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Abstract

Since the 2007 Vick dog-fighting case, much attention has been focused on cruelty against dogs.
Cockfighting roosters, on the other hand, have been virtually ignored by scientists and laypeople
alike. Accordingly, very little is known about our emotional reactions to roosters used for cock-
fighting. The present study attempts to fill this void in the scientific literature by examining the
relationship between individual differences variables and sympathetic reactions to roosters used
for cockfighting depicted in a video newscast. The results were robust, with individual differ-
ences variables explaining 51% of the variability in sympathetic reactions to cockfighting roost-
ers. Specifically, feelings toward roosters, extraversion, conscientiousness, and trait sympathy for
animal suffering emerged as significant predictors, while belief in animal mind did not. The
implications and limitations of these results are discussed.
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Fairly recently, public outcry regarding the use of dogs for dog fighting was
initiated by the media attention surrounding the Michael Vick case (Kumar,
2008). This awareness has led to a number of legal initiatives designed to curb
this particular act of animal cruelty. Less attention has been paid, however, to
roosters used for cockfighting. This is understandable, given that roosters are
generally not as well liked as dogs (e.g., Purkis & Lipp, 2009), and no recent
celebrity case has been associated with cockfighting. But cockfighting contin-
ues to be practiced worldwide and has a long and celebrated history.

Roosters have been used for cockfighting since 3000 BCE (McCaghy &
Neal, 1974). Although it is considered an unlawful practice in the United
States today, it has “entertained” such historical figures as the Caesars in
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Rome and American presidents Washington and Lincoln, to name a few
(McCaghy & Neal, 1974). Despite its history, it is an activity that involves
cruelty and death (Forsyth, 1996). Although most people claim to be strongly
against animal cruelty (Hills, 1993), how people actually feel about animals
is influenced by a variety of factors such as the characteristics of the indi-
vidual who is experiencing emotions toward animals and the kind of animal
species that is being considered (see Plous, 1993). Interestingly, how people
feel about roosters used for cockfighting and its relationship to individual
differences has not been the focus of empirical examination. Thus, the pur-
pose of this study was to fill a void in the literature by investigating people’s
sympathetic reactions to roosters used for cockfighting after viewing a video
newscast on cockfighting. Based on previous research, we hypothesized that
specific individual differences factors would predict feelings of sympathy for
cockfighting roosters.

Some animal species are more liked than others. Dogs, for instance, are one
of the most highly regarded companion animals and tend to be evaluated
more positively than other types of animals (Moore, 2001; Bonas, McNicho-
las, & Collis, 2000). Animals such as snakes and spiders tend to be perceived
relatively poorly, as they are often associated with phobic responses (Purkis &
Lipp, 2009; Bennett-Levy & Marteau, 1984). Birds appear to be more highly
regarded than snakes and spiders but are less liked than dogs (Purkis & Lipp,
2009). According to disposition theory, people feel empathic emotions toward
those whom they like (Zillman, Taylor, & Lewis, 1998). Based on the empiri-
cal research supporting this theory (Raney, 2004; Vorderer, Knobloch, &
Schramm, 2001; King, 2000; Zillman et al., 1998) and the assumption that
this theory would also apply to our emotions toward animals, we expected
sympathy for roosters to be predicted by the general feelings people hold
toward that animal species.

Belief in animal mind refers to one’s certainty that most nonhuman animals
are self-aware, thinking, and feeling beings (Hills, 1995). An ever-increasing
body of literature suggests that people generally believe animals have minds
and that this belief underlies a variety of attitudes people have toward ani-
mals (Knight, Vrij, Bard, & Brandon, 2009; Knight, Vrij, Cherryman, &
Nunkoosing, 2004; Davis & Cheeke, 1998; Hills, 1995; Rasmussen, Rajecki,
& Craft, 1993). For instance, Hills (1995) found a moderate positive correla-
tion between belief in animal mind and empathy toward animals. Similarly,
Knight et al. (2004) found strong negative correlations between belief in ani-
mal mind and support for animal use across six different domains. It stands
to reason that belief in animal mind would also be a predictor of sympathetic
reactions toward roosters used in cockfighting,.
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Contemporary researchers propose that five broad traits, known as the Big
Five, constitute the major dimensions of personality (see John, 1990). Of the
Big Five, agreeableness appears to be the most theoretically relevant to sympa-
thy because sympathy is one of a number of interpersonal facets, such as help-
fulness and trust, that make up the agreeableness trait (McCrae & John,
1992). Researchers have found that agreeableness and concerns about animal
welfare are positively associated (Austin, Deary, Edwards-Jones, & Arey, 2005;
Furnham, McManus, & Scott, 2003). In one study where participants viewed
a film about dog fighting, agrecableness was a robust predictor of sympathetic
feelings for a bait dog depicted in the film (Lee, Gibbons, & Short, 2010).
Thus, agreeableness was also expected to predict sympathy for the roosters.

