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ABSTRACT

Guilt appealsarecommon promotion strategiesed by animal welfare organizations
and animal shelters; however, little research has paid enough attention torthtoioiof
guilt appealsand the associaticmmong different elements of guilt appedlbe purpose of
this study is to investigate theetuency of different guilt apped@eneratingelements used in
animal welfare campgns and the relationship amotingse elements. A content analysis of
338 animal welfare campaign posters for eight animal welfare tasissonducted using
data fromGoogk and Bing image search engines.

The researcfoundthat reactive guilt and anticipatory guilt are both most frequently
used in animal welfare campaigns. In addition, most campaign posters tend to include
harmfulness in their content. The statements dfdad victims are the most frequently
expressed verbal and visual messaggpectivelyThis study also found thabmponents of
guilt appeals are associated with different types of guilt. Howgwegssociation between
guilt types, the intensity of giii and visual messagesidiot show any statistical
significance Overall,this study advances the understanding of how animal welfare
organizations attempt to achieve their persuasive goals by using guilt appeals. Moreover, the
findings from this studyqovide a foundation on how guilt is created from theoretical and
practical perspectives for those interested in researching the effect of guilt appeals used in

animal welfare campaigns.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The topic of animal welfare has been brought to the attention of the American society
in recent years (Yount, 2004). Animal wel far
animals and the duty they have to assure that the animalsthanterare are treated
humanely and responsildlyStrand 201§. The human kind has always had relationships
with animals. Through the ages, people raised domesticated animals as their workmates and
assistants (Yount, 2004). Meanwhile, they also couldhgét meals and clothing from
animals, or exchanged animals for currency (Yount, 2004). From these perspectives, it can be
inferred that the relationships between humans and animals are unequal. The way that
humans treat animals also can be concludeccaseity.

Ascione(1993)d ef i ned cruelty as fAdan emoti onal r
pleasure in the suffering and pain of others, or as actions that unnecessarily inflict such
suffe r i ng am226. grayagma@in such unethical thinking, fadifferent types of
views regarding the nature of human duties to animals are presented: the utilitarianism, the
animal right view, the speciastegrity view, and the agewentered view (Appleby &
Hughes, 1997). What utilitarianism cares about is thexasts of those who are being
affected, but not the moral value of each individual animal (Appleby & Hughes, 1997).

Opposite to utilitarianism, the animal right view never advocates sacrificing animal rights to



benefit humans (Appleby & Hughes, 1997). tiddion, the speciemtegrity view not only
focuses on individual but also emphasizes the value of species (Rolston, 1989). Different
from the other three kinds of views, the agesntered view claims that humans have duties
to animals since they treatdtemselves as a moral agent (Kant, 1989). Among these four,
utilitarianism view leads to the problem of cruelty.

The puppy mills in the U.S. show how the utilitarianism view toward animals has
yielded the poor living condition of animals. According te &imerican Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA), almost tthirds of American households have
at least one pet, with 28% of dogs bought from pet stores. However, most puppies sold in pet
stores are purchased from puppy mills, whicmmdbprovide them with humane treatment.
Because of the filthy environment in puppy mills, where profit is placed above the living
quality of animals, animals in these puppy mills always confront serious health problems
(Carmody, 2016). To maximize profithose who own and run these puppy mills would let
female dogs breed as much as they can until these dogs cannot reproduce, and then they kill
them once they become infertile. In addition, there have been a number of cases where
animals are treated crusljch as animal testing (Abbott, 2005), animal circus (Carmeli, 1997)
and the animal skin industry (MePerez& Heide, 2003). Under these circumstances,
animals are likely to be infected with diseases that they would rarely previously have contact

withorl ose their | ife only for contributing
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In order to avoid such tragedies, animal shelters angrafit animal rights
organizations promote a series of campaigns to persuade publics to support animal welfare
and fight for animal rights. For instance, the People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals
(PETA) encouraged people to adopt pets from animal shelters instead of purchasing them
from pet stores by Ilisting eight shocking re
of the closetd campaign t o enmmlskiruprodugte(Austime pub
2013. These advertising campaigns promote how we ought to treat animals and what is the
right thing to do as a moral individual.

In these campaigns, various aprbes to persuading people to treated animals
humanely are used, including guilt appeals. Advertisements using guilt appeals, which
successfully mentions some voluntary behavio
than advertisements without the wdeyuilt appeals4. Basil, M. Ridgway & D. Basil,
2006). In the context of advertising, creating an effective campaign can be understood as
making a profound i mpression of the product
Previous researcduggests that if animal shelters and-poofit animal right organizations
use guilt appeals as a message strategy, they will motivate more people to adopt animals from
shelters (Haynes, Thornton & Jones, 2004).

However, there are few studies showing hawt@ppeals are used in animal welfare
campaigns. There are numerous studies that analyzed the use of guilt appeals on charity

affairs, encouraging generous actions or donations to aid the poor, ill, or helpless, such as



organ donation and world hungeii¢htenberg, 2009). The findings show that the campaigns
using guilt appeals as a tactic to promote donation can be more persuasive than those without
using them (Hibbert, Smith, Davies & Ireland, 2007). Since the purpose of animal welfare is
to provide hgb and save the life of animals, animal welfare could be one of the charity affairs.
This leads us to wonder whether there is similar usage of guilt appeals in animal welfare
campaigns. As such, exploring what types of content are used and how theyertegries
guilt appeals is the first step to understanding the use of guilt appeals in animal welfare
campaigns.

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to analyze the content of guilt appeals in the
context of animal welfare issues. More specificallys gtudy samples guiéippeal
campaigns of animal shelters and +pyofit animal welfare organizations, and then conducts
a content analysis to understand the current status of using guilt appeals in animal welfare
campaigns. Also, this study analyzes hbe Yerbal messages of campaigns are presented
differently depending on the type of guilt in animal welfare campaigns employing guilt
appeals. The contribution of this study is to fill the gap between the existing lite@ture
guilt appeals. This studysd contributes to advancing our understandihigowthese
animal welfare organizations attempt to achieve their persuasive goals by using guilt appeals.
Furthermore, the findings from this research can provide those interested in studying the
effect of guit appeals used in animal welfare campaigns with knowledge on how guilt is

created from theoretical and practical perspectives.



This researcHollows the structure like thisChapter briefly informed the
background and goal this study. Chapter @utlines previous literature related to guilt
appeals in both campaigns and advertisBygusing thditeraturereviewedin Chaper 2,
Chapter 3 introduces the details method used in this study. In Chapgsulls and aadyses
are presented. Then, Chapiemakes a deeper discussion for the results in Chapter 4.
Chapter grovides implications and limitations of this study along with suggestions for

future research.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Definition of Guilt

Guilt is one of the ubiquitousmotions happening in our lives and across different
cultures (Izard1977). It is a type of mental hardship existingha societythat prompts and
i nspires prosoci al behavior (Lazarus, 1991;
i ndi vi du a lgdlseveataallyrrames fronm gn "essentially private recognition that
one has violated a personala ndar d 0 ( Ku g,pe263. VEhenlpeaple &g awdred 9 2
of violating a social norm, moral standard, or existing laws, a feeling of guilt may be
generged (Heidenreich, 1968). For example, Izard (1977) suggested "usually people feel
guilty when they become aware of the fact that they have broken a rule and violated their
own standards or beliefs. They may also feel guilty for failing to accept or cartlyeir
responsibility."(p. 423) Wh at 6s more, the feeling of guiltdt
wish of undoing the action that had already happened or will happen (Roseman, Wiest, &
Swartz, 1994). There is another condition that can trigger pesplef eel i ngs of gui
individual notices that there is a huge gap in veeihg between himself or herself and other
people who are living in worse conditions, that awareness may provoke a sense of guilt

(Burnett & Lunsford, 1994).



From the previoustudies, there seem to be three dimensions on the concept of guilt:
the violation of standards, the temporal dimension, and the subsequent feeling of regret. First,
the violation of standards can be divided into individual and social levels. For example,
people may feel guilty when they refuse to lend money to their friends (individual level) or
they may feel guilty when they fail to return the extra money withdrawn from ATM (social
level). Second, regarding the temporal dimension, the feeling ofngayistem from a
violation that had already happened in the past or a contemplation of violation that will
happen in the future. In other words, if a person played hooky from work, he or she might
experience guilty feelings. Also, if people recognize that tiseseperson in need whom they
decided not to help, then guilt will be generated even though they have not done any action
yet. Finally, guilt usually comes with a subsequent feeling of regret. This kind of subsequent

feeling could occur if someone leftetlscene after causing a traffic accident.

Wide Use of Guilt Appeals in Campaigns

Peopl edbs behavior can be modified after e
significant role in shaping peopl ebdbs consci e
that audiences who are exposed to eaplpealing advertising are more likely to haudty
thoughts than other people who are not. It is important to use guilt appeatsmittierate
level of tolerance since too much or too little dose of guilt would lead to opposite effects

form the persuader 6s intended goal



On a positive side, guiltpgeals can be a useful tool to achieve persuasive goals,
because the arousal of guilt may change peop
other negative emotional appeals, researchers have noted that guilt appeals are frequently
used in advertisingptmotivate prosocial behaviors (Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997), which
refers to various behaviors that intend to have positive influence on the society and other
people, such as helping strangers or cooperating with others (Batson, 1998).

