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Team
Kathryn Asher and Che Green from Faunalytics are leading this research project, with
support from Statistics Without Borders volunteers Keith Goldfeld and Jo Anderson, with
organizational support from Samantha Chiu. Previous support also came from Nina Sabarre
from Statistics Without Borders and Faunalytics volunteer Carolyn Peake. Animal Equality
point people include Dane Charbeneau, Sharon Nunez, and Jose Valle.
We would like to thank those in the effective animal activism community who provided
invaluable feedback on the research design.

Background
International animal protection organization Animal Equality’s iAnimal campaign is a virtual
reality project that creates a 360 degree, immersive experience to give viewers a look into
the day-to-day life of animals raised for food in factory farms and slaughterhouses. Animal
Equality is looking to assess the impact of virtual reality compared to their traditional 2D
video outreach in an effort to determine the extent to which they, and the movement, should
prioritize one over the other to maximize impact. Faunalytics has been contracted to conduct
a longitudinal research project with U.S. participants to help Animal Equality make informed
decisions on their current video outreach as well as to share information with the wider
animal protection movement on whether they should consider adopting the 360 technology for
their video outreach.
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Research Questions
1. Which of two video mediums (360 virtual reality or a 2D experience) result in greater
change in self-reported pork consumption and, secondarily, attitudes toward animal
products and farmed animals?
2. Do these video mediums result in greater change in self-reported diet and, secondarily,
attitudes toward pork and pigs than a control condition?

Experimental Conditions
Research participants will be randomized into one of three groups according to a clustered
design:

1. 360 Virtual Reality Group
Participants in this group will be shown a video about pigs in animal agriculture using
Samsung headsets, which allow viewers to pan in any direction for the duration of each
frame. The video includes footage from pig factory farms and slaughterhouses collected
between 2014 and 2016 in Germany, Italy, Mexico, Spain, and the United Kingdom and
filmed by Animal Equality and/or Condition One (a company specializing in virtual reality).
The video is approximately six minutes in length and is narrated by musician Tony Kanal. The
video tells the story such that the viewer is positioned as one of the pigs, allowing them to
see the world through a pig’s eyes. Topics include gestation crates, breeding, mutilations,
lack of fresh air and sunshine, “fattening” farms, aggression between pigs, animals who die
on the farm, and finally industrial and small-scale slaughter. It ends with a call to action to
the viewer to leave meat off their plate. The video is not publicly available but a comparable
version can be viewed at ianimal360.com. Animal Equality choose to focus exclusively on
pigs because they believe that people feel more empathy towards them than other farmed
animals.

2. 2D Flat-Screen Group
Participants in this group will be shown the same video about pigs in animal agriculture
except on tablets. This 2D video is a near-replica of the 360 version, which is important to
ensure that any changes detected as part of the research can be said to be as a result of the
difference in delivery method, rather than in content. The only alteration is that in the 2D
version the viewer’s journey is predetermined, while it is self-directed for 360 viewers. Both
videos are the same duration and contain the same narration and scenes.
5

3. Control Group
We are including a control group for two main reasons. First, while Animal Equality’s main
research question concerns the difference between 2D and 360 video, knowing that
difference would be insufficient without also knowing that at least one of the videos was
better than doing nothing at all. We believe that it will be harder to detect a difference in
self-reported diet between two treatments as compared to between a control and a
1
treatment. This is a notable concern given that other experimental studies have failed to
detect a statistically significant difference in animal product consumption between the
control and treatment conditions. Animal Equality recognizes that a control is important in
particular because of the current lack of evidence as well as the movement’s large
investment in individual diet change interventions.
A control group will also allow us to determine whether the videos produce actual change
given the possibility that any observed change could be spontaneous or a result of other
2
variables, such as “organic” diet changes in the population or a change prompted by other
diet-related interventions on campus or externally. Change occurring within the sample
during the study period could confound results and inaccurately cause us to attribute any
changes to the interventions. This is a real concern given that sample-wide patterns of
3
reported meat reduction have been noted elsewhere.
We intend to use an inactive control-group design, as opposed to an active one, which would
be the 2D condition, i.e., treatment as usual (TAU). These participants will receive no
intervention but will be asked to complete most of the same survey questions. We are opting
for an inactive control because we are not trying to isolate the effects of an animal agriculture
video experience from those of any video experience that promotes diet change. Instead, we
are primarily concerned with whether individuals who receive the intervention are impacted
when compared to those who are not given a treatment; that is, we are interested in

1

See for example
http://www.animalcharityevaluators.org/research/interventions/humane-education/humane-education-study-f
all-2013/humane-education-study-analysis-fall-2013/,
https://humaneleaguelabs.wordpress.com/2014/05/20/report-what-elements-make-a-leaflet-more-effective/,
http://www.mercyforanimals.org/impact-study, and
http://veganoutreach.org/files/PPR%20Follow-Up%20Nov%202014.pdf.
2
Porter, R., Frampton, C., Joyce, P. R., & Mulder, R. T. (2003). Randomized controlled trials in psychiatry.
Part 1: Methodology and critical evaluation. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 37,
257–264.
3
See for example
http://www.animalcharityevaluators.org/research/interventions/leafleting/leafleting-outreach-study-fall-2013/l
eafleting-outreach-study-analysis-fall-2013/)
6
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absolute, rather than relative, effects. A further reason is that devising active control
conditions (video, booklet, etc.), will place additional burden on Animal Equality. Recent
5
research by the Humane League Labs also employed an inactive control. Control
participants will, just like those in the experimental groups, have equal opportunity to win the
participation incentive.

Variables
1. Principal Outcome Variables
Self-reported diet change will be the principal outcome measure. Given that the video only
addresses pigs, we will collect data on the frequency of consumption of pork. This decision
was also supported by the findings from Pilot 3, which suggested that self-reported pork
consumption is a more promising variable than self-reported meat consumption.
Self-reported pork consumption will be collected at T1 and then again after at least 30-days
at T2.
There are very real concerns about social desirability bias, particularly for the FFQ outcome
measure given the intervention study design.6 Self-reported diet measures have come under fire
most recently.7 There have however been responses to this critique, most notably a strong
recommendation for the continued collection of self-reported dietary intake data because it is
thought to impart valuable and critical information.8 In addition, self-reported diet measures are
often the method of choice for many large government and academic studies. Indeed, FFQs are
the most commonly used instrument for dietary intervention studies,9 and have also been used
in a variety of the movement’s intervention studies to date.10 Likewise, some research suggests

Karlsson, P., & Bergmark, A. (2015). Compared with what? An analysis of control-group types in
Cochrane and Campbell reviews of psychosocial treatment efficacy with substance use disorders.
Addiction, 110(3), 420–428.
5
Doebel, S., Gabriel, S., & The Humane League. (2015, August). Report: Does encouraging the public to
“eat vegan,” “eat vegetarian,” “eat less meat,” or “cut out or cut back on” meat and other animal products
lead to the most diet change? Retrieved from
https://humaneleaguelabs.wordpress.com/2015/09/20/report-which-request-creates-the-most-diet-change
-vegan-vegetarian-eat-less-meat-or-cut-out-or-cut-back-on-animal-products/
6
https://dietassessmentprimer.cancer.gov/approach/intervention.html
7
http://www.mayoclinicproceedings.org/article/S0025-6196(15)00319-5/abstract
8
http://jn.nutrition.org/content/early/2015/10/13/jn.115.219634.full.pdf
9
See p. 754-755 of: Thomson, C. A., Giuliano, A., Rock, C. L., Ritenbaugh, C. K., Flatt, S. W., Faerber, S.,
Newman, V., Caan, B., Graver, E., Hartz, V., Whitacre, R., Parker, F., Pierce, J. P., Marshall, J. R. (2003).
Measuring dietary change in a diet intervention trial: Comparing food frequency questionnaire and dietary
recalls. American Journal of Epidemiology, 715(8), 754-762.
10
See for example: http://veganoutreach.org/pay-per-read-study-results/,
http://veganoutreach.org/ppr-2016/,
4
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that under-reporting of meat consumption is not likely in response to a pro-animal dietary
intervention.11 In an effort to help address bias with our outcome measure, we will administer
Marlowe-Crowne scale (Reynolds’s Form C) to examine and control for social desirability bias
given that the study design cannot control for this. Nonetheless, the self-reported diet question
as a main outcome measure will present a limitation to the study.

Given the nature of our research, non-self-reported diet assessments are not possible. In
ideal conditions, a more intervention-friendly instrument such as a proper 24-hour recall
12
would be used. However, the heavier respondent burden these come with is not
recommended for the sample in this study.
Six different self-reported diet measures were tested for this study, one in Pilot 1 and Pilot 2,
and five in Pilot 3. The most promising of all the variables is a 6-point FFQ that inquires
about pork consumption over the past 30-days, which will be main outcome measure for this
study.

2. Secondary Outcome Variables
We will also assess attitudes toward pork and pigs because some interventions may change
attitudes in the short term without changing behavior. If we see no change in behavior, but a
significant change in attitudes, we may cautiously conclude that the intervention helped lay a
foundation for possible future diet change. We use the Theory of Planned Behavior to
examine intentions and also ask about the connection between eating pork and the suffering of
pigs.