General trait sympathy, which is a more specific disposition than agreeable-
ness, describes a generalized tendency to feel compassion and concern for
other people (Davis, 1980). Individuals higher on general trait sympathy tend
to be better communicators (Davis & Oathout, 1987), are less aggressive
(Lauterbach & Hosser, 2007), and are perceived as being more sympathetic by
others (Lee, 2009), than individuals lower on general trait sympathy. A defin-
ing characteristic of general trait sympathy is a willingness to help others
(Unger & Thumuluri, 1997; Oswald, 1996; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987). Indi-
viduals scoring higher on this trait are also known for being more concerned
about the welfare of animals than individuals who are less inclined to feel
compassion for others (Henry, 2006; Taylor & Signal, 2005; Furnham et al.,
2003).When you couple these findings with research showing that individuals
scoring higher on general trait sympathy tend to have stronger emotional reac-
tions to sad films than individuals with lower levels of general trait sympathy
(Lee et al., 2010; Lee, 2009; Davis, Hull, Young, & Warren, 1987), it follows
that general trait sympathy would also predict sympathy for roosters.

An even narrower disposition than agreeableness and general trait sympathy
is trait sympathy for animal suffering. Trait sympathy for animal suffering is a
generalized tendency to experience negative feelings of sorrow or concern
when encountering animal suffering (Lee, 2009). This trait is related to, but
distinct from, other empathic dispositions such as general trait sympathy, fan-
tasy empathy, perspective taking, and personal distress (Lee, 2009). In a series
of studies using films that depicted animal suffering, trait sympathy for animal
suffering consistently emerged as a strong predictor of participants’ sympa-
thetic reactions to the animals in the films (Lee et al., 2010; Lee, 2009). These
findings were stable across different samples and across different targets of
sympathy such as dogs and horses. Based on these findings, we not only
expected this trait to predict feelings of sympathy for roosters, we also expected
it to be the most robust predictor in our study.
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Method

Participants

A convenience sample of sixty-five undergraduate college students partici-
pated in the current study for partial course credit. The participants consisted
of 56 women and 9 men with a combined mean age of 19.69 years (SD =
1.17). The participants identified their race as White/Caucasian (z = 49,
75.40%), African-American (7 = 12, 18.50%), or Other (z = 4, 6.20%). The
majority of the participants (95.10%) claimed to have kept a companion ani-
mal sometime in their lives (Dog = 75.38%; Cat = 50.77%; Bird = 16.92%;
Other = 63.08%).

Procedure

The experimental process involved three phases. In the first phase, participants
were led into a classroom and instructed to find a seat and take out a pen. The
participants were asked not to talk during the experiment. Participants were
then given an informed consent form. After these forms were completed, the
experimenter gathered them and gave participants a series of prefilm question-
naires that consisted of a demographic survey and measures of social desir-
ability, feelings toward specific animals, belief in animal mind, Big Five
personality, empathy-related traits, and trait sympathy for animal suffering.
This process took approximately 15 minutes.

In the second phase, participants were shown a segment of a video newscast
from New Mexico’s news station KRQE of an illegal cockfighting ring facility
that was infiltrated by police officers (McCarthy, 2009). The video showed
police officers discussing the crime scene; indicated the amount of money that
cockfighting rings can net; and graphically demonstrated the violent nature of
cockfighting. The cockfighting facility housed anywhere between 50 to 100
roosters. The police officers discovered trash cans filled with dead roosters and
some roosters who were so badly injured they had to be euthanized. This
film clip met Rottenberg, Ray, and Gross’s (2007) recommendations for video
usage in emotion research by being homogenous in content (specific focus
of the video clip was on the roosters used for cockfighting), free of carryover
effects (no other video clips were shown), and short enough to avoid the effects
of habituation, sensitization, and fatigue (the video was 35 seconds long).
In the final phase, the experimenter provided the participants with a post-
film questionnaire that consisted of 24 scale items regarding their thoughts
and feelings about the roosters, which took approximately five minutes
to complete.
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To facilitate the accurate completion of all the instruments, some response
formats were modified from their original scales. For instance, a 9-point scale
was applied to measures of belief in animal mind, empathy-related traits, and
trait sympathy for animal suffering, because these instruments conveniently fit
onto one page. Caution should be used when comparing descriptive statistics
reported in this study to other studies that have utilized different formats.

