published in 2015 

(Justa, 2015), and later followed by a more inclusive regulation in 2019 

(Comunicacion Social, 2019). A few months after the 2019 regulation was 

published, it was reformed to benefit animals further than the first regulation 

proposed in 2013 (Bustamante, 2019). 
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 Table 18.3 Assessment of the policy process in the formulation 
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  Table 18.4 Assessment of failure of publication of the regulation 
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Table 18.5 Assessment of the second municipal administration 



Chapter 19                               Conclusion: Veracruz bottom-up cases 

384 

 

Chapter 19:  Conclusion of the cases of Veracruz, an 
overview of the rationale of the regulations and further 
developments  

19.1 Introduction 
 

This chapter provides the conclusions of the six cases in the state of Veracruz, 

described in Chapters 12 to 18. The information was collected by a combination 

of desk research and interviews with the stakeholders. Section 19.2 presents an 

overview table of the main prohibitions of the innovative animal protection 

regulations. Sections 19.3 through 19.5 answer the question, in how far did the 

seven cases in Veracruz help the animal cause?  

In Section 19.3 by (1) looking at the outcomes from the diffusion of 

innovative policies and the different diffusion mechanisms observed: geographic 

proximity (clustering) and imitation. The formulation of innovative policies was not 

set in motion by the outcomes in other municipalities, but by the window of 

opportunity perceived by the animal advocates to place animals on the political 

agenda, in the hope of achieving a progressive societal change for most type of 

animals in the municipalities.  

In Section 19.4 by (3) outlining a table of the interactions among the actors 

and the grades of success in the policy phases. Cooperation and active 

cooperation interactions provided successful outcomes for the formulation 

phase. In the implementation, even where obstruction or no implementation was 

registered, the actors were able to develop positive actions around the 

regulations. 

In Section 19.5 by (4) looking at further developments after the in-depth 

data gathering period which in some cases ended in 2015 and in others in 2016. 

The developments are rooted in the animal advocates’ work on the creation 

and/or the implementation of the ‘first’ six regulations in the state. And lastly, by 

looking at how all of this contributed to the society’s awareness in relation to the 

animal cause. 

 

19.2. The innovative animal protection regulations of Veracruz 

Teocelo became known as the first municipality to abolish bullfights in Mexico, 

and thus created an immediate policy diffusion effect in other five municipalities 

that worked on their own animal protection and anti-bullfights regulations. These 

had their own needs besides putting an end to bullfights. Some focused on 

prohibiting the practice of animals used for carrying burden to pull carts that 

collected rubbish in the urban areas. Others prohibited animals used in 

entertainment shows such as circuses and also the use of marine mammals as 

tourist attractions, like animal shows or allowing tourists to swim with them, among 

others.  

Table 19.1 shows some of the main prohibitions achieved in the municipal 

animal regulations created between 2012 and 2013. The information was 

retrieved from the regulations published in the State’s Official Gazette. 
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Table 19.1 General prohibitions of the municipal animal regulations from the state of Veracruz 

 Teocelo (Ch. 13) 
Fortin (Ch. 

14) 

Xalapa (Ch. 

15) 
Boca (Ch. 16) 

Veracruz (Ch. 

17) 

Cordoba (Ch. 

18) 

1) Mistreatment 

and 

Cruelty 

Cruelty: Brutal, 

sadist and 

zoophilic act in 

direct action or 

negligence. 

Mistreatment: any 

human act or 

omission that can 

cause pain or 

suffering. 

Unknown 

since it was 

not 

published. 

Mistreatment: 

any human 

act or 

omission that 

can cause 

pain or 

suffering. 

Cruelty: Brutal, 

sadist and 

zoophilic act in 

direct action 

or negligence. 

Mistreatment: 

any human 

act or omission 

that can 

cause pain or 

suffering, 

abandonment. 

Cruelty: Brutal, 

sadist and 

zoophilic act 

in direct 

action or 

negligence. 

Mistreatment: 

any human 

act or omission 

that can 

cause pain or 

suffering. 

 

Mistreatment: 

any human act 

or omission that 

can cause pain 

or suffering. 

Cruelty: Brutal, 

act in direct 

action or 

negligence. 

2) Bullfights 

Prohibited.  

Vaquilladas 

(running of the 

calves). 

Pamplonadas 

(running of the 

bull). Heifer events. 

Toreadas 

(bullfights). 

Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited.  

3) Cockfights Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited.  

4) Dogfights 

Prohibited 

including training 

them to fight. 

Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. 

Prohibited 

including the 

breeding and 

their training. 

Prohibited.  



Chapter 19                                                                  Conclusion: Veracruz bottom-up cases 

386 

 

5) Animals used in 

entertainment 
See 2, 3, 4. 

Circuses 

allowed 

under strict 

revision of 

the animals’ 

wellbeing. 

Animals used 

in circuses. 

Animals used 

in circuses. 

Dolphins, seals 

and other 

marine 

mammals used 

for 

entertainment, 

tourism of 

therapeutic 

means. 

Any spectacle 

that implies the 

mistreatment 

or death of 

animals. Any 

other the 

municipal 

authority 

considers can 

harm animals 

Animals used 

in circuses. 

Any other 

spectacle that 

implies animal 

mistreatment 

or death. 

Circuses 

allowed but 

sanctions may 

apply when 

there is animal 

mistreatment. 

Any spectacle 

public or private 

that imply 

animal 

mistreatment or 

death. 

6) Animals used in 

religious festivities 
Not stated. 

Unknown 

since it was 

not 

published. 

Prohibited. 

Magic, 

witchcraft, 

others. 

Not stated. Not stated. 
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7) Experiments 

and vivisection 

Prohibited in 

elementary and 

middle schools. 

Only allowed in 

agreement with 

the federal 

legislation and 

when there is no 

other alternative. 

Unknown 

since it was 

not 

published. 

Prohibited in 

elementary 

and middle 

schools. Only 

allowed in 

agreement 

with the 

federal 

legislation 

and when 

there is no 

other 

alternative. 

Prohibited in 

elementary 

and middle 

schools. When 

results are 

known, when it 

had no 

scientific 

purpose, when 

it benefits a 

commercial 

activity and for 

cosmetics. 

Not stated. 

Defines 

vivisection. 

Not stated. 

8) Animals used for 

carrying burden 

When they are 

overloaded. When 

it compromises 

their wellbeing.  

Unknown 

since it was 

not 

published. 

In paved 

roads and for 

no other than 

agricultural 

means. 

In high-speed 

roads. To pull 

carts in the 

urban areas. 

When it 

compromises 

their wellbeing. 

To pull carts in 

the urban 

areas. When it 

compromises 

their 

wellbeing. 

Not overloaded 

and should be 

cared for. When 

it compromises 

their wellbeing. 

9) Animals sold on 

the streets 
Prohibited. 

Unknown 

since it was 

not 

published. 

Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. Prohibited. 

10) Zoos Allowed. 

Unknown 

since it was 

not 

published. 

Allowed. Prohibited. Allowed. Not stated. 
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11) 

Catching/Hunting/ 

Fishing 

Of any wild animal. 

Unknown 

since it was 

not 

published. 

Catching 

and hunting. 

Sports hunting 

(only allowed 

for 

consumption). 

Fishing of in 

danger 

species. 

Catching and 

hunting. 

Sports hunting 

(only allowed 

for immediate 

consumption) 

12) Of the 

infringement and 

fines 

Admonition. Fines 

from 200 up to 

10,000 minimum 

wages. 

Administrative 

arrest for up to 36 

hours. Temporary 

or definite closure. 

Seizure of animals 

and proofs of 

violations of the 

regulation. 

Unknown 

since it was 

not 

published. 

Admonition. 

Fine from 10 

up to 5,000 

minimum 

wages. 

Administrative 

arrest for up 

to 36 hours. 

Temporary or 

definite 

closure. 

Seizure of 

animals and 

proofs of 

violations of 

the 

regulation. 

Admonition. 

Fine from one 

up to 200 

minimum 

wages. 

Administrative 

arrest for up to 

36 hours. 

Temporary or 

definite 

closure. Seizure 

of animals and 

proofs of 

violations of 

the regulation. 

Warning. Fines 

from one to 

1,000 minimum 

wages. 

Cessation or 

revocation of 

permits. 

Temporary or 

definite 

closure. 

Seizure of 

animals and 

proofs of 

violations of 

the regulation.    

Administrative 

arrest for up to 

36 hours. Fines 

from two up to 

100 minimum 

wages.  
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13) Particularities 

Breeding female 

dogs more than 

once. Animals sold 

should be 

neutered or 

spayed afterwards. 

 

Prohibition of 

any 

aggressive 

activity 

towards 

animals. 

Chain them, 

tie them to 

any public 

tree. The use 

of extremely 

short leashes 

that can 

hinder their 

movement.  
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In all the cases (Chapters 13 to 18), the interviewees reported that even though 

the regulation was not enforced as envisioned in the text, there had been 

important steps to make people aware of animals and their needs. All animal 

advocates remained hopeful of a change to the better in a not too distance 

future. 

The municipal governments, Animal Nongovernmental Organizations 

(ANGOs) and animal activists in general were able to develop animal-awareness 

actions and witness the collection of animal mistreatment fines due to the 

creation of the animal protection regulations. 

 

19.3. Policy diffusion outcomes 

The cases coincide with the classical diffusion of introduction and adoption of 

progressive innovation (Strang & Soule, 1998) where the analyzed animal-oriented 

policies fit well. However, we differ from what the authors observed, as they 

mention that “innovations are risky and uncertain, adopters carefully weigh the 

experience of others before action” (Strang & Soule, 1998), as the opposite was 

observed in our empirical cases presented in Chapters 13 to 18. The adopters did 

not await the experience of the results presented in previous cases. But they 

adopted the policies due to the window of opportunity provided by the example 

of successful formulation of regulation processes elsewhere, a ‘mighty blow’ 

(Baumgartner & Jones, 1993) to place animals on the political agenda.  

 They imitated (emulation diffusion, Shipan and Volden 2008) the policy of 

their neighbor municipality of Teocelo and of the prior approved regulation of the 

‘next door municipality’ (spatial proximity, Strang and Soule, 1998). But they also 

adapted it to their context and structure of their own social system (Rogers, 2003), 

not losing the essence like the ban of bullfights and other cruel practices. This 

diffusion mechanism was also observed by Lutz and Lutz, where the creation of 

animal legislation in one place favors the creation of alike legislation in another 

(Lutz & Lutz, 2011).  

 In this type of ‘innovative’ social movement, mass-media played a crucial 

role where activists became key actors and “experts cannot be distinguished so 

easily from adopters, as activists move seamlessly across the two roles” (Strang & 

Soule, 1998, p. 272). 

 For Gilardi and Wasserfallen (2018) emulation based on “the social 

construction of appropriate policies” (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2018, p. 6) which 

they observed can be connected to the diffusion of human rights policies, can 

also be linked to animal ‘rights’ protection and welfare as experienced in our 

cases. 

 In the Veracruz cases, it was also observed what the authors mention in 

relation to international organizations as conveyers of the diffusion of perceived 

as appropriate policies (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019), even though as stated by 

other scholars, rational and fact-based evaluations of the consequences of the 

policy were lacking (Shipan & Volden, 2012).  

 The diffusion mechanisms of an immediate adoption resulted in short-term 

effects and the peak of creating one regulation after another started to decline. 

However, the buildup of a close animal advocacy network and learning 

processes that started to take place after the regulations were created between 

2012 to 2013 continued to harvest gains for animals in the years to come, as 

presented in Section 19.5. 
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19.4. Actors’ interaction and grades of success in the policy 
processes  

Table 19.2 shows that the formulation of the animal regulations entailed mostly 

Cooperation: active constructive or forced. The latter meaning that although the 

regulations were created, it took dominance of the positively motivated actors to 

achieve the formulation of the regulations.  

These bottom-up cases, where more actors were involved in the beginning 

of the policy process faced additional challenges in comparison to the top-down 

cases (Chapters 4 to 10) where fewer actors participated.  

However, this complex and inclusive process paved way to more positive 

outcomes during the implementation of most cases (see table 19.3). Even in the 

case that can be labeled as unsuccessful during the formulation phase. 

 

Two of the municipalities, Fortin and Cordoba did not publish their regulations in 

the State’s Official Gazette due to political interests (Chapters 14 and 18 

respectively). Nonetheless, these set the precedents for further actions in favor of 

animals. In the case of Cordoba, the regulation of 2013 and the continued work 

from the ANGOs aided in the creation of two other animal regulations that 

benefited animals even more than the originally proposed regulation. One was 

published in 2015 and the other in 2019. 

 

Table 19.3 shows that even though the interaction in the first and second phase 

of the implementation continued to be challenging, the actions developed due 

to the creation of the regulations turned out to be mostly successful in relation to 

raising awareness towards animals in each municipality. In this sense they did 

better in comparison to the top-down implementation cases (Chapters 4 to 10). 

For example, by starting helpful alliances with other governmental bodies at the 

state and national levels. They also developed animal protection programs, and 

started the collection of fines for animal mistreatment, in some cases quite 

expensive ones. 

  

Table 19.2 Interaction and success in the formulation of the regulations 
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19.5. The actions that followed the creation of the six animal 
protection regulations in Veracruz and their relationship to social 
change 

The creation of an animal network 
The lack of a full implementation of the regulations did not stop the activists to 

seek for animal protection. The ‘animal network’ that started in Xalapa (Chapter 

15) and that worked to consolidate the regulation of Teocelo (Chapter 13), 

started to grow in numbers and making alliances with national and international 

ANGOs, such as Animal Heroes, Donkey Sanctuary International and the Franz 

Weber Foundation. By 2020, the ‘animal network’ in Veracruz included 32 ANGOs 

spread throughout the state. 