3. Other Variables
We are also collecting a variety of other variables, all of which are outlined in the Survey
Instrument section.

https://mfr.osf.io/render?url=https://osf.io/nxrx3/?action=download%26mode=render,
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/research/interventions/leafleting/2013-leafleting-study/,
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/research/interventions/humane-education/humane-education-study-fall-2
013/#analysis, https://veganuary.com/blog/veganuary-2016-spared-the-lives-of-millions-of-animals/,
https://www.exploreveg.org/2015/12/04/how-effective-is-twin-cities-veg-fest/.
11
See Plant-Based Distractors in FFQs.
12
National Cancer Institute. (n.d.). Evaluating the effect of an intervention on diet. Retrieved from
http://dietassessmentprimer.cancer.gov/approach/intervention.html.
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Hypotheses
The study’s primary outcome is the change in self-reported pork consumption between T1
and T2. For this outcome variable we considered two options for the hypotheses, where H0
is the null hypothesis and H1 is the alternative or research hypothesis:

Option 1
H0a: Change for control group = Change for both intervention groups combined (an average
intervention effect)
H1a: not H0a
If we reject H0a, we proceed to test H0b. If we fail to reject H0a, we do not proceed. But if
we do, in this case we do 3 contrasts and make a Bonferonni adjustment in the threshold
p-value to preserve the 5% Type I error rate since we are doing multiple comparisons in this
second step:
H0b1: Change for 2D group = change in Control
H1b1: Not H0b1
H0b2: Change for 360 group = change in Control
H1b2: Not H0b2
H0b3: Change for 2D group = change in 360 group
H1b3: Not H0b3

Option 2
H0a: Change for control group = Change for both intervention groups combined (an average
intervention effect)
H1a: not H0a
If we reject H0a, we proceed to test H0b. If we fail to reject H0a, we automatically fail to
reject H0b (this preserves the Type I error rate):
H0b: Change for 2D group = change for 360 degree group
H1b: Not H0b
The difference between the two is that in Option 1 we specifically compare all three
differences, but at the cost of reducing the p-value threshold. In Option 2 we only compare
2D and 360 in the second step, with the advantage that we can use p<0.05. Thus both
options involve tradeoffs. However, because Animal Equality’s main research question is the
9

difference between 2D and 360, we are choosing Option 2 because it does not require a
lower critical threshold due to multiple testing when answering their key research question.

Randomization
Need for Clustering
A randomized controlled trial (RCT) is one where “subjects are assigned by statistically
randomised methods to two or more groups” and “in doing so it is assumed that all variables
13
other than the proposed intervention are evenly distributed between the groups.”
Randomization ensures “no systematic differences between intervention groups in factors,
14
known and unknown, that may affect outcome.” An approach to randomization is to give
each participant a computer-generated number that specifies which treatment they will be
15
assigned.
A fundamental assumption that is made in an RCT is that the individuals in the study are
completely independent. We anticipate that spillover effects may unfortunately present an
issue if participants in the different conditions discuss the treatments, most likely if friends
are in the study together. This is of particular concern given the graphic nature of the
video—it is likely to be something that participants will want to discuss with others. Animal
Equality estimates that about 65% of respondents come to see the video as individuals, 30%
come in groups of two, and about 5% come in groups of three or more, as well as that
roughly 5% of people mention (unaided) hearing about the video from a friend.
To limit spillover effects we will use a cluster randomization trial design. One reason this is
needed is because individuals participating in the same space could be influenced by those
around them, and this does not lead to independent observations. The most robust
approach for limiting such effects would be to cluster by campus whereby each campus
would be randomized to a condition. However, this reduces power notably and so we are
opting instead for a middle ground between individual randomization and clustering by
campus, i.e., to cluster by day.

13

Mann, C. J. (2003). Observational research methods. Research design II: Cohort, cross sectional, and
case-control studies. Emergency Medicine Journal, 20(1), 54–60.
14
Sibbald, B., & Roland, M. (1998). Understanding controlled trials: Why are randomised controlled trials
important? British Medical Journal, 316(7126), 201.
15
Porter, R., Frampton, C., Joyce, P. R., & Mulder, R. T. (2003). Randomized controlled trials in psychiatry.
Part 1: Methodology and critical evaluation. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 37,
257–264.
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Cluster Assignment
The outreach schedule is Monday to Friday each week with a campus every three days. See
the Schedule section for what this looks like in practice. We have randomized around this
schedule.

Duplicate Participants
There is some concern that individuals who are randomized into the 2D or control conditions
who know about the 360 offering (for example, from friends in this condition) may be
displeased at not being able to experience it. There is a question in the screener that asks
participants whether they have already watched the video or participated in the study. If they
have, they will be asked not to participate a second time. If they insist on being part of
another condition they will be permitted to so but will be removed from the study. Every
effort will be made to remove duplicate participants during the in-person stage of the
outreach, however if this is not possible a second attempt will be made during data cleaning
where duplicate email addresses will be identified. The possibility remains that the same
respondent could use another email address for a subsequent entry.

Baseline Imbalances
As with any randomization, there is the risk of a baseline imbalance, a situation where the
intervention groups differ from one another. During analysis we will check for such
imbalances using multiple demographic variables to ensure the treatment groups match and
we may apply weightings if they do not balance on their own.
There are reasons to believe that individuals may differ between campuses. As such, if time
and resources allow, we may also source data (outside of the survey) to consider the
population characteristics at each university. This will allow us to know whether the samples
are homogeneous or whether some campus-level variables are correlated with our results
and therefore need to be controlled for. If sample sizes are large enough we may be able to
explain why an intervention was more successful on some campuses. Potential campus
variables include:
● Public versus private institutions.
● Community college versus 4 year.
● Commuter vs residential campus.
● Percentage of students receiving financial aid (an important proxy for affluence level).
● Demographics of student population, including size of campus population.
11

●
●
●
●
●

SMSA or census tract location of campus (urban vs. rural is mainly of interest).
Percentage of students enrolled in science, technology, engineering and math (STEM)
courses of study (this is a proxy for receptivity of the population).
Presence or absence of an agricultural focus.
Presence or absence of a veterinary school/college on that campus
Geographic location of outreach on campus (in relation to nearby buildings).

Pilot Testing
All pilots were independent from the data that will be collected during the official field work. Only
the actual field work results will be used for the analysis. The purpose of the pilots is to test the
survey questions, the survey hardware, and the protocol for in the field. Other purposes include
determining if any spillover effects are noticeable, to gather data on study recruitment and
attrition rates (break-offs for the in-person survey as well as loss to follow-up for the follow-up
survey), to assess variance in dietary measures as well as their performance, and to allow time
to sort out any obstacles that come up for Animal Equality staff in the field.

To keep the findings as generalizable as possible, pilot respondents were offered a chance
to win $1,000 and will be entered into the same draw as those who participate in the official
data collection.

Pilot 1
Survey Instruments
Pilot 1 - T1- Control
Pilot 1 - T1 - 2D
Pilot 1 - T1 - 360
Pilot 1 - T2

Clustering
When Animal Equality was on a campus for 2 days, they ran only two arms, which was
randomly determined (though no arm could be repeated on any one campus). When Animal
Equality was on a campus for three days, they ran all three arms, again the order was
randomized. Thus the clusters become “Campus A Day 1,” “Campus A Day 2,” “Campus B
Day 1,” etc.

12

Diet Measure
The self-reported diet instrument was very similar to the one used in a study by Mercy For
16
Animals, which has been praised by groups like Animal Charity Evaluators as being “the
17
highest quality randomized controlled trial (RCT) so far of an animal advocacy intervention.”
In the past TWO DAYS, how many servings did you have of the following foods and drinks?
Think about all the meals and snacks you ate. Also think about everything you had at home or
outside the home. One serving of meat is about the size of a deck of cards. It is important that
you report everything in the below categories that you had to eat or drink during this time. The
past two days refers to the two previous days (from midnight to midnight). Please take your
time.
Pork (ham, bacon, ribs, etc.)
Beef (hamburgers, meatballs, in tacos, etc.)
Dairy (milk, yogurt, cheese, etc.)
Eggs (omelet, in salad, etc.)
Chicken and Turkey (fried chicken, turkey sandwich, in soup, etc.)
Fish and Shellfish (tuna, crab, baked fish, etc.)
Instructions
• An array list ranging from 0 to 10+ in 1 unit increments.
• Limit to 1 answer per item.
• Question is mandatory.
• Do not randomize order of items or answer options.
Notes
• Some research18 has indicated that including plant-based “distractors” in the food list of
a food frequency questionnaires does not limit under-reporting of animal product
consumption, and so no distractors will be used in this study when asking about the
frequency of consumption of animal products. Likewise, research also suggests that
under-reporting of meat consumption is not likely in response to a pro-animal dietary
intervention and so no attempt will be made to collect diet data before individuals learn
anything about the study. However, to be safe, the diet data will be collected prior to the
intervention.
• We do not need a before and after for attitude questions because we have a control
comparison so we do not need a time-wise comparison too, so between-subjects should be
16

Mercy for Animals. (n.d.). Cruelty on screen: Do online videos of farmed animal cruelty change people’s
diets and attitudes? Retrieved from http://www.mercyforanimals.org/impact-study
17
Reese, J. (2016, February 19). Our initial thoughts on the Mercy for Animals Facebook ads study.
Retrieved from
http://www.animalcharityevaluators.org/blog/our-initial-thoughts-on-the-mfa-facebook-ads-study/
18
See Do We Need to Disguise Veg Surveys?, Plant-Based Distractors in FFQs, and information on
distractors in dietary assessments.
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•

fine. However, we are being extra cautious with the diet question since it is the main variable
and so we are additionally asking it at baseline.
Limitations of this question include that:
• Servings, rather than frequency of consumption, is being used given that there is
some concern that reporting servings is cognitively more challenging.
• 1 unit increments are used, which will require participants to round any servings less
than full ones.
• One potential complication is with eggs and dairy. If participants are reporting
somewhat accurately how many servings they eat with either of these as ingredients
these numbers can get pretty big compared to the meat items because of things like
sauces, baked goods, etc., and so this risks overshadowing changes in meat
consumption, unless participants consider that they would need a lot of sauces,
baked goods, etc., to equal one serving.
• This question was piloted prior to the updates to the A
 nimal Charity
Evaluators/Faunalytics’ survey guidelines updates in July 2016, which recommend: 1)
inquiring about frequency of consumption rather than serving size, 2) making the
reference period one day rather than two, and 3) using a different food list.