Measures

Demographics. Participants were asked to report their age, gender, race, and
how many companion animals they had lived with in their lifetime.

Social desirability. The 13-item Form C Social Desirability Scale (SDS)
(Reynolds, 1982) measures a person’s tendency to present him/herself in a
socially desirable manner. Participants were asked to rate each scale item on a
forced-choice format (zrue or false). An example of an item from this measure
is “Pm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.” The scale yielded a
modest level of reliability (o = .67).

Feelings toward roosters. (FTR) Participants were asked to rate how they felt
about roosters and 11 other types of animals on a 7-point scale ranging from
1 (extremely negative) to 7 (extremely positive). Feelings toward roosters and
other animals were consistent with previous research (e.g., Purkis & Lipp,
2009). Specifically, participants generally had neutral feelings toward roosters
(M = 4.09; SD = 1.20), while they had positive feelings toward dogs (M =
6.38; SD = 1.25) and negative feelings toward snakes (M = 2.72; SD = 1.86)
and spiders (M = 2.28; SD = 1.54).

Belief in animal mind. (BAM) The 4-item Belief in Animal Mind scale
(Hills, 1995) measures the extent to which an individual believes that animals
experience consciousness and awareness. Participants were asked to rate each
scale item on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 9 (very
strongly agree). An example of an item from this measure is “Most animals are
unaware of what is happening to them.” The measure yielded a modest level
of reliability (o = .65).

Big Five personality. The 40-item Mini-Markers scale (Saucier, 1994) mea-
sures the Big Five personality traits. The Extraversion scale (EXT) assesses
the extent to which one is characterized as being “shy,” at one end of the
spectrum, or “bold,” at the other end of the trait continuum. The Consci-
entiousness scale (CON) assesses the extent to which one is characterized as
being “sloppy,” at one end of the spectrum, or “systematic,” at the other end
of the trait continuum. The Agreeableness scale (AGR) assesses the extent to
which one is characterized as being “harsh,” at one end of the spectrum, or
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“cooperative,” at the other end of the trait continuum. The Openness scale
(OPN) assesses the extent to which one is characterized as being “uncreative,”
at one end of the spectrum, or “complex,” at the other end of the trait con-
tinuum. The Emotional Stability scale (EMS) assesses the extent to which one
is characterized as being “moody,” at one end of the spectrum, to “relaxed,”
at the other end of the trait continuum. Participants were asked to rate each
self-descriptive adjective on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 (exzremely inac-
curate) to 9 (extremely accurare). The instrument yielded satisfactory levels of
reliability: EXT (o = .89), CON (o = .80), AGR (o = .88), OPN (ot = .74),
and EMS (o = .68).

Empathy-related traits. The 28-item Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis,
1980) measures four different types of dispositional empathy. The Perspective
Taking scale (PTS) assesses the extent to which a person tries to see different
perspectives on issues. An example of an item from this measure is “I try to
look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision.” The Fan-
tasy scale (FSS) assesses one’s habit of becoming emotionally engrossed in the
lives of characters in books, movies, and plays. An example of an item from
this measure is “After seeing a play or movie, I have felt as though I were one
of the characters.” The Personal Distress (PDS) scale assesses one’s tendency to
lose emotional control during stressful situations. An example of an item from
this measure is “In emergency situations, I feel apprehensive and ill at ease.”
The Empathic Concern (ECS) scale assesses one’s tendency to feel compassion
and sympathy for others and is thus referred to as general trait sympathy. An
example of an item from this measure is “I would describe myself as a pretty
soft-hearted person.” Participants were asked to rate each scale item on a
9-point scale ranging from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 9 (very strongly agree).
This instrument demonstrated solid levels of internal consistency: PT (o0 =.79),
FS (o = .83), PD (a0 = .85), and EC (o = .81).

Trait sympathy for animal suffering. (SAS) The 6-item Sympathy for Animals
scale (Lee, 2009) measures a person’s tendency to feel sorrow or concern for
animal suffering. An example of an item from this measure is “I often feel bad
for animals when I know that they are in pain.” Participants were asked to
rate each scale item on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 (very strongly disagree)
t0 9 (very strongly agree). The SAS demonstrated strong internal consistency
(o = .90).