With the wide use afuilt in achieving charity goals, many researchers have begun to
discuss the effect of guilt appeals in marketing. Some studies confirmed that advertising
campaigns that make people feel guilty (Whea
purchasing th@roduct or service. Furthermore, researchers have investigated reactions of
audiences as well (Ghingold, 198For example, when people feel guilty, they may be
concerned with unpleasafeelings, which drivédhem to pay the compensation to mitigate
thefeeling of guilt (Ghingold, 1981; Izard 1977). Donating money, volunteering time and
effort, or intention to donate or volunteer can be a useful way to reduce negative feelings and
to balance their emotions to a normal state (Haghat 2004). In the antext of charity
affairs, the idea of amending the feeling of guilt will lead to the motivation and behavioral
intention of donationHibbertet al.,2007).

When it comes to the use of guilt appeals for animal welfare organizations, guilt
appeal campaignwere found to be more effective than 1guilt appeal campaigns in

audi en c e-gamaking pracésHayoeaset al, 2004) The study by Haynes et al. (2004)



compared the effect of warm#ppeal with guikappeal print advertising on donation

behavior.They demonstrated that negative posters, which elicited guilt, were more

persuasive than positive posters eliciting warmth. As for the persuasiveness of such negative

appeals, it is common to achieve charity goa
Brot hert on, 1997). Hence, for the audiences,
to reduce onebs anticipated senseetaf200ui | t w
p. 1034.

On the contrary, an impropatensityof guilt may cause opposite outcomes with
negative influences, which goes atmiurast t he

suggested that medium intensitygufilt appeals could be most effective among the target
audiences than high and low entsityof guilt appeals (Coulte$: Pinto, 1995). Thereford¢he

manipulation process of the magipropriate level of guilt has proven hard to determine.

Several studies k@ demonstrated that high intensatfyguilt may lead to opposite responses

and disourage the intended idea (Coulter & Pinto, 1995). An excessive use of guilt appeals

may arouse anger or annoyance from the audience when used in campaigns (Coulter & Pinto,

1995). In addition, when people feel that the advertiser manipulates them, tieneseanght
be negative (Cotte, Coulter, & Moore, 2005).

All'in all, advertisers use guilt appeals in animal welfare campaigns frequently.

However, advertisers have to maintain a balance between an adequate or inadequate (e.g., too

much or too little) leel of guilt in advertising. Guilt appeals can be used in different media
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channels in advertising, but this study focuses on guilt appeals in print advertising. The
following section introduces the different types and primary components of guilt appeéals tha

help identify variables to be coded in the content analysis of animal welfare campaigns.

Types and Primary Components for Guilt Appeals

Reactive, anticipatory, and existentiplilt are three major types of guilt used in
advertising(Huhmann & Bothertord997). First, when people transgress their own principle
of appropriate behavior, they may generate reactive guilt (Huhmann & Botherton 1997). It
can be categorized into pedtcision guilt, which is important in advertising and marketing
(Burnett & Lunsfad, 1994). In real life, reactive guilt occurs after we did something that
violates our own moral standard or social discipline like failing to return a wrong addressed
parcel. In the context of animal welfatbe People for the Ethical Treatment of Anisna
(PETA), promoted a campaign using reactive guilt to encourage pet lovers to adopt animals
at shelters. As seen in Figure 1, there are several lines of verbal messages on the left of this
poster that reads fAl édm Kai . Id wuaps hbooruegl hets sa. nod
sl ogan of this campaign is AAdopt. Don't sho

treat animals as merchandise. If people do so, it may violate the ethic of the audience.
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I'M KAL

| WAS
BOUGHT

AND SOLD—
ON GUMTREE
AND_ENDED

UP_ HOMELESS.§

..

Animals area't abjects to aci

ADOPT. DON'T SHOBS

Figure 1. Poster of PETA isswhynfoaShgutd Névér By or&Gell mare
Ani mal Onlineo

Different from reactive guilt, anticipatory guilt will arise when people are about to go
against their own standard, like lying aboukiag for a sick leave (Huhmann & Botherton
1997). The difference between reactive guilt and anticipatory guilt is that the former-is post
decision guilt while the latter is pecision guilt. In advertising, anticipatory guilt can be
aroused by telling assumers that they will develop a sense of guilt if they do not purchase
the products that they consider buying (Burnett & Lunsford, 1994). As such, anticipatory
guilt focuses on the action that has not happened yet, and it can build the intentions and
behaviors in various domains (Richard, Pligt & Vries, 1996). For example, as illustrated in

Figure 2,Pawsitively Texgsan organization founded to save homeless animals and raise

money for the care of pets, arouglugwhan gui | ty
you can find purebred pets |i ke me at <city s
wi || be kill ed. ltds a sad truth!o It gives

animals, they will contribute to the death of thagtdogs, which will make them feel guilty.
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Why Buy When You Can Find
Purebred Pets Like Me ‘
At City Shelters?

If Not Adopted,
We Will Be Killed.

It’s A Sad Truth!

Facebook.com/PawsTexas PawsitivelyTexas.com

Figure 2. Poster of Pawsitively Texa

Finally, when people feel luckier than other people, they may get a feeling of empathy,
which leads to a sense of guilt. This is the case of existential guilt. As Montada (1993)
explained, the moral emotion existential guilt can be generated when people profit from
some illicit benefits. In that case, people tend to diminish the gap between their own
prerogative and otheros destitutions by offe
Montada, Muller& Muller-Fohrbrodt, 2000). Similay] Basilet al.,(2006) illustrated that
empathy (i.e., the ability to understand another people) would enhance the effectiveness of
guilt appeals. In the context of animal welfahee Association of Shelter Volunteersla
Animal Rights Istanbyln animal welfare organization in Turkey, promoted an
advertisement that calls for the end of buying animals from pet stores. The text in this print
advertising reads, AEvery pet youndtuybuy,om p
|l et 6s adopt from shelters. o (Figure 3). I n t
across the body of a dog. The action shows the strong power of the human versus the

weakness of the sheltanimal, which leads the audience to genegatxistential guilt.
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Figure 3. Poster of Association of Shelter

In addition to these three types of guilt, there are semerassary components for
guilt formation that previous studies have emphasized: responsibility, harmfulness (Miceli,
1992), and seléfficacy ¢. Basil, M. Ridgway & D. Basil, 2008). First of all, responsibility
refers to three layers of meanings in Thdd@d American Dictionary of Current English
("responsibility”, 1999): (a) the state or fact of being responsible (b) the ability to act
independently and make decisions; (c) the person or thing for which one is responsible. For
example, soldiers have respsibilities to obey orders and serve for the military, which means
they have duties and they are legally required to act on orders as well as protect other people.
Figure 4 shows an example of emphasizing responsibility in an animal welfare campaign.
ThePet Lovers Foundatohas a print advertisement with a
pet is for |ifel!o Under thsiszesltogxamn,t hater £a W
responsible cat owner, say no to pet abandonment, indiscriminatengré&echsual
ownership. o0 Responsibility comes from the ab

things from happening @il et al. 2006). Specifically, an awareness of responsibility will be
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raised, when people recognize the effectiveness of charialation to the poor that they

could make. This kind of responsibility can be used to mediate the charitable issuet(Basil

al., 2006) and have positive effects on campaign persuasiveness. In other words, if people do
not recognize the responsibility follow the suggestions from the campaign, they will not

feel guilty.

In its 3% year now, the Cat Adopton Drf d
Responsible Cat Ownership Education
been

o
give permanent homes fo more abandoned and stray cats
jopters wil receive our specal starter kit worth S50

Figure 4. Poster of Pet Lovers Founda-

Also, people will not evoke the feeling of guilt when an advertising campaign does
not mention potential hasrduring the persuasion process (Miceli, 1992). Miceli (1992)
defined harmfulness as something thaieisdowed with negative power, i.e., with power to
thwart goal® (p. 82). For example, people will feel guilty if they refuse to make a charitable
donation to the people in need, because it may threaten their lives. In the context of animal
welfare,Peta2makes a poster to persuade the audience from buying animals and encourage

them to adopt ani mal s, because ABuying ani ma



Daﬁ T ’Buy

SAVE A NDMELESS Dﬂﬁ OR CAT- ALWAVS ADOPT AND NEVER BUY.