T2 Follow-up Protocol
An email was sent to anyone who did not respond to the initial request within three days (i.e.,
if the invitation goes out on a Monday, the follow-up email was sent on Thursday). Two more
email reminders were sent (each after three days) if there was no response (and only to those
who had not responded). If there was no response to these three email request, or if the
19
email bounced, a text broadcasting service was used to send a reminder about the survey
and a link to complete it to respondents’ phones. As with the email reminders, two reminder
texts were sent, each three days apart.

Background
We piloted the study following as many of the same protocols as we will during official data
collection as possible. Two Animal Equality staff spent roughly six hours per day on each
campus with data collection occurring for the duration of each visit. Following completion of
each survey, staff asked a few questions aimed at uncovering any technical or logistical
issues that the individual observed.
19

Bounced emails were a notable concern in Doebel, S., Gabriel, S., & The Humane League. (2015,
August). Report: Does encouraging the public to “eat vegan,” “eat vegetarian,” “eat less meat,” or “cut out
or cut back on” meat and other animal products lead to the most diet change? Retrieved from
https://humaneleaguelabs.wordpress.com/2015/09/20/report-which-request-creates-the-most-diet-change
-vegan-vegetarian-eat-less-meat-or-cut-out-or-cut-back-on-animal-products/
14

Schedule
The pilot took place between May 11–May 20 in California. We worked out a randomization
schedule according to the mentioned protocols. Given that the conditions were to be
presented an uneven number of times, we opted to maximize data collection for the control. Our
reasoning was the control condition is the one we are least sure in our ability to recruit and retain
participants for. The schedule was as follows:

California State University at Fullerton
● May 11: 360
● May 12: 2D
● May 13: Control
California Institute of Technology
● May 16: 360
● May 17: Control
University of California at Riverside
● May 18: 2D
● May 19: 360
● May 20: Control
Note: the 360 condition was mistakenly run on May 16, when it was scheduled to be the control
condition. To compensate for this, the control condition was administered on May 17 when it
was scheduled to be the 360 condition.

Debriefing
Following the 1st pilot, Faunalytics held a debriefing call with the outreach staff and manager to
pinpoint changes needed before the fall data collection.

Findings
There were 288 complete follow-up surveys, which represents close to a 50% response rate.
For information on the diet findings, see results here and here.

Pilot 2
Survey Instruments
15

Pilot 2 - Control
Pilot 2 - 2D
Pilot 2 - 360
The purpose of running a second pilot was that the first one did not have a canopy to mask the
nature of each condition, which, based on anecdotal feedback from the team during the first pilot,
likely led to differences in recruitment across conditions. The thought was that we should test out a
canopy during a second pilot to see if this improves the issue. This was done over a three-day
period (one day for each condition) and on one campus to avoid variance by campus as a confound.
The pilot allowed Animal Equality outreach staff to familiarize themselves with the research protocol
for using the canopy before official data collection begins to avoid encountering new issues once the
experiment starts, as well as to see if there are issues bringing it on campus. Using data from this
pilot, it will also be possible to see if using a canopy results in more even recruitment across
conditions compared to the first pilot—if not, it would not be worth the extra effort of using the
canopy for the official data collection.

This 2nd pilot was administered August 1st, 2nd, and 3rd at CSU Northridge, with one condition
each day with the following order (generated using a random number generator):
● August 1 (360)
● August 2 (Control)
● August 3 (2D)
The canopy was plain, i.e., not printed with any images or text.

For the findings see here.

Pilot 3
Survey Instruments
Pilot 3 - T1 - Control
Pilot 3 - T1 - 2D and 360
Piot 3 - T2 - Diet Q1
Piot 3 - T2 - Diet Q2
Piot 3 - T2 - Diet Q3
Piot 3 - T2 - Diet Q4
Piot 3 - T2 - Diet Q5

● Time 1
○

All questions are mandatory, including phone number (since we made phone
optional for the first pilot, we’re making it mandatory this time to see if this helps the
response rate).
16

○
○

Title: “Campus Survey”
Consent screen
■ Different for control and treatments since the control screen should not
mention the video, otherwise surveys are the same.
■ Updated since we're not doing the post-video survey. Changed it to reference
just two surveys and also shortened the expected time to 8-10 [2-4 for
control] minutes since fewer questions.
●

●

●

●

●

●
●

○
○
○
○

You have been invited to participate in a research study conducted by the
research organization Faunalytics on behalf of the group Animal Equality.
Your involvement in this study will be tremendously helpful in advancing
knowledge on the topic of food and animal welfare.
As a participant, you will be asked to watch a short video and complete two
very short surveys: 1) one before the video, and 2) one in 1 month. Your
participation today is expected to take roughly 10-12 minutes and an
additional 1–2 minutes for the follow-up survey in about a month.
To honor your time commitment, we are entering those who complete all
phases of the research into a SWEEPSTAKES TO WIN A $1,000 CASH
PRIZE. Eligibility for the drawing will require that you complete all of the
surveys and provide us with a working email address (unique to you) so
that we can contact you for the follow-up survey. The drawing is likely to
take place sometime in mid-to-late 2017. No purchase or payment is
necessary to enter the sweepstakes. The estimated odds are roughly
1/18,000.
Your email address (required) and phone number will only be used to
contact you for the follow-up survey and to notify you if you win the cash
prize. Your email or other identifying information WILL NEVER BE
SHARED WITH ANYONE OR SOLD. You will not be asked to share your
name.
As a study participant, you are being asked to watch a 6-minute video
about animal agriculture, which shows where our food comes from. The
video is a narrated look into the life of pigs in animal agriculture. Some
parts contain content similar in nature to a violent movie or video game. If
you do not wish to watch the video (outside of averting your eyes for brief
periods if needed) you can withdraw from the study. To do so, simply tell
one of the Animal Equality staff on-hand.
If you agree to participate, please click the “Next” button and you will be
directed to the survey questions.
Please answer honestly.

Q #1 age
Q #16 gender
Q #2 email
Q #3 phone
■ First phone format and validation:
● “What is your cell phone number? Please include area code and use
the format xxx-xxx-xxxx. We will only use this to get in touch with you
for our quick follow-up survey and to enter you into the prize drawing.
17

○

○

○

We will never share your phone number with anyone or use it for any
other purpose.”
■ Second phone format and validation:
● The first approach created problems for participants so on the 3rd
day of this pilot switched to:
○ “Please enter a valid phone number - exactly 10 digits
including area code. No spaces or hyphens."
○ The validation is set to be exactly 10 numbers. If participants
fail validation, they get this error message: "Please enter a
valid phone number - exactly 10 digits including area code.
No spaces or hyphens."
Q #4 previous exposure
■ Don’t think we want to disqualify those who say “yes” but rather require that
the staff confirm this with them. Because in the previous 2 pilots the staff
would often find that respondents indicated yes erroneously and once they
confirmed that they’d back the participant up and let them fix their answer. So
we’d want to send them to a boilerplate question instead that has the
warning, rather than sending them to an end of survey point. Also add a stop
sign here. Now reads:
● “PLEASE DO NOT CLICK NEXT. We want to clarify your answer to
the previous question.
● PLEASE HAND THIS TABLET BACK TO THE STAFF MEMBER
WHO GAVE IT TO YOU.
● (admin note: video)”
New Q: 1 of 5 diet measures (randomly assigned) – note that the outreach staff
should not draw attention to this differentiation in the field.
■ Not possible to have SurveyGizmo evenly present each diet question, i.e.,
displaying it the same amount of times each.
Q # 11 attitude
■ Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement
that follows.
■ It is important to minimize the amount of meat (beef, pork, chicken, turkey,
fish, shellfish, and/or other meats) a person consumes.

We dropped the stop signs as they are not needed with SurveyGizmo because when someone is
disqualified they no longer have the option to advance in the survey or to go back. Instead they will
receive a termination message with the note about ineligibility and to hand the tablet back to the
staff. There will be no "back" or "next" buttons.
Due to cost constraints, we were not able to use the canopy for this pilot.
Only one team of two people conducted the pilot.
We used SurveyGizmo as a wifi platform since it allowed for randomization. Using a wifi hotspot
device was necessary as SurveyGizmo does not allow off-line administration like Harvest Your Data.
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Using “kiosk mode,” which does two things: 1) It restarts the survey after 10 seconds of being on the
"thank you" page; and 2) It will restart the survey if there's no activity for 5 minutes. Since everything
is online, the data will be recorded to the server live. We will separate out the responses by
treatment group based on our campus schedule as we're no longer capturing GPS and will need to
figure out the location manually by date.