Sympathy for the roosters (Criterion Measure). (SCR) A 6-item measure of state
sympathy (Lee, 2009) was used to measure the extent to which participants
felt sympathy for the cockfighting roosters they watched in the video newscast.
An example of an item from this measure is “While watching the film, I felt
sorry for the roosters.” Participants were asked to rate each item on a 9-point
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scale ranging from 1 (extremely inaccurate) to 9 (extremely accurate). In general,
participants felt a moderate level of sympathy for the roosters (M = 7.09; SD =
1.72). The SCR demonstrated strong internal consistency (ot = .92).

Results

Zero-Order Correlation Analysis

There were a number of correlations found among the variables (see Table 1).
Of particular interest are the positive correlations found between sympathy
for the cockfighting roosters in the video newscast and general feelings toward
roosters, belief in animal mind, conscientiousness, and trait sympathy for ani-
mal suffering. Interestingly, sympathy for the cockfighting roosters in the
video newscast was negatively correlated with extraversion. Gender and race
were not correlated with any of the other variables.

Standard Multiple Regression Analysis

We screened the data for statistical appropriateness prior to running the
multiple regression analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). No univariate
(studentized deleted residuals < 2.00; McClelland, 2000) or multivariate
(Mahalanobis distance ¥? value < 20.52; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) outlier
cases were found. Collinearity diagnostics revealed no presence of singular-
ity or multicollinearity. Examination of partial regression plots also revealed
no problems associated with normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity of
residuals. No suppressor variables were found. In addition, partial correlation
analysis revealed that although social desirability had a significant influence
on extraversion’s correlation with sympathy for the cockfighting roosters, the
magnitude of the effect was small (i.e., .05 correlation coeflicient points).

Because the ratio of cases to predictor variables was below the recommended
number for detecting medium-size relationships in multiple regression analy-
sis (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001), a post-hoc power analysis was conducted.
Taking into account the sample size (N = 64), number of predictors (5),
observed R* (.51), and p value (p < .05), a power score of .9999 was found and
was well above the .80 criterion for adequacy described by Cohen (1987).
Thus, the data were deemed suitable for the multiple regression analysis.

To clarify the predictive relation between the correlates of sympathy for the
cockfighting roosters shown in a news report, a standard multiple regression
analysis was performed (see Table 2).
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Table 2. Standard Multiple Regression Predicting Sympathy
for the Roosters Used in Cockfighting (SCR)

Predictor Variables B SE B B
Feelings toward Roosers (FTR) 1.76 .81 .20*
Extraversion (EXT) 2.6 .09 —.29%*
Conscientiousness (CON) 31 11 26**
Belief in Animal Mind (BAM) .08 .20 .05
Trait Sympathy for Animal Suffering (SAS) .60 .14 Nk
Note. R? = 51

*p <057 p<.01. % p <.001.

Feelings toward roosters (B = .20, p = .035), extraversion (B = -.29, p = .004),
conscientiousness ( = .26, p = .007), and trait sympathy for animal suffering
(B =.47, p = .000) emerged as significant predictors. However, belief in animal
mind (B = .05, p = .67, ns) was not a significant predictor. Altogether, 51% of
the variability in sympathy for the roosters was predicted by knowing indi-
vidual difference levels in affection toward roosters, extraversion, conscien-
tiousness, belief in animal mind, and trait sympathy for animal suffering.

Confounder Analysis

Results of the multiple regression analysis revealed the possibility of a con-
founding effect. Because third variable effects are calculated in the same man-
ner as mediation analyses (Mackinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000), a formal
test of mediation following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) conditions and Shrout
and Bolger’s (2002) bias-corrected bootstrap procedure using 2,000 resamples
were conducted (see Figure 1).

We chose a bootstrap resampling method because its calculation of confi-
dence intervals is not biased by sample size, effect size, or level of statistical
significance (Mallinckrodt, Abraham, Wei, & Russell, 2006). The analysis
revealed that trait sympathy for animal suffering (confounder) fully accounted
for the relation between belief in animal mind and sympathetic feelings for the
roosters (95% CI = -.13 to .26, p < .001).