Wﬁmm_m Petaz TSI e e

Figure 5. Poster of Peta2 campaign

Third, it is also known that both the level of guilt and donation intention can be
increased with the use of selfficacy in the context of charity donation campaigns (Bztsil
al.,2008).Sefef f i cacy refers to individual sdé own
accomplish the intended behaviors (Bandura, 1986). This tactic is also well used in
advertising campaigns. For examptee American Society for the Prevention of Qisut®
Animals(ASPCA) has promoted a serial of donation campaigns to encourage people to
donate to animal wel fare organizations. I

hel p save animals from abuse f oardigntosjust 6 0

60 a day and help find I oving homes for
miracle?06 obviously indicates that the au
have the ability to pay idgaliscertaih thathelorisiseisr e g a

able to achieve the intended goals with no much effort, the individual has more possibility to

act on the advocated behaviors to mitigate the guilt (Basil, 2008).

a |

aba

di e

rds
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3 .
=You can help save
animals from abuse

Become an ASPCA
Guardian for just
 60¢ a day and help

q find loving homes for

However, guilt can also evoke negative emotions toward the campaign messages
(Cotteet al.,2005). So it is necessary to use this approach to avoid any unwanted responses.
In consideration of the negative outcomes and the relationships between guilt and these three
components, communicators should test not only the type of guilt that the appeal induces, but
also the usage of responsibility, harmfulness aneesitiacy. Previos studies have only
tested the situation of guilt appeals in popular magazine advertisémaote accurate
researclof guilt appeals used in animal welfare campaigns by analyzitigesi three types

of guilt will be provided in this research

Verbal and Visual Messages of Guilt Appeals

From examples in the context of animal welfare in the previous section, it can be
understood that a verbal message always helps the expression of guilt inducement. In the
communication process, a verbal message caly @asuse guilt emotion. For these verbal
messages, Vangelisti listed 17 types of gglititing forms of verbal techniques (Vangelisti,
Daly, & Rudnick, 1991) Among these 17 formsjuhmann and Brotherton (1997) identified

four major guilteliciting staements that were widely used in print advertisements.
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The first statement refers to the statement of fact, which describes the environment
and information, thereby producing guilt of the audience. For instance, "every day, two
thousand children lostthairi ght t o enter school because t he
Second type of verbal message refers to the statement of action, which stands for the
individual behavior should whether or not occur by supporting or rejecting certain behaviors
(Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997). Similarly, it also can be edited into a statement of action,
"Yesterday, another kid left school because of y@havior' The third kind of statement is
suggestion/order, which gives you advice for the future and guides youldrsh@uhmann
& Brotherton, 1997). In that strategy, it can be stated "you should donate money to help bring
the children back to schoobtfi You must donat e rhleemeaspnforo t he ¢
mergng these two types of statement is coders always fail to distinguish the sentences from
each other. The fourth type of statement is question (Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997), such as
Adi d lympuarhy kids go back to school ?0

Last, the fith type of statement & can be used in animal welfare campaign is
warning, which demonstrates the potential negative consequence of certain behavior. For
example, the statement fAWhen you are buying
potential harm and negative resoitfpurchasing a pet from a pet store. By using such
techniques, verbal message can be a useful tool to elicit guilt from audiences.

At the same time, visual messages also play an important role in print advertising.

Advertisers always use visualstoatct t heir audi enceds attentio
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of their advertising message (Morigri87). From the literature, there are three types of

visual messages (Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997). First, visual message may depict one guilty

person who magrouse the same feeling of the reader (Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997). For

example, a picture may describe a person who keeps silent when he notices a thief is stealing

one passenger 6s purse. Second, visual messag

the readers (Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997), such as someone else is blaming the reader for

not speaking out for that passenger. Third, a picture also can stand on the other side,

describing the victims (Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997). In that case, the pichictsdine

passenger who will suffer from the reader 0s
Bendapudi, Singhand Bendapudi1996)suggestedhat imageplays an important

role in charity issuegarticularly when they show a needy person or situalibay can also

create a connectn between the reader and gdillucing messages (Huhmann & Brotherton,

1997). Verbal and visual messages come together and both increase the effects in advertising

(McQuarrie & Mick, 1992).

Research Questions

Based on the review of previous literatoreguilt appeals, this study postdte
following research questions.
RQ:u: In animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals, which type of guitiast

often used?
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RQ: In animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals, how frequently is each
component of guilappeals (i.e., responsibility, harms, and-séfitacy) used?

RQs: In animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals, which type of verbal message is
most frequently used?

RQs: In animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals, which type of visual message is
most frequently used?

RQs: In the animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals, how does each element
(components, verbal messages, visual messages) associate with specific type of guilt
(reactive, anticipatoryand existentigP

RQe: In the animal welfareampaigns with guilt appeals, how does different intensity

of guilt associate with specific type of visual message?
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This study attempedto find how guilt appeals wergsed in animal welfare

organi zations®é print campaigns, thus campaig

to the Humane Society of the United Statesre than 00 animal sklterswereoperated in

the U.S, yet there waso comprehensive list @nimal welfare organizations (Bockman,

2015). Thus, the sample frame dhdt exist forthis topic. Another challenge was that most
campaign postersweree i t her | i sted on ani mal wel fare
social networking service pagdfus,a convenience sample basedaternet searches was

chosen to collect data for this research.

Sampling Procedure

Animal welfare campaigns were sampled using the following eight keywords: animal
adoption, general animal rights, animal welfare, ahiegting, animal entertainment, meat
alternatives and lab meat, wild animal rescue and animal status. The Animal Charity
Evaluators categorized over 170 animal organizations into 11 categories by their type of
work (Bockman, 2015)ight of these 11 categes weraised in this studyfhis research
usedthe Google search engine and the Bing search engine as a sampling tool to collect data

because those two search engines are the most popular search engines on the Internet. In a

O |
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rough result, Googlaccountedor 65 percehof searches, and Bing accounfed33 percent

of searches (Sterling, 2015). Once #luthor searcheidr a keyword, 30 images thadturned

first werechosen from each search engine. The search results were to some degree similar
between the two search engines, but there were still about half of images that were not
overlapped. Atr finishedthe search using the eight keywords, a total of 338 animal welfare
campaigns were collected.

First, as illustrated in the literature revieacton, researchers identified guilt based
on several dimensions, this study used the following criteria to identify guilt appeals: 1) the
content of the poster describ@dlations of individual or social standards;tB® content of
poster generateal sibsequent feeling of regreétlso, this studfyocusedon campaign posters
but not normal images. Campaign posters should meétltbeing standards: 1) contained
the name or logo of an animalated organization; 2) expectedproduce certain results or
achieve specific goals related to animal welfare; 3) the language used in campaign posters
should beEnglish; 4) includedboth verbal and visual messages; 5) no repeated images. All
sampled images that did not meet all the criteria above were excluded.

Secondthe aforementionekleywords were typed in both Google and Bing image
search engines and the first 30 imggeder each category was chosen using the poster
selection criteria mentioned in the previous s&pce each poster wasunit of analysisn
this study, key words typed in the image search engimassa combinaton f A name of t

categoryo and Acampaigno. Then, overl|l apped i
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posters for animal adoption were sanmbpth ed, co
the Google image search engine and the Bing image search emglribercollected the

first 30 images that met the criteria above, overlapped images were counted once.

Analytical Procedure

After training both coders, a pilot coding with FHhdomly chosen campaign posters
was conducted to check intercoder ralighThi s r esearch used Krippen
method to check intercoder reliability.

There was a pilot conducted to tdstfeasibility of the coding schemdter both two
coders fully understand the coding scheAtiecampaigns posters were selected from the 338
samples, specifically 5 posters in each category.

As a result, this pilot study achieved an acceptable degree of intercoder reliability for
the codingschee Krippendor f f 6s a frgh0a89vodl l(saecAppendia B),g e d
which satisfied the condition to continue the coding pro&isse the coefficient wagreater
than .70, the measures and procedwa®reliable (Neuendorf, 2002).

Then two codersoded these eight categories of guilt appeal campaigns from three
aspects: type, component and content message obganpmstersA detailed coding

scheme is provided in Appendix A.
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RQz1: in animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals, which type of gitiis most
often used?
To answer RQ the typs of guilt appeared in guikhppeal animal welfareampaigns
weremeasured. Two coders recorded the three types of guilt appeREsadt)ve guild
makingaudience generate pa$tcision guilt when moral standard or social disciplieee
violated, 2)Anticipatory guild contraséd with reactive guilt, makingudience generateegpr
decision guilt when people weabout to go against standards or principlé&xXsstential
guiltd showedhe gap between theidience and other groups, mabe audience feel
luckier. For those types used by certain type of guilt appeal campaignst linetionged to
any types of guilt thesst e d $ervaiabkeswere codegsr s c hos
follows (1=Reactive guilt, 2Anticipatory guilt, 3Existential guilt,and4=Others). For
examplejf reactive guilt appeal existadn t he campaign poster, it v
col umn t hat.Afrequercy and pegnmgedaalculation for each type of guilt was
used to answer RQThen a onesample chisquare tesvas conductetb analyze which type
of guilt occurs more frequently than others and whether that occurrence is significantly
higher tha that of other types of guilAfter that, a simple Zestwasrunto compare the two

of the more frequently observed types of guilt
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RQz2: In animal welfare campaigns with guiltappeals, how frequently is each
component of guilt appeals (i.e., responsilily, harmfulness, and selfefficacy) used?

To answer RQ two codersvere trainedo fully understand the definition of each
component examined. In this study, three components were chosen for coding: 1)
Responsibilty s howi ng t he aud hiegrawiexds shobwdtd® or s omet
Harmfulnesd portraying something endowed with negative power and potential h&yms
Self-efficacyd showing audiences have the ability to deal with the situation and accomplish
the intended behavigrand4) OthersThefi C o mp o wererdoded basash whether the
given component was present or not (1=present, Qsnesent). If a campaign contained
more than one type of component, it coded at the same time. After the coding, a frequency
calculation for each type of compent was used to answer RQ

A onesample chisquare teswvas performedo analyze which components occurs
more frequently than ahey wereexpectedo happen by chancéfter that, a simple Zest
wasconducted to compare the two of the more frequeiiberved types of guilt if there are
two components have positive residual value.

Also, thisresearch question conducte@5®6 confidace interval okach component,
as components can be coded as multiple chdicegher wordssome of the posterontan
more than onéype ofcomponentThus,using a confidence interval can be more accurate
thanonly conducted the frequency of each components presented in all animal welfare

campaign posters sample.
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RQs: In animal welfare campaigns with guilt appealswhich type of verbal
message is most frequently used?