● Time 2
○

Intro:

○

[On same page] #19 email
■ Mandatory
New Q: repeat diet measure that was assigned at T1
■ Mandatory
Q # 11 attitude (see above)
■ Mandatory
#20 debriefing letter
■ Not mandatory
[End message] Thank you for completing the survey, we really value your input.
Note: ensure the metadata feature is turned off in SurveyGizmo to prevent the
platform from automatically capturing potentially identifying information such as IP
address, city, postal, etc.
Follow-up:
■ There will be 14 contact attempts (much more than the 1st pilot) sent with
greater frequency with one reminder every day as opposed to every three
days as we did for the 1st pilot. We’ll alternate between email and text
reminders each day. The invite will go out via email on day 1 and we will start
the daily (alternating) reminders on day 3 with email followed by text and so
on. There's an opt-out/unsubscribe feature for both email and text.
However, the text system does not talk to SurveyGizmo so we cannot
remove people who have already responded, as we can with email, which
is a limitation but not a reason not to proceed given the unsubscribe
option.
■ We are aiming for 14 contact attempts based on this literature:

○
○
○
○
○

○
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●

■

“Considerable research supports the notion that numerous contact
attempts can raise follow-up rates, even among participants who
have refused past interviews (Cottler et al., 1996;
Stouthamer-Loeber et al., 1992). Cottler et al. (1987) reported that
66% of the participants who would eventually complete the
interview completed it by the fifth attempt, while 95% completed it
by the 14th attempt.” http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.5172/mra.2012.6.1.56
The literature also supports coming up with “branding strategies such as a
colorful logo to create a familiar, recognizable presence to study
participants.” h
 ttp://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.5172/mra.2012.6.1.56
For the follow-up email we will be including a color AE logo to make the
email more eye-catching as well as appear more official and less
“spam-like.” Though the email address itself will be i nfo@faunalytics.org,
the name will read Animal Equality. There is always the concern that this
branding might reinforce social desirability bias, but because the Animal
Equality branding was present at T1 it hopefully will not create additional
bias at T2. Furthermore, it is likely important to have that continuity of
brand so that respondents know that this is a follow-up to a study that
they are already participants in rather than a survey request from a new
organization (Faunalytics).

Diet Measures
The selection of these diet variables was based on this w
 ork, which involved feedback from
select members of the community.
For a few reasons, we only wanted each study participant to receive one of the five questions, so we
thought it best to have this be randomly assigned regardless of the day/campus, such that the
survey program on the tablets would cycle through each diet question randomly (but evenly) as the
day progressed.

1. Standard FFQ, 5-point, 7-day
Thinking about your diet over the past 7 days, how often did you eat meals or snacks that contained
the following foods?
NOTE: It is important that you report your food consumption as accurately as possible. Examples of
meals include breakfast, lunch, dinner, etc. Also tell us about snacks between meals. Think about
meals and snacks at home as well as outside the home. Please take your time and carefully
consider each question individually.
●
●

Never
1-3 times per WEEK
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●
●
●

4-6 times per WEEK
1–2 times per DAY
3 or more times per DAY

Notes
● Food list for Q #1:
○ Any type of meat (beef, pork, chicken, turkey, fish, shellfish, or other meats)
○ Beef (hamburger, steak, roast beef, meatloaf, in stews/lasagna/pasta/pizza, etc.)
○ Pork (bacon, ham, pork chops, spare ribs, bacon bits, etc.)
○ Chicken (wings, nuggets, chicken breast, chicken sandwich, in soup, etc.)
○ Turkey (turkey dinner, turkey sandwich, turkey burger, turkey bacon, in soup, etc.)
○ Fish, not including shellfish (salmon, tuna, fish sticks, haddock, fish & chips, etc.)
○ Shellfish (shrimp, lobster, scallops, oyster, crab, etc.)
○ Other meats (duck, lamb/sheep, goat, bison, etc.)
● Format: matrix.
● Some of the recall language borrowed from ASA24-2016: https://asa24.nci.nih.gov/demo/

2. Standard FFQ, 9-point, 30-day
Thinking about your diet over the past 30 days, how often did you eat meals or snacks that
contained [food]?
NOTE: It is important that you report your food consumption as accurately as possible. Examples of
meals include breakfast, lunch, dinner, etc. Also tell us about snacks between meals. Think about
meals and snacks at home as well as outside the home. Please take your time and carefully
consider your answer.

●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Never
1-3 times per MONTH
1 time per WEEK
2-4 times per WEEK
5-6 times per WEEK
1 time per DAY
2 times per DAY
3 times per DAY
4 or more times per DAY

Notes
● Food list for Q #2, 3, 4, and 5:
○ any type of meat (beef, pork, chicken, turkey, fish, shellfish, or other meats)
○ pork in particular (bacon, ham, pork chops, spare ribs, bacon bits, etc.)
● Format: Have meat and pork appear as separate questions (rather than as a matrix on the
same page since just 1 outcome measure per person so not much respondent burden in
separating them out and this may help with slowing respondents down to think through their
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●

recall more thoroughly. Meat should appear first. Cannot have each question appear on
separate pages and still have the randomization work unfortunately which would have helped
decrease respondent burden with so much text. For Q #2 and 5 was able to have the second
question appear on the same page once the first was completed, this was not possible for #3
and 4 because of its different format with text boxes. Left this branching in for the first day
since it was too late to change once the survey was live, but changed so no branching for the
remaining days.
Saying “pork in particular” so as to minimize confusion among respondents who may think
we’re suggesting that pork isn't meat or that they were not supposed to include pork in their
other answer even though the meat memory cues suggest they should.

3. Meal-Based FFQ, 7-day
In the past 7 days, at how many of the following meals did you eat [food]?
NOTE: It is important that you report your food consumption as accurately as possible. Think about
meals at home as well as outside the home. Please take your time and carefully consider each
question individually.
●
●
●
●

Breakfasts (or first meal of your day) over 7 days: ___
Lunches (or second meal of your day) over 7 days: ___
Dinners (or third meal of your day) over 7 days: ___
Other meals over 7 days: ___

Notes
● Validation for whole number.

4. Meal-Based FFQ, 2-day
In the past 2 days, at how many of the following meals did you eat [food]?
NOTE: It is important that you report your food consumption as accurately as possible. To help jog
your memory, think back to the date and time of each meal. Think about where you were and what
you were doing. Also consider whether you were eating at home or at a restaurant, cafeteria, work, a
venue, in a car, etc., as well as if you were eating with anyone else. Please take your time and
carefully consider each question individually.
●
●
●
●

Breakfasts (or first meal of your day) over 2 days: ___
Lunches (or second meal of your day) over 2 days: ___
Dinners (or third meal of your day) over 2 days: ___
Other meals over 2 days: ___

Notes
● Validation for whole number.
22

●

The 2-day period has a longer note than the 7-day one because over a 2-day period
respondents may be able to recall every meal, whereas for the 7-day period they’ll be using
more general memory, so the longer note for the 2-day period is there to help with that
specific recall.

5. Dichotomized FFQ
For the following questions, it is important that you report your food consumption as accurately as
possible. Please include meals (breakfast, lunch, dinner, etc.). Also tell us about snacks between
meals. Think about meals and snacks at home as well as outside the home. Please take your time
and carefully consider each question individually.
●
●
●

Have you eaten any [food] in the past 2 days? [yes/no]
Have you eaten any [food] in the past 7 days? [yes/no]
Have you eaten any [food] in the past 30 days? [yes/no]

Schedule
We will have three campuses, and each campus will, as was the case in the second pilot, have a
three-day residency with each day being one of the three interventions. The schedule was as follows
with condition assignment generated using a random number generator.
●

The University of Florida
○ Oct 27: 2D
○ Oct 28: Control
○ Nov 1: 360

●

The University of Central Florida
○ Nov 2: 360
■ Note: the control survey was also mistakenly used for part of this day.
○ Nov 3: Control
○ Nov 4: 2D

●

The University of South Florida
○ Nov 7: 2D
○ Nov 8: Control
○ Nov 9: 360

●

Florida Atlantic University
○ Nov 10: 2D
○ Nov 14: 360
○ Nov 15: Control

●

Miami Dade College (Wolfson Campus)
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○
○
○
●

Nov 16: Control
Nov 17: 360
Nov 18: 2D

Florida International University - MMC
○ Nov 21: 2D
○ Nov 22: 360
○ Nov 23: Control [Not able to collect any data due to technical difficulties]