Discussion

The purpose of the current study was to identify individual-difference variables
that predict sympathetic feelings toward roosters used for cockfighting. This
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SAS
.50 (p <.001) .53 (p <.001)
32 (p=.01
BAM (=00 SCR
.05 (p = .67, ns)

Note. Above values reflect standardized regression coefficients (i.e., Ps). The initial path between
BAM and SCR is indicated by the coeflicient above the line connecting these variables, whereas
the coefficient after SAS is included as the confounder is indicated by the coefficient directly
below the path.

Figure 1. Confounding effect of trait Sympathy for Animal Suffering (SAS) on the
relation between Belief in Animal Mind (BAM) and Sympathy for the Roosters used
in Cockfighting (SCR)

study extends previous work on sympathy for animal suffering by using a video
newscast to examine individuals’ feelings toward an animal whom people tend
neither to like nor to dislike. In support of our hypotheses, feelings toward
roosters and trait sympathy for animal suffering emerged as unique predictors
of sympathetic feelings toward roosters. Surprisingly, we found no support for
our expectation that agreeableness, general trait sympathy, and belief in animal
mind would be predictors. Furthermore, we did not anticipate the moderate
associations we found between sympathy for the roosters used for cockfighting
and the Big Five traits of conscientiousness and extraversion. Collectively, the
predictor variables were not only robust in accounting for 51% of variability
in sympathy for roosters, but demographic (no effect) and social desirability
(small effect on extraversion) did not substantially bias the results.

Not surprisingly, people’s tendency to feel sorrow and concern when
encountering animal suffering was the strongest predictor of how sympathetic
they felt toward the cockfighting roosters viewed in the news report. This find-
ing is consistent with other studies that have shown a strong relation between
this type of disposition and sympathetic reactions to animal suffering (Lee
et al., 2010; Lee, 2009; Wagstaff, 1991). Moreover, by replicating this pat-
tern with the rooster, who is an animal held in neutral regard by most people,
this finding pushes the boundaries of what is considered sympathy-worthy for
animal sympathizers.

Another expected finding was that people who tend to hold stronger posi-
tive feelings toward roosters also felt greater levels of sympathy for the roosters
used for cockfighting. This finding not only made intuitive sense, it was also
consistent with disposition theory, which identifies likability as a precursor to
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empathic responses (Zillman et al., 1998). Future research would benefit by
examining sympathy for animals toward whom people tend to have negative
emotions, such as snakes and spiders, because they are considered fear-relevant
“objects” in evolutionary terms (Purkis & Lipp, 2009). Such work would not
only test the limits of trait sympathy for animal suffering, but also disposition
theory, since previous sympathy work has focused primarily on animal species
that people are generally fond of, such as piglets, horses, and dogs (e.g., Lee
etal., 2010; Lee, 2009; Wagstaff, 1991).

We found a link between belief in animal mind and sympathy for the roost-
ers, but not in the way we expected. The present results suggest a more elabo-
rate explanation for the finding that greater levels of sympathy for the roosters
in the film were associated with stronger beliefs in the capacity of nonhuman
animals to experience higher-order mental processes. Although belief in ani-
mal mind was positively correlated with sympathy for the roosters, the con-
founder analysis demonstrated that this relationship was accounted for by a
tendency to feel sorry for animal suffering in general. Thus, this finding sug-
gests that belief in animal mind is not an adequate explanation for sympa-
thetic feelings for roosters. More research is needed to investigate whether this
phenomenon is specific to roosters or applies to other animal species as well.

As mentioned previously, the finding that the Big Five traits of conscien-
tiousness and extraversion predicted sympathy for the roosters was unexpected.
To the best of our knowledge, there is no consistent research base or theory
linking these personality traits to feelings about animal welfare. For instance,
past studies that have examined conscientiousness and various attitudes toward
animals revealed no significant links between the variables (Swami, Furnham,
& Christopher, 2008; Furnham et al., 2003). The research with extraversion,
however, is mixed. In some studies, lower levels of extraversion were related to
greater concerns for animal welfare (e.g., Golden & Herzog, 2008; Broida,
Tingley, Kimball, & Miele, 1993) while another study showed the opposite
effect (Lee, 2009). To complicate matters, other studies found no distinction
between those personality traits and their relation to animal welfare variables
(e.g., Lee et al., 2010; Swami, et al., 2008). It is possible to speculate that
sympathy for the roosters might have been initiated by the concerns that are
associated with each of the traits.

