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CHAPTER 1. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

1.1. The context of interaction between humans and othespecies

All human societies coexist with non-human speeaieg their interactions are extremely varied, raggin
from hunting, to parasite, or partnership (Ingdliei94). There is a wide range of behaviors that [gedp to benefit
from other species, ranging from invasive interi@mg on animals in scientific research, to raisenthfor fur or
meat, and to raise them as pets, all this desgrithie broad term of animal treatment (Knight & k&g, 2009). By
studying human-animal relations we seek to imprthes well-being of humans and animals. The fielddgtof
human-animal interaction (HAI) is relatively newh& most widely circulated explanatory theorieshia HAI are
biophilia hypothesis (Wilson & Kellert, 1993), satsupport theory, attachment theory, social-cagmitheory and
a variety of models generated from these theode$iom another conceptual frameworks. The needdipt a
common theoretical framework was brought up seu@ras in human-animal interaction research (Pgres889,
Barba, 1995; Wilson, 1994; Serpell, 2009). Studiebe field of HAI can be assigned to one of th@mtategories
of interest: the effects of interaction with noraan species on health, well-being and social weiatips of
people, people's attitudes towards animals and theatment and policies and practices regarding-maman
animals in our society (Knight & Herzog, 2009)u@t of human-animal interactions can give us newectives
on the human psyche, the mechanisms and procésgaharacterize it and it can help us improvenbb-being of
humans and non-human species.

1.1.1. Beneficial effects of interaction between mans and animals

Many of the benefits of close relationships betwpeople and their pets have been proven and rexedini
by the scientific community (for a summary see \&eHl009). Benefits were found in the cardiovascaigtem
(eg.: Wilson, 1994) and it has been proven thanhals have a role in relieving anxiety and stregsReard, 1995;
Apostol & Rusu, 2012). Also, it seems that peoph®lave pets are happier, more relaxed, more eineega less
lonely (Beard, 1995). The presence of pets inceepeeceived social support and helps improve soelationships
(for eg: Wilson, 1994). These benefits have contgl to the use of this resource in health carémAhkassisted
therapy and activities is one of the domains wilagienals are used in therapeutic interventions aiatéchproving
psychological, physiological, or social problems @ summary see Fine, 2000; Chandler, 2005).

1.1.2. Policies and practices regarding non-humamanals in society

Research in the HAI field was also generated frbenrteed to understand the impact they have ontgocie
and their implications in public interest spherestsas developing policies and practices regartlieguse of
animals. Human- animal interaction is a social fobdue to its spread in many areas of human $8fecial
activism in the field of animal protection is arearof interest for researchers in the field of Hilvestigating
attitudes towards animals and emotional and cognfactors that contribute to their formation ordifization, is a
first step to better understand, improve and supp@ social movement.

1.1.3. The conservation of non-human species. Congation psychology, an emerging field of study.

Currently, global biodiversity conservation is @sue that arouses an increasing interest and &legu
concern. According to the Red Litof International Union for Conservation of Natui@CN), biodiversity
destruction has today a higher pace than ever, nzp@gies reaching critical thresholds of the numbfker
individuals, while other disappearing (IUCN, 2012he researchers assessed the global costs ofvéisity
conservation and found an urgent need to signifigamcrease investment to protect global biodiitgréMcCarthy,
Donald, Scharlemann, et al., 2012). A significamttpof the funding comes from non-governmental ifrof
organizations worldwide after organizing campaigngise funds from individuals. Relatively litlesearch is able
to help activists to find out what the main facttirat should be taken into account when seekindsuar animal
conservation areConservation psychologyis an umbrella field of research, applying prites theories and
methods from various branches of psychology in ord@nderstand and solve problems related to huaspacts of
conservation. This field is characterized by fongsbin a common goal, namely to encourage peogettwith care
and consideration for the natural environment (8aus 2003). American Psychological Association, Division
34 (Society for Environmental Population and ConsenmatPsychologly defines conservation psychology as the
scientific study of relationships between humand #re rest of nature, aiming to encourage conservaif the
natural environment. Given that most environmeptablems are caused by human behavior, their solligs in
changing those behaviors (Saunders, Brook, & My2086); and this is why psychologists can playrapdrtant
role in conservation efforts. However, relevanesgsh in this area is rare and scattered in tHerdift disciplines,
and there is a clear and continuing need for fiiaation in a structured way.

1.2. Attitudes towards animals and their treatment

Most researches contributing with their resultth®HAI field are investigating attitudes towarahsnaals
and attitudes to animal directed behavior (Sergél4).



1.2.1. The structure of attitudes

Attitude is a psychological tendency expressed\afuating an entity as favorable or unfavorablegliza
& Chaiken, 1993) and has a structure consistinthiefe components: the affective component, the itiegrone
and the behavioral response tendency. There amrademodels explaining the multidimensional struetof
attitudes towards animals. For example, SerpelD42(roposed a two-dimensional model of attitudesards
animals, with the main motivational factors: affent(emotional response of humans towards aninaald) utility
(people’s perception on the instrumental valuenifnals) and from their interaction may appear w&dtis in order to
support tensioned and paradoxical interaction shatetimes people have with animals. In the modgbgsed by
Hills (1993) the three-dimensional structure oftatte transpires much better, because in additiohe affective
and cognitive (values/ beliefs) components, appednat we believe to be the conative behavior coraparthe
interest in the use of animals for their own bemnefi

1.2.2. Types of attitudes

Originally, attitudes towards animals were considea unitary concept, and the first measureme¢sca
relate to attitudes toward animals in general (iew see Poresky, 1989; Taylor & Signal, 2009bsequently,
researchers interested in HAIl developed measurdsetier meet their research needs, distinguishietyvéen
different types of animals, from pets to wild anisydarm animals or pests.

1.2.3. Factors influencing the formation and/or mdification of attitudes

Research in the field of attitudes towards aninfels managed to bring into focus a large number of
variables influencing to some extent how peopl@khand feel in relation to other species. Thus, faetors
influencing attitudes toward animals may be spec¢dianimals, humans or culture.

1.2.3.1. Non-human characteristics that influencegople’s attitudes

Since the species can be highly variable bothrimd¢eof appearance and behavior, and that thesarésat
are intrinsic to the animal, people clearly make difference between them basing on these issukd @nlikely
that they form the initial basis of attitude towarspecies. For example, people have a more fawowhtude
toward animals as they are phylogenetically clasethem (Plous, 1993; Tisdell et al., 2004) andttey are
perceived as aesthetically more pleasant (Gunsdldtir, 2001; Batt, 2009).

1.2.3.2. Individual factors influencing attitudes

Women generally have more favorable attitudes tde/aanimals and more unfavorable to their
mistreatment or use (Herzog, 2007). Young adultsl t® have more favorable attitudes than thoseldgroage,
higher level of education is associated with be#titudes and people living in rural areas haws l@vorable
attitudes and their attitudes are oriented tow#rdautility aspect (Kellert & Berry, 1980). Peopidio have or have
had pets in childhood generally have a betteruatittowards animals and are more concerned withthew are
treated (Serpell, 2004; Hills, 1993). Certain pagdity traits such as extraversion and agreeabititgng with a
high level of empathy, predict more favorable attés toward animals (Furnham et al., 2003). Theemor
information a person has about them, the more &hblerhis opinion about the animals will be (Serg0i04).

