EFFECTS OF VISUALS ON ANIMAL RIGHTS		

Introduction
The ways humans view the rights of animals is a complex concept that varies across time and culture. Animals have the ability to feel pain and suffering just as humans do (Ferdowsian & Merskin, 2012), so it’s important for us to understand what influences peoples’ opinions on how animals should be treated. Animal rights are a controversial topic among much of society and revolves largely around morals and ethics of those with strong feelings on either side of the argument. Those who are more empathetic often show more support for animal rights (Erlanger & Tsytsarev, 2017). Understanding what can influence people to empathize with animals or hold strong views for animal rights can be a steppingstone to increasing animal welfare and decreasing animal cruelty. 
One aspect of animal rights support that has been established by previous studies is the link between certain personal traits and animal rights views. It has been found that individuals who show more support of animal rights often have higher sensitivity to the emotion of disgust (Herzog & Golden, 2009). Another link has been found between those with high levels of empathy and negative views on animal cruelty (Erlanger & Tsytsarev, 2017). Furthermore, being exposed to visuals of individuals experiencing pain leads to higher levels of empathy and higher support of animal rights (Fernandez, 2019; Schott, 2015). Not only are emotional and personality traits correlated with animal rights views, but gender is also linked. Women have been found to be more supportive of animal rights than men overall and more likely to report concern about the suffering of animals (Eldridge & Gluck, 1996). Among children, pet owners are more likely than non-pet owners to have favorable views of animal rights. Low compassion, on the other hand, was linked to low animal rights support among children (Hawkins & Williams, 2020).
Animal rights are not just linked to the characteristics of the humans being asked about their animal rights opinions. There have also been studies that show possible rationalizations for dismissing animal rights. In order to ascertain the allowable treatment of animals, there are a few key differences in moral approaches. One study found that animals that are perceived as having higher cognitive functioning abilities have higher support for their welfare, while animals such as fish, shrimp, and chickens receive less support as people view the killing and eating of them to be morally okay as they are not seen as having high cognition (Kupsala et al., 2016). Furthermore, in regard to political ideologies, studies have found that political conservatism is negatively linked to high animal rights views, meaning political conservatism generally connects to lower animal rights support (Hoffarth et al., 2019). System justification also plays a part in establishing moral acceptability in the use of animals for food or research. In other words, people may use various systems such as the economy or environment to moralize animal use (Hoffarth et al., 2019). 
One relatively unexplored topic within animal rights that remains unclear is the effects of different visuals on animal rights support in young adults. There have not been conclusive studies on how animal support may depend on what age of animal is presented. Though research has shown a difference in animal welfare support relative to personal characteristics of the people being asked, there is a need for studies focusing on whether or not visuals of animals in a vulnerable state will inspire more positive views on animal rights. From the studies previously mentioned, it is clear that many emotionality and personality factors play a role in views on animal rights, and that visuals of those in pain or vulnerable states may also affect these views, so research is needed to understand what can increase the support felt towards animals (Eldridge & Gluck, 1996; Erlanger & Tsytsarev, 2017; Fernandez, 2019; Herzog & Golden, 2009; Schott, 2015). Recognizing what types of visuals increase supportive views of animal rights will be beneficial in spreading awareness and successfully paving the way for positive change in how our society treats animals. 
This study seeks to expand research by determining whether or not different animal visuals will lead to higher reports of animal rights support. By assigning participants to report their levels of support for animal rights after either viewing pictures of baby animals, adult animals, or no animals, we are able to discover whether seeing vulnerable animals increases animal rights support. Furthermore, by recording the gender of each participant, we will be able to see if the effects of different visuals on participants’ animal right support is moderated by their gender.
Based on precedents set by previous studies in this area of research (Eldridge & Gluck, 1996; Erlanger & Tsytsarev, 2017; Fernandez, 2019; Herzog & Golden, 2009; Schott, 2015), I expect to see that the participants who are shown pictures of baby animals will report higher levels of animal rights support than participants who are not shown any pictures or are shown pictures of adult animals. I also expect to see results consistent with those of previous studies (Eldridge & Gluck, 1996; Erlanger & Tsytsarev, 2017) that females show higher levels of support for animal rights than males. Furthermore, I predict that the difference in animal rights support between the different visual groups will be higher for women than for men. 
Methods
Participants
The sample for this study consisted of 31 (n=31) students from Western Oregon University after omitting data from one student who did not answer any questions. Participants showed a mean age of 21.45 (M=21.45, SD=3.55). Of the 31 students, 27 were female (87.1% female) and 4 were male (12.9% male). The participants in this sample were recruited through the school’s electronic research system through the Psychological Sciences Department of Western Oregon University. Participants were given class credit for participating in the study, and informed consent was given by all participants. 
Materials
Administration of this experiment and any questionnaires were done completely online, through the SONA system. The 28-item Animal Rights Scale was used to determine level of support for animal rights (Wuensch et al., 2002). This five-point Likert style questionnaire asked participants to rate their agreement with statements regarding animal rights in terms of both animal use and animal research by humans. A composite score for each participant was created by adding together their responses on all 28 statements, five of which were reverse-scored. High values on this composite score indicate high levels of animal rights support, whereas low values indicate low levels of animal rights support. Different groups of animal images were used to expose participants to visuals based on their treatment condition. The visuals used in the baby animal condition were of a series of pictures taken from a Google Image search of “Cute baby animals.” Animal species in these images were cow, cheetah, raccoon, duck, koala, cat, dog, and two species of monkey. The visuals used in the adult animal condition were a series of pictures taken from a Google Image search of “Ugly adult ____” with the same animal species inputted from each of the species in the baby animal group. The animal species in each group contained at least one of each of the following types of animals: mammals, non-mammals, primates, domesticated animals, wild animals, animals commonly used by humans, and animals not commonly used by humans. 