For individuals lower on the extraversion dimension, for example, sym-
pathy for the roosters may have come from their shared experiences of being
harassed by powerful others within a social context. Because both cockfighting
and bullying occur in an environment where onlookers actively encourage the
harassment, individuals lower on the extraversion trait may have felt more
strongly for the roosters” plight because they too tend to be victims of bullying
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(Coyne, Seigne, & Randall, 2000; Mynard & Joseph, 1997). The sympathy
that the conscientious individuals felt toward the roosters, on the other hand,
may have been driven by the criminal nature of cockfighting itself. Because
conscientiousness is positively associated with stronger commitments to social
order (de Bruin & Rudnick, 2007; Lodi-Smith & Roberts, 2007; Wiebe,
2004) and aversion toward those who break the rules (Robbers, 2006; Kokki-
nos, Panayiotou, & Davazoglou, 2005; Sotelo & Sangrador, 1999), individu-
als scoring higher on conscientiousness may have felt more sympathy for the
roosters because they were casualties of an illegal activity that was perpetuated
by criminals. Although these explanations do not clarify why similar results
were not found in other studies, it is conceivable that our neutral regard for
roosters allows other, less emotional, aspects of our personalities to influence
our emotional reactions. Future research would benefit from first establish-
ing the reliability of these findings and then examining the validity of these
explanations.

Discovering that individual differences factors account for more than half
of the variability in the sympathetic feelings people express for roosters used in
cockfighting has important implications for humane education and animal
welfare advocacy programs. For instance, programs that are designed to evoke
sympathetic feelings for roosters used for cockfighting should show the pain-
ful and cruel aspects of this activity because of its power to move those more
inclined to feel sympathy for animal suffering. Programs should also empha-
size the criminal nature of cockfighting because this aspect would appeal to
the conscientious aspect of people’s personalities. Similarly, the practice of
cockfighting could be presented from a power perspective where the roosters
are identified as victims of powerful but malevolent individuals. This bullying
framework should appeal to more introverted people who may relate to this
kind of experience. A final suggestion would be to highlight the attractive
aspects of the rooster because people tend to hold somewhat ambivalent feel-
ings toward this species. Making the rooster more likable to people should
influence their sympathy for the animal’s plight.

There are two limitations that affect the interpretation of these results. First,
we are uncertain whether or not the group format that we utilized biased this
study’s findings. Researchers have discovered that the presence of others dur-
ing film research does influence participants’ emotional responses (Rottenberg
et al., 2007). Second, because this study was based on an American college-
student population, the results may not apply to other groups. Researchers
like Hills (1995) have found that attitudes toward animals differ significantly
across different populations such as farmers, college students, and animal
rights activists. Similarly, Americans tend to show less opposition toward the
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use of animals in research than other groups, such as the British (Swami et al.,
2008; Pifer, Shimizu, & Pifer, 1994). Although these limitations are impor-
tant to consider, they should not detract from the strengths of this study and
the crucial finding that individual differences account for a significant amount
of the sympathy that people feel for roosters used for cockfighting.

References

Austin, E. J., Deary, L. ]., Edwards-Jones, G., & Arey, D. (2005). Attitudes to farm animal wel-
fare. Journal of Individual Differences, 26(3), 107-120.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social
psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182.

Bennett-Levy, J., & Marteau, T. (1984). Fear of animals: What is prepared? British Journal of
Psychology, 75(1), 37-42.

Bonas, S., McNicholas, J., & Collis, G. M. (2000). Pets in the network of family relationships:
An empirical study. In A. L. Podberscek, E. S. Paul, & J. A. Serpell (Eds.), Companion animals
and us: Exploring the relationships between people and pers (pp. 209-236). New York: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Broida, L., Tingley, L., Kimball, R., & Miele, R. (1993). Personality differences between pro-
and anti- vivisectionists. Society & Animals, 1(2), 129-144.

Cohen, ]J. (1987). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (Rev. ed.). Hills, NJ: Law-
rence Erlbaum Associates.

Coyne, I, Seigne, E., & Randall, P. (2000). Predicting workplace victim status from personality.
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 9(3), 335-349.

Davis, M. H. (1980). A multidimensional approach to individual differences in empathy. /SAS
Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology, 10, 85.

Davis, M. H., Hull, J. G., Young, R. D., & Warren, G. G. (1987). Emotional reactions to dra-
matic film stimuli: The influence of cognitive and emotional empathy. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 52(1), 126-133.

Davis, M. H., & Oathout, H. A. (1987). Maintenance of satisfaction in romantic relation-
ships: Empathy and relational competence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53(2),
397-410.