The ‘network’ continued to make formal complaints against transgressors 

in the municipalities where animal regulations existed and if not, then they used 

the state’s law to look for justice (Garcia Elias, 2015b). 

They organized themselves to collectively start formal complaints to, for 

example Walmart for hosting an illegal cockfight. And a complaint against a man 

that intentionally shot a dog. And another against the municipal administration of 

Teocelo for violating its animal regulation and hosting an illegal vaquillada that 

caused a human death (Garcia Elias, 2014).  

As an answer to these progressive regulations, a state’s deputy proposed 

an initiative to safeguard the bullfights as a state’s tradition. Conversely, as soon 

as she did so, the political party she represented openly stated that the party did 

Table 19.3 Interaction and success in the implementation of the regulations 
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not agree with her. That her initiative was to be seen as a personal interest (Avila 

Perez, 2013). The initiative was not approved by the Congress. 

Some of the ANGOs that had worked to achieve the regulations stated 

that since the State’s Law required that all municipalities needed to work on their 

own animal regulations, they were prepared to start legal processes against the 

Mayors if they did not do so (AZ Diario, 2014). 

The continued work from ANGOs lead to important reforms to the State’s 

Animal Protection Law and to the State’s Penal Code in 2014. In the law the 

sanctions for violations increased the fines from 10 up to 5,000 minimum wages 

(Veracruzanos.info,  2014). The law includes sanctions for circuses that mistreated 

animals, and for recording and exhibition on social media of animal cruelty acts. 

In the Penal Code the Chapter for ‘Cruelty and Mistreatment Offenses 

perpetrated against Animals’ was added. It included prison from six months up to 

two years and a fine from 50 minimum wages up to 100, for intentional 

mistreatment or cruelty acts against any animal which caused them suffering or 

wounds (Senado de la Republica, 2019). Bull and cockfights, as well as animals 

used in circuses were excluded from the Chapter (R. Morales, 2014). 

When the reforms were published, diverse state and national ANGOs were 

present in the State’s Congress with support signs. Even a prominent member of a 

Spanish animal protection association flew from Barcelona to Veracruz to be 

present and congratulate the work of the deputies and the ANGOs (R. Morales, 

2014).  

In 2014 the Federal Attorney for Environmental Protection (PROFEPA) in 

Veracruz, started making ‘not previously programmed’ rounds as to surprise and 

inspect circuses in the state to check for animal mistreatment. PROFEPA 

confiscated five monkeys, a bear and a tiger from two circuses (Barranco, 2014). 

In 2014 the ANGOs widely protested against the increase in the national 

tax for pet food. The federal government stated that they did so as a fiscal 

measure to aid the economy. However, it was seen by the aldermen and ANGOs 

as a contradictory policy that would later affect the municipalities budget 

because of the animals’ overpopulation growth. Due to this tax, they predicted 

an increase of 10% more abandoned animals nationally, from 40% to 50%, which 

would account for almost two million more animals on the streets (Pallares Gomez, 

2014). 

In 2014 the state of Veracruz petitioned for national certification as a state 

free from canine and feline rabies, given that since 1998 there were no more 

registered cases (E. Morales, 2014). It was not only Veracruz that eliminated the 

public health problem. But in 2019 Mexico was the first country to receive the 

validation from the Pan American Health Organization (PAHO) and the World 

Health Organization (WHO), as a country free from rabies transmitted by dogs. 

In 2015, one of the main actors (who was an animal activist and a public 

servant) in the creation and implementation of two of the municipal regulations, 

Boca (Chapter 16) and Veracruz (Chapter 17); was promoted as the Federal 

Delegate of the PROFEPA in the state (Quadratin Veracruz, 2015).  

This decision was applauded by all the ANGOs in the state given that they 

fully supported and trusted him. As soon as he entered office, he started working 

with a local ANGO and a national ANGO to benefit animals. They reallocated 12 

felines from the state’s zoo to diverse animal sanctuaries, where the animals could 

then have welfare and a dignified life (PROFEPA, 2015). 
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In 2016 another reform to the State’s Animal Protection Law prohibited the 

catching and hunting of any wild species, animal fighting and animals in zoos; 

also, the pamplonadas (running of the bull), the embalses (drowning of the bulls), 

the vaquilladas (running of the calves); as well as the use of animals in rituals and 

religious festivities, animals used in circuses.  

The reform prohibited that animals are sold on the streets and to kids under 

18 years old. It also stated that animals before sold should be neutered or spayed 

and while on exhibition for sale, they should not be kept in kennels for over 10 

hours. It prohibited vivisection at any educational level. Animal experiments 

would only be allowed in high and postgraduate studies. The law also prohibited 

animal testing for cosmetics and the use of drugs, alcohol or any other substance 

that can harm animals without therapeutic ends. 

It promoted the creation of educational programs in collaboration with 

ANGOs. Furthermore, it contained: the prohibition of the collection of strays with 

the purpose of killing them, the obliged registration of places where animals are 

kept or sold, the establishment of permanent rabies and neuter and spay 

campaigns in collaboration with ANGOs, the creation of Animal Brigades and the 

creation of a specialized attorney for offenses against animals. 

A Specialized Attorney on Environmental and Animal Offenses was 

assigned in January 2017 for the state of Veracruz. The decision was immediately 

applauded by the ANGOs. He reported that by 2019, only 12 municipalities out of 

the 212 had an animal regulation of their own that could enforce administrative 

sanctions to punish animal mistreatment (e-consulta, 2019). This seems to indicate 

that the heart of the process to protect animals had shifted from the local level 

to the state level. 

 

Veracruz: again the tip of the spear for animal protection  
In 2018, Veracruz made history again, and became the first state in Mexico to 

prohibit cock fights under the argument that these imply mistreatment and 

unnecessary suffering to animals (Pixel, 2018).  

Also, in 2018 another reform to the State’s Animal Law was included to 

prohibit the mutilation of animals without a medical purpose, such as the cutting 

of tail, ears, vocal cords, the extraction of claws and teeth (Avila, 2018). 

In late 2019, the Specialized Attorney on Environmental and Animal 

Offenses publicly stated that he was unfoundedly removed (due to political 

interests) from his job after almost three years of work. Nevertheless, he gave a 

statement of the achievements made to benefit of animals and the environment 

in Veracruz during his term.  

Some of these which concerned animals, were the creation of regional 

attorneys to deal with the animal mistreatment complaints, the assignment of 

Veterinary inspectors, the equipment for the collection of proofs and recollection 

of wild and domestic animals. He also mentioned the creation of the Police 

Investigation Unit for Environmental and Animal Offenses, and the creation of 

protocols during the investigations for the care of ‘non-human’ victims. 

Approximately 20 animal illegal practices were detected, like bull events and 

leading to the rescue of ‘non-human’ victims. The collaboration with the State’s 

University Universidad Veracruzana, the National Autonomous University of 

Mexico (UNAM), technological institutes, civil organizations, municipal 

administrations, and the Federal Chamber of Deputies gave the opportunity to 

host conferences on animal rights. The first verdict for animal mistreatment was 
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processed in Veracruz and the highest of its kind at a national level. The same 

holds for the first preventive prison case for animal mistreatment of a public 

servant (Xeu, 2019) and the first remand prison of a citizen for animal 

mistreatment, which was the first of its kind in Mexico (AVC, 2019). 

In 2019 the ANGOs continued to petition not only for the well-being of 

animals, but also of children that witnessed animal mistreatment in bullfights and 

the events as such. Even though the presence of children was prohibited in those 

events, in accordance with the Children’s and Teenagers Rights Law for the State 

of Veracruz, the violations were still happening (Riveros, 2019). 

This collection of chronological events shows that Veracruz started to take 

important steps to achieve social change in the benefit of animals. They can be 

traced back to the actions that followed Teocelo, when it, back in 2012, became 

a ‘head turner’ by its abolition of bullfights.  
 

How did the regulations contribute to the society’s awareness in relation to 
animals? 
The six municipal regulations that are part of this study had diverse outcomes, 

even though all actors mentioned that the implementation fell short from what 

was envisioned in the six texts of the regulations. All also agreed that regardless of 

that, citizens started to become more aware of animals.  

Various activities and legislative reforms followed the creation of the 

original animal protection regulations (2012 – 2013). The animal network and 

animal advocates increased considerably as well. Altogether these actions show 

a clear social change in favor of animals.  

Veracruz has proven to be a leading state for animal protection reforms. 

The animal advocacy history will always remember Teocelo as the first 

municipality to abolish bullfights in 2012, and the state of Veracruz as the first state 

to abolish cockfights in 2018. The seedlings of the animal movement have a fertile 

ground to keep harvesting gains for animals in Veracruz and continue to diffuse 

them to other places. 
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Chapter 20:  Comparisons and conclusions 

20.1. Introduction 
This chapter answers the research questions and presents a comparison and 

conclusion of the 13 municipal cases located in two central-eastern Mexican 

states, Puebla and Veracruz. It also provides a general overview of the animal 

situation in Mexico.  

The 13 municipal cases are explained and analyzed in Chapters 4 to 10 

and 13 to 18. These are relevant because they examine the policy processes that 

enacted animal rights regulations from 2009 to 2014, which were the first of their 

kind in Mexico. But to what extent were these animal regulations successful at 

contributing to social change? 

The chapter explores the issue of what the 13 animal regulation policy 

initiatives have in common and also how they differ in terms of success. The 

meaning of success is theoretically discussed in Chapter 2. It is empirically shown 

throughout the cases and highlighted in the tables of Chapters 11 and 19, as well 

as throughout this chapter.  

To sum up, in the formulation phase, success in the cases is observed when 

the regulation was realized and when the new regulation legally protected the 

scope of animals as envisioned by the formulators and to the degree of 

protection originally aimed for. Success in the implementation phase occurred 

when there was a degree of implementation and when more actions were 

developed in favor of animals, compared to before the regulation existed and, 

ultimately, when these also contributed to social awareness for lasting societal 

change in people’s behavior towards animals. Successful societal change is also 

reflected in the learning of the actors, as pointed out by Schneider and Ingram 

(1997), Dente et al. (1998) and Bressers (2004). In the cases where learning has 

taken place, the actors ‘improve’ the existing regulation and, at times, create 

new legislation at later stages of implementation, thus contributing overall to 

social awareness. 

The study used ethnographic data gathered from semi-structured 

interviews and corroborated with information from publicly available sources. The 

information collected was analyzed through theory-guided description.  

The chapter is structured in seven sections. Section 20.2 explains the 

commonalities between the two states and the cases therein. Each subsection 

analyzes the difficulties and presents where success was found. Section 20.3 

provides a comparison of the differences between the two states and their cases, 

as well as their challenges and successes. Section 20.4 answers the research sub-

questions. Section 20.5 answers the over-all research question in terms of societal 

change towards animals.  

Section 20.6 presents some interesting, yet unintended findings, which can 

contribute to further understanding of how social change is shaped in relation to 

animals. Section 20.7 provides additional research questions and assesses the 

practical implications for animal activists and practitioners who want to improve 

the situation for animals.  

Section 20.8 provides a ‘helicopter view’ of the current situation of animal 

protection in Mexico and its challenges.  The study concludes on the importance 

of the joint effort between advocates and the government in the creation of 

legislation as the seedlings to harvest social change to respect animals better. This 
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is likely to be as much a result of the social and political process to establish 

regulations, as a result of the regulations themselves. Regulation is not a fixer, but 

a catalyst.  

 

20.2. Commonalities between the cases in the two states 
A change in the administrations, a challenge for the survival of programs 
Mexico struggles with a lack of implementation of its legislation (Freedom House, 

2015) and its public policies (OECD, 2012). The change in governmental 

administrations also challenges the continuity of governmental programs 

developed in the previous administration. 

After a change in the majority party, new administrations tend to undo a 

lot of the policies started by the previous administration (Loaeza & Prud’homme, 

2010). The gap between policies at various periods is reflected even more at the 

municipal level, where administrations renew themselves every three years, 

hindering continuity (Tapia Tellez, 2020). Within an institutional system as such, 

government officials look for ‘short term’ results that can be obtained as quickly 

as possible - time is perceived as a scarce resource. 

One argument provided by the authorities as to why they should not 

continue with the policies created by previous administrations is that they need 

to do something more or different. Such arguments are observed in the political 

literature. As highlighted by Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983), at times, there are 

far better rewards by endorsing new programs than to engage with what they 

see as the ‘less glamorous task’ of supporting or even gradually improving 

previous ones.  

The enforcement vacuum includes animal-related laws and regulations 

(Camacho, 2014). Henceforth, the 13 regulations within the two states - which are 

the scope of this study - were not an exception. In both Puebla and Veracruz, 

time was mentioned as an important scarce resource in the creation of the 

regulations and in the first phase of implementation. Thus, the promoters were 

concerned to achieve the desired outcomes (animal regulations) in a relatively 

small amount of time, but before a post-election change in the municipal 

administrations. 