Huhmann and Brotherton (1997) identified four major ggliititing statements that
were widely used in print advertisinghe coders looked through 40 animal welfare
campaigngo conducta surveyand etermine theanostpopularverbal mssage in guilt
appeal campaignés a result, five types of common verbal naggswere chosen for coding:
1) The satement of faé describing the environment and informati@h Statement of
actiord describing individualisuation, which depnds on audience behavigs3 The
Statement of suggestion/ordegiving you advice antb instruct the audience to do or say
something4) Questiod making a point and expecting to ansygrWarning
demonstrating the potential negativesequence of certain behayiand6) OthersFor
those types of verbal message used by certain guilt appeal campaigosb®ionged t@any
types of wverbal meéessta.ges, coders chose

Whena campaign posteontaired several sentences that dskfference types of
verbal messagecoders only codkthe most significant one, like the slogan. The verbal
message variableagcoded based on the following guideline: Tlve statement of fact, 2=
The statement of action, 3= Thatement of suggest/aed 4= Question, 5= Warningnd6=
Othes. After the coding, a frequency and percentage calculation for each type of verbal

message was used to answerRPen a onsample chisquare tesivas runto see whether
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there is any statistical difference in acences of the types of verbal messagéer that, a
simple Ztestwasused to comparing between two types of verbal message.

RQa: In animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals, which type of visual
message is most frequently used?

Coders also recorded the type of visual message of each animal welfare campaign
when they were coding visual messages. There were three major types of visual messages
needed to be clarified: 1) Guilty peoleepictingpeople who made mistakes amduse
similar feelings of the audienc2) Blamingpeopl® depicting people who weensuring
the audiencesd behaviors. Thg8)Vetimadrdaepictingr s al w
those who haduffered from negative influencé) More than oe types of chracterd
containedwo or more types of characters in one postedS) OthersFor those
combinations of different types of visual characters used by certain guilt appeal campaigns,
they may be coded as more than one type of characters. The visuajenessablevas
coded based on the following guideline: 1= Guilty people, 2= Blaming people, 3= Victims,
4= More than one type of characteaad5= OthersAfter the coding, a frequency and
percentage calculation for each type of visual message wasouseshter RQ Then a one
sample chisquare testvas performedo see whethdhereis any statistical difference in
occurrences of the types of visual messa@#sr that, a simple Zestwasused to

comparing between two types of visual message
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RQs: In the animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals, how does eagbement
(components, verbal messages, visual messagesgociate with specific type of guilt
(reactive, anticipatory, and existentia)?

By using data collected from R@ RQ coders groped the data based on different
types of guilt, and then recorded the frequency of different components, verbal messages, and
visual messages used in eagglit type By creatinga crosstabulation of guilt typeand
other variables and conducted a-sbiare test. Tis study answedwhich components,
verbal messages, and visual messagesraree strongly associated with types of guilt

RQe: In the animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals, hovis the level of guilt
intensity associate with a specific type of visual message?

According tothe study byfurner and Underhill (2012), the intensitiyguilt appeals
coudbe divided into three | evels by fAvarying
t he messagebs r e c oearchetmutendity obguilt was/dried intolthres r e s
levels based on the severity of visual message portrayedeTiimee levels of guilintensity
are defined as followd) Highd showing blood, dead animal, or killing animalawrisual
messagge?) Mediun® showing igured animals, or hurting animagnd3) Lowd showing
healthy animals, or cartoon pictures that related to animal welfare issues. All chasdeters
toanimalswere o unt ed a By creatingd aroadalsulation of the level of guilt
intensity andhe types of visual messages, RQ6 anedkow visual mesages wereelated

with different intensity of guilt
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

A total of 338 campaign posters were collected and analyzed. Among the 338
campaign posters, 4ampaign posters belongedanimal adoptiorcategory(13.6%), 48
campaign posterfell underthegeneral animal rightsategory(14.2%), 37campaign posters
characterize@nimal welfare (10.9%), 3@mpaign posterdescribedanimal testingontent
(11.5%), 4campaign posters representadmal entertainmenssueq14.5%), 42campaign
posters portrayemheat alternatives and lab meaatters {2.4%), 4Zcampaign posters
identifiedwild animal rescu@roblems(12.4%) and 3®ampaign posters nge up with the
ideaof animal status (10.4%7.he resuk revealed that there weseveral clear tendencies

among these variable®escriptivestatistics for each variable weskownas follows.

Research Questions Results

Most frequently used type of guilt in animal welfarecampaigns RQz)

RQ: asked which type of guilt was used most frequently in animal welfare campaigns.
As shown in Table 1, overall, reactive guilt was most frequently used in animal welfare
campaigns by animal welfare organizations (n = 163, 48.2%), falldyedhe anticipatory

guilt (n = 147, 43.%). These two types of guilt web®th highlyusedby animal welfare
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organizations respectively. Nonetheless, the proportion of existential guilt wasmouehd
smaller than the other typegguilt (h=28, 8.3%).

By using the information froriable 1,a onesample chisquare tesbf guilt types
was performedo determine whether the three types of guilt were equally preferred
Preference for the three types of guilt was not equally distributed in the popuk&tian,
N=338) = 96.574p < .05 Thus, eactive guilt and anticipatoyuilt occuedmore fequently
than when each of thehgopenedoy a random chanc&he oppogse appliedo existential
guilt.

Table 1.

Guilt Types in Animal Welfare Campaigns with Guilt Appeals

Types n % Residual
Reactive 163 48.2 50.3
Anticipatory 147 435 34.3
Existential 28 8.3 -84.7

Note. X?=96.574, df= 2, p<.001

Then this study useithie formula as follows:

VCI?"(_E?J- __f:'j) — By (lﬂ_p!)+ p..i" (ln_pi) +7 p:f.f

-~ -

,___ BB
\/chr (j:a! — jp})
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This formula stimatel sampling error for the difference between reactive guilt and
anticipatory guilt in a multinomial distributiosé= 0.052) A difference between the
frequency of occurrence for reactigeilt and aticipatory guilt wasot statistically
significantly differentz= 0.90,p = .37.An alpha level of .0%vas appliedor all statistical
testsin this researchSo in this case, there wase significant difference for frequency
between reactive guilt and anticipatory guilt usednimal welfare campaigns pt< .05.In
other words, @active guilt and anticipatory guilt are both most frequently used type of guilt

in animal welfare campaign

Frequencyfor each guilt component used in animal welfare campaignfRQ2)

RQ asked how frequently each component of guilt appeals used in animal welfare
campaignappearsAs shown in Tabke2, 3, &4, harmfulnessvas the most frequentlysed
componentsn animal welfare campaigns (n = 278, 82.2%)jcl hada 95% CI [0.78, 0.86],
followed by the selefficacy (n = 107, 31.7%jyyhich hada 95% CI1[0.27,0.37] Wh at 0s
more, during the research of the responsibility used in animal welfare campaigns, the
proportion of responsibility was found less than the other two components (n=50, 14.8%),
which has a 95% CI [0.11, 0.19Iso, there were two postettsatcontainedhore of these
three guilt components in their conte@n the contrary, both of them mentezhthe idea that

Ahuman and ani mals are equal o and depicted
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them stated: fAthey value their lives |ike we
our DNA sequence are identical. We are all creaturegr eat and smal |l 0.

A onesample chisquare test of guilt components was conducted to check whether
theoccurrence f each gui |l t aromfpwlnreensts ¢ tBarbegpeatddde d mor
Prefer eac enf U dvas @d &oally distributed in the pdation,X? (1, N=338) =
140.604 p< .05. ThusfiHarmfulnese occuss significantlymore frequentlyn animal
welfare campaignthan by a random chandss a result, it is 95% confident that the
percentage of all animal welfare campaign posterscthragirediiHa r mf u s between o

78% and 86%.

Table 2.

Responsibility Used in Animal Welfare Campaigns with Guilt Appeals

Responsibility n % Residual
Yes 50 14.8 -119.0
No 288 85.2 119.0

Note. 95%CI=[0.11,0.19], X?= 67.586, df=1, p<.001

Table 3.

Harmfulness Used in Animal Welfare Campaigns with Guilt Appeals

Harmfulness n % Residual
Yes 278 82.2 109.0
No 60 17.8 -109.0

Note. 95%CI=[0.78,0.86], X2= 140.604, df=1, p<.001
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Table 4.

Self-efficacy Used in Animal WelfareCampaigns with Guilt Appeals

Self-efficacy n % Residual
Yes 107 31.7 -62.0
No 231 68.3 62.0

Note. 95% CI=[0.27,0.37], X?= 45.491, df=1, p<.001

Most frequently used verbal message in animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals

(RQ3)

RQs asked which type of verbal message was used most frequently in animal welfare

campaigns with guilt appeals. Asshownin Tdhle ovemal $t atfidment of
most frequently used verbal message in animal welfare camgaign46, 43.2%),

fol owedhbysfidt ement of suggest itwotygesaf \keral 0
messages weltsoth highlyemployedby animal welfare organizations respectivéy.using

the information fronirable5, a onesample chisquare test of verbal messagess performed

to determine whether the five kinds of verbal message were equally preldreculeference

for the five types of verbal message was not equally distributed in the popu¥&tian,

N=338) = 175.935p < .05 In this perspective) T ls¢ at e me nt  bd stateraeattofo
S uggest iweraused mareethan expected, whileT he st at ement of

AQesti owWar niswerguéed less than expected.

f a

(n 3

and

act
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Table 5.