Procedure
After giving informed consent and providing optional demographic information such as gender, age, and race, participants were randomly assigned by Qualtrics to either the baby animal group, the adult animal group, or the no visual group. The participants in the baby animal group were shown the series of eight pictures of baby animals, then asked to complete the Animal Rights Scale. The participants in the adult animal group were shown the series of eight pictures of adult animals then asked to complete the Animal Rights Scale. The participants in the no visual group were asked to complete the Animal Rights Scale without being exposed to any visuals beforehand. Upon completion of participation, the participants were debriefed and provided credit. 
Results
	Upon completion of gathering participant responses, data were analyzed with statistical software. The average score on the animal rights scale over all participants was 81.71 (M=81.71, SD=17.82). In general, females showed higher animal rights support than men; the average animal rights score over all conditions was 85.59 for females (M=85.59, SD=15.51) and 55.5 for males (M=55.5, SD=6.35). The overall average animal rights score within the cute/baby animal condition was 84 (M=84, SD=16.66). The overall average animal rights score within the adult/ugly animal condition was 78.1 (M=78.1, SD=20.06). The overall average animal rights score within the no visual condition was 82.8 (M=82.8, SD=18.05). 
	The data were analyzed using a 2-way ANOVA to determine whether there was a significant relationship between types of visuals, gender, and animal rights support. The 2-way ANOVA did not reveal a significant relationship between type of visuals and animal rights support (Baby: M=84, SD=16.66; Adult: M=78.1, SD=20.06; No visual: M=82.8, SD=18.05; F=0.39, p=0.68) (Figure 1). The 2-way ANOVA did, however, reveal a significant relationship between gender and animal rights support (Female: M=85.59, SD=15.51; Male: M=55.5, SD=6.35; F=11.86, p=0.002) (Figure 1). Analysis did not reveal a significant interaction between type of visual and gender on animal rights support (F=0.06, p=0.94) (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. The relationship between the condition (baby animal visuals, adult animal visuals, or no visuals) and the participants' level of animal rights support, based on their gender. 
Discussion
	Understanding the factors that can influence people’s perceptions of support that animals deserve is crucial to increasing levels of support for animal rights and animal welfare. The study’s original prediction that baby animal visuals would cause higher levels of animal rights support was not predicted since the results showed no significant effect of visuals on animal rights support, however, the prediction that gender would be linked to a difference in animal rights scores was supported by the data. Specifically, female participants in this study reported higher levels of support for animal rights than male participants. This result suggests that females tend to have higher levels of animal rights support than males. The final prediction that females’ support of animals would be more affected by visuals than males’ support of animals was not supported as the results showed no significant interaction between visuals and gender on animal rights support. 
	The results of this study regarding the effect of gender on animal rights support falls in line with results from previous studies. Research shows that females have been found to be more supportive of animal welfare and more likely to report concern about the suffering of animals than males (Eldridge & Gluck, 1996). Research also tends to show that personality traits such as empathy and compassion are linked to negative views of animal cruelty and positive views of animal welfare (Erlanger & Tsytsarev, 2017; Hawkins & Williams, 2020). 
	The lack of significant effect of visuals on animal rights support are contradictory to previous data in this topic. Previous studies show that being exposed to visuals of animals or individuals in pain or in vulnerable states is related to higher levels of empathy and higher animal rights support (Fernandez, 2019; Schott, 2015). The prediction that baby animal visuals would increase levels of animal rights support is based on the research precedent that empathy levels can be increased through images of individuals in pain (Schott, 2015). 
	Major limitation of this study included some key characteristics of the sample. Because the sample was so small at just 31 participants, it would be hard to generalize to a larger population. Furthermore, a strong limitation would likely be the high proportion of females in the sample. Of the 31 participants, 27 were females and only 4 were males. In other words, 87.1% of this sample was female and only 12.9% was male. Another factor that may have influenced the generalizability of our results is the means of which the participants were recruited. The sample consisted only of students enrolled in courses within the Psychological Sciences Department at Western Oregon University, so the sample is likely comprised mainly of psychology majors from this specific university and does not include anyone who isn’t currently going to college or students from other universities. 
	Ideas for future studies include a larger sample with a more equal proportion of genders to get a more accurate sense of the difference in animal rights support between males and females. Another suggestion for future studies is to require finishing the survey in one sitting. The current study allowed participants to leave and reenter the survey as often as they wanted, which could have nullified the influence of the visuals. Another variable that could be controlled for in future studies is pet ownership status. There is limited research that shows a link between pet ownership and higher levels of support for animal rights (Eldridge & Gluck, 1996). 
	The current study sought to examine the relationship between different types of animal visuals, participant gender, and levels of support for animal rights. This was conducted through a survey measuring levels of animal rights support after being exposed to either baby animal visuals, adult animal visuals, or no visuals. Although more research is needed to create better generalizability, the data did not reveal any significant effects of types of visuals on animal rights support, or an interaction between visuals and gender on animal rights support. The results did, however, reveal significant evidence that females have higher levels of support for animal rights than males. 
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