1.2.3.3. Cultural factors that contribute to the famation/ change of attitudes

The major intercultural differences arising in tatties towards animals show that they depend to some
extent on cultural heritage (Serpell, 2004) andaamguired by social learning and exposure to aqudat type of
experience. So when our goal is to change peoatiétades towards animals, it is important to cdasia certain
population’s cultural representations of differspecies and to try using those means of commuaitétiat offers
us the greatest advantages in the interventiontbavant to make.

1.3. Gender, anthropomorphic thinking and empathy i relation to attitudes towards animals and their
treatment

1.3.1. Gender differences observed in the HAI field

We can observe significant differences between woamel men in some areas of the HAI, especially when
attitudes are considered. For example, a studywated in 11 countries in Europe and Asia has shianhwomen
have more favorable attitudes toward animal rigitd welfare than men (Phillips et al., 2011). A amahalytic
research of 18 studies on the subject found a ratelesffect size for the differences in attitudessnaall one
regarding differences in attachment and a largeabribe behavioral level (Herzog, 2007). Differenbetween the
sexes may help to understand the factors resperfsibhttitudes and behaviors in favor of, or agaanimals and,
once we have determined them, we will be able ttmkhow to intervene in order to change them.

1.3.2. Anthropomorphic beliefs about non-human anirals

Anthropomorphism, meaning attributing animals memetgeriences is "a common phenomenon cross-
culturally, specific to certain species and almiossistible" (Eddy, Gallup, & Povinnelli, 1993, §8). People
attribute these experiences unequally: the clobglogenetically they are to us, the more we tendttabute them
cognitive-emotional skills (Eddy et al., 1993; Hegz& Galvin, 1997; Knight et al., 2009). Anthroporpbism is



considered to be important because the more a mpéssoonvinced that some animals can think and likel
humans, the more favorable attitudes to their athieatment will he or she show. This relationskgems to
depend on the phylogenetic proximity between sigediee higher the degree of relatedness, the meréend to
assign better cognitive skills to animals from thgpecies, and so to support ethical behavior usvdrem.

1.3.3. Empathy to non-human animals and empathy thumans

The working definition of empathy adopted in thegent research is: the ability to understand aadesh
the emotional state of another person or anothethuenan animal. Empathy has a multidimensionalkstre that
is centered on two components: understanding (tiwgrécomponent) and sharing the mood (affective poment)
of other individual (Eisenberg, 2000). The abililyempathize or to feel compassion for others gartant because
it directs altruistic behaviors (e.g.: Eisenber§88). There are studies that have investigatedrefationship
between empathy and attitudes to animals, and famdssociation between a high capacity to empaitwith
other people) and highly favorable attitudes towandn-human species (e.g.: Ascione, 1993; Preylarikawa,
2008). The relationship between these variablemsede be influenced by people’s beliefs about thiita of
animals to have human-like cognitive and emoti@xgleriences (Hills, 1995, Knight et al., 2004) éydhe degree
of idealism and absolutism in a person’s moraldfel{Galvin & Herzog, 1992; Wuensch, Jenkins & Pa02).

1.4. From attitudes to behavior: Theory of plannedehavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Ajzen, 1991)

The link between attitudes and behavior has be@msively studied: it is known that an attitude sods
behavior and towards the object targeted by diffebehaviors is one of the predictors of behaviog.( Armitage
& Christian, 2003). Other psychological factorstsas self-efficacy, vested interest or contexttegldactors, such
as the way a demand is presented, can have amgneffttence on a person, or can determine behavtats are
contradictory to attitudes. It is important to kntivese factors, as it can guide a fairer and mffi@esnt investment
of effort in a campaign. To the factors consideradortant in predicting the donations for non-hunsaecies that
we extracted from the literature on HAI, we can dactors that have been proven to be importantigied for
altruistic behaviors, but oriented towards memioéithe same species and ecological behaviors.

1.4.1. Theory of planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen & Fshbein, 1988; Ajzen, 1991)

It is one of the first theories that bring into gtien the importance of the mediator and moderiictors
in explaining the link between attitudes and bebaBehavioral intentionis the main predictor of behavior and
mediating factor between attitude and behavior.sTigfers to all motivation necessary to achieveabiemn
reflecting the individual decision to follow a cserof action. Behavioral intention is influencedatttudes toward
the behavior(positive or negative overall evaluation of thehdeor) and bysubjective normsthat result from
perceived pressure coming from the significant h&ince an action may depend not only on indaigu
volitional control, but also on external factodse tauthors took into account the introduction ef tediating factor
of perceived behavioral controHence, the easier performing a behavior is peeceto be, the more likely the
individual has the intention to conduct it. TPB hasen implemented and proven to be useful in differ
disciplines, from health care, information techmplposociology, to social policy and it represerite tominant
theoretical model in health psychology. This théoed model has not yet been specifically applieddbnation
behavior aiming to protect endangered speciesti®reason, we sought closest examples that gpuidus useful
information: prosocial behaviors such as donatams environmentally friendly behavior.

1.4.2. Theory of planned behavior constructs in theontext of investigating altruistic behavior

There are few studies that apply the above-mertionedel to the prosocial donations domain (e.gkekn
et al., 2010; Pilliavin, et al., 2009). Studies @mighblood, marrow and organ donation or voluntaghdwvior, found
that TPB is a good explanatory model for this tyfebehavior. These studies provide a good stamioigt for
conceiving a measurement instrument for the mufi@fisional structure of attitudes towards donatirogney for
conservation. At the same time, they also offethes empirical basis for formulating hypotheses rdigg the
weight of affective and cognitive dimensions oitatte and its valence in predicting intention todt funds for
conservation. In addition to attitudes, both séfitacy and perceived behavioral control are imaottpredictors of
intention to donate (Anker et al., 2010).

1.4.2. Theory of planned behavior constructs in theontext of investigating environmentally friendlybehavior

Research in environmental psychology explains #ationship between the level of environmental
knowledge, attitudes towards the environment antwvations and behaviors to combat climate changeHditos
& Egea, 2011). The model tested in this researgligihts the following relations: positive attitugéowards
climate change is the only direct predictor of emwimentally friendly behaviors; knowledge level aab- friendly
motivations directly influence the attitudes andéia greater effect on positive attitudes thanhenrtegative ones;
the most important moderating variables are agecandtry-specific values.

1.5. Summary

The current approach falls in the conservation pslagy domain, since, by using theoretical and
methodological principles of related disciplinespsf/chology, it aims at discovering fundamental mefermation
and strategies to contribute to biodiversity antlra resources conservation in order to improwedhality of life
of humans and other non-human species. Competgahiaations draw attention to the severity of thebfems



related to the destruction of biodiversity, the smmvation costs and the consequences of ignorimgeth
circumstances. In order to obtain public suppastiservation professionals need to know the socjohmdogical
factors that influence and determine the publidteusstic behavior towards endangered non-humamals. Our
subject of interest can be approached from difteparspectives, since we acquire valuable informmafrom
various fields of study. For this reason we fek theed for integration and systematization of wbkahow a
collection of fairly extensive and rich knowleddeéus, theoretical models, constructs and empidesd about the
conservation of non-human animals were extractet systematized from the human-animal interactietd fiof
study, i.e. social, cognitive and environmental g®jogy. Although the link between attitudes anchaaor
towards the object of attitudes is generally welcuimented and empirically supported, this is netdhse in the
HAI field, or conservation psychology. The theofyptanned behavior gives us the necessary theatetipport for
studying the relationship between attitudes towaadsnals, perceived behavioral control and seitaffy and
behavioral intention to help endangered animalsaBalyzing the literature we tried to find out that extent it is
possible and necessary to add some specific vasatal the established theoretical model. We idedtithe
possibility to include, in addition to the main structs of the model, the variables that seem turibmte to the
prediction of attitudes towards animals: anthropgghix thinking and empathy towards animals.