Once ‘new’ administrations had entered office, an overall lack of 

continuity of the implementation pervaded. The work and pressure from animal 

rights advocates created at least some continuity, such that the regulations 

would not be completely abandoned. This can be observed in Tables 20.1 and 

20.2. In some cases, progress was formally halted with the argument that the new 

administrations would not work on something not done by them or from a lack of 

interest in the topic and/or a lack of resources to be able to implement them. This 

confirms the lack of continuity for policies in Mexico. 
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The more participation, better results? 
The municipal authorities and Animal Non-Governmental Organizations (ANGOs) 

in both states recognized that not all of the actors who should have been taken 

into account for the creation of the regulations were considered, with the 

exception of the case of Boca in Veracruz (Table 20.3, Boca:K). In Puebla and 

Veracruz, the exclusion of actors was also related to the perception of time as a 

scarce resource. The few actors involved in most cases deliberately excluded key 

actors in order to achieve fast consensus.  

As Dente and Fareri put it, this is a common practice since “the promoters 

tend to under-estimate, as a waste of scarce resource, the importance of a 

consensus building approach, which is always time consuming” (Dente et al., 

1998, p. 15). To the actors who were involved in the creation process in both states, 

this could be linked to (future) failed results and lack of implementation. However, 

at the moment of the creation, they recognized that they did not foresee this.  

 

Table 20.1 Continuity in the change in the administrations in Puebla 

Table 20.2 Continuity in the change in the administrations in Veracruz 
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In the state of Veracruz, particularly in Boca, there was more participation of 

actors in the creation phase, compared to the other cases in Veracruz and 

Puebla. However, the outcome was no different than the other two cases in 

Veracruz (Table 20.4:J,K,L) and one in Puebla (Table 20.5:G). These were as 

successful in the first and second phases of implementation as was Boca, even 

though, during the creation phase, there were less actors involved. 

In conclusion, it is safe to point out that, when there is lack of participation 

of ‘more’ actors in the formulation process, this does not necessarily influence the 

success of the outcome.  

 

 

 

Table 20.4 Outcomes in Veracruz 

Table 20.3 Public role in the formulation in Veracruz 
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The Mayor’s resources are crucial for reaching or hindering an outcome  
The actors’ resource availability in the creation phase were sufficient to reach an 

agreement and, ultimately, to complete the enactment of the animal regulation 

in all cases in the state of Puebla and, in most cases, in the state of Veracruz. The 

exception was for two, where the Mayors actively worked to block the publication 

of the regulations (Table 20.6:I, M). 

In Puebla and Veracruz, the Mayors needed to have some interest in 

supporting, or at least, not to have the will to stop the creation and 

implementation of the animal regulations.  

At the formulation stage, in the two cases in Veracruz, where the Mayors 

were not on board, their legal resources turned out to be sufficient to stop the 

publication of the regulation. At the implementation phase in the one case of 

Veracruz (Chapter 13), where the regulation was already published, when the 

change of administration happened and a new Madam Mayor entered office, 

she demonstrated that her resources were, not only sufficient to stop the 

implementation, but also to violate the regulation. This included hosting illegal 

bull-events and, later, by modifying the document to bring back bullfights and 

cockfights, among other cruel animal practices that previously had been banned 

in the regulation. 

In a hierarchical system, such as that in Mexico, at the municipal level, the 

willingness of the Mayors still plays an essential role to facilitate or block 

regulations, regardless of the resources from other actors.  

  

Table 20.5 Outcomes in Puebla 



Chapter 20                                            Comparisons and conclusions 

401 

 

 

 

Secondary topics face scarce resources at the implementation 
In the first phase of implementation, the actors in the two states had the ‘feeling’ 

that there had not been enough time and other resources to comply with all of 

the aspects the regulations intended. Most of the actors thought their 

municipalities were at an early stage and that publicizing the regulation must be 

a first step. 

The two states faced budget constraints, lack of infrastructure and a lack of 

human resources. The implementers acknowledged that the animal rights topic 

was seen as a secondary policy and not a priority for the municipal governments. 

As a result, they were left at the bottom when it came to distributing the budget. 

This translated into a lack of resources to implement the regulation correctly.  

 

Flexibility for animal advocates’ participation, informal agreements that 
contribute to a positive outcome 
In the two states, when the regulations were created between 2009 to 2014, the 

state’s animal protection laws required the creation of secondary laws; i.e., 

regulations as an instrument for implementation in the municipalities. On top of 

that and to a different degree, in both states and in most cases, the ANGOs and 

animal rights advocates helped placing the animal rights topic on the political 

agenda (Table 20.7:A-G) (Table 20.8:H-M) and (Table 20.14) (Table 20.17) and 

sought out ways to create animal rights regulations.  

In the implementation phase in Puebla and Veracruz, there was some 

degree of flexibility to allow informal agreements with the ANGOs. This was mostly 

to publicize the regulations, to aid in the spay and neuter surgeries, or to place 

animals for adoption, instead of killing them (in the case of Puebla), (Table 20.15) 

and (Table 20.19). 

These agreements were not formally written and, as such, did not have 

legal value. However, they had a symbolic value that, ultimately, aided the 

animal rights cause and created public awareness. As Dente and Fareri correctly 

pointed out, these agreements were key in developing the process. They 

emphasized that “[t]he importance of these agreements cannot be 

underestimated. Quite apart from their actual content, they are further evidence 

of the willingness to adopt a problem-solving attitude, and for this reason only, 

Table 20.6 Mayor’s resources 
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they seem to represent – at least from the symbolic point of view – a very 

important step in the decision-making process” (Dente et al., 1998, p. 41). 

The positive actions developed in the creation and implementation phases 

are proof that the (informal) participation of animal activists and the informal 

agreements with actors who have a genuine interest in the topic are key for the 

correct development of the process. 

 

 

 

 

Mighty blows aid to place the animal topic at the political agenda  
Both Puebla and Veracruz had at least one case of animal abuse that outraged 

people. This served what Baumgartner and Jones (1993) referred to as a ‘mighty 

blow’56. This positively aided the arguments of the formulators in the importance 

of the creation of the regulations.  

In Puebla, ‘the cats’ killer case’ went federal. The state’s congress 

approved the inclusion of animal mistreatment as a felony in the penal code and 

the last municipal animal regulation created between 2009 to 2014 was easily 

approved. 

In Veracruz, animal mistreatment in a pet store was widely exposed online. 

This was, not only in relation to the blatant mistreatment, but also about the 

                                                           
56 For further explanation on Baumgartner and Jones (1993) Punctuated Equilibrium Model, see 

Chapter 2 and Chapter 20, Section 20.6. 

 

Table 20.7 Animal advocates’ participation in Puebla 

Table 20.8 Animal advocates’ participation in Veracruz 
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discomfort reported by all the neighbors. This strengthened the formulators 

arguments and again, in that case, the regulation was rapidly approved.  

 

Opposers with strong resources can negatively influence the outcome 
The role of opposer, as observed by Dente, Fareri and Ligteringen (Dente et al., 

1998, p. 207), is an actor who has an active, though restrictive, role in the process. 

In the cases where this type of actors was present, they held specific objectives 

to halt the process, either because they viewed the animal topic as one that 

should not be part of the political agenda, or because their economic interests 

were at risk. 

In Puebla, there was only one case in San Pedro where an opponent was 

present during the creation phase. The actor’s strategic position (second to the 

Mayor) and power was strong enough to temporarily hinder the process, 

regardless of the number of actors who favored the regulation. It was only when 

she stopped working in the municipal government that another Alderwoman, 

who sympathized with the animal regulation, was able to reactivate the process 

(Table 20.9:B). 

In the creation phase in Veracruz, there were two out of six cases (Fortin 

and Cordoba) where opposers were present in the process. They were able to 

exert enough power to stop the governments’ and the ANGOs’ decision. The 

opposers held economic resources and, as they were the municipality’s elite, they 

were able to exert this ‘economic’ pressure on the Mayors and use it to stop the 

process. Thus, the municipalities did not publish their animal regulations (Table 

20.10:I, M). There was only one case where the opponent was unable to persuade 

the Mayor, since he was highly motivated to approve the animal regulation 

(Table 20.10:H). 

The strength of the resources of the opposers can negatively affect the 

process. 

 

  

Table 20.9 Puebla’s gatekeepers and opposers 
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Policy diffusion, geographic clustering is still relevant 
The 13 cases are spread in the two eastern states of Mexico: Puebla and Veracruz. 

These two states had one municipality that created an animal regulation that led 

to policy diffusion to the other municipalities. When looking at the policy diffusion 

phenomenon, the two states involved were favored by geographic clustering. 

This demonstrates that scholars, such as Strang and Soule (1998), were correct in 

pointing out that spatial proximity is most common when studying diffusion given 

that proximity allows for easier interaction and influence (Strang & Soule, 1998). 

Thus, scholars, such as Shipan and Volden (2012), who viewed geographic 

closeness (clustering) as a good starting point, but also considered this an 

outdated approach, but not one that should be completely disregarded. This 

study observed clustering as an important constant in all 13 cases, as explained 

in Chapters 3 and 12.  

 

20.3. Comparison of the differences between the cases in the two 
states 
Policy diffusion combined top-down soft coercion (easier-narrow scope) with 
bottom-up imitation (more complicated wider scope) 
The scope of the regulations and diffusion mechanisms played an important role 

in each state. The policy diffusion in Puebla came from the state level as a top-

down, soft, coerced mechanism and later also as an imitation mechanism. 

Coercion, as pointed out by Shipan and Volden (2012), entails threats or force 

from one government on the policies of another. They also mentioned that the 

lasting effects of this mechanism are less clear than when other diffusion 

mechanisms, such as learning or competition happen, as both can have long-

lasting effects.  

The coercion mechanism In Puebla meant that the six regulations, which 

followed the first municipality in the formulation of the first animal regulation, did 

so under a type of ‘pressure’ from the state’s Health Ministry in the formulation 

(Table 20.11:A-G). This ordered the municipalities to manage their dog (and cat) 

overpopulation for the sake of human health. This happened against a 

background history of dogs and human rabies (Table 20.12:A-G). In the first phases 

of implementation, the state’s coerced mechanism meant municipalities could 

receive state’s resources to operate at the municipal level. This was a common 

phenomenon as Gilardi and Wasserfallen (2019) observed at an international 

Table 20.10 Veracruz’s gatekeepers and opposers 



Chapter 20                                            Comparisons and conclusions 

405 

 

level. It happens when powerful countries or organizations coerce political 

changes through conditionality of resources in the target location. 

 

 

 

In Puebla, the municipality of San Andres was the initiator and diffusor (Table 

20.13:A-G). Once the first regulation was created, along with the coercion an 

imitation mechanism for the rest of the municipalities, they also followed. In all 

seven cases in Puebla, linking the ‘animal problem’ with a human health problem 

(narrow scope), resulted in success approving all ‘homologated’ regulations in 

Puebla, thus, this being an easier policy formulation process than in Veracruz.  

   

 

In most cases in Puebla, the authorities, as promoters, were open to collaborate 

with ANGOs. Nevertheless, the ANGOs resources were not enough to change 

most of the text of the regulations to stipulate ‘more’ animal protection actions; 

or even to include more animals, besides dogs and cats, such as horses used for 

Table 20.11 Top-down policy diffusion in Puebla 

Table 20.12 Puebla’s regulations’ main topics 

Table 20.13 Puebla’s initiator 
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carrying burden in the case of Texmelucan (Table 20.14:A-G). Furthermore, at the 

implementation phase, the ANGOs in Puebla were often more restricted from 

working alongside with the government than in Veracruz (Table 20.15:A-G).  

 

 

Policy diffusion in Veracruz came from a bottom-up imitation policy diffusion 

mechanism at the municipal level, mostly involving animal rights advocates 

(Table 20.8:H-M). The municipality of Teocelo - the first municipality to abolish 

bullfights in Mexico - was the initiator and diffusor (Table 20.16:H-M). Imitation was 

described by Shipan and Volden (2012) as “the coping of another government's 

policies without concern for those policies' effects; thus, the extent of learning in 

these circumstances is merely the acknowledgment that a government that is 

perceived to be a leader has the policy and that it must, therefore, be something 

desirable” (2012:790-91). Though they recognized that these copied and untested 

attempts might work, frequently, these turn out to be inappropriate political 

choices.  

 

Shipan and Volden (2008) mentioned that imitation, unlike learning, can happen 

in a short time, even immediately. Thus, it is expected to dwindle quickly or as time 

passes (unlike in learning). This fading can be observed in Chapters 11 and 19, 

Table 20.14 Puebla’s ANGOs’ access in the formulation 

Table 20.15 Puebla’s ANGOs’ participation in the implementation 

Table 20.16 Veracruz’s initiator 
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where, once the momentum of novelty passed, the ‘rapid’ adoption of policies 

dropped. However, this did not affect the seedlings they left for the animal rights 

movement to continue to grow in Veracruz.  

The diffusion in Veracruz was an imitation (emulation) and decoupling 

mechanism of the first regulation. It also followed international ‘best-animal 

practices’ in the other five cases. These bottom-up regulations were observed, 

just as Gilardi and Wasserfallen (2019) indicated, with emulation based on “the 

social construction of appropriate policies […] Accordingly, norms and 

conventions are socially constructed, and policymakers conform to these norms 

with the adoption of appropriate policies.” These mention that human rights and, 

in our cases, animal ‘rights’ protection and welfare, fit into the description.  

Gilardi and Wasserfallen (2019) also perceived that emulation is a 

mechanism in which international organizations are conveyers of what is 

perceived as appropriate policies and, thus, diffusion is spread (Gilardi & 

Wasserfallen, 2019). The six cases in Veracruz demonstrated this, since the UN 

Declaration of Animal Rights57 and the successful ban on bullfights in Catalonia 

were widely cited by the actors interviewed as appropriate policy examples to 

follow. 