Verbal Messages in Animal Welfare Campaigns with Guilt Appeal

Verbal Message n % Residual
Fact 146 43.2 78.4
Action 64 18.9 -3.6
Suggestion/order 91 26.9 23.4
Question 32 9.5 -35.6
Warning 2 15 -62.6

Note. X?2=175.935, df = 4, p<.001

But when using the same formsfaom page 30the estimate of sampling error for
the differEmeesthat evmemhdost AhemenandiagiFugges
0.045 6e= 0.045). And thena simple Z test was rutio checkthe discrepancyetween the
frequency of occurrence fér T k¢ at ement o6f Kaatemamd ©O©T sugg
is statistically significantly different, z3.62 p<.05 As a rkeesustat ément of

the most frequently used verbal message in animal welfare campaigns.

Most frequently used visualmessage in animal welfare campaigns with guilt appeals

(RQ4)

RQs asked which type of visual message was used most frequently in animal welfare
campaigns with guilt appeals. Asshownin Tahle v e r alclt,i nMisM was t he mo:
frequently used visual messam animal welfare campaigis = 218, 64.5%), followed by
AMre than one types o,f armdaria@ttleeShevigugn =4 .,8 7171 .

messag c at egor i z eddpicing dittger thie @rvitoenrerst/Gituation of animal



34

livedin( e. g. destr oyi n gorhurtingequipmenfeggdasinjectiarswith ame a | )
mascara head; trash in a lake)

From Table6, a onesample chisquare test of visual messages was conducted to see
whether the five kinds of visual message were kypeeferred.The peference for the five
types of visual message was not equally distributed in the populstih,N=338) =
485.580p<.05Ther eVioc tei, msior andh@M one bappgaeel of char
morecommonly than each five verbalessageccuedwith same possibilityOppositely,

AGuilty peopl eo, Iiitbhl ewweslessgregpentty psecetfieyisua nd A O

portion of animal welfare campaigns

Table 6.

Visual Messages in Animal Welfare Campaigns with Guilt Appeals

Visual Message n % Residual
Guilty People 6 1.8 -61.6
Blaming People 23 6.8 -44.6
Victims 218 64.5 150.4
More than one 87 25.7 19.4
Others 4 1.2 -63.6

Note. X?=485.580, df= 4, p<.001

When using the same formslan page 3@ check the difference, the estimate of
samplingemr f or the difterefiMeabHdaweeneiVype of
was0.047 6e= 0.047).And then, a simple -&ed was run to test the distinctidretween tk

frequency ofViocttiums aeatamdf fiokh el t ype of char act
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statistically significarly different,z= 8.26,p< .05. Hene , i & Y i masbfrequently used

visual messagm animal welfare campaigns.

Associationbetween three componentand type d guilt (RQs-1)

RQs.1 askedf there wasany relationship between guilt tygpand componentsf guilt
generation9.20% of reactive guilt, compared i9.0%% of anticipatory guilt an@5.00% of
existential guilt prefer t &chesquaretstior A Respons
fiComponentd a rnydgp eT was ¢ seendomddble7dthe péycentage of
iBRsponsi bilityo oxf@N=838)EZ467p< B5Singeuhe prdlueway p e ,
less than the significant level,dbncluded that there was associatiorbetween
AResponsi bil i tiganimal welfardic@uopaigns t ypeo

Overall,few postersontairedresponsibility no matter the guilt type. Also, the-chi
square test r ev e ahadthk sttomgastelatinRhép sviphexisentialbguilt i t y 0

and had the weakest relationship with reactive guilt.

Table 7.
Crosstabulation of Guilt Type and Responsibility

Guilt Type
Responsibility
Reactive Anticipatory Existential
Yes 15 (9.20%) 28(19.05%) 7(25.00%)
No 148(90.80%) 119(80.95%) 21(75.00%)

Note. X?=8.467, df= 2, p=.015
Numbers in parentheses indicate column percentage
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The sample included 159 reactive guilt posters coatdiarmfulness, 98 reactive

guilt posers contaed harmfulness, and 21 existential guilt posters cortirarmfulness.

As couldbe inferred from Table &7.5%% of reactive guilt, compared 66.6®6 of

anticipatory guiltand 75.00 of exi st enti al

gui

t tended to

postersA chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between

harmfulness and guilt type. The relation between these variables was signif¢ant

N=338)=51.578p < .05.Thus, the esult showed there wasrelationship between

AHar mf ul nes s 0 inamnthl wélf@re campaignsy p e 0

The result al so wabpmesented niotd falt timde kihda af guit 0

than as iwaspresented randomifipecifically, almost alteactive guilt campaign gters

contained AHar mfulnesso in thei

Table 8.

Crosstabulation of Guilt Type and Harmfulness

r

content s.

Guilt Type
Harmfulness
Reactive Anticipatory Existential
Yes 159(97.55%) 98 (66.67%) 21(75.00%)
No 4 (2.45%) 49 (33.33%) 7 (25.00%)

Note. X?=51.578, df= 2, p<.001
Numbers in parentheses indicate column percentage

Similarly in Table 922.09% of reactive guilt, compared #l.50% of anticipatory

guilt and35.726 of existential guilinclinedt o us-ef iSebhty o i nAcampai gr

square test of independence was performed to examine the relation betweéicaelf and
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guilt type. The relation between these variables was signifiga(®, N=338)=13.693p
<.05.Asaresult,thexwasa r el at i ons ha fpf ibcea omede namdSeA Gui | t

In addition,few posters contaegdfi Seelfff i cacyo i n ani mal wel f
guilt appealsio matter the guilt typ&vh at 6 sthexbis guar e t estSelr eveal ed
efficacyo has a strongeelationship with anticipatorguilt than with reactive guilt and

existential guilt.

Table 9.
Crosstabulation of Guilt Type and Selfefficacy

Guilt Type
Self-efficacy
Reactive Anticipatory Existential
Yes 36 (22.09%) 61 (41.50%) 10(35.71%)
No 127(77.91%) 86 (58.50%) 18(64.2%%)

Note. X?=13.693, df= 2, p=.001
Numbers in parentheses indicate column percentage

Associationbetween verbal messages and types of guiRQs.2)

RQs.2 focusedon the relationship between guilt type and verbal messagastiown
in Tablel0, there were 47.85% of reactive guBf.41% of anticipatory guilt, and 46.43% of
existential guilt declared the statement of fact in verbal mesSagetheless, ehi-square
test of independence was performed to examine the relation between verbal messages and
types of guilt. The relation between these variables was not signjfigBt N=338)=7.599

p = .474 Statements of fact had a stronger relationship with type than other verbal
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messagedyut since the ywalue wagnore than the significant level,dould be concluded

thattherewas o0 si gni fi cant relationshi pypkeet.ween AV

Table 10.

Crosstabulation of Guilt Type andVerbal Message

Guilt Type
Verbal Message
Reactive Anticipatory Existential
Fact 78 (47.85%) 55 (37.41%) 13 (46.43%)
Action 31 (19.02%) 28 (19.05%) 5 (17.86%)
Suggestion/order 42 (25.77%) 42 (28.57%) 7 (25.00%)
Question 11 (6.75%) 18 (12.24%) 3(10.71%)
Warning 1 (0.61%) 4 (2.72%) 0 (0%)

Note. X?=7.599, df= 8, p=.474.
Numbers in parentheses indicate column percentage

AssociationBetween Guilt Types And Visual MessagefQs-3)

RQs-3 wasdesigned to check the relationship between guiltsgpel visual message
As concluded in Tabl&1, the observationevealedthafi ¥ ct i ms 06 and @A More th
of ¢ h awesedomenangresulting in a smallespread of distributioamong other visual
messagesSpecifically,126 (77.30%) of reactive guilt83 (66.46%) of anticipatory guilt and
932.14%0f existenti al guilt charactek8 zed vict
(17.18% of reactive guilt40 27.21% of anticipatay guilt, and19 67.86%) of existential

guilt depicted more than one types of characters in visual meSage therevere7 cells
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(46.7%)expecteccountless than 5, it did not satisfige condition to conduct a ehguare

test(Yates, Moore, & McCabe, 1999)

Table 11.

Crosstabulation of Guilt Type and Visual Message

Guilt Type
Visual Message
Reactive Anticipatory Existential
Guilty people 4 (2.45%) 2 (1.36%) 0 (0%)
Blaming people 2 (1.23%) 21 (14.29%) 0 (0%)
Victims 126 (77.30%) 83 (56.46%) 9 (32.14%)
More than one 28 (17.18%) 40 (27.21%) 19 (67.86%)
Others 3 (1.84%) 1 (0.68%) 0 (0%)

Note. X?=57.971, df= 8, p<.001
Numbers in parentheses indicate column percentage

Associationbetween intensity of guilt and visual messagéRQe)

RQs tested the relationship between intensity of guilt and visual mesgegssown
in Tablel2t he observation was also AVictimso
dominant other visual messag8gecifically,37 (569.68%) of high intensity guilt58
(79.45% of medium intensity guilt an@i23 ©0.60%) of low intensityguilt characterized
victims i n vi sua P4 @B .0ln)tofireaative guwWhdg10.648%) oimo r e
medium intensity guiltand49 4.14%) of low intensity guiltdepicted more than one types
of characters in visual messa@cethere were 8 cells (53.3%Xxpected count less than 5,

it did not satisfy the condition to conduct a-slquare test (Yatest al.,1999).

and



Table 12.