CHAPTER 2. AIMS, OBJECTIVES AND RESEARCH APPROACH

This researchaims to support and / or stimulate helping behavioread®d toward endangered animal
species. This requires in-depth understanding efdltors and processes that influence and deterthendecision
of individuals to support conservation of endandeemimal species. Since most environmental andlifeild
extinction issues are caused by human behavioretailed understanding of the way these behaviors =
modified is required. As we are dealing with a ctempbehavior, to whose occurrence a variety ofdectcan
contribute, it is necessary to identify the possibhtecedents and to determine which are the retestant, to
understand their dynamics and processes and )firtaltest their effect in an applicative frameworke results of
this research approach should help organizatiowsvkieir target audience and educate, persuadeusmdt to
protect biodiversity. Since these studies are glatihe psychology conservation field, which aimst@ourage the
conservation of the natural environment and to owprthe quality of people and other species’ kife,considered
it necessary to constantly emphasize the applipeca®f the results obtained in this research.

Thus, the first objective of this research was to investigate the psychoddgand socio-demographic
factors that are associated with favorable attéudevards animals and the extent to which theyrdmrte to their
prediction Study 1). For this, it was necessary to adapt and valittatthe Romanian population three assessment
tools for the following constructs: anthropomorptiimking, empathy to animals and attitudes towanisals. An
explanatory model for the prediction of attitudesvards animals has been established. Furthermereleg and
anthropomorphic thinking differences, appeared lie wttitudes and empathy towards animals led to the
establishment of mediation models that contribathe explanation of the relationship between thvasables.

The second obijectiveof this thesis was to investigate factors thattioute to people's intention to
financially support biodiversity conservation efforThe factors investigated, according to the rdieal model
adopted $tudy 2), were attitudes towards donating money for corat@n, perceived behavioral control and self-
efficacy in relation to this behavior and past d@mres. To assess these constructs, specific maasateénstruments
have been developed and tested on the Romanianagiopu In the predictive model of intent to dondte
conservation, the psychological and socio-demogcdphtors investigated in previous studies wetegrated.

Next, athird objective was to investigate the role that some of the paipfical factors investigated in the
previous studies play in determining helping bebes:i The intervention of two main factors was exaadiin the
experimental studies: the animal humanization dedempathy towards it. I8tudy 3, we analyzed the way in
which the humanization level of an endangered anand its belonging to a certain class (mammalgeygtiles)
lead to changes in people's willingness to donaiaay for that particular specie. Were developed foassages
designed to attract public support for a fictioanimal species in danger of extinction, in whichmeanipulated the
humanization level and the class, and then we medsghe level of support provided by the particigadepending
on the variant they read. Given the unexpectedlteesdi this experiment, irStudy 4 a similar experimental
procedure was applied, intended to clarify the icophat the description of the animal (anthroporharpvs.
neutral) has on the amount of money donated, dépgrmh the enabling of empathic feelings (high legg
empathy vs. low level of empathy).

This thesis istructured in accordance with the motivation and objectivesvab Thus, we first sought to
identify factors that may be influencing the aninn@lping behavior and to establish a theoreticatiehavhich
would enable an efficient studyCKHapter 1). Next, we adapted, developed and validated @ Rlomanian
population the assessment tools necessary forttidy sf the investigated constructs. Anthropomoepthinking,
empathy and attitudes to animals, perceived behavamntrol and self-efficacy, past donations attituales to
donation explain to a considerable extent the chaimg the intention to donate money to conservatirapter 3.
Finally, we investigated how the animal’'s humanaatcan influence the willingness of people to denmaoney for
its conservation, depending on the class of thaalnind on the expressed empathy le@élapter 4.

Methodology was varied so that it met the research needst, Eiescritical analysisof the specialized
literature allowed the identification of impact factors flwethuman-animal interaction, the evaluation andoehof
trustworthy measure instruments and the establishwfea suitable theoretical model. The validatadrthe scales
and the testing of the predictive models were madetransverse correlational desigitwo experimental studies
were designed to clarify the type of relationshgivieen the animal’'s humanization, the empathy tdsvéirand the
willingness to protect it from extinction.



CHAPTER 3. PSYCHO-SOCIAL FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE THE INTENTION TO SUPPORT
BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION

In this chapter the possible influence that a sesfgosychological and socio-demographical factoay have on the
intention to financially support conservation effois evaluated. The first study focuses on a kbetanvestigation
of the attitudes towards animals and on the infteethat empathy to animals, anthropomorgipe cognitions and
gender has on them. The second study from thistehafms at establishing which psychological faestpredict
individuals’ intention to financially contribute tilve conservation of species. The predictive maothined from
these two studies represents an important theateticl empirical starting point for the subsequewtstigation of
the factors that may be manipulated in order toghahe intention and animal helping behaviors.

3.1. STUDY 1.INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDES TO WARDS ANIMALS. THE ROLE OF
GENDER, ANTHROPOMORPHISM AND EMPATHY

3.1.1. Introduction

Attitudes towards animals are the most investiggisgchological construct in the studies about the
interaction between humans and other species (5€2084). The predictive value of attitudes rethte different
types of interactions with animals is recognized &vestigated by interested researchers (e.g.of.a®l Signal,
2009). Nevertheless, the attitudes towards anifmae not yet been studied in the context of spec@sservation.
Before introducing this variable in the researdates] to conservation and helping behaviors towaitts animals,
we considered necessary a clarification of the eph@and of the dynamics of the factors that infagerit.
Furthermore, it was necessary to identify suitab&ruments for the evaluation and to adapt themRomanian
speaking population.

The main objective of the present study is to itigase the relations that appear between the désu
towards animals and their treatment and certaisquet factors that have been proved to have aaetdtip with
them. Within this research we attempt to shed ntigte in what concerns the role of individual diféeces in the
level on empathy to animals and the anthropomorppe attributions within the variations that appéathe
attitudes towards animals.

This is probably the first large scale study ors tiieme conducted on a sample of Romanian popuolatio
Taking into consideration the socio-cultural fasttiiat usually influence the formation and the rreaiance of the
attitudes towards animals and their treatmentptksent study aims at replicating some findingenkel until now
almost exclusively on western populations.

3.1.2. Specific Objectives
Specific objective 1

Firstly, we aim at investigating the link betwe&e socio-demographical factors, the level of emptitvards
animals and anthropomorphism and the attitudesritsx@nimals and their treatment.

Specific Objective 2

Determining the most important predictors of attéa towards animals and establishing their impogataking
into consideration the contribution of each of thempredicting the variance of the scores.

Specific Objective 3

The clarification of the mechanism through whicidger influences the attitudes towards animals dedlink
between gender, anthropomorphism and the affeatidecognitive components of empathy. Thereforeaine at
investigating whether the differences between mah \esomen concerning the attitudes towards animalg be
better predicted by gender differences at the leempathy to animals.