Crew Feedback
Recruitment has been an issue. One reason could be location (South now vs. the West Coast
previously). The crew has been using the generic pitch "hey, do you have a few minutes to
help us out with a study?” which is not the most effective draw. They briefly tried mentioning
the possibility to win the $1,000 cash prize, but that seemed to draw fewer people in, so they
switched back. The crew will think on whether there is a better initial pitch that works for all 3
conditions and doesn’t introduce any bias into the study.
There is a discrepancy between how many people staff are counting in the field and how
many survey responses are showing up. May be because individuals are clicking “start a
new response” instead of proceeding to the next question (the crew believes in some cases
this may be a tactic to avoid giving their phone number after which they instead tell the staff
they have finished the survey). Removing this causes issues however because it is there so
the crew can restart the survey if needed because it's abandoned. Otherwise the crew would
need to finish the survey and somehow mark it as a disqualified response since refreshing
the browser likely would not suffice as it might save their place in the survey. The other
things we lose by dropping the link (and taking the survey out of kiosk mode) are the
5-minute timeout if someone leaves the survey, and the 10-second reset upon completion.
Will need to troubleshoot this before the main study. In the main study (as is being done as
this pilot continues), it will also be good to ensure the crew is watchful of the participants
who are completing the survey (without being off-putting) so they can detect any issues.
Asked the staff to keep an eye on the issue of phone number being required to see if this
results in a number of people dropping out. If so, we could potentially make it optional for the
main study (though then we wouldn’t have the ability to send the follow-up reminders via text
in addition to email, so that could hurt the response rate). If it’s more of a mild frustration but
folks stick with the survey then that’s probably OK. Continued to have complaints about the
phone number being required.
There were also some complaints about the survey containing too many questions. Keep an
eye on whether this continues. Generally, difficult to get people interested in spending 8
minutes (for treatment groups) on the study, even when the possibility of a $1,000 cash prize
was mentioned.
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On at least one day the crew noticed that for the 2D condition that there was an issue with
the amount of sunshine the tablets were getting, which made the tablets overheat quickly
and bothered some viewers due to the glare on the video. The canopy we’ll use during the
main study should help, although in the last pilot it would get really hot inside.
There were some spillover concerns during this pilot.
Crew noticing a high proportion of vegetarians and vegans coming over to take the survey or
chat with them. Thinking the AE tablecloth may be attracting them. The idea has been to
have the AE branding be visible since this helps with external validity, so don’t want to
remove this for the main study, and can use the diet variable question to identify anyone who
does not eat meat (in the defined period) at T1.
Crew noticing it is harder to recruit for 2D days, likely because it takes longer for control and
doesn’t have the 360 headsets in the background to entice participants who otherwise do
not want to watch factory farmed footage. Doesn’t have to do with any difference in the
crew’s initial recruitment pitch. Hopefully this discrepancy will disappear (at least putting 360
and 2D on even footing) in the main study as they will be using the canopy, so the only
advantage one condition would have over another would be the control condition with its
faster completion time, which is better suited for students running between classes.
Crew was able to get more participants when they had a volunteer so this person can
concentrate 100% of their effort on trying to recruit each student that walks by. When it's
only the two crew members they cannot manage a full table of participants and still ask
every student who walks by to try the study. We likely will be able to have volunteers at each
school during the main study because we will likely only go to schools where we have
secured permission, which will most likely be by a student group.
Most of the complaints are about the length of the survey/video (most people are okay
committing to one or the other, but not both) or the required email/phone number. Those
complaints seem to dwindle on the 360 days.
Occasionally have had issues with the WiFi randomly cutting out (even on devices that are
connected to the fully charged Jetpack Mobile Hotspot) but that's a pretty rare occurrence.
A couple complaints of dizziness/lightheadedness after watching the 360 video, but no more
fainting. Each person is still given the verbal warning. The warning doesn't seem to make
people back out of participation.
One day noticed a handful of students with Compassionate Choices leaflets, so there must
have been at least one other person on campus who was doing some form of vegan
outreach. This could serve to contaminate the sample that day given that individuals are
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being randomized by day, rather than continuously. However, this is hopefully a small
limitation given the number of days overall, particularly for the main study.
Still issues with people indicating they watched the video previously when they did not: “We
did notice that it seems like a great deal of people are marking "yes" when they are asked
about the iAnimal video, even when they haven't seen it....we think it's probably due to
people thinking that we WANT them to mark yes, or not reading the question thoroughly
enough. I read over the survey again myself and don't really think we could possibly be
making it more clear, so that one is probably an error on part of the people.” Reinforce in the
training guide that this will happen and so good for staff in the main study to be aware of this
and ensure that respondents are not fully terminated until they confirm with the staff that
they have indeed seen the video.
Crew is making an effort to prevent conversations with veg’ns who approach the table from
interfering with the experience of other participants, which is great: “We ran into a few
vegans and vegetarians who wanted to hear more about Animal Equality and what we do, so
when that happened, one of us would step aside and answer any questions they might have
had away from the table to prevent any spillover or interference with the study.”
Spillover: “We had a few participants from yesterday approach our table again because they
were excited to see the VR headsets, which they wanted to try! We're not sure if we should
count this as a form of spillover, but nonetheless it's important to take note of!” The crew did
let 3-4 people watch the video although they didn’t have them participate again in the
survey. For the main study ensure it’s clear in the training guide that this will create
contamination. If we worry that this could be an ongoing issue we could add in a survey
question to help limit duplicates/contamination in this regard. Right now we screen out
anyone who has previously watched the video, but this won’t help if they were in the control
condition and then tried to participate in one of the treatment conditions so we likely want
something in the survey that catches this too so we do not have to burden the staff with
being on the lookout for this.
Spillover: “we noticed a lot of spillover today. We had at least four people come over and ask
us if they could see the virtual reality headsets, or at least mention the VR.” Hopefully this will
be helped with the canopy for the main study, though it can help mitigate against information
spreading by word of mouth.
“we have had quite a few people commit to participating, only to have them finish the survey
and say they "changed their minds" about watching the video or "ran out of time" or
something along those lines. Obviously, we can't force them to watch the video or anything,
but it's frustrating and might prove problematic to the accuracy of the study if people aren't
watching the video at all. We avoid mentioning words like "graphic" and "slaughterhouse"
obviously, and follow the same guidelines that we went over at the beginning of tour. We just
thought this was worth noting.” Because we’re streamlining the number of questions in this
26

pilot, I don’t think we have a way of identifying those who finish the survey but do not watch
the video because there isn’t a post-video survey this time (though there will be in the main
study). We aren’t removing these folks anyway (to help with external validity), so this is not
crucial. “We did have a bit of a problem with spillover/honesty of participants. We had quite
a few participants (probably around 4) finish the survey and then refuse to watch the video,
even though we had clearly explained to them that the video was a part of the study and we
needed them to watch at least part of it....they cited reasons like "not having the stomach for
it" "being late for a class" or "already being vegan".”
Spillover: “We ran into the issue of people who had already done the survey on a 2d day
wanting to watch the VR.”
“the addition of a tent and possibly a third employee for the study tour in the Spring
semester; we think that a third volunteer would be able to drum up more participants and
interest in the study, and the tent would reduce the spillover rate that we experience with our
virtual reality days. I believe we also discussed the possibility of recruiting students ahead of
time and offering them a small, reasonable compensation for their time in lieu of the $1,000
sweepstakes. I noticed quite a few flyers with pull-away tabs for social science studies at
most of the universities we tabled at, and I couldn't help but notice that most of the tabs
seemed to be gone whenever I looked at the fliers. Just a suggestion. I'm not sure of how it
would actually play out in real life, but it might be something to consider. It seems like
students might be more likely to participate if they are guaranteed something in return, even
if that something is really small. It sounded like this was already going to be resolved for the
Spring tour, but I think that sticking to public schools only and schools that we have secured
permission at is really important....it wastes time and energy to have to change schools and
run into hassles with security.”

Follow-up Schedule
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We closed the data collection after the January 3 reminders were sent rather than waiting for the
January 5 reminders. We closed early because the responses had dramatically slowed and the
analysis was time sensitive.
Note: our recall windows fell over Thanksgiving (Nov 24) as well as the Christmas holidays (for those
who need reminders) so there was the potential for seasonal variation in diet, which could serve as a
confound.

Results
The following is the sample sizes for the uncleaned dataset (before removing duplicates, etc.).
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After cleaning/merging, the data looks as follows:
● 619 cases with data at T1 only
● 23 cases with T2 data only
● 333 complete cases (34.2% follow-up)
For the dataset see SPSS file “14 AE Pilot 3 Results - T1-T2 - All - de-identified.sav” and for
the data dictionary “Faunalytics Pilot Survey Data Dictionary - 3rd Pilot.xlsx.”
For the findings, see here.

Data Collection
Staff
Each coast will have an outreach team of two people. Volunteers will be used when
available. Although the volunteer count will vary, the staff count will be the same every day
(i.e., there will be no difference by condition). Animal Equality staff will spend up to six hours
per day on each campus with data collection occurring for the duration of each visit. The
outreach will generally be in the same location for the length of each campus residency.
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Advertising
Animal Equality may wish to advertise in advance at some schools, which is something they
have done previously. This would usually be done through a campus groups’ Facebook page to
help increase recruitment. Since this is something Animal Equality has familiarity with, this
would not jeopardize external validity. Given that we are clustering by day rather than by
campus, it will also not be problematic to have advertising at some campuses and not others, as
long as it is advertised equally for all three conditions (i.e., days) and there is no sensitive
information mentioned about the study.

In-Person Oversight
The outreach manager will ensure in-person training prior to launch. There will be no planned
in-person oversight from Faunalytics staff given cost and time constraints. The outreach staff will
provide reports that will be reviewed closely by Faunalytics. The outreach manager will facilitate
communication between the staff and Faunalytics whenever needed.

Schedule
The 2017 spring tour schedule for the East and West Coast are below with conditions assigned
for each day using a random number generator with a restriction that no condition can be
repeated on any one campus.

Animal Equality will be revisiting some of the campuses that were part of the pilots as they
have deemed these schools to be influential. There is also the possibility that virtual reality
headsets will be distributed to some local animal groups who may also engage in some 360
outreach. As such, there is the possibility of duplication that will be screened for in the
survey. However, Animal Equality does not anticipate participant duplication will be a major
concern because the campuses have large populations (some tens of thousands of students)
while their outreach typically only reached 200-300 individuals per campus.