Crosstabulation of Intensity of Guilt and Visual Message

Visual Message

Intensity of Guilt

High

Medium Low
Guilty people 1(1.61%) 0 (0%) 5 (2.46%)
Blaming people 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 23 (11.33%)

Victims

More than one

Others

37 (59.68%)
24 (38.71%)

0 (0%)

58 (79.45%)
14 (19.18%)

1 (1.37%)

123 (60.60%)
49 (24.14%)

3 (1.48%))

Note. X?=26.756, df= 8, p=.001

Numbers in parentheses indicate column percentage
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this studytoinvestigatenow animal welfare organizations
promote their campaigns by using guilt appealstarahalyze the content of guilt appeals in
the context of animal welfare issud@$ie finding showed that reactive guitichanticipatory
guilt wereboth the most frequently useype of guilt in animal welfare campaigns.

Huhmann & Brotherton (1997) stated that anticipatory guilt was the most often used guilt in
their research, for the reason that it tended to thelpudience to prevent negative outcomes
happeing in the future On the contrary, in animal welfare issues, animal sheltensimaa
organizations already hadlarge number of animals in poor living conditions and attempt to
speak for these animals. These orgations woulduse strong negative verbal visual messges

to indicate that animals wesaffering in order to arouse reactive guilt in the audiehitely,

by using anticipatorguilt, these organizations tried provide information on the current
situation of these animalBor example, regaling thetopic of wild animal rescug
advertisers usual Yyfgeling bydotesagig vehat chay dapeee ibtkey g ui | t
did not rescue animal#n these twacass, it is possible that both reactive guilt and
anticipatoryguilt arethe most freqiently adoptedypes of guilt in the context of animal

welfare issuesWh at 6 s mor e, théresulshlisd could came tomther fadtors.

First, sources and data collection methdmbtweerthetwo studiesare different. Br the study
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by Huhmann& Brotherton(need to include the yeathey used8 magazine issues their
sampling sourcdn this studythe source othe posters wathe Internet mainly theGoogle
and Bing image searching engin8econdHuhmann & Brothertopublished their aitle in
1997 The ime difference may have some influence on the content of posters

Furthermore, for components of guilt, most postersddimemphasize harmfulness
in campaigns, and some posters prodideonvenient wawhichemphasize&a u di ence 6 s
efficacy, to guide the audience tibnate money or help with the animaBne of the possible
explanations for this finding is that the contenammal welfare campaigns is usually about
peopl eds i nhuma n ewhichrcauaes masnnd thesdaimalssSpecifcally, s
these posters strearyintended harm or profibriented approachdike animal fur industries
or animalcircuses. For these conduasjmal welfare organizatiorshowed potential harms
to theaudiencen order to aroustheaudiert e guity feelings. Just likézard (1977)
suggested, "usually people feel guilty when they become aware of the fact that they have
broken a rule and violated thewn st and ar dqps423pIn addtien| animdl sebare
organizations include thmessage of se#fficacy to tellthe audiencéhat he/shéasthe
ability to act on the advocated behaviors to mitigate the gmitt,by following the
suggestion in the campaign promoted, they can reduce their guilt.

Theanalysis indicatethat the statement of fact was the most common type of verbal
message among all five kinds, but none of them sldaavstatistically significargssociation

with specific kinds of guilt in this study. ii$ possible thaffacto wasnot strongenoughto
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enmurage the audience &olopt the suggested behavior compared to adjoadted
statementSincethe statement of fact wélse most objective one among all types of verbal
messages, organizations preferred to state adfasake the audience generaigudty

feeling.

Similarly, the currenstudy revealed that victims wepertrayed mosfrequentlyin
animal welfare campaigns. One of the possible reasons is that victims (usually animals) are
the main characters who are recipients of various potentiakharthis topic. Fothe reason
that harmfulness wake most common content in animal welfare campaigmspal welfare
organizationsvould use theseictims to demonstrate what wout@ppervia the image of
harmfulnessin that caseyictims are the most common characters portrayed in animal
welfare campaign®lso, from this research, it can be implied that other than these four types
of visual messages, terrible environnsaothurtingequipmeninay ar ouse audi enc
feelings.

The relationship between guilt appeals components and guilt types is significant. The
analysis indicated that many reactive guilt campaign posters tended to contain harmfulness
and anticipatory guilt campaign postersreinclined to include seléfficacy in their content.

One of the possiblexplanations for this finding was that when audiencesos@poster
containinga cruel situation, itight violate moral standards and then genergtalt feelings
If a poster mentiona possible conveniemtay toask the audience to help animals, the

audience may generate a guilty feeling if they refused to do so.
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Additionally,i n t hi s st udy,ethaVanetypesmofliaractewsete i Mo r
themost commonly used visual messages with guilt app8pécificdly, most reactive guilt
appeals posteiaclined to characterizé@Victims,0 whereasnost anticipatorguilt appeals
frequently usedMore than onéypes of charactes i visual message paithere were not
enough samples tprovethat there waanysignificantrelationship between sual messages
and guilt type. The studyight needalargersample to test in the future.

Finally, the relationship between intensity guilt and visual messages haat been
declaredn this resarch, because the sampglee wasot large enough to ensure each
expected counvasmore than five.Although the connection between these two variables
couldnotbe distinguished by conducting a-dguare test, the digtution pattern still
obviouslyillustratedthatlow intensity of guilt is most frequently used in animal welfare
campaigns which portthanpee fHYipetsi m§ocamd ait Mer
possiblethat the organizations teadto persuade audiensim a less gory waly usinga
low intensity of guilt From the second research question, it alreadgaled that
AHar mf ul rhemosféequendysuset guilt componeimtanimal welfare campaigns.

Al s o, A Hawastlembshiraporsadt evaluation criteria for intensity of guilt. In that
case, it came inferred that campaign posters will contain niotd a r mf unltheverba 0

message portion.
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CHAPTER 6

IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

The contribution of this study is fol the gapin the extant research on guilt appeals
This study als@advances our understandinghafw animal welfare organizations attempt to
achieve their persuasive goals by using guilt appbiiseover the findings from thistudy
provide a foundation on how guilt is created from theoretical and practical perspéative
those interested in researchihg effect of guilt appeals used in animal welfare campaigns

Findings of this studypffer insights taesearchers who are interested in guilt appeals
in animal welfare campaignEven thouglprevious research haestedhe frequency of
guilt appealaised in magazine advertisemerlge analysis for animal welfare campaigns on
the Internet has not beennductedThis content analysis of 338 campaign posters found that
guilt appeals appear with different types, gaments, verbal and visual messages in various
frequences It helps researchers to gebetter understandingf the most frequently used
guilt elements in eackariable.In addition, this study examined the association between
different guiltgeneratingelementsResearchers who are interested in guilt appeals may
apply the associations on other topics to see whether it follows the same pattern.

This study also provides a more detailed analysis of-gppeal components. For
exampleprevious studies dy analyzedour typesof verbal messages, wieaghis study

extended and integratele moe t ype of verbal message (e. g.
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i ntegrated AThe st a®@redneernot ionft os ufgTghees tsitoantoe maennd
S ugge st i,thusproviditga mase comprehensive but concise categoryniast types
of verbal statements used in animal welfaampaigns. These five type§verbal statements
accounted for all of the verbalessages samplathatwerecollected and analyzeds a
result thefive guilt statements could have the possibility to be used in content analysis of
guilt in other mediursg, topics, or languageblowever, this study used a convenience sample,
so it may not be a completely comprehensive list when it is used in a largaoend
representative sample of animal welfare campaign posteiiture studiesresearcher
shoulduse a larger sample to test the association between visual messages and gast type
well as intensity of guilt and visual messages.

The result of thistudy made a foundation for researchers who are interested in the
effectiveness of guilt appeal with different combinasiohsuch guilt element3.he results
of this research can help design an experintartexample, researchers may design an
experimet to test Which campaign posters portrayed victims in visual portion, the lower
intensity of guilt, the better the effect to the audier@eWhich combination of

iHar mf ul nesso and AGuilt typeo has the best

Limitations and Suggestionsfor Future Research

Although this studynakesprogressrom previous studies arsgtsa foundation for

future studies, there are several limitations that need to be addressed. First of all, the sample
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of this studyis not representative Whnaote &dsiring the data collecting process, this study
eliminated overlapping images from Google and Bing. The mechanism for the overlapping
images has not been investigated in this stiilge it is beyond the scope of this stutys
possible that the @rlapping images are more important than the others. In this perspective,
further studies can investigate on image search esigirsee whether thesgeany
systematic patterns or algorithms that influence image search results among different search
engnes

Second, this study only determined the intensity of guMisual messageséctually,
there isapossibility that verbal messages also are related to the intensity ofgtite
studies need tmvestigate the relationship between intensity okt gund type of verbal
messages.