3.1.3. Method

Design and procedure

In order to determine the way in which the targetagiables are associated and co vary we used a
correlational transversal design. The data werkecteld online, and the access to participants aeiithted by the
nongovernmental organization for protecting the immment WWF Romania. The participants received the
invitation message through their personal e-mailrask, in which they were re-directed towards ted-page of
our study. Completing all the scales (almost 108stjons) lasted about 14 minutes.

Participants

In this research the answers of 2683 adult Romapgticipants’ were analyzed, all of them being
supporters of an organization that protects therenment. Among these, 1665 were women (62%) arid 1ien
(38%), aged between 14 and 77 (M = 36.54, SD =310.6I'he vast majority of the participants liveauban areas
(90%) and has a high level of education (73% hagken education). More than half of the participaint the study
(56%) have one or more pets. About 22% of them liveated money for the conservation of animal gse@i =
624).

Instruments



We asked the participants about their sex, ager latarket status, level of education, place ofdeste
and monthly income and about owning a pet in thesgmt or in the past. The scales used to measare th
psychological variables were adapted from Englasigliage and can be accessed in the addenda oftémeled
thesis. The scales used weBelief in Animal Mind (Hills, 1995);Empathy to Animals Scale(Powell, 2010) and
Attitudes to Animals Scale(Herzog, Betchart & Pittman, 1991).

3.1.4. Results

Firstly, we have predicted that at the level of gsychological variables that have been measuree th
would be differences between the socio-demographargables In order to check the emergence and the direction
of these differences we have conducted indepersimples t-tests, for dichotomous nominal variabighere
significant differences were noticed the size dffegs also been computed. In the sample we inatstigvomen
tend to have more favorable attitudes towards dsith@n ment(2681) = 13.904p < .001. @ = .54). The results
also suggest the existence of a strong effect nflgeover the emotional component of empathy toveanidhals,
with a tendency of women to be more empathic aritht@ more favorable attitudes toward other spddies57).

The participants who have one or more pets haveifigigntly more positive attitudes toward the fair
treatment of animals, compared with those who doomm petst(2681) = 10.609p < .001. @ = .41); they also
have a high tendency to anthropomorphize aning#s.§2) and they assume more easily the point of/\6é an
animal @ = .64), therefore to empathize with it.

To verify that each of the psychological and satésrographical factors that we analyzed has a ndllee
prediction of the variance of the attitudeed which is the degree in this case, we have wted a multiple
hierarchic regression. We have discovered that sufntiee socio-demographical variablegder, pet3, and also
anthropomorphism and empathy to animals constdineet predictors of the attitudes towards aninaald explain
33.6% of the variance of attitude®’£.336). Anthropomorphic -type attributions add to the explicative power of
the model 8.8%, and the two sub-scales of empathgntmals represent the most important predictorttie
attitudes toward animals. The affective and cogeitomponents of empathy to animals have diffevaights in
the power of explaining the scores of the attitsdales’ variance. The scale of Emphatic concerrA(ET) is
responsible for 27% of the AAS variande= .338,t = 17.291,p < .001, and the subscale of Perspective taking
(ETA-PT) explains 18% of the total variance of #igtudes towards animalp € .192,t = 9.708,p < .001).

We have assumed that gender influences the attitioseards animals more through the impact thaagt h
over the affective component than through the dognicomponent of empathy to animals. We have dettés
hypothesis in a_multiple mediation analysiEhe relationship between gender and attitudesatdvanimals is
partially mediated by both of empathy’s to animainponents (Sobel test = 13d< .001). Only 15% of the effect
of gender over the attitudes is mediated by theaciip to empathize with the animals through assgnihreir
perspective, the mediation effect of the affectteenponent being significantly higher. Therefore¥baf the total
effect of gender on the attitudes to animals isiated by the general tendency to preoccupy for ahsmwvellbeing
and by the capacity to feel compassion towards it.

Moreover, the relationship between anthropomorph&md the attitudes towards animals is partially
mediated by the capacity to emphasize with aninzdlbpth the cognitive and emotional levels. Thamef61% of
the overall effect of anthropomorphism on the ad#ts towards animals is mediated by the generdityahd
emphasize with animals.

3.1.5. Conclusions and discussions

From our knowledge, this is the first ample studyducted about the attitudes towards animals on our
population. Three instruments have been adaptedRdonanian populations, which proved to have goderial
consistency and served the present researchAftltedes to Animals Scalglerzog, et al., 1991) is probably the
most widely used questionnaire for assessing tiiteides people have toward other species and tregtment in
our society. Apart form a very good internal cotesisy (. = .85), this scale proved to also have constrattlity,
because of its capacity to discriminate betweenptsons who previously had prosocial behaviorsatdss other
species and others that have not declared suchvibehaThe Beliefin Animal Mind scale (Hills, 1995) and
Empathy to Animals Scale (Powell, 2010) also hgo@d internal consistency € .69, respectively = .87).

This has been the first study that allowed the eémation of the relationships between empathy tonaié
(and not that towards humans), socio-demographiaahables, anthropomorphism and attitudes towardsals.
Because of its structure, the empathy towards dsis@ale allowed us to discover the different @ffdbat two
components of empathy have on attitudes and thatiorships between these and anthropomorphism, and
respectively, gender.

Following analysis we have found that gender défferes in the attitudes towards animals are mainéy d
to the differences that occur in the emotional egmees (e.g. empathetic type) rather than to wffees in
cognitive level (such as anthropomorphic attribogiowhich seem to be a universal tendency). Pespteown or
have owned pets turn out to be more empathetiaraord prone to anthropomorphic attributions, unpk®ple who
do not have a pet around the house.

Genders, having a pet, anthropomorphism and thectwaponents of empathy to animals have a unique
significant role in explaining the variance of waduon the attitude scale. The percentage of variaxplained
(33.6%) is considerably higher than that obtaimegrevious studies (e.g. Taylor, & Signal, 2005)jck leads us to
believe that this is a pretty good explanatory nhode

The present study provided additional informationvariables that explain differences between meh an
women concerning the attitudes towards animalsth&sfirst comprehensive study of its kind conductedthe



Romanian population, it brings valuable informatabout the concerned population's attitudes towani®als and
psychological and socio-demographic factors thiwémces them.

3.2. STUDY 2. THE THEORY OF PLANNED BEHAVIOUR IN PR EDICTING THE INTENTION TO
FINANCIALLY SUPPORT BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION

3.2.1. Introduction

With this study we aim to determine the most retgviactors that influence individuals' decisions to
support efforts for the conservation of endangenaidhal species and the effective behavioral involest in the
fight for the cause. The link between attitudes bakavior toward animals has not been systematistalddied. The
Theory of Planned Behavior is a useful and informeainstrument to study the factors that influettoee occurrence,
the modification and the maintenance of prosoalaviors related to the environment (De Groot, 8gS2007).

Given the lack of structure in the theory of the IHlmain, the information that we hold about atié#s
towards animals and their importance in the coméxbteractions between humans and animals ardeage from
Social Psychology and Environmental Psychologyhenfactors that determine and maintain behaviathigstudy
we wanted to address the intention to donate méorethe conservation of biodiversity and its deterant factors
in the context of the Theory of Planned Behavior.

3.2.2. Specific Objectives

Determining the main predictors of intention to danmoney for animal conservation and their redativ
importance, depending on each one's contributidgheariance of scores.