This study agrees with Shipan and Volden (2012) that, in our 

interconnected-communications world, politicians can adopt other policies that 

although they might be geographically far, can connect and diffuse due to 

political opportunities, in this case, for animals. Culture was mentioned by 

(Lenschow, et al., 2005). This also plays a role in understanding policy 

development, interpretation and, ultimately, the integration into the context 

(Lenschow et al., 2005), as was observed in the six cases in Veracruz. 

The Veracruz ANGOs and animal rights advocates who held public office 

or who managed to persuade the municipal government to include animal 

protection in the political agenda (Table 20.8) and (Table 20.17:H-M), were key to 

integrating the international examples into each of the municipality’s contexts. 

The regulations were proposed taking into account the particularities of the 

municipalities. The texts were not homologated as were those in Puebla. 

The arguments from the promoters in Veracruz were concerned with the 

necessity of creating respect towards animals and following examples of other 

local and smaller municipalities in a policy diffusion imitation mechanism. This 

contradicted the argument that larger cities are less prone to imitate smaller cities 

(Shipan & Volden, 2008). 

The cases also coincide with the classical diffusion of introduction and 

adoption of progressive innovation (Strang & Soule, 1998) where the analyzed 

animal-oriented policies fit well. Promoters argued the case for the international 

necessity for society to grow morally and ethically. This occurred many times, even 

making the connection of animal mistreatment with human abuse as a social 

problem (Table 20.18:H-M). 

  

                                                           
57 The declaration does not yet exist as such; it was proposed by some organizations to be 

presented to the UN. Their goal is to obtain as many localities, states and countries to ascribe to it, 

to make it an official UN Declaration. 
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On the one hand, these wider objectives led to more complicated policy 

formulation processes than in Puebla. It took the promoters to be more convincing 

strategic actors and the Mayors for the regulations’ approval and publication. 

The results were also different. In Veracruz, unlike in Puebla, two of the cases did 

not reach publication. 

On the other hand, despite the complicated process of approval, the 

regulations in Veracruz were more relevant for social change for people to 

respect animals. Even in the cases where the regulations were not published, the 

actions in favor of animals and social awareness did not stop. Additionally, the 

ANGOs at the implementation phase in Veracruz continued to be key (Table 

20.19). 

In conclusion, (1) linking the animal rights topic to a human health problem 

(narrower scope) or to other human concerns can, perhaps, serve as a 

piggybacking (framing) strategy for animal activists, regardless of the regulations’ 

scope. An example at the international level would be the studies being 

developed due to the COVID-19 pandemic and how this relates to animals. When 

just human health is put central stage, the impact on the growth of respect for 

animals might be less. (2) The wider or more inclusive the scope of subjects are for 

different types of animals, the more complicated was its approval. (3) Coercion, 

Table 20.18 Veracruz’s regulations’ main topics 

Table 20.17 Veracruz’s ANGOs’ access in the formulation 
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as a policy mechanism, turned out to be less attractive in creating more actions 

and awareness towards animals compared to the cases in Veracruz where only 

imitation was present. 

 

The actors’ cognitions development: a learning process towards success? 
The cognitions in Puebla on how to develop regulations were mostly held by the 

state actors. They developed a harmonized text that only suffered minor changes 

per municipality, but never went beyond the state law (Table 20.12:A-G). Thus, 

there was never much need for learning in the formulation phase.  

The implementation stage actions remained pretty much ‘business as 

usual’ and achieved mild success or were unsuccessful. Three cases were 

successful, and in one case a highly motivated animal rights activist occupied a 

strategic position in the municipal government and was able to achieve several 

positive actions (Table 20.31:G).  

In the Veracruz formulation phase, the actors’ cognitions were developed 

by learning from each other in an informal ‘animal network.’ This learning process 

is recognized to have aided the outcomes by scholars, as seen by Schneider and 

Ingram (1997), Dente et al. (1998) and Bressers (2004). In most cases, the animal 

promoters participated in more than one case to share their knowledge and 

experience. 

Each of the regulations in Veracruz had a variety of animal subjects, but all 

included bans on ‘traditional’ practices with animals, such as bull fights and 

cockfights. These local regulations went beyond the state level requirements 

(Table 20.18). In breaking with traditions, they also were challenging previously 

accepted norms.  

The Veracruz implementation phase cases reported more actions in favor 

of animals than in Puebla (Table 20.31) and (Table 20.32). This indicates that when 

learning takes place among the actors, a better understanding of the process 

and its opportunities can develop. However, this does not necessarily lead to 

success in the formulation stage, given the ‘strong’ power that Mayors maintain. 

Nevertheless, the shared learning is important to develop more actions in favor of 

animals in the implementation phase. 

 

Are top-down indicators’ relevant for social change?  
In Puebla the state government imposed ‘quotas’ as progress indicators for the 

municipalities to report the number of killings, vaccines and spay and neuter 

Table 20.19 Veracruz’s ANGOs participation in the implementation 
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surgeries, in order to continue to provide them with the drugs and vets for the 

surgeries. Meeting the quotas was an indicator of the process working correctly.  

After the regulations were published in Puebla, very few animal 

mistreatment complaints were followed up by the authorities (Table 20.20:A-G). 

Some fines were collected, but not for animal abuse. Fines were issued only when 

the ‘owners’ let them roam around alone on the streets to be then caught by the 

Animal Centers’ (A-Centers) operators and taken to the Center where they could 

be picked up (Table 20.21:A-G). 

 

 

 

 

Although Veracruz did not impose ‘quotas’ or indicators, after the publication of 

the regulations, the Animal Centers and ANGOs started receiving more animal 

mistreatment complaints (Table 20.22:H-M). The A-Centers started to apply more 

vaccines and perform surgeries. In half the cases, animal mistreatment fines were 

collected by the A-Centers (Table 20.23:H-M). 

 

  

Table 20.20 Puebla’s follow up complaints 

Table 20.21 Puebla’s fines 

Table 20.22 Veracruz’s follow up complaints 
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It is valid to question for both states whether more complaints, more surgeries, 

more vaccines and the collection of fines, provide more population control and 

are indicators of success of the regulations. In accordance with Lipsky (1980), it is 

difficult to affirm whether success is observed just by looking at these types of 

indicators. He stated that “it is not even apparent whether measured increases or 

decreases signal better or worse performance. The best illustration of this 

consideration is the problem of inference from crime statistics. Do increases in 

arrest rates signal improved police performance? Or do they signal deteriorating 

police performance, indicating an increase in criminal activity and thus in the 

number of criminals available to catch?” (Lipsky, 1980, p. 51).  

However, these indicators do shed some light on the correlation with the 

ultimate goal – that of social change in the behavior towards animals. As social 

change requires that the subject is brought under public scrutiny, one can assume 

that the more that there is of any of these activities, the more likely social change 

is to occur. 

 

Implementation: the more participation the better results 
The Puebla Animal Centers (A-Centers) in most cases were the only governmental 

authority attempting to implement the regulation (Table 20.24:A-G), (Table 

20.25:A-G). The A-Centers were the place where the state’s vets performed 

weekly or monthly the neuter and spay surgeries. The Centers had scarce 

resources to operate. Often, their workers (operators) continued to work “business 

as usual”, just like before the creation of the regulation. They collected roaming 

dogs from the streets, applied rabies vaccines, and sometimes collaborated with 

ANGOs to give up animals for adoption. At times, they were unwilling to learn 

further and aid in the implementation of the regulation. Many of them, despite 

their poor performance, could not be removed from their position, since they 

belonged to the Workers’ Union who strongly protected them. In most cases in 

Puebla, the A-Centers held some kind of limited collaboration with ANGOs (Table 

20.26:A-G). 

Table 20.23 Veracruz’s fines 
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The Veracruz A-Centers were not the only governmental body there to implement 

the regulation (Table 20.27). The municipal police and state authorities also 

helped in half of the cases and (Table 20.28:H-M). In six cases from Veracruz the 

ANGOs participated widely in the implementation. They also received and 

followed up with citizens’ complaints (Table 20.22:H-M). The activities developed 

were all in accordance with the vision to achieve animal protection and 

implement the regulation as much as possible, given limited resources.  

It can be observed that the more participation from different actors there 

is at the implementation phase, this furthers the envisioned outcomes; in this case, 

the development of more strategies and, consequently, better results for animals.  

Table 20.24 Implementation: Puebla’s Animal Centers 

Table 20.25 Implementation: Puebla’s participation from other authorities 

Table 20.26 Implementation: Puebla’s ANGOs 

participation 
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Implementation: do resources or motivations make most difference? 
Both states implementation phase lacked resources. Most cases in Puebla this was 

mentioned by implementers as an argument to either keep working ‘business as 

usual’ or to do less to implement the regulations (Table 20.24) (Table 20.30). The 

implementers were municipal workers in the A-Center. Few were motivated to 

deviate from their habits to implement the regulations.  

Conversely, in Veracruz, the resources available, although reported as 

scarce, were sufficient to trigger more activities for animal protection (Table 20.29) 

and to allow more actors to participate (Table 20.28). Here, the implementers 

were either motivated animal activists and/or civil servants who were convinced 

of the importance of implementing the animal regulations.  

It can be concluded that, although resources are important for the 

implementation, they are not necessarily a guarantee for successful actions. The 

differences lie in the motivations of the implementers. The more motivated they 

are, the more pro-animal actions there are that, ultimately, will contribute to more 

successful outcomes. 

Table 20.27 Implementation: Veracruz’s Animal Centers 

Table 20.28 Implementation: Veracruz’s participation from other authorities 
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20.4. Research sub-questions 
The cases were studied to address the four following research sub-questions. 

These are answered one by one in this section: 

 

1. How did the various stages of formulation and implementation of animal 

protection regulation evolve in the cases studied?  

2. To what extent did each of these stages in the policy process contribute 

to the progress and quality of the regulation?  

3. What actor characteristics of which actors show to be most often 

relevant for the progress and results at each stage of the regulation? 

4. What contributions to pro-animal social change from the policy process 

and the regulations themselves can be observed?  

 

1. How did the various stages of formulation and implementation of animal 
protection regulation evolve in the cases studied? 

The answers to this question have already been extensively covered in Chapters 

4 to 10 for the state of Puebla and Chapters 13 to 18 for the state of Veracruz. As 

each case tells a somewhat different story, these answers cannot be summarized 

by some generalized sweeping statements.  

 

2. To what extent did each of these stages in the policy process contribute 
to the progress and quality of the regulation?  

Section 20.1 and Section 20.2 answer this question approached from the 

perspective of, on the one hand, the similarities and, on the other hand, the 

differences between the cases in the two states. There were more similarities than 

differences identified in these sections. Both states had an early case that started 

policy diffusion. When comparing the two states, the policy process flew smoother 

when the scope of the regulations was narrower, such as in the Puebla cases, 

Table 20.29 Implementation: activities for animal protection in Veracruz 



Chapter 20                                            Comparisons and conclusions 

415 

 

where the quality and progress of the regulations overall was less in terms of what 

the animal advocates envisioned would be necessary to generate social change 

in favor of animals. Unlike Veracruz, where the scope of the regulations was wider 

and challenged culturally embedded practices, this made the policy process 

‘bumpier.’ Nonetheless, the quality and progress of these regulations generated 

more actions favoring pro-animal social awareness. Yet, the regulations were not 

implemented as envisioned in either of the two states.  

 

3. What actor characteristics of which actors show to be most often relevant 
for the progress and results at each stage of the regulation? 

To answer this question, I will present the results of the analysis done for each of 

the three main stages of the regulation, the formulation, the first phases of 

implementation and the implementation, according to the later developments in 

2020.  

In the formulation and first phases of implementation, the Mayors are the 

main actors for reaching a positive outcome. As was observed in all 13 cases58, 

they were persuaded by other actors of the importance of animals. In the few 

cases where the Mayors were openly opposed, the regulation was not published. 

Even when it had been published, they could (if they wanted to) openly 

challenge it by ignoring it or even acting against it. In cases such as this, there was 

nothing the other actors could do, except wait, until the following administration 

and a new Mayor entered office to start the process all over again.  

 

The actors’ characteristics in the formulation phase 
It is obvious in the formulation phase that, whenever all of the strategic 

governmental actors agree, the creation of animal regulations are important, the 

process turns into a successful outcome. A successful outcome is the publication 

of an animal regulation.  

When one or more strategic governmental actors perform as opposers or 

as gatekeepers and the political support has dwindled, then the presence of at 

least one positively motivated actor is key in reaching the desired outcome by 

the promoters or formulators. In all the cases, where there was some kind of 

opposition hindering the process, the motivated actors turned out to be animal 

advocates. They had, or were able, to develop a good relationship with strategic 

actors in the government, who could trump over the opposers and gatekeepers’ 

objectives and, ultimately, were those who approve the regulation to reach its 

publication.   

The positively motivated actor could play the role as another promoter or 

as a director to aid the promoter. These actors have a combination of the 

following characteristics: first, positive motivations, which could be a combination 

of medium to high motivations on animal protection and towards the regulation. 

Second, supportive cognitions with a mix of at least a medium-to-high 

understanding and medium-to-high openness to the animal topic, and, third, 

sufficient resources to persuade or overcome whoever is blocking the process.  

                                                           
58 Section 20.2, Subsection: The Mayor’s resources are crucial for reaching or hindering an 

outcome  
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Out of these, positive motivations are essential for the formulation of the 

regulation, since the supportive cognitions can be acquired in the process and 

the resources needed can be negotiated.  