The third limitation in this studis that itonly analyzed campaign posters in English.
When campaigrntarget audiences in regions where English is not a native langh@ge
result might be different from this study. Alsvhen using different languagy¢he verbal
messages might haassignificant association with different types of guilt. Future research
should alssampleposters in different languages to check whether there are similarities or
differencesetween theifindings and findings from this study

The fourth limitation is thatalthough this study provides a comprehensive list of
variables that are related to guilt creation, there could be other variables that this study failed

to capture in the conteahalysis for examplethe layout of poster(e.g. fonts, size, frame
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structure), the pictures type (e.g. photos or cartoons) and sofarther studiesresearchers
can investigate guilt appeals from other aspettampaign posterand make the reaech
more comprehensive.

Despite the limitations, this study used an innovative approach to examine the use guilt
appeals in animal welfare campaig&gpecifically, it investigated the occurrence of each guilt
element in existing campaign posters and engaldhe association between different

variables, which would contribute to future studies.



49

REFERENCES

Abbott, A. (2005). Animal testing: more than a cosmetic chadggire 4387065, 144146.

Appleby, M, & Hughes, B. (1997)Animal welfare(pp. 318). Wallingford, Oxon, UK: CAB
International.

Ascione, F. (1993). Children Who are Cruel to Animals: A Review of Research and
Implications for Developmental Psychopathologgthrozoos: A Multidisciplinary
Journal of The Interactionsf People & Animals6(4), 226

Austin, L. (2013, March ). PETA Social Media Impact. lindsayaustiRetrieved from
https://lindsayaustin.wordpress.com/2014/04/14/se@almediaimpact/ (2016
August27).

Bandura, A. (1986)Social foundations of thought and actidvew Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Basil, D. Z., Ridgway, N. M., & Basil, M. D. (2006). Guilt appeals: The mediating effect of
responsibilityPsychology & Marketing23(12), 10351054.

Basil, D. Z., Ridgway, N. M., & BakiM. D. (2008). Guilt and giving: A process model of
empathy and efficacy?sychology & Marketing?5(1), 1-23.

Batson, C. D. (1998). Altruism and prosocial behavior. In D. T. GjllgeT. Fiske, & G.
Lindzey (Ed), The handbook of social psycholagp. 282 316). Boston, MA:
McGraw-Hill.

Bendapudi, N., fagh, S. N. & Bendapudi, V.1996. Enhancing Helping Behaviour: An
Integrative Framework for Promotion Plannidgurnal of Marketing60(3), 33-49.

Bockman, J. (201,55eptember 24Humane Societies and Companion Animal Shelters |
Animal Charity Evaluators. Animal Charity EvaluatoRetrievedirom
http://www.animalcharityevaluators.org/recommendationsdliganizations/humane
societiescompanioranimalshelters/(2016, Aug 27)

Burmett, M. S., & Lunsford, D. A. (1994). Conceptualizing guilt in the consumer decision
making processlournal of Consumer Marketing1(3), 33-43.



50

Carmeli, Y. S. (1997). The sight of cruelty: the case of circus animahastal
Anthropology 10(1), 1-15.

Cotte, J., Coulter, R. A., & Moore, M. (2005). Enhancing or disrupting guilt: The role of ad
credibility and perceived manipulative inteddurnal of Business Resear&g(3),
3611 368.

Coulter, R. H., & Pinto, M. B. (1995). Guilt appeals in adverjswhat are their effects?.
Journal of applied psycholog80(6), 697.

Ghingold M. (1981). Guilt arousing marketing communications: an unexplored variable.
Advances in Consumer Resear@(l), 442-448

Haynes, M. Thornton, J., &ones, S. Q2004).An exploratory study on the effect of
positive (warmth appeal) and negative (guilt appeal) print imagery on donation
behaviour in animal welfare. Wiley, J(Ed.): Proceedings of the Marketing
Accountabilities and Responsibilitia&/ellington: Victoria Unversity of Wellington.

Heidenreich, C.A. (1968A dictionary of general psychology: Basic terminology and key
conceptgpp. 65). Dubuque, IA: Kendall/Hunt.

Hibbert, S., Smith, A., Davies, A., & Ireland, F. (2007). Guilt appeals: Persuasion knowledge
andcharitable givingPsychology And Marketin@4(8), 723742.

Huhmann, B., & Brotherton, T. (1997). A Content Analysis of Guilt Appeals in Popular
Magazine Advertisementdournal of Advertising26(2), 3545.

Hyman, M. R., & Tansey, R. (1990). The ethics of psychoactiveJadsnal of Business
Ethics 9(2), 105114,

Izard, Carroll E. (1977} uman Emotiongpp. 423) NY: Plenum Press.

Regan, T.& Singer, P. (1989)Animal rights and human obligatiorisp. 23-24).
Englewood Cliffs, N.JPrentice Hall.

Krippendorff, K. (2004). Reliability in content analysiduman communication research
30(3), 411433.



51

Kugler, K., & Jones, W. H. (1992). On conceptualizing and assessingJguithal of
Personality andsocial Psychology62(2), 3183270

Lazarus, R. S. (1991Emotion and adaptatiomNew York, NY: Oxford University Pres®

Lichtenberg, J. (2009). What Is Charity?hilosophy & Public Policy Quarterly29(3-4), 16
20.

McQuarrie, E. F., & Mick, D. G. (19920n resonance: A critical pluralistic inquiry into
advertising rhetoricJournal of consumer research9(2), 186197.

Merz-Perez, L. & Heide, K. (2003Animal cruelty Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press.

Miceli, M. (1992). How to make someone feel guilty: Strategies of guilt inducement and
their goalsJournal for the theory of social behavig@?2(1), 81-:104.

Montada, L. (1993). Understanding oughts by assessing moral reasoning or moral emotions.
In Noam,G. G (Ed.) ,The moral self(pp.292309. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.

Moriarty, S. E. (1987). A content analysis of visuals used in print media advertising.
Journalism and Mass Communication Quarteé¥(3), 550.

Ob6Keef e, D. J. (igfloehde Annals@ithe linternaiona Casnmenication
Association23(1), 67101.

Responsibility. (1999)The Oxford American Dictionary of Current Englidtew York, NY:
Oxford University Press

Richard, R., Pligt, J., & Vries, N. K. (1996). Anticipatexjret and time perspective:
Changing sexual ristaking behaviorJournal of Behavioral Decision Making(3),
185199.

Rolston, H. (1989Animal rights and human obligatiofgp. 252255), Englewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice Hall

Roseman, I. J., Wiest, C., & Swartz, T. S. (1994). Phenomenology, behaviors, and goals
differentiate discrete emotion¥ournal of Personality and Social Psycholp§Y(2),
206 221.



52

Ruth, Julie A. and Faber, Ronald J. (1988) Guilt:@verlooked Advertisig Appeal In, J.
D. Leckenby (Ed.)American Academy of Advertisingp(83i 89). Austin, TX:
American Academy of Advertising.

Schmitt, M., Behner, R., Montada, L., Muller, L., & MuHEohrbrodt, G. (2000). Gender,
ethnicity, and education as privilegé&ploring the generalizability of the existential
guilt reaction.Social Justice Research3(4), 313337.

Sterling, G. (2015August 2). Google Controls 65 Percent Of Search, Bing 33 Percent
[comScore]. Search Engine LariRetrieved from
http://searchengineland.com/googlentrols65-percentof-searchbing-33-percent
comscore228765 (2016, August 29)

Strand, P. (201,&une 10)What is animal welfare and why is it important, National Animal
Interest Alliance Retrieved from http://www.nabnline.org/articles/article/wha-
animatlwelfareandwhy-is-it-important#sthash.rscMbL2E.DVabV8pA.dpbs. (2016,
August 29)

Turner, M. M., & Underhill, J. C. (2012). Motivating emergency preparedness behaviors: the
differential effects of guilt appeals @mctually anticipating guilty feelings.

Communication Quarter|y60(4), 545559.

Vangelisti, A. L., Daly, J. A., & Rudnick, J. (1991). Making people feel guilty in
conversationddHuman Communication Reseaydi®(1), 3-39.

Wheatley, J. J., & Oshikaw8, (1970). The relationship bgeen anxiety and positive and
negative advertising appealsurnal of Marketing Researchi(1), 85-89.

Yates, D., Moore, D., & McCabe, G. (199Fhe practice of statistidpp. 734). New York
NY: W.H. Freeman.

Yount, L. (2004) Animal rights(pp.163-179) New York NY: Facts On File.



APPENDIX A

CODING SCHEME FOR CONTENT ANALYSIS

Guilt Type Coding Rule Operational Definition Examples
Campaign poster uses the past tense or the] Example 1-- 3
present perfect in its verbal message part. C
Campaign poster makes the audiegereratevisual message shows the situation that ver
Reactive ppostdeci si on gui | t b e|message portrayed hasebealready happenec
moral standard or social discipline. and asked audience stop doing something.
the visual message shows that the animal h
already been hurt.
Campaign poster makes the audience gen[Campaign poster uses the present continue] EXxample 4-5
pre-decision guilt when the consequencesist at e pl an and arr an
Anticipatory thea u d i ences 6 actiongfipl an c‘)., . fitev to erlcalrage autliene
standard or principles. The content of the o do something in the future. Or shows that
campaign poster focuses on the action thajverbal message portrayed has not been
not happened yet. happened yet.
Example 6- 7

Existential

Campaign poster shows the gap between {
human and animals, making the audience
luckier and hava sense of empathy. Also,
campaign poster describes what the audie
can profit from some illicit benefits, it can b
coded as existential guilt.