Examination of the structure of multidimensionatitaties toward donation and perceived behavioral
control in the context of wildlife altruistic behiay.

Finally, we intend to investigate whether the basadel can be enriched with variables that weradoto
be relevant in relation to attitudes towards angnalepending on the distal predictors or moderatsosio-
demographic characteristics, anthropomorphism amghéhy to animals.

3.2.3. Method

Design and Procedure

This study is part of broader research, which idefiStudy 1 of this thesis. A transversal correheti
design was used. Data were collected online, imljghmwith those analyzed in the first study. Theqedure is
identical to the first research described abovenfleting all scales (approximately 100 questionskton average
14 minutes.
Participants

In this research the same sample=2683) of Romanian adults as that describedenptievious study of
this thesis was used.
Instruments

In addition to socio-demographic data and the nesp® to the scales of anthropomorphism, empathy and
attitudes towards animals, the following instrunsemere used for this research:
- The Attitudes towards Donations for Conservatiorthef Species Scals an instrument that contains 24 items
designed to measure people’s multidimensionaluaii$ toward money donation for conservation. Taikes the
form of three questions (affective, cognitive arldbgl components), each with eight attributes toassessed
(positive and negative valence).
- The Perceived Behavioral Control and Self-Effic&gale contains six items designed to measure behavioral
control and self-efficacy related to donating mof@yconservation.
- The Intention to Contribute Financially for the Gamvation of Species Scal€he instrument consists of five
items designed to assess the extent to which gshijsmught about it and aim to donate a certainuarhof money
to support conservation efforts.
- Past Behaviar We used two questions to determine whether thiicjpants of this study have ever donated
money to support biodiversity.
The measures used in this research are descrilzbztai in the extended version of the thesis amdgnted in full
form in the Addenda.

3.2.4. Results

Analyzing the Pearson correlation matrix (see Tdl@len the extended version of the thesis) it heanbfound that
the variables included in the design co vary iriedént proportions. To verify that each of the gsyogical and
socio-demographic factors included in the analiisis a role in predicting intentions and what thee@atage is in
each case, we performed several hierarchical neiltggression analyses.

The final model obtained (f, 2676)= 764.709p <.001) includes the following unique predictorghn statistically
significant role in explaining the variance in scaktores intentions: perceived control over behmasgilf-efficacy,
past donations, positive attitudes towards dona@dtitudes towards animals and empathy towardsiasi This
model is responsible for a total percentage of %3df the variance of intention. When you contra @iffect of
other independent variables, beliefs regarding éase with which the behavior can be made has aueniq
contribution to the explanatory power of the mobgl6.9% 6r* = 0.069) and those related to confidence in their
own ability to conduct the behavioral are respdasibr 13.6% $r* = 0.136) of the variance explained. Among the



subscales of attitudes toward donation, only the assessing positive attitudes and including thgmitioe and
affective dimensions contribute significantly tgoéaining the variance in intentiong=.118,t = 8.101,p < .001.
Past behavior seems to be a pretty significantigi@d accounting for 4.4%s¢ = 0.044) of the total variance
explained by intention. The original theory wasiemed, to a lesser extent, with two variables thate introduced
based on the results from previous studies (empdby also based on the theory (attitudes towanisals).

Thus, although attitudes towards animg@ls=(.072,t = 5.088,p < .001) are responsible for only 1%%(= 0.009) of
the variance explained by the criterion variablel ampathy towards animalg € .0.53,t = 3.963,p < .001) also
contributes less than 1%, both variables increatsiagexplanatory power of the model obtained.

Gender, having a pet and anthropomorphism represdistal antecedents of the intention to support
conservation, their effect being mediated by atggitowards animals. Thus, 98% of the total eftéaender on
intention is due to the effect of mediation oftatlies. Also, 41% of the effect owning a pes on the intention of
helping other animals is mediated by attitudes towanimals. Another mediation analysis conductegaled that
individual’'s tendency to anthropomorphizsimals influence their intention to financially ntabute to their
protection, both directly, and through generatadiés towards animals.

3.2.5. Conclusions and discussions

Although it is known that at this moment the rafespecies’ extinction is very fast worldwide (IUCN,
2012), there are few studies that addressed thige iand that can be included under the umbrel2oofservation
Psychology (e.g.: DeKay, & McLelland, 1996, Gunmuwttir, 2001). The lack of funds to support conagon
efforts is one of the major problems that governnmemon-profit organizations face (McCharthy et aD12), and
they ask the general public to supplement theouess. Cognitive, emotional and attitudinal orisatemographic
factors involved in the decision to support conagon must be known in order to be manipulatedarspasive or
informative messages.

The developed instruments were based on both ttiesrand empirical considerations proved to be saf
and well served research’ purposes.

In terms of socio-economic and psychological statius donors have a different profile than those wh
have not donated: they have a higher level of atugalive in urban areas, have higher incomes awd pets.
Donors have more favorable attitudes towards airaad towards donations and more pronounced intento
donate money in the future. This information mayuseful in selecting target audience for fundrgstiampaigns
for conservation. At the same time, they providg@antant information about the educational need&ess well
educated and wealthy people.

There are several types of contributions that tegearch brings into the conservation psychologhfi
theoretical advances (PBT is a solid and inforneatireoretical for conservation and biodiversity sereation
behaviors), methodological innovations (measureniestruments designed to capture the multidimeraio
structure of TPB variable); empirical informatiobcaut socio-demographic and psychological charattesi of
environmental supporters and of donors in our aguritata regarding the most important factors tieate an
impact on individuals’ intention to financially ctribute to wildlife conservation. The knowledge atgqd can be
extremely useful in producing educational and awass campaigns for the general public and, espedtatan be
used to create fundraising campaigns for bioditserginservation.

CHAPTER 4. CHARACTERISTICS OF ANIMALS AND COGNITIVE AND EMOTIONAL FACTORS
CAUSING CHANGES IN WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR CONSERVAT ION

4.1. STUDY 3. ANTHROPOMORPHISM, PHYLOGENETIC PROXI MITY AND WILLINGNESS TO PAY
FOR CONSERVATION

4.1.1. Introduction

Research related to conservation of endangeredespeighlighted some animal features that can émfte
peoples’ decision to help them. Researchers asthath@eople tend to have more favorable attitudesitds non-
human species that belong to the class of mammiatbe expense of birds, reptiles, fish and inveetes (DeKay,
& McLelland, 1996; Eddy et al., 1993). It is bel@l/that this preference can be explained usingPtireiple of
similarity (Plous, 1993), according to which peofdad to appreciate more the animals that are rsionédar to
them in terms of their physical, cognitive, emotibnor behavioral features. This disparity in ati#s would
explain the differences believed to arise in wijliess to protect endangered species.

We know from the research about animal anthropohisapion that people tend to anthropomorphize more
mammals than birds and reptiles (Hills, 1995). kemnore, a recent experimental study (Butterfieldl, & Lord,
2012) showed that participants who were asked ttar@momorphize a pet were more willing to assisthian those
who were not inclined to assign it particular hunfieatures.

Organizations that fight for conservation develogssages trying to precisely manipulate this tengeifc
people to attribute human qualities to non-humamals. The effect of this strategy has not yet b&gstematically
investigated. So, assuming that anthropomorphie tggtributions represent an important determinaautof
underlying the change of both attitudes, and belawewards animals, we decided to investigate rilistionship in
the context of willingness to support non-humanreticonservation by donating money.