East Coast
1. The University of Delaware (3/8 – 3/10)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: Control
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2. West Virginia University (3/13 – 3/15)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: 2D
3. Georgetown University (3/16 – 3/17, 3/20)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: Control
4. The University of Virginia (3/21 – 3/23)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: 360
5. Swarthmore College (3/24, 3/27 – 3/28)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: 360
6. The University of Pennsylvania (3/29 – 3/31)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: Control
7. Princeton University (4/3 – 4/5)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: 2D
8. Rutgers University – New Brunswick (4/6 – 4/7, 4/10)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 2D
9. Northeastern University (4/11 – 4/13)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 2D
10. Harvard University (4/14, 4/17 – 4/18)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: Control
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○

Day 3 360

11. Yale University (4/19 – 4/21)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 360
12. The University of Massachusetts – Amherst (4/24 – 4/26)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 2D
13. Columbia University (4/27 – 4/28, 5/1)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 2D
Note that Columbia will not allow canopies that aren’t rented from the school, so there will be a
canopy, however it will not be the AE branded one. TBD on what branding if any will be on it as well
as the extent of privacy it provides.
14. New York University (5/2 – 5/4)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: Control
15. Massachusetts Institute of Technology (5/5, 5/8 – 5/9)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: Control
16. Brown University (5/10 – 5/12)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: Control
17. LaGuardia Community College (5/15 – 5/17)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: 2D
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West Coast
1. UCLA (3/07 – 3/09)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: Control
2. CSU Fullerton (3/10, 3/13 – 3/14)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: Control
3. Fullerton College (3/15 – 3/17)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: 2D
4. CSU Long Beach (3/20 – 3/22)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 2D
5. USC (3/23 – 3/24, 3/27)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: 360
6. Cal Poly Pomona (3/28 – 3/30)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: 2D
7. CSU Northridge (3/31 – 4/04)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 2D
8. Santa Barbara City College (4/05 – 4/07)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: Control
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9. UC Santa Barbara (4/10 – 4/12)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 360
10. Cal Poly - SLO (4/13 – 4/14, 4/17)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 2D
11. Cabrillo College (4/18 – 4/20)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: 360
12. UC Berkeley (4/21, 4/24 – 4/25)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: Control
13. UC Davis (4/26 – 4/28)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: Control
○ Day 3: 2D
14. City College of San Francisco (5/01 – 5/03)
○ Day 1: Control
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: 360
15. Stanford University (5/04 – 5/05, 5/08)
○ Day 1: 360
○ Day 2: 2D
○ Day 3: Control
16. San Jose State University (5/9 – 5/11)
○ Day 1: 2D
○ Day 2: 360
○ Day 3: Control
17. UC Santa Cruz (5/12, 5/16 – 5/17)
○ Day 1: 2D
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○
○

Day 2: Control
Day 3: 360

Futility Check
Because the results from Pilot 3 are only tentatively suggest a solid case for proceeding with the
main study, we intend to treat the first portion of the study as a “soft launch.” For this, we plan to
examine the data from some of the earlier campuses to look for futility, i.e., whether the data
suggests that it is wish to proceed with the full study.
The concern with checking the data early is related to stopping prematurely if the intervention is
deemed effective. However, since we are only checking for "futility,” we cannot make any
conclusions or change anything based on a finding of significant differences. To stop early
because of success would mean we would have to plan ahead and adjust the final analysis to
take into account inflated Type I error. Further, the effect sizes can be quite biased if based on
an early stopping point. Thus we will not pursue this option.
We do not intend to pause the data collection during this soft launch futility check because we
do not want to lose access to campuses that have already been scheduled as this will hurt the
study’s power.

Canopies
We had concerns that potential participants would see the interventions taking place in the
background, and worried in particular about certain types of people opting in if they see the
use of the 360 headsets. As such, we are using canopies to mask the intervention. This was
tested in Pilot 2. We opted for this as opposed to recruiting in a separate location (e.g.,
across a square/around the corner), because this would not prevent people who came
across the outreach location from inquiring about participation.
The downside of generic recruitment using canopies is that it will decrease the external
validity of the study and thus the generalizability of the findings because it is not reflective of
Animal Equality’s typical outreach strategy. The other limitation is that fewer people may
participate, which would in turn impact power considerations. We believe these tradeoffs are
worthwhile given that it is the better methodology to have recruitment be the same across
conditions.
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Contamination
Animal Equality will dialogue with other animal groups they have connections with to try to limit
as much as possible the occurrence of other animal interventions on the campus the days they
are present. The purpose is to limit the extent to which the sample is contaminated given that
individuals are being randomized by day, rather than in real-time.

Tech & Protocols
Time 1
The in-person surveys will be completed by respondents using tablets that Animal Equality
will have on hand, which will not have an internet connection. The in-person surveys will be
created using Harvest Your Data.
Each tour crew will have 8 tablets and 6 VR headsets.
● On control days they will be able to use 8 tablets.
● On 360 days they will use six tablets. Since there are only six VR headsets there may
not be much benefit in using all eight tablets as it may get confusing to remember which
viewers go with which tablet. The two extra tablets will be used as standby in case there
are technical issues.
● On 2D days they will use four tablets. There will be four tablets used for the video and
four for the surveys since switching back and forth from the survey to the video may take
a bit of time and discourage participation. In addition, there will only be four tablet stands
(that can hold two tablets each) so it may be difficult to have two participants at each
stand, especially if their videos start at different times.
The survey data will be uploaded manually at the end of each day of outreach. Date, time, a
unique respondent ID, and location (GPS, as a safeguard for campus/team identification) will be
captured in the survey metadata itself, however the campus name, team identifier, and the
specific condition will need to be added into each dataset by matching the metadata with the
pre-arranged schedule so that these can be used as variables in the analysis. Each tablet will
be given a name that corresponds to the team, e.g., WestCoastDevice1, WestCoastDevice2,
EastCoastDevice1, etc., to act as a safeguard to populate the campus variable. One survey
is being used for the 2D and 360 conditions given that the instruments are identical and
separate surveys are not needed to identify the condition in the dataset given the mentioned
protocols.
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We will have “auto next” enabled so the survey jumps ahead once the question is answered.
We will provide a back button so respondents can update their answer if they are caught off
guard by the auto next and so the staff can use it to correct answers to questions with end of
survey points, since for example, many mistakenly answered “Yes” to the previous exposure
video question. There is the risk that participants will navigate back in the survey to correct their
answers to more desirable ones as a workaround to being terminated, but this is considered the
lesser risk to being able to ensure individuals can proceed if they are deemed eligible by the
staff given findings during piloting.
In Harvest Your Data, the survey does not automatically restart once a response has been
submitted. Instead, respondents click a "Finished" button that takes them back to the start
screen. The start screen simply says, "Please begin the survey by clicking the 'Start' button
below." The next screen is the informed consent screen. The outreach staff will click past the
start screen before handing the tablet to each new participant.
The surveys will be tested on the tablets by the Animal Equality staff prior to each tour
commencing.

Time 2
The follow-up survey will be sent exactly 30-days after each T1 survey, which will require a
specific protocol for each individual participant. Each contact about the follow-up survey will
contain a reminder about the prize draw and its eligibility criteria as well as an appeal based
on the importance of the research to help increase uptake. It is critical to have follow-up be
uniform, because the effect on diet if there is one is likely to differ over time. To accomplish
this, we will devise personalized timelines for each respondent based on what day they were
enrolled in the study and have automated email and text-based invitations and reminders.
We will remove all duplicates before creating the email/text lists for invites and reminders. We
will send only one invitation or exclude those who were in different conditions, because their
data will be uninterpretable.

The first request to complete the follow-up survey will come via email. The follow-up surveys
will be administered via SurveyGizmo (for email invitations) and via CallHub (for text
invitations). Email addresses from T1 will be imported into SurveyGizmo and phone numbers
will be imported into CallHub.
Two different reminder protocols were used in Pilot 1 and Pilot 3, which made use of both
email reminders and text reminders to participants cellphones via a text broadcasting
service. The follow-up protocol used for Pilot 3 will be followed for the main study. The text
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reminders will direct respondents to a unique link for the follow-up survey hosted by
SurveyGizmo. We will manually send up to 14 daily reminders, alternating between email and
text, in order to maximize the follow-up response rate. Respondents will have the ability to
opt out of receiving future email or text invitations by using the links or commands provided
in the emails/texts (for emails they will follow a link and for texts they can text "stop" to
unsubscribe). If they unsubscribe via email they will be manually removed from text
reminders and vice versa. Only those who have not previously responded will be sent a
follow-up reminder. This will be done automatically for emails, while respondents will be
manually removed from the follow-up list if they respond using the text reminder.
We will consider embedding the diet question directly in the survey email as well as in the
text message to help increase response rate for this critical outcome measure.

Participation Rate
Time 1
Based on the findings from the pilots and projections for the spring 2017 tour, we anticipate
roughly 75 people will participate in the research per day.
There will not be any effort to remove individuals who do not complete the full video from the
study. Removing individuals who do not finish the video introduces bias as we will not be
removing those from the control group who would have done the same. This is called differential
attrition, which occurs when different types of people drop out of treatment and control groups.
This could be an issue if individuals who do not finish the video are the sort of people who are
not persuaded and thus may result in only the most committed people watching it through.
Removing individuals who do not complete the intervention also will make the research less
applicable to Animal Equality’s real world outreach in that people who watch their videos now do
not all finish the viewing, however they are still deemed to have value during outreach. If more
people drop out of one type of outreach than the other this is important to capture in making
recommendations on which outreach to prioritize given that time/money is being spent on these
participants, so their failure to engage factors into the cost effectiveness.
There will be a question in each post-intervention survey that asks participants to self-report
whether they watched the full video so that this can be used as a variable in the analysis if
needed. Based on current outreach, we expect that less than a quarter of participants will
remove the virtual reality headsets before the video has finished and that only 3% of tablet
viewers will do so. Participants do have the ability to fast forward, however it is complicated
to do so.
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Because individuals are self-selecting into the outreach, there may be audience selection effects
whereby those more interested in animal welfare and diet change will opt in. However, this will
be limited by the generic nature of the recruitment script. Nonetheless, audience selection
effects are not a prime concern because this increases external validity.