Davis, S. L., & Cheeke, . R. (1998). Do domestic animals have minds and the ability to
think? A provisional sample of opinions on the question. Journal of Animal Sciences, 76(8),
2072-2079.

de Bruin, G. P, & Rudnick, H. (2007). Examining the cheats: The role of conscientiousness
and excitement seeking in academic dishonesty. South African Journal of Psychology, 37(1),
153-164.

Eisenberg, N., & Miller, P. A. (1987). The relation of empathy to prosocial and related behav-
iors. Psychological Bulletin, 101(1), 91-119.

Forsyth, C. J. (1996). A pecking disorder: Cockfighting in Louisiana. International Review of
Modern Sociology, 26(1), 15-25.

Furnham, A., McManus, C., & Scott, D. (2003). Personality, empathy and attitudes to animal
welfare. Anthrozods, 16(2), 135-146.

Golden, L. L., & Herzog, H. A. (2008, March). Personality predictors of animal welfare attitudes
and vegetarianism. Poster presented at the annual meeting of the Southeastern Psychological
Association, Charlotte, NC.



340 S. A. Lee, L. Quarles / Society & Animals 20 (2012) 327-341

Henry, B. C. (2006). Empathy, home environment, and attitudes toward animals in relation to
animal abuse. Anthrozods, 19(1), 17-34.

Hills, A. M. (1993). The motivational bases of attitudes toward animals. Society ¢ Animals, 1(2),
111-128.

——. (1995). Empathy and belief in the mental experience of animals. Anthrozods, 8(3), 132-
142.

John, O. P. (1990). The “Big Five” factor taxonomy: Dimensions of personality in the natu-
ral language and questionnaires. In L. A. Pervin (Ed.). Handbook of personality: Theory and
research (pp. 66-100). New York: Guilford Press.

King, C. M. (2000). Effects of humorous heroes and villains in violent action films. Journal of
Communication, 50(1), 5-24.

Knight, S., Vrij, A., Bard, K., & Brandon, D. (2009). Science versus human welfare? Under-
standing attitudes toward animal use. Journal of Social Issues, 65(3), 463-483.

Knight, S., Vrij, A., Cherryman, J., & Nunkoosing, K. (2004). Attitudes towards animal use and
belief in animal mind. Anthrozoss, 17(1), 43-62.

Kokkinos, C. M., Panayiotou, G., & Davazoglou, A. M. (2005). Correlates of teacher appraisals
of student behaviors. Psychology in the Schools, 42(1), 79-89.

Kumar, A. (2008, January 15). After Vick case, dog fighting bills flood Va. session. Washing-
ton Post. Retrieved March 5, 2008, from: http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/
story/2008/01/14/ST2008011402449.heml.

Lauterbach, O., & Hosser, D. (2007). Assessing empathy in prisoners: A shortened version of
the Interpersonal Reactivity Index. Swiss Journal of Psychology, 66(2), 91-101.

Lee, S. A. (2009). Measuring individual differences in trait sympathy: Instrument construction
and validation. Journal of Personality Assessment, 91(6), 568-583.

Lee, S. A., Gibbons, J. A., & Short, S. D. (2010). Sympathetic reactions to the bait dog in a film
of dog fighting: The influence of personality and gender. Society & Animals, 18(2), 107-125.

Lodi-Smith, J., & Roberts, B. W. (2007). Social investment and personality: A meta-analysis of
the relationship of personality traits to investment in work, family, religion, and volunteerism.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 11(1), 68-86.

Mackinnon, D. P, Krull, J. L., & Lockwood, C. M. (2000). Equivalence of the mediation,
confounding and suppression effect. Prevention Science, 1(4), 173-180.

Mallinckrodt, B., Abraham, W. T., Wei, M., & Russell, D. W. (2006). Advances in testing the
statistical significance of mediation effects. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 53(3), 372-378.

McCaghy, C., & Neal, A. (2004). The fraternity of cockfighters: Ethical embellishments of an
illegal sport. Journal of Popular Culture, 8(3), 557-569.

McCarthy, K. (2009, January 4).Cockfighting ring uncovered in NM. KRQE. Retrieved Feb-
ruary 5, 2009, from: heep://www.krqe.com/dpp/news/crime/crime_krqe_nm_cockfighting
ring_uncovered_in_nm_20090104.