4.1.2. Specific objectives

We aimed to investigate the impact of both aninmthsopomorphisation, and class to which it beloogs
peoples’ willingness to help protect it by donatmgney. Starting from the assumption that any tsslifferences
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in attitudes and behaviors towards animals fronfedifht classes are based on preferred anthropomorph
attributions, we investigated the role of anthropgphic priming in determining changes in intentit;m help
animals.

4.1.3. Method

Participants

This research included 225 participants, of whidi® Were women (65.8%) and 77 were men (34.2%),
aged between 14 and 65 years ol 36.32,SD = 12.611). The vast majority of participants cafmem urban
areas (90%) and has a very high level of educaff@¥ have higher education). More than half of eyrv
participants (60%) now have one or more pets. Bhégsconvenience sample obtained from voluntaryigipation,
following an invitation received by e-mail.
Design and procedure

In order to test the proposed hypotheses, we imgiéaad awvithin subjectdifactorial experimental design
Our dependent variable is the willingness to pay donservation. The manipulated variables are chass
description of the animal. The independent varialpienal class has two modalities: mammal and eeptild animal
description varies between the two ways: anthrogphio and neutral.

Were also measured socio-demographic variablesdegerage, educational level, place of residence,
owning a pet and trait anthropomorphism.

Data was collected online, after participants haceessed a direct link in the message from e-mail
invitation. The software that we used allowed thedomization of participants in one of the 4 groupsoup 1 -
mammal + anthropomorphic description, Group 2 - mma + neutral description, Group 3 - reptile +
anthropomorphic description and Group 4: reptileetitral description. Participants read one of foessages that
were presented as an article in a professionah@uimhen people were asked to provide a sum ofemtmat would
be willing to donate for the conservation of anirttay had just read about. Once they had complétedrait
anthropomorphism scale, participants were inforaiedut the true purpose of the study. Completingptioeedure
lasts about 5 minutes.

In this study we use@elief in animal mind scale (Hills, 1995), described in previous sedion this
summary.

The manipulation text has been constructed by the author based on cesebout the humanization of
pets (Butterfield et al, 2012). The text was préseras extracted from a popular magazine abouteaftom the
News on biodiversity section. In order to develap aest the text, we used two experts: a biologisd a
psychologist. The four texts differ only in termsamimal class and attributes, or adverbs usethiéndescription.
For example, in the anthropomorphic version thedial animal named tartogashyandaffectionatewith its cubs,
while in the neutral version tartoga is presentedhaolitary animal andvigilant with its cubs. Ten such animal
attributes were generated and manipulated from vareion to another. The text is a description oimatis
behavior and habitat and of species issues retatedrvival. According to the news, the animal ézldred by the
IUCN to be endangered specie.

The dependent variableillingness to pay for conservationwas measured using a forced-response
guestion, where participants were asked to sayragh of the total amount of 500 RON they would derta save
from extinction the tartoga speci€atrix pavonig and how much are they willing to donate to otierilar cases?
The question software was set such that it is isipesto donate an amount greater or less tharREDN.

4.1.4. Results

An analysis of variance with means comparisons eeiwthe four independent samples was performed in
order to test the experimental hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1

1.a. The assumption that participants will donateagerage as much money for a mammal, as to derepti
(Mg1,2,=204.67SD=103.24N = 106;Mg3 4= 212.94SD= 106.25N = 119) is confirmed. The main effect of the
independent variable animal clag$,(224)= .504,p = .478) on the dependent variable is not statiljicignificant.
So, if we don’t consider the effect of animal dgstoon, the mere affiliation to a class or anotblees not lead the
group participants to donate different amountsriammals and reptiles.

1.b. We expected participants to donate on averagge money to the animal described in
anthropomorphic terms than for the animal describedeutral terms, and this hypothesis cannot Ippaded by
the collected data. We cannot see a statisticaglyificant effect of the independent variable arih@scription on
the dependent variablBy, ;,4y= .007,p = .935.

1.c. Finally, the most informative results comenfrtesting the hypothesis that participants will a@non
average more money for the mammal described inrgmimorphic terms and for the reptile described in
anthropomorphic terms, than for the mammal desdribeneutral terms and the reptile described inna¢terms.
We can see a statistically significant effect of thteraction between the two independent varialzlesnal class
and description, on the dependent varidhle,,s = 5.514,p = .020, therefore this hypothesis is confirmed aed
can say that there is a 95% chance that differenlossrved Mg, = 218.97 SD= 103.37N = 58; Mg, = 187.40SD
=101.46N = 48,Mg3 = 196.17,SD= 111.52N = 60; Mg, = 230.00,SD = 98.64,N = 59) are due to experimental
manipulation and not chance. Contrary to our ih@gectations, when the description is anthropguhicr people
tend to donate more money for mammals than reptiteshe neutral description condition reptile géie most
generous donation, as opposed to mammal.

Hypothesis 2
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We assumed that participants’ tendency to anthrapphize animals will affect their performance irsth
experiment and we wanted to control for this pabsibWe checked whether the effects observed fiyathieir size
when we deal only with subjects who have a mediawell of anthropomorphism, or close to mean. A secon
analysis of variance was performed on the samplairtdd by selecting participants who have an awetegel of
anthropomorphism (+ 1SD). The statistically significant effects are themsa no significant main effect, a
significant interaction effect. When we take inta@ceunt participants with a medium level of trait
anthropomorphism, the observed moderation relatipn® i, 135 = 6.585, = .011) changes from a small effect size
(n? = .024), to a moderate ong? € .047).

4.1.5. Conclusions and discussions

The results reveal that the relationship betweertype of description used in the message andrtiweiat
of money that participants are willing to donateptotect the specie is moderated by the class tohthe animal
belongs. Thus, the present experiment data shawvthibalistinction between an anthropomorphic desiomn of an
animal and a neutral one is informative when segkimpport for conservation of the species, onlhé class to
which it belongs is highlighted. Most times, thgs inevitable: even if the animal affiliation to tledass is not
explicitly mentioned, people generally know howatdomatically make this categorization.

These results suggest that the assumed cognitivdhanesm of humanization works only in certain
situations. In other words, people find it very ya® anthropomorphize mammals, but have difficulty
anthropomorphizing reptiles. Thus, we speculaté tha observed differences are due to the phenomeio
cognitive dissonance, which occurs when readingalie showing the anthropomorphized reptile, or rireemmal
described in neutral terms.

The experiment proves that anthropomorphizing alsitfeough campaigns could be fruitful, but only fo
mammalian species. Also, it can be seen that pewplavilling to donate equally for reptiles and nmaafs, as long
as the message is the right one.

4.2. STUDY 4. ANTHROPOMORPHISM AND EMPATHY IN WILLI NGNESS TO PAY FOR
CONSERVATION

4.2.1. Introduction

The fact that an anthropomorphic description gessraltruistic behaviors towards mammals, but dok |
of humanization has the same effect for reptileakas us believe that anthropomorphisation is net rtiost
important mechanism responsible for changes irud#s, or behavior. From previous studies we knbat t
empathy is an essential factor underlying altraibghavior (e.g.: Eisenberg, 2000). To our knowdedige causality
relation between empathy and helping animals hasyebbeen established in empirical studies. Ihtligf this
information, we believe it would be interestingdarify the relationship between anthropomorphisrd ampathy
towards animals in relation to the willingness tphthe species. We can assume that there mayffeeedces
between the role that high and low empathy playshm relationship between the description of aniisuadl
willingness to protect it. The difference betweba tvay an animal is perceived and how it is preskmay lead to
conflicting effects. For this reason, a descriptiomeutral terms could generate more favorablpaeses when
empathy to animal is encouraged, while the effécaro anthropomorphic description could be enharmedhe
intervention of empathy. In this context, it is assary to determine what role empathy and anthrogamsation of
the animal play in determining helping behavior.