Time 2
We anticipate that the loss to follow-up will be 50–65% (i.e., a 35–50% response rate) for the
follow-up survey. The response rate for Pilot 1 was close to 50%, and for Pilot 3 it was 34%.
We believe Pilot 3 had a lower response rate because the follow-up survey was fielded
during the holiday season. To err on the side of caution, we have assumed a 70% loss to
follow-up for the power analysis.
This response rate is not too different from other animal advocacy studies. The most
comparable was Humane League Labs’ (2015) Report: Which Request Creates the Most Diet
Change, “Vegan,” “Vegetarian,” “Eat Less Meat,” or “Cut Out Or Cut Back On” Animal
20
Products?, which had a 38% response rate. We consider this to be comparable in that the
outreach was conducted in-person with individuals on various college campuses in the U.S.,
the incentive was a chance to win a $500 gift card, the follow-up period was two to four
months later, and the follow-up was conducted by email and also phone when necessary.

Differential Attrition
If time and resources permit, we will attempt to do an aggressive follow-up with a random
sample of non-responders (even if only for one campus) to see how they are different from
the responders. This will tell us how concerned we should be about non-response bias. We
may for example use phone calls and/or extra incentives to try to reach them.

Power Analysis/Sample
Animal Equality is committed to prioritizing research during this project—even at the expense
of outreach goals—and so is willing to ask every person they come into contact with to
participate in this study. As such, there will be no cap on the initial sample size.
20

https://humaneleaguelabs.wordpress.com/2015/09/20/report-which-request-creates-the-most-diet-change-v
egan-vegetarian-eat-less-meat-or-cut-out-or-cut-back-on-animal-products/
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The power analysis is based on the following:
●

Each campus will have a 3-day residency, with the following schedule:
○

Campus 1: Mon Tue Wed

○

Campus 2: Thu Fri Mon

○

Campus 3: Tue Wed Thu

○

Campus 4: Fri Mon Tue

○

Campus 5 Wed Thu Fri, etc.

●

Each day will be one of the three interventions.

●

Given findings from the pilots and projections for the spring tour, we believe it is
reasonable to expect the outreach staff can reach 75 people per day on average for
each campus.

●

We expect no more than a 70% loss to follow-up during the T2 survey, which is a
very conservative estimate based on the pilots, which showed a loss to follow-up of
~50% for Pilot 1 and 34% for Pilot 3.

The analysis model is a proportional odds model that will be used to assess differences on (a
version of) the food frequency questionnaire used in Q2 in Pilot 3. Note that the tables and
plots below are not looking at change in consumption but rather are comparing the
distribution of follow-up responses across the three groups (i.e., just at Time 2). This was a
conservative way to go for the power calculations, so it means we are erring on the side of
caution in terms of campus requirements, which is good. The figures below are based
loosely on data from Pilot 3.
The variance information is the clustering effects, in other words the variability we expect to
see from campus-to-campus and from day-to-day. We will assume variances of 0.05 and
0.08 respectively, which appears to be a reasonable assumption since in the pilot we did not
find that variation across campuses and days had a huge effect on sample size, so it should
not matter too much if we are off with these assumptions.
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This table shows us that with the number of campuses we will have in the spring tour (~36),
we will be able to detect an effect of 0.45—i.e., (0.30 + 0.60)/2—for H1 if one exists. We’ll
also be able to detect an effect of 0.30 for H2, again if one exists.
The best way to understand what this means in practice is to look at the plots below.

The proportion axis is the percent of the group that reports a certain level of consumption. The
category response axis has one value for each point on the food frequency questionnaire (with
the upper range cut off as it was not really used by participants in Pilot 3). The categories are:
● 1= Never
● 2 = 1-3 times per MONTH
● 3 = 1 time per WEEK
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●
●
●

4 = 2-4 times per WEEK
5 = 5-6 times per WEEK
6 = 1 time per DAY

The tighter the spread of the lines are together, the smaller the difference we will be able to
detect. This is the critical part of the sample size question. If there is an intervention effect
(i.e., decreases in self-reported consumption of pork) but it is smaller than our sample size
will allow us to find (statistically speaking), then the results will come back showing there is
no difference between the conditions. So generally one would want to be able to detect a
small effect to avoid having null results because of a sample size issue. On the flip side
however, there is also the possibility that having such a big sample would be futile because
the effect it would allow us to detect would be so small that it would be meaningless.
An effect size of 0.30 for example (the plot in the middle) means that if ~41% of 2D participants
answer “Never” for pork consumption (i.e., category 1) then ~49% of 360 respondents will do so.
Meanwhile the control group would have an average of ~38% of respondents reporting “Never”
for pork consumption. Of course other categories outside of “Never” are also taken into account
in the model, but this example is easy to demonstrate.
If we were not satisfied that the research is likely to show such a big effect, then we would want
more campuses. For this, there are a few scenarios below.

This table shows that if we double the number of campuses from 36 to 72, we can detect a
smaller effect. In this case, we will be able to detect an effect of 0.30—i.e., (0.20 +
0.40)/2—for H1 if one exists. We will also be able to detect an effect of 0.20 for H2. Again the
plots can help show what this means.
If we want to be powered to detect smaller effect sizes than this we will have to go well
beyond 100 campuses, which is not feasible.
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The lines in the plots have a smaller spread the smaller the effect size is. This means that the
smaller the effect, the closer we expect the different group’s self-reported consumption to be.
For 72 campuses and a 0.20 effect size, we would be able to detect a difference if ~36% of the
control group answered “Never,” compared to 40% of the 2D group, and ~45% of the 360 group.
This is a smaller spread than for the 0.30 effect size (corresponding to 36 campuses) on the far
end of the plots for example.

Looking at three of the plots just for the 1st food category (eating pork “never”) listed on the
horizontal axis, this tells us that:
72 campuses (0.20 effect size)
● 36% of the control group never consumes pork
● 40% of the 2D group never consumes pork
● 45% of the 360 group never consumes pork
60 campuses (0.25 effect size)
● 36% of the control group never consumes pork
● 41% of the 2D group never consumes pork
● 48% of the 360 group never consumes pork
36 campuses (0.30 effect size)
● 36% of the control group never consumes pork
● 42% of the 2D group never consumes pork
● 50% of the 360 group never consumes pork
The fewer campuses we have, the bigger we need this spread between the lines to be. So
the gap between control and 360 for 72 campuses is about 9%, whereas we need a bigger
gap for 36 campuses, about 14%. The spread can also be examined for the other
frequencies of consumption (2 to 6), but the “never” category is perhaps the easiest.
At this point in time, we plan to proceed with the 34 campuses Animal Equality has lined up
for the spring tour, which amounts to 102 condition days, and approximately 7,650
participants at T1 and 2,295 at T2. There will however be a check for futility as part of a soft
launch to the main study to see if it seems prudent to proceed with the rest of the study.
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Analysis
A protocol using SPSS syntax has been devised to merge and clean the data files, which
was done for each of the three pilots. The dataset will be publicly released following
reporting. A pre-analysis plan for the main outcome measure was put together on February
20, 2017 in advance of beginning the main data collection on March 7, 2017. It is included
below:

Outcome Measure
The primary outcome of this study is self-reported pork consumption as measured by a food
frequency question asked at the 30-day follow-up that includes six ordinal categories. The
study will compare responses of participants who participated in one of the three
intervention arms – control, 2D traditional video format, and 360 degree video. To test the
effect of the video interventions, we will conduct two formal comparisons. The first
comparison will assess the difference between the control group and any video exposure.
For this comparison, we will combine the outcome data for the two video intervention arms
and analyze as a single group. If we find a significant difference between the control and
combined video group, we will do the second comparison, which will assess the difference
between the 2D video arm and the 360 video arm.
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Social Desirability Bias
Including the social desirability measure at T1 will allow us to see if there is differential attrition
in this regard. All three groups should be equally biased at T1 if the randomization works
properly. However, we may not see this at T2 if participants are more likely to respond if they
changed their pork consumption or more likely to respond if they report they have changed their
pork consumption when they have not. The latter could be where we may see differences by
group given that if the 360 condition creates more unease among respondents, we may expect
the bias to be higher for these participants at T2. In other words, it is acceptable if the proportion
of respondents at T2 who have higher bias is larger than at T1, though not if this differs by
condition. We have reason to believe this may differ by condition. The measure gets at
trait-level socially desirable responding, which should not differ by condition; however, the issue
is that the pressure to respond in a socially desirable way is higher in the intervention conditions
than the control condition. Even if there are, say, 20% socially desirable responders in all three
conditions, that tendency is not as relevant in the control condition. They likely still experience
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some pressure because they know they are participating in a study put on by an animal
advocacy group, but not to the degree of someone who has watched a video about harm to
pigs. What we are talking about is the potential for an interaction effect: Is behavior change only
reported by people who received the intervention(s) and are high in social desirability, or by
everyone who received the intervention? I.e., if there is a condition difference, is it just because
the association between M-C and reported behavior is weaker in the control condition, so those
socially desirable responders do not feel the need to say they ate less pork?
We will follow the ACE and Faunalytics’ guidelines that note: “Social desirability scores cannot
be used to identify participants whose answers to other questions should or should not be
trusted, because any individual respondent may have a high score either by actually having
many socially desirable traits or by exhibiting social desirability bias in their answers. Instead,
responses to other important questions (or other derived outcome measures) should be
checked for correlation with social desirability scores. Questions for which the responses are
strongly correlated with respondents’ social desirability scores are more likely to be affected by
social desirability bias than questions where the correlation is weak, although strong correlation
does not guarantee that responses were inaccurate and weak correlation does not guarantee
that responses were accurate. This is a population-level phenomenon; if everyone who
responds to a question in a certain way has a high social desirability score, the results of that
question will be flagged as potentially influenced by social desirability. If there is no group trend
relating high social desirability scores to certain answers, each respondent’s answer will be
deemed trustworthy, regardless of their social desirability score.”21
In controlling for social desirability scale scores, we will not be removing red flag participants, so
there will be no reduction in sample size given that we will be using this at the population level,
not the individual level, i.e., we cannot use the scores to flag problem cases because we do not
know the reason for the score.
The issue will be one of missing data (non-response), and that missingness will be related to
social desirability scores, but that the nature of missingness process will be different across the
conditions or arms. This will not be alleviated merely by adjusting for social desirability in the
model – if we determine that missingness is related to both the condition and the bias score,
then we need to model the missing data process as well as the outcome, or do inverse
probability weighting. We would investigate the missing data patterns to assess if there is
differential desirability by condition and response, and then we will need to do modeling to take
this into account.
In addition, it may be possible to “adjust” the score, at least in a linear model assuming a
continuous outcome. As such, we will evaluate social desirability bias’ relationship with
missingness and assess the extent of the bias by fitting models with and without the social
desirability score.
21