McClelland, G. H. (2000). Nasty data: Unruly, ill-mannered observations can ruin your analy-
sis. In H. T. Reis & C. M. Judd (Eds.), Handbook of research methods in social and personality
psychology (pp. 393-411). Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press.

McCrae, R. R., & John, O. . (1992). An introduction to the Five-Factor model and its applica-
tions. Journal of Personality, 60(2), 175-215.

Moore, D. W. (2001, March 7). Dogs “better pets” than cats. Gallup News Service. Retrieved
May 27, 2008, from: http://www.gallup.com/poll/1933/Public-Dogs-Better-Pets-Than-
Cats.aspx

Mynard, H., & Joseph, S. (1997). Bully/victim problems and their association with Eysenck’s
personality dimensions in 8 to 13 year-olds. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 67(1),
51-54.



S. A. Lee, L. Quarles / Society & Animals 20 (2012) 327-341 341

Oswald, P. A. (1996). The effects of cognitive and affective perspective taking on empathic con-
cern and altruistic helping. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 136(5), 613-623.

Pifer, L., Shimizu, K., & Pifer, R. (1994). Public attitudes toward animal research: Some inter-
national comparisons. Society & Animals, 2(2), 95-113.

Plous, S. (1993). Psychological mechanisms in the human use of animals. Journal of Social Issues,
49(1), 11-52.

Purkis, H. M., & Lipp, O. V. (2009). Are snakes and spiders special? Acquisition of negative
valence and modified attentional processing by non-fear-relevant animal stimuli. Cognition
and Emotion, 23(3), 430-452.

Raney, A. A. (2004). Expanding dispositional theory: Reconsidering character liking, moral
evaluations, and enjoyment. Communication Theory, 14(4), 348-369.

Rasmussen, ]. L., Rajecki, D. W., Craft, H. D. (1993). Humans’ perceptions of animal mental-
ity: Ascriptions of thinking. Journal of Comparative Psychology, 107(3), 283-290.

Reynolds, W. M. (1982). Development of reliable and valid short forms of the Marlowe Crowne
Social Desirability Scale. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 38(1), 119-125.

Robbers, M. (2006). Tough-mindedness and fair play. Punishment & Society, 8(2), 203-222.
Rottenberg, J., Ray, R. D., & Gross, J. J. (2007). Emotion elicitation using films. In J. A.
Coan & J. ]. B. Allen (Eds.), Handbook of emotion elicitation and assessment (pp. 9-28). New
York: Oxford University Press.

Saucier, G. (1994). Mini-markers: A brief version of Goldberg’s unipolar big-five markers. Jour-
nal of Personality Assessment, 63(3), 506-516.

Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and nonexperimental studies:
New procedures and recommendations. Psychological Methods, 7(4), 422-445.

Sotelo, M. J., & Sangrador, J. L. (1999). Correlations of self-ratings of attitude towards violent
groups with measures of personality, self-esteem, and moral reasoning. Psychological Reports,
84(2), 558-560.

Swami, V., Furnham, A., & Christopher, A. N. (2008). Free the animals? Investigating attitudes
toward animal testing in Britain and the United States. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology,
49(3), 269-276.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics (4th ed.). Boston: Allyn
& Bacon.

Taylor, N., & Signal, T. D. (2005). Empathy and attitudes to animals. Anthrozoss, 18(1),
18-27.

Unger, L. S., & Thumuluri, L. K. (1997). Trait empathy and continuous helping: The case of
voluntarism. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 12(3), 785-800.

Vorderer, P, Knobloch, S., & Schramm, H. (2001). Does entertainment suffer from interactiv-
ity? The impact of watching an interactive TV movie on viewers’ experience of entertainment.
Media Psychology, 3(4), 343-363.

Wagstaff, G. E (1991). Attitudes toward animals and human beings. 7he Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 131(4), 573-575.

Wiebe, R. P. (2004). Delinquent behavior and the Five-Factor Model: Hiding in an adaptive
landscape? Individual Differences Research, 2(1), 38-62.

Zillmann, D., Taylor, K., & Lewis, K. (1998). News as nonfiction theater: How dispositions
toward the public cast of characters affect reactions. journal of Broadcasting and Electronic

Media, 42,153-169.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends false
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 2400
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (GWG_GenericCMYK)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /DetectCurves 0.000000
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 550
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2001
  ]
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Ghent PDF Workgroup - 2005 Specifications version3 \(x1a: 2001 compliant\))
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [14173.229 14173.229]
>> setpagedevice