4.2.2. Specific objectives

In the study described here we aimed to investifeampact of the ability to empathize with theraal
on the relationship between anthropomorphisatiorihef animal and people’s willingness to help proiedy
donating money.

On the one hand, our objective was to clarify tffec¢ of description on willingness to pay revealad
previous research.

On the other hand, we wanted to confirm the presefhdifferences in people's willingness to supploet
described animal species, depending on the defiemamathy suggested.

So, the objective we had was to clarify the rolat thoth anthropomorphisation and empathy have in
relation to animal helping behaviors.

4.2.3. Method
Participants

The research included 228 participants, of whicli ®ere removed from the initial analysis in order t
ensure the control of potential confounding vaeablOf the 111 individuals remaining in the finaabysis, 76 were
women (68.5%) and 35 men (31.5%), aged betweemd B& years oldM = 39.21,SD = 13.21). The vast majority
of participants came from urban areas (89%) andahaary high level of education (70% have at léxsathelor's

degree). More than half of survey participants (53%w have one or more pets, and most of them (8i8éare
they have had at least one in the past.

Design and procedure
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To test the proposed hypotheses, we implementbifaatorial experimental design with independent
samples.

The dependent variable vgillingness to pay for conservationand is operationalized, as in the previous
study, based on a prime number, which denotes acfunoney. The manipulated variables are the detsoni of
the animal and the level of empathy. The independariableanimal description varies between the two ways:
anthropomorphic and neutral. The variatdeel of empathy has two modalities: high level of empathy and low
level of empathy.

In order to obtain a tighter experimental contwé primarily measured trait anthropomorphism aradt tr
empathy. Socio-demographic variables: gender, adacational level, place of residence and havingetare
considered label variables and are also contrifid¢ke analysis.

The procedure in this study is very similar to e described in the previous section: participants
accessed a link from the invitation message redeiyee-mail. Once they have received some genef@nation
about the research, they answered the socio-deptugrquestions. On page two of the study, wherentbesage
manipulating the independent variables was displagefilter designed to ensure randomization ofigigants in
one of the 4 experimental groups was set: Grouprithropomorphic description + high empathy, Graupneutral
description + high empathy, Group 3: anthropomarpgscription + low empathy and Group 4: neutrakdetion
+ low empathy. After experimental manipulation, fileer was removed. Immediately after reading Hssigned
text, participants were checked to see if the mdatpn had the desired effect. Then the measurefioerthe
dependent variable followed, where participantsevasked to provide a sum of money that they woelditling to
donate for the conservation of animal they had jestd about. Finally, subjects were asked to campiee
anthropomorphism and empathy towards animals sc@leen they were informed about the true purposéhef
study. On the last page, the experimenter explaineaeed to present false information and pasitip could find
a contact address where they were free to askigoesir leave comments. Completing this procedaked about 7
minutes.

Description of the instruments used

In this study we used the same measurement institisna anthropomorphic thinking and empathy
towards animals that we have used in previous relsez this thesisBelief in animal mind scale(Hills, 1995),
respectivelyEmpathy to animals scalgPowells, 2010).

The manipulation text was identical to the one used in the previousysfddl.) and it was conceived after
examining the research in the field (Butterfieldakt2012; Huddy, & Gunnthorsdottir, 2000). Theyodifferences
were replacing nouns "mammal” and "reptile" withriaw specie" and changing the name of the anintad. flew
common name of the animal (norseta) and the sfiemtame Narrus antiopd were chosen by the experts
consulted, from a list of ten such names genelayettie researcher, as a second option. The twe thfféer only in
terms of attributes and adverbs used in the ddsmmip

These text versions combine withstructions for changing the level of empathy This manipulation
method of the empathy level was taken from simiesearch and adapted to Romanian language (aftecarage,
2008). In the high empathy level condition, pap#nits were asked to read the text (on animal rejrésting to
imagine as vividly as possible how the animal faalshe described situation and how its life iseafed. The
instructions for low empathy encourage readers ¢oals objective and detached while assessing assimal’
description.

The dependent variablgillingness to pay for conservationwas adapted from the procedure used by
Tisdell et al. (2004) to assess the same consangttis identical to the one used in the previoysdrment of this
thesis.

4.2.4. Results

Our first step was to analyze the effect the mdaipn of the independent variables animal desionipt
and empathy had produced. Participants for whomntiamipulation did not work at the minimum threshold
established for one or both independent variablee veliminated from further analysis (8%). In thextinstep, to
control the effect that too high or too low levelstrait anthropomorphism and trait empathy migavd on the
results, only participants with scores lying in aan (+ 1SD) on both scales were kept in the sample. Thusrie
group was obtained, in which the experimental hiygpsis was testedN(= 111). Next, an analysis of variance of
means with comparisons between the four indepersdenples was performed (ANOVA- Univariate).

1l.a. The assumption that on average participanisd@nate more money for an animal described in
anthropomorphic termsvig; 3 = 209.81,SD= 111.68,N = 52) than for the one described in neutral tefhs, 4 =
212.63,SD=98.34 N = 59) was not confirmedr(; 110)= .001,p = .975);

1.b. We also assumed that on average participaifitsienate more money in high empathy condition
(Mg12=233.92,SD= 101.28N = 60) than in low empathy conditioM§s 4 = 184.71,SD = 102.49 N = 51), and
this hypothesis is confirmed. The data obtainedishostatistically significant effect of the indeplemt variable
empathy level on the dependent variablg:110)= 5.899,p = .017;

1.c. Finally we tested the hypothesis that we alierve a statistically significant effect of tiieraction
between the two independent variables on the demendariable, but the direction of this effect abulot be
predicted, therefore will be explored. This sub-ttyyesis was confirmed, and we are able to say wi®b6%
probability that the differences in the amountsnebney donated for conservation of the specie ae tdu
simultaneous variance of the animal descriptionemgathy levelF 110= 4.348,p = .039.

The revealed interaction is actually different frtme assumed one: when description is anthroporimrph
people tend to donate as much money regardles® dfstructions on their empathy level. In contrasthe neutral
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description condition, empathy level plays a sigaifit role because when high, donations are laagdrwhen low
donations are at their lowest value.