 

The actors’ characteristics in the first and second phases of implementation 
The first phases of implementation witnessed all of the cases facing some degree 

of lack of resources. In cases where positive outcomes were registered with half 

success and those considered successful as shown in Table 20.30, and in Table 

20.29, the actors had supportive cognitions; although these could vary between 

medium-to-high understanding on how to implement the regulation and 

medium-to-high openness to learn further. What made the difference, as in the 

formulation phase, was the positive high motivations of the interested actors to 

further the animal rights cause. 

 

 

The actors’ characteristic in the developments after the in-depth data 
gathering period (2015 – 2020) 
The positive motivations of the actors in this follow-up phase became even more 

essential for the continuation or development of new animal-friendly actions and, 

ultimately, score points for social change for the respect of animals. This can be 

observed in the successful cases in Table 20.31 and Table 20.32, where animal 

activists collaborated with the government and/or had a big sphere of public 

influence reflected in the large number of followers in their social media platforms, 

the increase in the number of ANGOs and the citizens’ participation in their 

events. 

 

Table 20.30 Implementation: activities for animal protection in Puebla 
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4. What contributions to pro-animal social change from the policy process 
and the regulations themselves can be observed? 

There is a difference in terms of social change when analyzing the two states. In 

Veracruz, there were more motivated actors involved and the processes received 

more public attention, partially because more culturally-embedded practices 

were challenged. While making the processes more difficult, this also might 

improve the results by creating greater social awareness of the issue. Further light 

on this answer emerges by looking at what happened afterwards, after the in-

depth research period ended.  

 

Developments in Puebla after the in-depth data gathering period (2014 – 
2020) 

Table 20.31 Follow up activities in Puebla 

Table 20.32 Follow up activities in Veracruz 
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In three out of the seven Puebla cases, the policy-oriented actions developed 

remained “business as usual” (Table 20.31:A-G). In one of the Puebla cases, all 

animal-related actions ceased, up to 2020 (Table 20.31:F).  

In three of seven cases, ANGOs and activists persisted in pressuring the 

government to improve the animal rights situation. This type of continued pressure 

can persuade the government to work along animal activists and allow them to 

be placed in strategic positions. In one case in Puebla, an animal activist even 

achieved an important municipal position as the Chief of Animal Welfare. Being 

in this type of position, allows activists to develop more actions in favor of animals 

and spread social awareness. 

In the three cases where the ANGOs continued to work, their efforts 

remained essential for continued public awareness delivered through animal-

related events, petitions, and even an increase in the number of ANGOs; that 

itself reflects society’s awareness. 

The study concludes that, when there is presence of other actors besides 

the government, such as those who have a genuine interest in the animal topic, 

then more actions aligned to the regulation are developed. In some cases, these 

actions even go beyond the scope of the regulation. They can seek more 

protection for animals by training operatives on the correct management of 

snakes, beehives and other wild animals. They can try to modify the regulations, 

work to create others, or work to modify other existing legislation.   

 

Developments in Veracruz after the in-depth data gathering period (2015 – 
2020) 
The regulations in Veracruz, as in Puebla, fell short of what the promoters 

envisioned. However, in the six cases, there were far more actions (Table 20.32) 

compared to in Puebla (Table 20.31). The ANGOs and activists continued to hold 

strategic positions in the government and achieved improvements in the 

regulations, laws and animal centers. In two cases in Veracruz, the animal activists 

were assigned as the Directors of the Animal Centers (Table 20.27). 

The results confirm that, whenever interested parties are part of the 

government and are able to collaborate with it, then the progress in favor of 

animals is increased.  

 

20.5. Main research question 
To what extent have the attempts to achieve animal regulations been successful 

in creating, publishing and implementing those regulations, and which indications 

are there about the mutual influence of such attempts and the development of 

social awareness about animals?  

 

The research shows that in Veracruz, the bottom-up policy process cases, 

regardless of whether they ultimately succeeded in publishing the regulations, 

increased people’s awareness in all of the six cases from ‘medium-to-more 

awareness’, as shown in Table 20.33:H-M. This is as opposed to the top-down 

approach in Puebla, where three, almost half of the cases, show ‘more 

awareness’, but two present ‘mild awareness’, one ‘neutral awareness’ and one 

even ‘negative’, as can be observed in Table 20.34:A-G.  
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The bottom-up approach in all the Veracruz cases had broader involvement from 

actors with a genuine interest in animals. They had a high degree of motivation 

and proposed a wider scope of the regulations to try to protect as many animal 

species as possible. This meant banning culturally-embedded animal-cruelty 

practices and, thus, faced more resistance for its approval. 

However, the societal change was, as mentioned, more evident in the 

bottom-up Veracruz cases than in the top-down cases in Puebla, where the 

regulations were passed for a public health reason and with far less involvement 

of animal activists and a narrower scope, which faced less opposition.  

However, this ‘silent’ process proved to be less effective for social change. 

For instance, when comparing the cases that scored as successful in both states 

(Table 20.31) and (Table 20.32) and with more awareness (Table 20.33) and (Table 

20.34), the actions developed, mostly by animal activists to spread public 

awareness and to create or change animal legislation, were more than in those 

cases that achieved medium or mild success. In the top-down scheme, cases 

were seen with even mild, neutral and negative awareness, unlike in the bottom-

up Veracruz cases, where all cases registered medium to more awareness.  

In a context of an awakening awareness on animal issues, we may 

hypothesize that the smaller the scope, the close connection to human health 

and the less involvement of actors might be an easier process, but one that 

Table 20.33 Society’s awareness in Veracruz 

Table 20.34 Society’s awareness in Puebla 
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provokes less debate in society and is likely to have less impact on social change. 

Likewise, top-down initiatives and rather ‘noiseless’ processes that come to a 

regulation, these prove to be easily neglected later. That is not to say that the 

wider scope and broader involvement of groups and public in the Veracruz cases 

has been a recipe for complete success. However, the follow-up shows that social 

change has been broader. Societal debate, on even failed attempts to achieve 

regulation, can still contribute to awareness and social change. Regulation is not 

a fixer, but a catalyst.  

 

20.6. Regulation and social change findings 
The research and analysis of this study have revealed two unexpected findings 

related to the role of animal advocates. The first, concentrates on the role of 

animal activists as prime actors in the implementation phase, positioning the 

government in a secondary place. The second is the creation of (inter)national 

‘animal networks’ to further the animal rights cause and to keep it on the political 

agenda. These findings are relevant in their own right. They are included here in 

the interest of other studies, as they can help go beyond the answer to the main 

question given in Section 20.5.  

 

The animal activists are key in the implementation of the regulations 
In the local cases of this study, implementation of animal regulations cannot be 

left only in the hands of the government, since the governmental bodies assigned 

to care for animals on many occasions lack animal-motivated workers and 

resources. This can be attributed to the Mexican context, perhaps in common 

with other developing countries. In comparison, some developed economies, 

such as the UK, have created strong (more resourceful) governmental 

organizations assigned to work fulltime for animals, enforce existing legislation and 

have reorganized the ‘machinery of the government’ (Ryder, 1996). 

In all 13 cases analyzed that scored as successful in the first and second 

phases of implementation (Table 20.29) and (Table 20.30), as well as in the follow-

up activities after the in-depth data gathering period (Table 20.31) and (Table 

20.32), the animal activists were the main actors in the implementation, even 

though their role was established in the regulation only as collaborators, but not 

as the main body to enforce them.  

The activists felt that, if the government was not acting, they needed to do 

so, since their essence is to help animals. However, their “hands were tied”, since 

they did not have the resources to fully act, they were not sanctioning entities, 

they also could not enter private properties to rescue animals; these tasks being 

the authority’s job. They also lacked resources of money and space to host 

animals.  

Nevertheless, when, as a result of the regulations, citizens were becoming 

aware of animals and their dire situations, their immediate response was to 

contact the activists, mostly through their social media and ask for help, 

expecting them to rescue the animals. 

The ANGOs acknowledged that, despite the lack of enforcement, the 

regulations were the main, or one of the main, achievements to further the animal 

rights cause, since citizens were becoming more aware. They also mentioned that 

they were able to underpin their work by pointing to a legal instrument whenever 

citizens were violating the regulation and pressure the governments to do 
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something about it, even if nothing happened. They could also voice the lack of 

implementation in their social media, which aided citizens’ awareness and 

disapproval when animal mistreatment was left unsanctioned.  

It can then be safely stated that the activists’ work, which is closely 

interconnected to the citizens, contributes to further social change in favor of 

animals.  
 

The creation of (inter)national animal networks is essential to broaden the 
animal cause 
This unexpected finding of the creation of animal networks was observed by 

Diane L. Beers, (2006) as an important strategy. Kim Stallwood (1996) saw this as a 

challenge that the animal advocacy movement must overcome and the 

importance of establishing a unified and professional association of animal 

advocacy organizations (Stallwood, 1996), as well as the promotion of 

international cooperation among animal rights groups (Stallwood, 1996).  

As this study shows, even though the regulations were not implemented as 

envisioned in Puebla and Veracruz, the close work between the animal activists 

prompted the formation of ‘animal networks’ in a strong inter-ANGO 

collaboration.  

The networks in the two states formed a unified front for animals, where the 

ANGOs gathered to pressure/petition the state and municipal governments in an 

organized and unison voice. Considering that ANGOs have positive high 

motivations, but sometimes lack cognitions and, in all cases, resources (mostly 

money and infrastructure), they could benefit from collaboration. United, they are 

able to bring to the table more knowledgeable activists, scientific experts and 

stronger/national and international recognized ANGOs and activists.  

In Veracruz, the long history of working together and the friendship 

developed among the oldest ANGO there with another ANGO and a vet had 

consolidated animal legislation at the state and municipal levels. This ‘animal 

network’ started to grow in numbers throughout the policy process of the six 

regulations analyzed in-depth in this study. Also, alliances were formed with 

international ANGOs, such as Donkey Sanctuary International and the Franz 

Weber Foundation (international).  

By 2020, the ‘animal network’ in Veracruz included 32 ANGOs. Their 

achievements have been reported on in Chapter 19. These include: the costly 

fine imposed on the multi-national retail chain, Walmart, of almost 12,000 euros 

for hosting an illegal cockfight in 2014. Veracruz became the first state in Mexico 

to prohibit cockfights in 2018 and, by 2021, the ‘animal network’ had organized 

themselves against some state authorities who wanted to 'bring back' bull-related 

events, such as the running and drowning of the bull, which were already banned 

in the State's Animal Protection law, due to the previous work of network. 

In Puebla, the creation of an ‘animal network’ initiated after the seven 

municipal regulations were created. It was formed with the strategic ANGO 

‘Leaving a Print’ as a leader. This ANGO had contributed to the creation of three 

of the regulations (almost half of the cases). One of ‘Leaving a Print’ members 

became the president of the Citizens’ Participation Council for Animal Welfare of 

the state’s capital. From then on, the ‘animal network’ started to consolidate itself 

with representatives from other important ANGOs and one prominent state 

politician. 
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By 2020, almost 100 poblano ANGOs worked through Puebla's Animal 

Movement (PAM). Strategic actors within PAM have consolidated alliances with 

other key actors, for example, Humane Society International, the Franz Weber 

Foundation (international), Animal Heroes, a national ANGO, who, at the same 

time, brought PETA Latino (international) to PAM’s table. Altogether, they are able 

to collaborate with animal lawyers and recognized vets (researchers). This well-

thought-of network has been recognized by Mexican and international actors 

and TV hosts, as well as by the widely renowned American philosopher, Peter 

Singer. 

PAM’s achievements are presented in detail in the Conclusion of the cases 

of Puebla in Chapter 11.  Some of these are: the reforms to the State’s Animal 

Welfare Law to benefit animals more; the creation of a representative poll in 2019, 

in which almost 81% of the citizens expressed they were against bullfights, in order 

to pressure the government for its prohibition; and the creation of three other 

homologated animal regulations in 2020.  

By 2021, in an election year, the national ANGO Animal Heroes has 

consolidated a national ‘animal network’ as an advocacy coalition to work in the 

municipalities, states and the national Chambers of Senators and Deputies. Its 

purpose is to approach and sign candidates to commit themselves to work in 

favor of animals, when they are elected to their governmental positions.  

The study concludes that the creation of (inter)national ‘animal networks’ 

is fundamental to maintaining the animal rights topic in the political agenda and 

ensuring the extent of public awareness and, ultimately, reinforcing the interplay 

between regulations and the achievement of social change. 
 

20.7. Further research questions and practical implications for 
activists 
Given the study findings, it would be interesting for future researchers to 

investigate in more detail: 1) the efficacy of animal networks viewed as advocacy 

coalitions 2) motivated actors as leaders in the policy process, and 3) momentary 

shocks as initiators for change. 

 

1) The study observed that there can sometimes be disagreements between 

ANGOs and government as to the best way to regulate an issue. What this 

research suggests is that coordinated action by ANGOs in the form of a network 

can be particularly effective. This finding calls for future research to understand to 

what extent are ‘animal networks’ an essential ingredient for success in the 

formulation and implementation of legislation? 