Campaign poster mentions relationship betw
human and animals. Also shows poor condit
of the animals lie or showing human is hurtiy
animals in either verbal or visual messages.

€S
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Example 1: There are several lines of verbal messagesetethpart of this poster
thatreadi | 6 m Kai . I was bought and sol d
slogan of this campaign,i8 Adopt . Don't shop. o0 This
not treat animals as merchandiSke poor situation of Kai violates the ethics that the
slogan epressed, so the poster may make the audience generate reactive guilt.

Animals area’t objects to acquire,

PT. DON'T SHOR®

Example 2:In this poster, the visual message portrags@of blood with the shadow

of a squirrel on the road, whiahdicates that the squirrel was hit by a driving car on
road. The verbal message reads: stop roadkills. Protect the wildlife. It is clear that the
squirrel has already been killed. Thus this poster make the audience generate reactive

guilt.

PeTA Stop Roadkills. Protect the WildLife
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Example 3: In this poster, theerbal message reads: Tiddwn, beaten, and electro
shocked Thatverbal message indicate what human has done to the elephant she
on the poster. Their cruel action may violet the moral standard of the audience wh
readng this poster. Then they may generate reactive guilt.

- _‘_.':;—5\r;?’E.’;'E}""wﬁ' : TiEd downi
472~ heaten, and

electro=shocked

BOYCOTT RINGLING CRUELTY_

Example 4:This campaign attempts to save homeless animals and raise money

care of pets. It aroused a guilty fe
can find purebred patngd Isitkad eme tate di
will be killed. I1tbés a sad truth! o |

adopt animals, they will contribute to the death of the stray dogs, which makes tt
audience feel guilty.

Why Buy When You Can Find e
Purebred Pets Like Me (S
At City Shelters?

If Not Adopted,
We Will Be Killed.
It’s A Sad Truth!

sTexas

Example 5:This campaign attempts to persuade audience stop eating animals,
vegan by asking questions: Would you eat one of your own? Then why eat anotr
animal? The first question makes the audeeagsume a situation that they eat
themselves. So it helps the audience generate anticipatory guilt about a thing the
not happened yet.

WOULD YOU EAT

ONE OF YOUR OWN?

THEN WHY EAT ANOTHER ANIMAL?

t; ::;:uLg;;uwlﬁu/&lf[Eg”vl%LENTLV G O V E G A N
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Example 6: The text in this print advertisilge ads, fAEvery pet
shops causes death of another. Donot
man wearing a shirt swipes his card across the body of a dog. The action shows
strong power of the human versus the weaknetdgeashelter animal, which leads the
audience to generating existential guilt.

Example7:The text in this print campaign
AiPigs are friends, not food. o0 This p
pigs. For human, pigs are food. The idea that human hurt pigs by eating them lea
audiene to generating existential guilt.

TA-0rg




Component

Coding Rule

Operational Definition

Examples

Responsibility

Campaign poster showise audience should
charge of somethind\lso, it may needshe
audience to conduct certain duty to a situa

Campaign poster uses words like:

Aresponsi bl edo, fAduty
verbal message, which indicate the potentia|
result such like death or injured of animals n
caused by t haviora Ordhowim
the ownership via visual message.

Example 89

Harmfulness

Campaign poster mentions potential harmg
during the persuasion process, or the camj
endowed the audience with negative powe

Campaign poster ment
Acrueltyo, Adestroydad
indicates harms. Or, the visual message por
a picture with bleeding or dead animals.

Example 16-12

Selt-efficacy

Campaign poster mentions the audience h
theirown ability to deal with the situation ar
accomplish the intended behaviors. Audier
behavior may have some effects to the
situation.

Campaign poster may point out the way that
audience can help with the animals in need.
Using words hyae: cauy
Al et 6s0, Ayour abil]i
these ways always not difficult for human to
achieve. Or clearly states a way, and asks
audience to conduct.

Example 13-15

LS
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Example 8: The Pet Loversoundationhas a print advertisement with a large slogar
which declares: AA pet is for | if edize
text that note, ANATo be a responsible
indiscriminate breeding &caau owner shi p. 0 An awar en
raised, when people recognize the effectiveness of charitable donation to the poo
they could make.

Example 9: This poster presents two photos of one same cat. The left one looks
miserable and dirty, while the right one looks cute and healthy. The verbal messagt
reads: Same cat, different owner. This poster encosithgeaudience to be a responsik

owner.
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Example 10:Petads poster persuades the audi
encourages them to adopt ani malimalze

shows the potential harms of buying animals.

D@ﬁ T %uy

SAVE A HOMELESS D06 OR NT*ALWAVS ADOPY AND NEVER BUY.

MM“ Petaz oA s e i

Example 11:This poster promotes cruelfsee product by using a slogan reads:
Animal testing kills. And other verbal message also describes other animals st
from animal testing. Besides these sentences, there is a naked human who is
bleeding, sitting next tdhe verbal message. The man refers to the animals usec
some experiment. So this poster shows the potential harms of animal testing.
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Example 12:This campaign poster paints an injuredatidile in a lake. On the belly of

the crocodile, there is a bleed boot s
arendédt born to be wornod. This poster
industry.

Example 13 In thisprint advertisement, the textreaisyou can hel p
abuse for | anditBebcOoo mea adna YASPOCA Guar di a
help find | oving homes for abandoned
clearlyindicates that the audience candpex n i srairbce easily since they have the
ability to pay 60

ASPCA

You can helr
animals fromr
for just 60¢
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Example14:l n t hi s poster, there is a mant
share one mouse. The verbal message reads: Their pain, your voice. It can be inferred
that human may have the ability to reduce thi

attitude of the human may influence the life of the animals. So the poster mentiens self
efficacy through Athe voicebo

Example 15:This poster portrays a hand act as lapleant with a line of text written:
Their |ife in your hand. This poster emphas
influence animals life, which means it contains-gélicacy component.

THEIR LIFE IN.YOUR HANDS 28 ore



Verbal Message

Coding Rule

Operational Definition

Examples

Statement of
Fact

Campaign poster uses text to state the
environment and information related to ani
welfare.

The verbal message may portray the
background of the poster or a wkiilown
knowledge related to animal welfare.

Example 1617

Statement of
Action

Campaign poster uses text to describe
audience behaviors, which may cause
particular result.

The verbal message may use a gerund as tl
subject to indicates action. Or portrays

somebodyds action or

Example 1819

Statement d
Suggestion/
Order

Campaign poster gives the audience an ag
or instructs the audience to do something

The verbal message
Apl eased, or may st a
sentence. Always have some appeals for the
audience.

" Example 26-21

Campaign poster makes a point and expeg

The verbal message always ends up with a

Example 22-23

Question audience to answer. guestion mark.
Example 24-25
. Campaign poster illustrates the potential ‘l’he verbal messagea y use ni F
Warning Afonceodo to assume t he

negative consequence of certain behavior.

future.

29
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Example16l n t he corner of this campaign
Seconds A Sp dtgsicleasttatihie seaten€®presents a fact of species.

Example 17:In this campaign poster, it has two parts of verbal message. The mai
ARufubds | ast imegatlbea shettepdog) wik dieRftef finished its
dinner. 1t presents a fact of this i

<

Example 18T he sl ogan of this poster reads
drink shampoo. 0o It states what you wi

You’d never force
your best friend to
drink shampoo.
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Example 9: The verbal message of this post
never | eave it behindd. This slogan d

Example 20:This campaign postesue s t he sentence fihelp
cosmetic testingo at the corner of th
command that against animal cosmetic testing.
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Example 22: This campaign is fight for bluefin tuna. The verbal message in this pc
points out a question: AWould you ca

Example23:Thi s campaign uses sl ogan reads
audience generate guilty feeling by asking this question.

WILL ONLY WORDS REMAIN? & FAWE

-
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Example 24:This picture shows audience a dead duck, which filled full with humal
garbage in its stomach. It can be supposed that littering might cause the death of
ani mals by using the sentemce Ai f yo

1F-YOU.DON'T PICK'IT UP THEY.WILL.

Example25:Thi s picture uses fiThe future i
don't pay attention on protecting wildlife, we could only have man made animals in
future.




Visual Message

Coding Rule

Operational Definition

Examples

Guilty People

Campaign poster depicts people who maj
mistakes and may arouse same feeling o]
audience in its image.

The character ithe poster is hurting anima
or doing something violet the social
standards.

Example 26-27

Blaming People

Campaign poster depicts people who are
censuring the audi ¢
image. Third party, neither the man who
made mistake ndhe victim.

The character in the poster is condemnin
other people or certain behavior.

Example 28-29

Victims

Campaign poster depicts animals or man
made animal characters who are suffered
from negative influence in its image.

The main character in¢hposter can be an
animal or injured people who are pretend
act as an animal.

Example 36-31

More than one type
of characters

Campaign posters contain two or three ty|
of characters in one image.

The poster contains more than one type ¢
charactersrni visual part.

Example 32-33

L9
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Example 26:From this campaign poster, it can be seen that a woman walks throu
international airport, wheeling her blooding caaty bag. With the help of the verbal
message, the audience can be noticed that the woman in this picture purchased exotic
anmal. Thus the character this campaign portrayed is guilty people who did bad thing.

Example 27:From this poster, it can be seen that a woman is using her cosmetic
product, and a tail of a mice is get out of the product. It can be infer that the woman is
using an animalesting product. Thus the character in this poster is the guilty people.