4.1.5. Conclusions and discussions

Contrary to our expectations, the mere descriptibtihe animal in anthropomorphic or neutral terred
not seem to have a unique effect on the decisitrelp it: participants have donated approximatelyadly for both
humanized and neutral described animals. Howeves, relationship varies depending on whether thaodo
empathizes or not with the described animal. Is #iiuation, significant differences in the amoutasated for the
animal described in neutral terms when empathyemasuraged, and the animal described in neutraisterhen an
emotional distance was encouraged, appear. Whendé#seription is primed with anthropomorphic type
designations, the empathy intervention seems t@ mvimpact: an animal described in human termahich
empathic feelings are manifested earns as much yreméhe humanized animal to which donors are tibgeand
distant. These results suggest the possibility #rmal anthropomorphisation automatically triggerapathic
reactions due to similarity with the described aadinif this assumption was correct, the lack ofatiénces in the
conditions of high and low empathy may be evidehe¢ animal anthropomorphisation is a cognitive pensatory
mechanism in the relation to helping behavior. slttherefore possible that, in certain circumstanessmal
anthropomorphisation to be sufficient and to autibcally trigger feelings of compassion for the amlmand, as a
consequence, to lead to altruistic behavior towdtrd§hus, it is possible that in the low empathgndition, the
anthropomorphic description to have compensatedhferlack of empathy. These presumptions howewguire
further investigation.

Corroborating the results of the two experiments,canclude that animal presentation in neutral $eiam
close as possible to the biological ones, supplésdely activating empathic feelings, would be tlestksolution.
Developing messages that reach key aspects inaal loaiegory of population underlies the constructibeffective
fundraising campaigns for biodiversity conservatidhe principles discovered in this chapter’'s researepresent a
significant contribution to knowledge in the fielf conservation psychology, primarily through thpnactical
applicability, but also for their methodologicalcatiheoretical implications.

CHAPTER 5. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

This study was aimed at stimulating helping behavidirected toward endangered animal species. This
approach is part of conservation psychology becaising theoretical and methodological principlépsychology
related disciplines, has as a general aim the disgoof new information and strategies destineddotribute to
biodiversity conservation and natural resourcesrder to improve the quality of people's and noman species’
lives. Since most environmental and wildlife extion issues are caused by human behavior, detailddrstanding
of the way in which these behaviors can be modie@quired. For this, it was necessary to undadsin depth the
factors and processes that influence and detertihendecision of individuals to support conservatbendangered
animal species.

The research approach of this thesis was based faw acentral questions: (1) What are the socio-
demographic and psychological factors that infleeattitudes toward animals, what is their dynamid @hich are
the reliable instruments to measure them? (Study(2)) To what extent can be predicted the intergtiarf
individuals to contribute financially to the congation of biodiversity based on the attitudes, tferceived
behavioral control and the self-efficacy and thestpdonations? (Study 2); (3) What is the role tmémal
anthropomorphisation and its class have on thelabiliy of people to pay for the conservation betspecies?
(Study 3); (4) What is the impact that type of dgdion of the endangered animals and the empattiyded level
have on the willingness of individuals to donateneyfor this? (Study 4).

We will review next the main theoretical, empiricahd methodological contributions brought by this
thesis.

In Chapters 1 and 3, a systematic investigationihef factors and processes involved in forming and
changing attitudes towards animals and in the ti@erio support conservation of endangered spésipsrformed.
The maintheoretical contributions are based on:

« the systematization of psychological construcfshe socio-demographic factors and of cognitivecpsses
which are supposed to be essential in influendieganimal helping behavior (Chapter 1);

« introducing the theoretical model on which furthesearch is structured: the Theory of plannecbien was
used here for the first time to investigate thatiehship between animal helping behaviors andctigmitive
and emotional factors that have the capacity todmce them;

« testing the Theory of planned behavior as a #téeal valid model and useful in explaining the &ebr of
helping the animal endangered species (Study 2);

» completing the model by adding the specific fextof human interaction with animals (attitudes antpathy
towards animals, anthropomorphism, gender and ayaipet) that contributes to the explanatory pavfehis
complex and brings it specificity;

Also, the research approach brings sevengirical contributions:

» empirical evidence of the mechanism underlyingdge differences in the attitudes towards animats a
presented for the first time (Study 1);

* the mechanism that explains the connection betvaaening a pet and expressing more favorable d#gu
toward animals in general has been revealed fofirgtedime (Study 1);

* Studies 1 and 2 represent the first empiricataeshes of attitudes towards animals and of thentign to
support biodiversity made on the Romanian populatio
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« valid conclusions about psychological and so@&oidgraphic characteristics of Romanian supportérs o
environmental protection and biodiversity consdaorat This may be the target audience for the fuisdrg
campaigns for biodiversity conservation in our doyn
* the first empirical evidence of the relationshigtween the intention to donate money to consemadnd
attitudes toward donation, empathy and attitudesntomals, perceived behavioral control, self-efficand past
donations (Study 2);
* evidence that the attitudes toward animals ardethpathy to them play a significant role in influimg the
intention to donate money to conservation;
« determining of the role of distal predictors fotention of anthropomorphism, gender and ownershia pet
and of the mediation relationship of attitudes tagaanimals (Study 2)
« the first empirical evidence that public supprtmammals or reptiles is not different, but degend the
method of description (Study 3);
« highlighting the role that activating feelingsehpathy can have when class membership is nolviedpbut
the description of the animal varies (Study 4);
« inferring based on the results of the two experita that animal presentation in neutral termspmpanied
by activation of empathic feelings would be a sigresolution compared to the other methods investd.

This research brings sevemadportant contributions in terms of methodology:
* selection, adaptation and validation on the Raarapopulation of three assessment tools impoiftanthe
HAI study and the conservation psychology (StudyThe Attitudes to Animals Scale (Herzog, et 4091),
Belief in Animal Mind Scale (Hills, 1995) Empathy Animals Scale (Powell, 2010);
» development of measurement tools adapted to fezifec theme: Intent Scale to donate money to
conservation of biodiversity, Attitudes to donaBoscale and Perceived behavioral control and $idfey
scale. The instruments created proved to have goagry good psychometric qualities, and when tiveye
empirically tested on an extended sample of the &oam population (Study 2) showed a good confornaty
the theoretical model under which they were devediop
« construction of experimental stimuli (Study 3, Messages used in both experiments were designaech a
way as to allow investigation of the combined effédat anthropomorphized or neutral descriptionghef
animal, its membership class and an increasedaredsed level of empathy had.

The results of this research have bibboretical and practical implicationsin the study of human-animal
interaction and conservation psychology. For exampixplaining gender differences in the attitudewards
animals is useful because they can be argumentavor of animal welfare education, they can helwelep
marketing strategies that differ depending on #ingdt audience in fundraising and awareness camgaig

Information on socio-economic profile of donors mbg useful in selecting the target audience for
fundraising campaigns for conservation. At the samee, it provides important information on eduoatl
deficiencies which may occur in people who havess Ifavorable socio-economical profile. They cdmddthe
target of information, education and support cagupsiof the (non) governmental organizations.

The extremely exciting conclusion of Study 3 istthaople are more receptive, SO more generous to a
message where the mammal is anthropomorphized aamahe in which a reptile is described in neutrame
Therefore, we can infer that anthropomorphisatieithin average limits, is beneficial to the aninaal it promotes
the formation of positive attitudes and of altricishtentions and behavior towards them. Therefitsadevelopment
should be encouraged also in the case of spe@ebtik less similar to people.

The information that people are willing to donate same sums for reptiles and mammals can support
organizations that sustain biodiversity conservaiio developing the appropriate messages for tleeisp they
promote.

Enabling empathic feelings in the case of a neukeskription of the endangered animal leads tartbst
generous donations from participants. This inforomatcan be useful both in the creation of messagethe
campaigns to protect endangered animals and idebign of effective strategies to educate youtthénspirit of
fair, ethic treatment of animals.
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