To aid answering this question, researchers could look at and focus on the 

role of ‘networks’ as advocacy coalitions, such as the work posed by Sabatier 

and Jenkins-Smith (1999) as the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF). The ACF 

identified more than one advocacy coalition in the policy sector ‘political 

subsystem.’ Each coalition is characterized by their shared ‘policy beliefs’ and 

resources. This study’s cases witnessed first-hand the effects of one animal 

advocacy group in Puebla working in opposition to the pro-bullfighting coalition, 

composed of aldermen who, despite their different political parties, formed a 

coalition to oppose animal advocates. Although Chapter 2 stated the AFC 

approach to be not very useable at the individual local policy process level, it 
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could become more relevant at a later stage of development of such coalition 

and in a multi-level policy process.  

From studies in the animal movement, Robert Garner (2004) provided a 

summary of his previous works related to animal networks at the national decision-

making in the UK and the USA. This included those focusing on farm animal 

welfare, animal experimentation and hunting, in which he mentioned their laurels 

and challenges. However, such studies are lacking in developing countries. This 

provides an opportunity to conduct research of such networks in countries such 

as Mexico.   

At a national level in Mexico, the recent creation of an animal advocacy 

coalition has developed to unify the efforts of ANGOs, legislators and public 

servants to work in favor of animals through the formulation of legislation and 

public policies for animal rights (Animal Heroes, 2021). By 2021, it had registered 

some international alliances and gains. This provides grounds to look closer at this 

type of network collaboration. 

 

2) Given that motivation is clearly key to advance the animal protection cause, 

looking closer at those highly motivated actors in the leadership literature might 

provide noteworthy answers to questions, such as: what type of leaders and 

which characteristics help in reaching successful outcomes in the policy process? 

Motivated leaders can be analyzed under their diverse leadership roles. For 

example, as ‘facilitative leaders’ in the policy process involvement, when they 

show their willingness to embrace the right members, empower the members, 

involve/support all members and mobilize members to make things happen 

(Vangen & Huxham, 2004). Another leadership approach can be analyzed 

looking at ‘collaborative leaders’ verses ‘formal’ independent leaders (Huxham 

& Vangen, 2000). 

The motivated actors in our study can also be viewed as ‘change agents’, 

who can compensate for the lack of resources. These change agents can make 

use of the resources available. Sometimes, they can also look outside of the 

common practices in the field to look for resources. This can lead to mutual 

dependency among actors (De Boer & Bressers, 2011). Change agents undertake 

the task to aid key actors reach the desired behavior (Grandia, 2015). They can 

also be viewed as leaders who display the characteristics as ‘champions.’ This is 

conceived of as such when an actor is a “tireless, process-savvy organizer and 

promoter of the change effort” (Crosby & Bryson, 2010, p. 219).  

It can also help further analysis if we identify the type of public leaders and 

their leadership characteristics and as to whether they are more an 

accountability type, the rule-following type, a political loyal type or the network 

governance type (Tummer & Knies, 2016). Whether we are witnessing a 

transformational, rather than a transactional leader (Trottier et al., 2008), can also 

provide further insight.  

 

3) The case analysis observed that, when unexpected, and unwanted events 

(since they contained high degree of animal cruelty) happened, these helped 

position or speed up the regulation process at the political agenda. Thus, it might 

be revealing to answer: to what extent can ‘mighty blows’ aid the placement 

and creation of change in favor of animal rights in the political agenda?  

A ‘mighty blow’ is described by Baumgartner and Jones (1993) in their 

punctuated equilibrium model as those events that happen during a period of 
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stability when there is a momentary shock that leads to unexpectedly rapid 

change in a relevant aspect (such as awareness of animal cruelty), leading 

(sometimes) to ‘positive feedback’, wherein one aspect after another is affected, 

culminating in a sort of ‘snowball effect’ (for instance, when, after media 

attention, politicians get blamed for not preventing such cruelties, leading to 

political action). Next to such sudden alteration, there can be gradual and not 

rapid evolution of policy change in the implementation stage, as perceptions of 

the actors also can change through learning processes.  

These types of ‘mighty blows’ were observed in the two states, Puebla and 

Veracruz. It happened when appalling animal-mistreatment incidents aided the 

advocates to make a shift in the legislation. In Puebla, it had an impact at the 

state level, allowing a change in the penal code to label animal abuse as a felony 

and create another municipal regulation. In Veracruz, it speeded the formulation 

of a municipal animal protection regulation. 

 

Practical tips and suggestions for animal practitioners  
This study was conducted to analyze the development of the seedlings of policy 

processes related to animals at the municipal level. The research took place at 

the same time as the processes were developing. Consequently, it was enriching 

to focus it on the perspective of the actors involved in the creation and 

implementation phases to, eventually, analyze their correlation with social 

change.  

The ‘learning while doing’ scenario occurs when actors begin their 

participation in the policy process with a modest degree of knowledge, or even 

none, in relation to how things should work. However, their learning curve 

progresses as they continue to play a role in the process. This was observed in all 

the cases. This provides practical recommendations for animal activists who, not 

only want to improve the situation for animals, but also are willing to collaborate 

with the government to achieve legislation and develop animal-oriented public 

policy. 

The successful societal change is also reflected in the learning of the actors, 

as pointed out by Schneider and Ingram (1997), Dente et al. (1998) and Bressers 

(2004).  

 

Willingness to collaborate with the government 
When advocates are willing to collaborate with the government, instead of 

opposing it, the results prove to be positive. Advocates alone cannot make or 

implement legislation alone, but criticizing or going against the government did 

not prove to be an effective strategy. Instead, when animal activists used their 

interactive resources to persuade strategic governmental actors, then often 

these actors tended to change their cognitions and viewed animals as deserving 

a place in the political agenda. When this shift happened, it is done for an array 

of reasons. Mostly, the governmental actors were able to perceive the benefits of 

a better human-animal relationship for a healthier societal co-existence. 
 

Societal involvement at the formulation stage can increase receptivity during 
implementation 
Most of the actors interviewed mentioned that not everyone that should have 

been considered in the formulation stage were involved, especially citizens. They 
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acknowledged that inviting citizens to participate in open forums, to hear out their 

concerns about animals might have increased, not only interest in the creation of 

a regulation to protect them, but also, would likely reduce opposition in the 

implementation stage.  

In the few cases where society was involved in the formulation phase, it 

was in the form of stakeholders, such as animal advocates, vets and few lawyers. 

Citizens, in general, were not invited.  

However, by 2013 in one case of a municipality in Veracruz (Chapter 18) 

where the Mayor, vets and the Chamber of Commerce opposed the creation of 

the regulation, the Alderwoman, who was the promoter, along with the local 

ANGOs, approached citizens to request they sign a petition as to whether they 

were interested in having an ‘animal law.’ They collected more than 8,000 

signatures in favor in only a two-week timespan.  

In a more recent development in 2019, in the capital of Puebla, animal 

rights advocates launched a representative poll, where 80% of the local 

population openly stated that they were against bullfights. In 2021, they launched 

an online petition, where they collected 50,000 signatures that asked the 

authorities to prohibit bullfights in the capital. The poll and petition solidified the 

work of the ANGOs and the Aldermen who petitioned to prohibit these blood-

shed practices, even though the petition was rejected - it was only with one vote 

against. This topic is still alive among the citizens who have continued to express 

their disgust to these events in the social media. The Covid-19 pandemic remains 

of concern in 2021 and the bull ring had not hosted any bullfights at the time of 

writing. However, whenever one is proposed, the response from the society and 

ANGOs will remain interesting as to what will be seen. 

Thus, the study can safely state that having an open policy formulation 

from the beginning can allow citizens to feel included. At a later stage, this can 

host better receptivity, less opposition and could lead to a demand for 

accountability.  

 

Animal Centers’ workers should be heard 
During the research interviews, all of the Animal Centers’ (A-Centers) operators 

mentioned that they were not considered in the creation process. In most cases, 

they felt alienated. This to them was a mistake given their ‘first-hand’ animal 

management knowledge.  

It was no surprise that when the implementation phase started, which 

highlighted the A-Centers as one main body enforcing the regulation, the workers 

felt uneasy as to how to do it. Sometimes, they were apathetic and, at times, even 

against it. They perceived the regulations as documents that lacked feasibility for 

being put into practice.  

All of them also stated that, whenever attempting to perform their job, they 

were not welcomed by society, who, at times, reacted aggressively, given their 

frontline role in charge of collecting animals or follow-up on allegedly animal 

mistreatment cases. At times, they tried to ‘persuade’ people it was necessary 

because they were “doing their job.” This type of behavior was correctly identified 

by Lipsky, over 40 years ago (Lipsky, 1980) when he wrote that: “Street-level 

bureaucrats often attempt to involve clients in the difficulties of their jobs in order 

to gain understanding or sympathy for their position. Assertions that “I’m just doing 

my job,” or “I’m following orders”” are used by these first line bureaucrats to justify 
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their very often not welcomed tasks. Thus, implementation can be better 

enforced when these ‘hands-on workers’ are considered from the beginning.  

 

Offer advice to citizens to properly make and follow-up on animal 
mistreatment complaints 
The A-Center and other authorities, mentioned that most times citizens do not 

know how to make formal complaints. Given their first reaction is to reach out to 

ANGOs, these can learn the know-how and guide the citizens through the 

process.  

In the few cases, where knowledgeable and highly motivated A-Centers 

directors were present, they would also advise citizens how to make the 

complaints attained by the municipal attorneys. This is also observed by Lipsky as 

a common practice. “At other times street-level bureaucrats teach 

clients how to get best results from other bureaucracies. This 

practice is common among those workers who prepare clients 

for other agencies” (Lipsky, 1980, p. 65). 
The study concludes that guiding citizens is important and even the more 

so when dealing with awakening topics, such as animal regulations. 
 

The ‘animal networks’ can aid in the training of the governmental bodies  
The implementation phase is challenging, mostly when it is broader and includes 

more animal species and, hence, it also involves different governmental bodies. 

Most of them ignore the existence of the regulations, let alone how to enforce 

them.  

The ‘animal networks’ (explained in Section 20.6) can serve as contact 

points for experts to train the animal activists and government staff. There were a 

few cases where the actors interviewed revealed that this type of ‘training’ took 

place. This included, for example, the police, the attorney, the firefighters and the 

animal-pulled carts’ drivers. These interviewees confirmed that this was helpful to 

better enforce the regulations.  

The idea that training can lead to better enforcement was also 

acknowledged by Hill (2003) as an effective strategy, “to learn the theories and 

skills needed to implement policy well. […] an agent [governmental actor] might 

know what policy entails in broad terms but lack the knowledge for carrying out 

duties required of him or her. […] Through training and technical assistance, these 

gaps in agent knowledge may be filled.” (Hill, 2003, p. 270). Therefore, those 

‘animal networks’ able to reach out to specialists and engage the widest scope 

of ‘animal knowledge’ can compensate for the lack of know-how and aid 

implementers achieve more positive outcomes.  

 

20.8. The seedlings of animal protection in Mexico, a policy 
diffusion effect for societal change 
The first chapter pointed out that this study emerged from a basis of observing 

rapid development of animal protection laws and regulations in Mexico. Both the 

number of ANGOs and the number of progressive regulations increased steeply 

from 2011 to 2014, reaching its peak in 2014 as the policy diffusion took hold; an 
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effect triggered, in part, by the emergence of the first anti-bullfight municipality 

in Mexico (Chapter 13). 

The first part of this section reviews the status of animal protection at the 

local, state and federal levels, as well as the work of their ANGOs and the 

challenges they face. The results observed are similar to those of the 13 cases 

studied, where positive advances in social change were recorded. The second 

part focuses on what these seedlings mean for social change in the foreseeable 

future in regard to animal rights.  

 

A ‘helicopter view’ of animal protection in Mexico, animal advocacy, 
legislation and challenges 
At the municipal, state and federal levels, the animal rights topic continues to 

grow, as progressive regulation and reforms to the existing legislation have kept 

increasing. One exemplary advance is that, by 2016, only 19 states had registered 

animal abuse as a felony in their penal codes, but, by 2021, 31 out of the 32 states 

have done so. These achievements are the result of the work from animal 

advocates, who have been persistent in their persuasion of the governmental 

authorities.  

While Mexico has continued to make substantial advances with animal 

welfare and animal protection since 2011, animal activists have expressed 

frustration at the existence of what they view as opposing legislation. For instance, 

when blatant animal-cruelty acts, such as bull and cockfighting are not classed 

as animal mistreatment, but as cultural heritage (El Universal Queretaro, 2012). In 

these cases, more progressive legislation has ended up falling short for animal 

rights (Esquivel Frias, 2021). 

Animal rights activists concur that, despite the many gains in the pro-animal 

legislation, the biggest problem has been the lack of enforcement. To some, the 

situation is even worse when these regulations are not enforced, almost as though 

they did not exist “since this strengthens impunity and violates the rule of law” 

(Gallardo de Tovar, 2018). In doing so, this provides the opposite or wrong 

message. Nevertheless, everyone recognized that all these advances have 

established a historic basis for a path moving in the right direction for animals’ 

sake. This confirms that the animal rights topic is alive and growing, although not 

as fast and as amply as animal advocates would prefer. 

 

The seedlings of animal protection, a joint effort between advocates, 
regulation and societal change 
As an animal advocate for 20 years, what is unquestionably true, in my view, is 

that the scenario that Mexico is facing in 2021 at the three governmental levels 

would have been regarded as unimaginable if viewed at the end of the 1990s. 

Back then, all there was were a few national laws and norms focused on animal 

health for the sake of humans and the ecosystem. Some states had outdated 

animal protection laws with no regulations for the laws’ enforcement. The few 

ANGOs there were then focused solely on the rescue of dogs and cats. 

My personal experience recalls that it was unconceivable to tell people to 

adopt a dog or cat. They would look at me in disgust and state similar affirmations 

like “you adopt children, not animals.” By 2021, it is now even fashionable to have 

a ‘rescue’ at home. It is common to walk down the streets of the mid- to big-sized 

Mexican cities and find vegetarians and even vegan restaurants.  
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When we talk about only a 10-year span (2011 to 2021), the evidence 

shows significant changes in the laws, penal codes, norms and regulations; all to 

aid animals.  

National and international ANGOs, such as AnimaNaturalis with affiliates 

throughout Spain and Latin America, feel the same way. In 2021, this ANGO 

celebrated its 18th anniversary. In 2003, the whole organization had only two 

members. By 2021, they can rely on legions of their activists spread about in 

diverse countries working to achieve animal-oriented public policies (Vasquez 

Neira, 2021). 

The future of animal activism in Mexico is increasingly looking like those of 

the US and the UK. These countries efforts helped shape animal movements 

worldwide and helped create strong ANGOs with influence on the political 

agenda created by their advocacy coalitions.  

The creation of the national Animal Advocacy Coalition by the ANGO 

Animal Heroes is gaining presence with members in the Chambers of Senators 

and Deputies, governors and aldermen (Animal Heroes, 2021). In 2019, it started 

with 29 members. By 2021, it has 35 and counting. Since this is also an election 

year, local ANGOs are persuading candidates to subscribe to the coalition and 

sign initiatives in favor of animals that they will commit to launch if they win.  

An interesting phenomenon of local, national and international ‘inter-

ANGO network’ collaboration seems to be sprouting. This is, in part, due to the 

easy access to instant communication and web platforms that are being used to 

further the animal rights cause. In 2021, a simultaneous campaign to work for the 

abolition of bullfights in the capital of the state of Puebla was the result of over 90 

local, one national and two international ANGOs. Also, by 2021, the national ban 

on animal-tested cosmetics was achieved through the campaign #SaveRalph. 

This was launched in 16 countries by an international ANGO, in conjunction with 

national ANGOs. (Redaccion A/NA/G, 2021). 

Legislation alone means something, but it is not the ultimate answer. I can 

agree with Robert Garner (1998) in the sense that the creation of legislation is part 

of the envisioned change for the well-being of animals, but that “such action 

alone cannot protect animals without a significant shift in cultural values. This is 

why the animal protection movement is characterized as a ‘new social 

movement’, since it seeks more than just mere tinkering with existing government 

measures and machinery” (Garner, 1998, p. 123). 

There is no doubt that, on the basis of the developments registered in this 

study, we can conclude that the degree of social change for the conception of 

a culture that, in essence, respects animals is likely. This is as much a result of the 

interplay of the social (via ANGOs) and political process to establish regulations, 

as it is due to the regulations themselves. Regulation is not a fixer, but a catalyst 

and the seedlings of the animal protection movement in Mexico are a testament 

and a witness to that.  
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Summary 

While there are animal rights studies in a wide range of areas, there is a dearth for 

those concerning public policies. This is especially true in the more developing 

countries, regions such as Latin America, which is where Mexico is located. This 

research project addresses this gap by focusing on public animal protection 

policies in Mexico where animal studies are imperative. According to the Mexican 

Senate, in 2021 Mexico occupied the third place in cases of animal mistreatment 

and the first in stray dogs in Latin America.   

This study analyzes in-depth the policy process and its actors in 13 cases of 

municipal regulations in Mexico in order to identify the factors that lead to 

successful, less successful and unsuccessful outcomes and, ultimately, observe 

what these mean in terms of social change. 

The 13 municipal regulations are located in two eastern neighboring states 

in Mexico, Puebla (east-center) and Veracruz (east). The regulations selected 

were the total enacted in both states up to December 2013. These were created 

with different approaches: the seven in Puebla with a top-down approach and 

the six in Veracruz with a bottom-up approach.  

The study uses the Contextual Interaction Theory (CIT) to guide the analysis 

of the actor characteristics and the types of interaction. The roles of the actors, 

their objectives and resources are classified under the Theoretical Framework for 

Case Study Analysis (TCA). The study also discusses the role of Policy Diffusion in 

the 13 municipalities, since each of the states, there was a pioneer municipality 

that inspired the rest. This combined theoretical framework is presented in 

Chapter 2. 

When comparing the two states, the policy process was smoother when 

the scope of the regulations was narrower, such as in the Puebla cases (Chapters 

3 to 11), where the quality and progress of the regulations overall was less in terms 

of what the animal advocates envisioned would be necessary to generate social 

change in favor of animals. This was unlike the cases in Veracruz (Chapters 12 to 

19), where the scope of the regulations was wider and challenged culturally 

embedded practices. This made the policy process ‘bumpier.’ Nonetheless, the 

quality and progress of these regulations generated more actions favoring pro-

animal social awareness. Yet, the regulations were not implemented as 

envisioned in either of the two states. 

For both the top-down and bottom-up cases (compared in Chapter 20) it 

holds that when in the formulation phase one or more strategic governmental 

actors perform as opposers or as gatekeepers and the political support has 

dwindled, then the presence of at least one positively motivated actor is key in 

reaching the desired outcome by the promoters or formulators.  

In all the cases, where there was some kind of opposition hindering the 

process, the most motivated actors turned out to be animal advocates. They had, 

or were able to develop, a good relationship with strategic actors in the 

government, who could trump over the opposers and gatekeepers’ objectives 

and, ultimately, were those who approved the regulation and attained its formal 

publication.   

The first phases of implementation witnessed in all of the cases some 

degree of lack of resources. In cases where positive outcomes were registered 

with half success and those considered successful, the actors had supportive 

cognitions; although these could vary between medium-to-high understanding 
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on how to implement the regulation and medium-to-high openness to learn 

further. What made the difference, as in the formulation phase, were the positive 

high motivations of the interested actors to further the animal protection cause. 

The positive motivations of the actors in the follow-up phases became even 

more essential for the continuation or development of new animal-friendly 

actions and, ultimately, score points for social change towards the respect of 

animals. This can be observed in the successful cases where animal activists 

collaborated with the government and/or had a big sphere of public influence 

reflected in the large number of followers on their social media platforms, the 

increase in the number of ANGOs and the citizens’ participation in their events. 

The research shows that in Veracruz, the bottom-up policy process cases, 

regardless of whether they ultimately succeeded in publishing the regulations, 

increased people’s awareness in all of the six cases from ‘medium-to-more 

awareness.’ This is as opposed to the top-down approach in Puebla, where three, 

almost half of the cases, show ‘more awareness’, but two cases present ‘mild 

awareness’, one ‘neutral awareness’ and one even ‘negative’,  

The bottom-up approach in all the Veracruz cases had broader 

involvement from actors with a genuine interest in animals. They had a high 

degree of motivation and proposed a wider scope of the regulations to try to 

protect as many animal species as possible. This resulted in prohibitions on 

culturally-embedded animal-cruelty practices and, thus, faced more resistance 

for their approval. 

The societal change was more evident in the bottom-up Veracruz cases 

than in the top-down cases in Puebla, where the regulations were passed for a 

public health reason and with far less involvement of animal activists. In those 

cases, the regulation had a narrower scope, which faced less opposition. 

However, this ‘silent’ process proved to be less effective for social change.  

When comparing the cases that scored as successful in both states and 

with more awareness actions developed, there was a stronger participation by 

animal activists. This participation helped to spread public awareness and to 

create or change animal legislation.  

In a context of an awakening awareness on animal issues, we may 

hypothesize that a small scope of the regulations, concentrating on human 

health issues and less broad involvement of actors might lead to an easier 

process. But such relatively ‘easy’ process provokes less debate in society and is 

likely to have less impact on social change. 

Likewise, top-down initiatives and rather ‘noiseless’ processes leading to a 

regulation, prove to be more easily neglected later. That is not to say that the 

wider scope and broader involvement of groups and public in the Veracruz cases 

has been a recipe for complete success. However, the follow-up shows that social 

change has been broader. Societal debate, on even failed attempts to achieve 

regulation, can still contribute to awareness and social change.  

The study concludes on the importance of the joint effort between 

advocates (animal networks) and the government in the creation of legislation 

as the seedlings to harvest social change to respect animals better. This is likely to 

be as much a result of the social and political process to establish regulations, as 

of the regulations themselves. Regulation is not a fixer, but a catalyst and the 

seedlings of the animal protection movement in Mexico are a testament and a 

witness to that. 
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Samenvatting 

Hoewel er op een groot aantal terreinen studies over dierenrechten bestaan, is 

er een tekort aan studies met betrekking tot de rol van overheidsbeleid. Dit is 

vooral het geval in ontwikkelingslanden, regio's zoals Latijns-Amerika, waar 

Mexico zich bevindt. Dit onderzoeksproject voorziet in deze leemte door zich te 

richten op het overheidsbeleid voor de bescherming van dieren in Mexico, waar 

studies naar dierenrechten absoluut noodzakelijk zijn. Volgens de Mexicaanse 

Senaat bezette Mexico in 2021 in Latijns-Amerika de derde plaats wat betreft 

gevallen van dierenmishandeling en de eerste plaats in aantallen zwerfhonden.   

In deze studie worden het beleidsproces en de actoren rond 13 

gemeentelijke verordeningen (cases) in Mexico grondig geanalyseerd om de 

factoren te identificeren die leiden tot succesvolle, minder succesvolle en 

onsuccesvolle uitkomsten en, uiteindelijk, om te observeren wat deze betekenen 

in termen van sociale verandering. 

De 13 gemeentelijke verordeningen bevinden zich in twee oostelijk aan 

elkaar grenzende deelstaten in Mexico, Puebla (oost-midden) en Veracruz (oost). 

De geselecteerde verordeningen waren het totaal dat in beide staten tot 

december 2013 in werking was getreden. Deze zijn tot stand gekomen met 

verschillende benaderingen: de zeven in Puebla met een top-down benadering 

en de zes in Veracruz met een bottom-up benadering.  

De studie gebruikt de Contextuele Interactie Theorie (CIT) als leidraad voor 

de analyse van de kenmerken van de actoren en de typen van onderlinge 

interactie. De rollen van de actoren, hun doelstellingen en middelen worden 

geclassificeerd onder het Theoretisch Kader voor Casestudieanalyse (TCA). De 

studie bespreekt ook de rol van beleidsdiffusie in de 13 gemeenten, aangezien 

werd vastgesteld dat er binnen elk van de deelstaten een pioniergemeente was 

die de rest inspireerde. De elementen van het theoretisch kader dat we in deze 

studie hanteren werden gepresenteerd in hoofdstuk 2. 

Bij de vergelijking tussen de twee staten bleek dat het beleidsproces in het 

algemeen soepeler verliep wanneer de reikwijdte van de regelgeving kleiner 

was, zoals in de gevallen binnen Puebla (hoofdstukken 3 tot en met 11), waar 

overigens de kwaliteit en de voortgang van de regelgeving over het geheel 

genomen minder was dan wat de voorstanders van dierenrechten nodig achtten 

om een sociale verandering ten gunste van dieren teweeg te brengen. Dit in 

tegenstelling tot Veracruz (hoofdstukken 12 t/m 19), waar de reikwijdte van de 

verordeningen groter was en cultureel verankerde praktijken op de proef stelde, 

wat het beleidsproces 'hobbeliger' maakte. Desalniettemin leidde de kwaliteit en 

de voortgang bij deze voorschriften tot meer acties ten gunste van een 

diervriendelijk maatschappelijk bewustzijn. Toch werd de regelgeving in géén van 

de twee staten geïmplementeerd zoals de bedoeling was. 

Voor zowel de top-down als de bottom-up gevallen (vergeleken in 

hoofdstuk 20) is in de formuleringsfase, wanneer één of meer strategische 

overheidsactoren optreden als tegenstanders of als poortwachters en de 

politieke steun is afgenomen, de aanwezigheid van ten minste één positief 

gemotiveerde actor de sleutel tot het bereiken van het gewenste resultaat door 

de initiatiefnemers.  

In alle gevallen waarin een of andere vorm van tegenstand het proces 

belemmerde, bleken de gemotiveerde actoren dierenbeschermers te zijn. Zij 

hadden een goede relatie, of waren in staat een goede relatie op te bouwen 
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met strategische actoren in de regering, die de doelstellingen van de 

tegenstanders en de poortwachters konden overtroeven en uiteindelijk degenen 

waren die de verordening goedkeurden en tot de formele publicatie ervan 

kwamen.   

Tijdens de eerste fasen van de implementatie was er in alle gevallen sprake 

van een zeker gebrek aan hulpbronnen. In de gevallen waarin positieve 

resultaten werden geregistreerd met half succes en die welke als succesvol 

werden beschouwd, hadden de actoren ondersteunende cognities; hoewel 

deze konden variëren tussen middelmatig tot hoog begrip van de wijze waarop 

de verordening moest worden uitgevoerd en middelmatige tot hoge openheid 

om verder te leren. Wat het verschil maakte, net als in de formuleringsfase, waren 

de positieve hoge motivaties van de geïnteresseerde actoren om 

dierenbescherming te bevorderen. 

De positieve motivaties van de actoren in de vervolgfasen werden nog 

essentiëler voor de voortzetting of ontwikkeling van nieuwe diervriendelijke acties 

en, uiteindelijk, het scoren van punten voor sociale verandering in de richting van 

meer respect van dieren. Dit kan worden waargenomen in de succesvolle 

gevallen waarin dierenactivisten samenwerkten met de overheid en/of een grote 

publieke invloedssfeer hadden. Zo’n invloed op het grote publiek kwam tot uiting 

in het grote aantal volgers op hun sociale media platforms, de toename van het 

aantal groeperingen (Animal NGO’s) en de deelname van burgers aan hun 

evenementen. 

Het onderzoek toont aan dat in Veracruz de bottom-up beleidsprocessen, 

ongeacht of ze er uiteindelijk in slaagden de regelgeving gepubliceerd te krijgen, 

in alle zes gevallen het bewustzijn van de mensen verhoogden van 'gemiddeld 

tot meer bewustzijn.’ Dit in tegenstelling tot de top-down benadering in Puebla, 

waar in drie van de zeven gevallen sprake is van 'meer bewustzijn', maar in twee 

gevallen van 'licht bewustzijn', in één geval van 'neutraal bewustzijn' en in één 

geval zelfs van 'negatief bewustzijn',  

De bottom-up benadering in alle gevallen van Veracruz kende een 

bredere betrokkenheid van actoren met een oprechte belangstelling voor 

dieren. Zij waren zeer gemotiveerd en stelden een ruimere werkingssfeer van de 

voorschriften voor om te trachten zoveel mogelijk diersoorten te beschermen. Dit 

resulteerde in een verbod op cultureel ingebedde praktijken van 

dierenmishandeling (zoals stierengevechten) en stuitte dus op meer weerstand 

voor de goedkeuring ervan. 

De maatschappelijke verandering was duidelijker in de bottom-up 

Veracruz gevallen dan in de top-down gevallen in Puebla, waar de 

verordeningen werden aangenomen omwille van de volksgezondheid (met 

name bescherming tegen hondsdolheid) en met veel minder betrokkenheid van 

dierenactivisten. In die gevallen had de verordening een beperktere 

werkingssfeer, waartegen minder verzet bestond. Dit "stille" proces bleek echter 

minder effectief te zijn voor sociale verandering.  

Bij een vergelijking van de gevallen die in beide staten als succesvol werden 

beoordeeld en waarin meer bewustmakingsacties waren ontwikkeld, was er een 

sterkere participatie van dierenactivisten. Deze deelname droeg bij tot de 

verspreiding van het publieke bewustzijn en tot de totstandkoming of wijziging 

van dierenwetgeving.  

In een context van een ontwakend bewustzijn ten aanzien van 

dieraangelegenheden kunnen we veronderstellen dat een kleine reikwijdte van 
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de regelgeving, waarbij de nadruk ligt op menselijke gezondheidskwesties en een 

minder brede betrokkenheid van actoren, zou kunnen leiden tot een 

gemakkelijker proces. Maar zo'n relatief "gemakkelijk" proces lokt minder debat in 

de samenleving uit en zal waarschijnlijk minder effect hebben op sociale 

verandering. 

Evenzo blijken top-down initiatieven en tamelijk "geruisloze" processen die 

tot een regeling leiden, later gemakkelijker te veronachtzamen te zijn. Dat wil niet 

zeggen dat de grotere reikwijdte en de bredere betrokkenheid van groepen en 

publiek in de Veracruz-gevallen een recept voor volledig succes is geweest. Uit 

de follow-up blijkt echter dat de sociale verandering breder is geweest. 

Maatschappelijk debat, over zelfs mislukte pogingen om tot regelgeving te 

komen, kan toch bijdragen tot bewustwording en maatschappelijke verandering.  

De studie concludeert over het belang van de gezamenlijke inspanning 

van pleitbezorgers (netwerken van groepen dierenactivisten) en de overheid bij 

de totstandkoming van wetgeving als kiem voor een oogst van sociale 

verandering om dieren beter te respecteren. Zulke sociale verandering is 

waarschijnlijk evenzeer een gevolg van het sociale en politieke proces om tot 

regelgeving te komen, als van de regelgeving zelf. Regelgeving is geen fixer, 

maar een katalysator en de kiemplantjes van de dierenbeschermingsbeweging 

in Mexico zijn daar een testament en een getuige van. 
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Resumen 

En tanto que hay estudios sobre los derechos de los animales en una amplia 

gama de áreas, hay escasez de aquellos relacionados con las políticas públicas. 

Especialmente en los países en vías de desarrollo, en regiones como América 

Latina, donde se ubica México. Este proyecto de investigación contribuye a 

mitigar ese vacío; ya que se enfoca en las políticas públicas de protección 

animal en México, en el que los estudios sobre la protección animal son 

imprescindibles. Según el Senado Mexicano, en 2021 México ocupó el tercer 

lugar en casos de maltrato animal y el primero en perros callejeros en la región. 

Este estudio analiza el proceso de política y sus actores en 13 casos de 

reglamentos municipales en México; con el fin de identificar los factores que 

conducen a resultados exitosos, menos exitosos y no exitosos y, en última 

instancia, observar lo que estos significan en términos de cambio social. 

Los 13 reglamentos municipales están distribuidos en dos estados vecinos 

del oriente de México, Puebla (centro-este) y Veracruz (este). Los casos 

seleccionados fueron el total de los reglamentos promulgados en ambos estados 

hasta diciembre de 2013. Estos fueron creados con diferentes enfoques: los siete 

de Puebla con un enfoque de arriba hacia abajo (top-down) y los seis de 

Veracruz con un enfoque de abajo hacia arriba (bottom-up). 

La investigación emplea la Teoría de la Interacción Contextual (CIT por sus 

siglas en inglés) para guiar el análisis de las características de los actores y sus 

tipos de interacción. Los roles de los actores, sus objetivos y recursos se clasifican 

bajo el Marco Teórico para el Análisis de Estudios de Caso (TCA por sus siglas en 

inglés). El estudio también discute el papel de la Difusión de Políticas en los 13 

municipios, dado que, en cada uno de los estados hubo un municipio pionero 

que inspiró a los demás. Este marco teórico combinado se presenta en el 

Capítulo 2. 

Al comparar los dos estados, el proceso político fue más sencillo cuando 

el alcance de las regulaciones era más limitado, como en los casos de Puebla 

(Capítulos 3 a 11), donde la calidad y el progreso de los reglamentos en general 

fue de menor alcance en términos de lo que los defensores de animales 

(animalistas) consideraban necesario para generar un cambio social a favor de 

los animales. Esto fue diferente a los casos en en Veracruz (capítulos 12 a 19), 

donde el alcance de los reglamentos fue más amplio y cuestionaba prácticas 

arraigadas culturalmente. Esto hizo que el proceso de formulación de políticas 

fuera más ‘accidentado’; sin embargo, la calidad y el avance de los 

reglamentos veracruzanos generaron más acciones en favor de la conciencia 

social pro-animal. Cabe señalar que los reglamentos no se implementaron como 

estaba previsto en ninguno de los dos estados. 

Tanto en los casos top-down como en los bottom-up (comparados en el 

Capítulo 20) se observa que durante la fase de formulación cuando uno o más 

actores gubernamentales estratégicos actuaron como opositores o como 

‘porteros’ y donde el apoyo político había disminuido; entonces la presencia de 

al menos un actor motivado positivamente fue clave para alcanzar el resultado 

deseado por los promotores o formuladores. 

En todos los casos, donde hubo algún tipo de oposición que obstaculizó el 

proceso, los actores más motivados resultaron ser animalistas, quienes tuvieron, o 

pudieron desarrollar una buena relación con actores gubernamentales 

estratégicos, quienes a su vez pudieron aventajar sobre los objetivos de los 
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opositores y ‘porteros’ y, en última instancia, lograron aprobar y publicar 

formalmente el reglamento. 

Las primeras fases de implementación presenciaron en todos los casos 

algún grado de falta de recursos. En los casos en que se registraron resultados 

positivos medianamente exitosos y los considerados exitosos, los actores tenían 

cogniciones de apoyo; aunque estas variaron entre una comprensión media a 

alta sobre cómo implementar el reglamento y tuvieron una apertura media a 

alta para aprender más. Lo que marcó la diferencia, al igual que en la fase de 

formulación, fueron las altas motivaciones positivas de los actores interesados en 

promover la causa animal. 

Las motivaciones positivas de los actores en las fases de seguimiento se 

volvieron aún más esenciales para la continuación o el desarrollo de nuevas 

acciones pro-animales y, en última instancia, ‘sumar puntos’ hacia un cambio 

social de respeto a los animales. Esto se puede observar en los casos exitosos 

donde los animalistas colaboraron con el gobierno y/o tuvieron una gran esfera 

de influencia pública reflejada en la gran cantidad de seguidores en sus 

plataformas de redes sociales, el aumento en el número de Organizaciones no 

Gubernamentales de Protección Animal (ANGOs por sus siglas en inglés) y la 

participación ciudadana en sus eventos. 

La investigación muestra que en Veracruz, los casos de proceso de 

políticas de bottom-up, independientemente de si finalmente lograron publicar 

sus reglamentos, aumentaron la conciencia de las personas en los seis casos de 

'media a mayor.’ Esto contrasta con el enfoque de top-down en Puebla, donde 

tres, casi la mitad de los casos, muestran 'más conciencia', pero dos casos 

presentan 'conciencia moderada', uno 'conciencia neutral' y uno incluso 

'negativa.’ 

El enfoque bottom-up en todos los casos veracruzanos registró una 

participación más amplia de actores con un interés genuino en los animales. 

Tenían un alto grado de motivación y propusieron un mayor alcance de la 

normativa para intentar proteger al mayor número posible de especies animales. 

Esto resultó en prohibiciones de prácticas de crueldad animal arraigadas 

culturalmente y, por lo tanto, enfrentaron mayor resistencia para su aprobación. 

El cambio social fue más evidente en los casos bottom-up de Veracruz que 

en los casos top-down en Puebla, donde los reglamentos se aprobaron por 

razones de salud pública y con mucha menos participación de animalistas. En 

esos casos, los reglamentos tuvieron un alcance más limitado, que enfrentó 

menos oposición. Sin embargo, este proceso ‘silencioso’ demostró ser menos 

efectivo para el cambio social. 

Al comparar los casos que se calificaron como exitosos en ambos estados 

y desarrollaron más acciones de concientización, hubo una mayor participación 

de animalistas. Esta participación ayudó a crear mayor conciencia pública y 

desarrollar o modificar la legislación animal. 

En un contexto de ‘despertar’ de conciencia sobre las situaciones que 

enfrentan los animales, podemos suponer que un alcance menor de los 

reglamentos, enfocados en los problemas de salud humana y una participación 

menos inclusiva de actores podría resultar en un proceso más fácil; aunque este 

proceso relativamente ‘fácil’ provoca menos debate entre la sociedad y es 

probable que genere menos impacto en el cambio social. 

Del mismo modo, la creación de reglamentos mediante iniciativas top-

down y los procesos más ‘silenciosos’ resultan ser más fáciles de ignorar más 
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adelante. Eso no quiere decir que el alcance más amplio y mayor participación 

de grupos y de la sociedad en los casos veracruzanos haya sido una receta para 

un éxito total; sin embargo, el seguimiento de los casos muestra que el cambio 

social ha sido más amplio. El debate social, incluso en los intentos fallidos para 

lograr los reglamentos, pudo contribuir a mayor concienciación y cambio social. 

El estudio concluye sobre la importancia del esfuerzo conjunto entre 

activistas (coaliciones/redes de animalistas) y el gobierno que lleve a la creación 

de legislación como semillero para cosechar cambios sociales y respetar en 

mayor medida a los animales. Esto es tanto el resultado del proceso social y 

político para establecer reglamentos, como de los propios reglamentos. La 

regulación no es un reparador, sino un catalizador y las ‘plántulas’ del 

movimiento para la protección de los animales en México son un testamento y 

testimonio de ello.  



 



Whether we, as humans, can recognize (or even care about) animal suffering or not, it is 
obvious that millions of animals are directly affected due to the relationship with the human 

species in many aspects of our daily lives; whether to feed, clothe, entertain, heal, aid, 
protect us or accompany us in our homes. 

 
Our close relationship should create not only empathy towards the ‘other’ beings but 

should also lead governments and legislatures to create an effective legal and regulatory 
framework to promote adequate human-animal interactions for the benefit of both. 

 
The animal rights movement now has many fronts and concerns. While there are animal 

rights studies in a wide range of areas, there is a dearth of those concerning public policies. 
This is especially true in the more developing countries. This gap provides an opportunity to 

develop research on animal protection public policies in regions such as Latin America, 
where Mexico is located, the country on which this study concentrates. Mexico is ranked at 

the third place of animal mistreatment and the first in stray dog population in the region. 
 

Animal mistreatment is openly frowned upon by many, but what constitutes mistreatment 
and where the boundary lies, is not always clear and is still evolving. Its development is as a 

result of the growing awareness of the needs of animals. It is also as a result of the 
awareness of the social change regarding behavior towards animals. These have both 

domestic and global perspectives regarding the development of the normative statutes that 
can further shape rules and legislation. This study looks at the development and use of 

such regulations at the local level, where the context of local awareness is clearer than at a 
national or global level. 

 
This dissertation analyzes in-depth the development of local policy processes of regulations 

and its actors that seek to improve animal welfare and protection in Mexico. It aims to 
identify the factors that led to successful, less successful and unsuccessful outcomes and 

its effects on social change. 
 

It is my hope that the research for this thesis aids not only to greater understanding that 
can further the ‘animal cause’ in Mexico, but also that it provides guidelines and lessons 
that can be used to study similar processes in other developing countries and in other 

parallel scopes. 
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