https://animalcharityevaluators.org/for-charities/develop-a-survey/social-desirability-scale/
46

Incentives
Animal Equality does not typically use incentives to increase participation in their flat screen
video outreach because they find they have sufficient uptake without it. This has also proven
to be the case for their virtual reality outreach, especially given how novel it is. Because of
this, and for cost reasons, we will offer one lottery-style incentive as opposed to a
guaranteed individual incentive. While the literature suggests that the latter increases
response rate, we expect ample participation in the outreach and also expect to achieve an
acceptable response rate with a lottery-style incentive alone given the nature of the sample.
To honor participants’ time commitment, we will enter those who complete all phases of the
research into a drawing to win a USD$1,000 cash prize. We believe that this incentive will be
appealing to participants, most of whom are projected to be college students who
traditionally do not have large disposable incomes. However, because it is a lottery, it will not
be so enticing as to compel participation. Eligibility for the lottery incentive will include
participation in all required surveys and providing a unique email address. A working email
address where the participant is the sole recipient is a requirement as this will be used as
their unique identifier to link the surveys and as a way to limit other individuals from
completing the survey on their behalf. The prize drawing will comply with all laws regarding
sweepstakes in California (and any other states visited during official data collection).22
Although advertising the incentive as part of the recruitment will hurt the external validity of the
results given that Animal Equality does not currently conduct incentive-based outreach, this is a
necessary measure to ensure a more consistent recruitment process across conditions. There
will be a banner advertising the prize for each tour.

Ethical Protocols
Deception will not be used in the study design. However, participants will not be fully informed
about the purpose of the study, although a defriending letter will be offered at the end of the
study.

22

The guidelines for the drawing were based off of California’s Rules for Operation of Contests and
Sweepstakes, http://www.dca.ca.gov/publications/legal_guides/u-3.shtml, which require a statement that “no

purchase or payment is necessary to enter the sweepstakes” and that the estimated odds be
disclosed. Rules for any other states that will be visited during the fall data collection will have to be
reviewed once these locations are identified.
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Because of the graphic nature of the video, informed consent will be particularly important.
The informed consent letter is included in Survey Instruments section.
The dataset will be downloaded by Faunalytics from the Harvest Your Data site where it will
be uploaded by Animal Equality staff following each day of outreach. Because it will have
personal identifying information (email address and phone number), it will be anonymized
by Jo Anderson before sharing with the rest of the research team and Animal Equality.
Che Green will also have access to the datasets prior to de-identification. Before
anonymizing, any test entries will be removed (ideally only identified by TEST@TEST.COM,
but the following email addresses should also be checked: ae@test.com, delete@me.com,
dane.charbeneau@gmail.com, che@test.com, test@test.com, danec@animalequality.org,
danec@animalequality.com).
The original datasets will be kept on Harvest Your Data as a backup until the final report is
released. Only Che Green and Jose Valle will have access to this account, however only
Che Green will access the data. The original datasets will also be stored on Che Green’s
computer which is password protected as well as on his backup system, and it will be
deleted after the study concludes. A variable with a unique identifier for each respondent will
already be part of the metadata, however the follow-up survey will need to be linked with
the original dataset by matching up the email addresses and so will have to follow a
similar procedure.

For the T2 collection, the metadata feature will be turned off in SurveyGizmo to prevent
the platform from automatically capturing potentially identifying information such as IP
address, city, postal, etc.

Timeline
The following is a suggested and tentative schedule for the research elements of this project:
spreadsheet.

Limitations
Potential limitations of the study include:
● Self-reporting errors. In particular, there are very real concerns about social desirability
bias, particularly for the FFQ outcome measure given the intervention study design.23
Self-reported diet measures have come under fire most recently.24 However, there have
been responses to this critique, most notably a strong recommendation for the continued
23
24

https://dietassessmentprimer.cancer.gov/approach/intervention.html
http://www.mayoclinicproceedings.org/article/S0025-6196(15)00319-5/abstract
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●

●
●
●

●

●

●

collection of self-reported dietary intake data because it is thought to impart valuable and
critical information.25 In addition, self-reported diet measures are often the method of
choice for many large government and academic studies. Indeed, FFQs are the most
commonly used instrument for dietary intervention studies,26 and have also been used in
a variety of the movement’s intervention studies to date. 27 Likewise, some research
suggests that under-reporting of meat consumption is not likely in response to a
pro-animal dietary intervention.28 In an effort to help address bias with our outcome
measure, we will administer Marlowe-Crowne scale (Reynolds’s Form C) to examine and
control for social desirability bias given that the study design cannot control for this.
Nonetheless, the self-reported diet question as a main outcome measure will present a
limitation to the study.
The potential for a low response rate and nonresponse bias for the follow-up survey
(anticipated to be ~35-50% response rate). We may try to do an aggressive
non-response analysis if time and resources allow.
Respondent quality issues, including internal inconsistencies, incomplete surveys,
etc.
The video will differ slightly between the 2D and 360 experiences.
Individuals on a selection of West and East Coast college and university campuses
will not be representative of Animal Equality’s entire outreach population, which will
limit the generalizability of the findings.
Spillover effects through discussions between members of different groups as
participants engage in a variety of ways and with a variety of individuals—classmates,
dorm-mates, club-mates, dining companions, etc. The approach of clustering by day
will help limit some intermingling, but will not do so completely given that clustering
will not be at the campus level.
Duplication of study participants. This is a particular concern for those in the 2D and
control groups. This is also a concern for any campuses that are visited both during
the pilot and again during official data collection in the fall.
By design, the study will not speak to which type of outreach (tablets or goggles)
could reach more people, but rather once reached, which has the larger impact.

25

http://jn.nutrition.org/content/early/2015/10/13/jn.115.219634.full.pdf
See p. 754-755 of: Thomson, C. A., Giuliano, A., Rock, C. L., Ritenbaugh, C. K., Flatt, S. W., Faerber, S.,
Newman, V., Caan, B., Graver, E., Hartz, V., Whitacre, R., Parker, F., Pierce, J. P., Marshall, J. R. (2003).
Measuring dietary change in a diet intervention trial: Comparing food frequency questionnaire and dietary
recalls. American Journal of Epidemiology, 715(8), 754-762.
27
See for example: http://veganoutreach.org/pay-per-read-study-results/,
http://veganoutreach.org/ppr-2016/,
https://mfr.osf.io/render?url=https://osf.io/nxrx3/?action=download%26mode=render,
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/research/interventions/leafleting/2013-leafleting-study/,
https://animalcharityevaluators.org/research/interventions/humane-education/humane-education-study-fall-2
013/#analysis, https://veganuary.com/blog/veganuary-2016-spared-the-lives-of-millions-of-animals/,
https://www.exploreveg.org/2015/12/04/how-effective-is-twin-cities-veg-fest/.
28
See Plant-Based Distractors in FFQs.
26
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The downside of generic recruitment using canopies is that it will decrease the
external validity of the study and thus the generalizability of the findings because it is
not reflective of Animal Equality’s typical outreach strategy. We believe these
tradeoffs are worthwhile given that it is the better methodology to have recruitment be
the same across conditions.
While participants will be recruited using the same generic script, it may not be possible
to eliminate selection bias.
The inactive control participants may have different attrition rates for follow-up survey
than those in the treatment conditions.
Because the follow-up survey will be in the field for several months, the timing of the
follow-up period will have a wide range. It is possible that seasonal variation in diet
may be a concern.29 Likewise, there are also concerns about daily effects on diet,
particularly differences between weekdays and weekends.30 It will not be feasible to
ensure the follow-up survey is sent on the same day of the week that the baseline
survey was collected. However, these variations will be largely limited to the
within-subjects exploration of diet, and so should not notably impact the reliability of the
diet data collected across conditions and used for the between-subjects analysis as
each group will be based on collection from the same months.

Note: One benefit is that, because the study aims at a comparison across groups, many of
the limitations will apply equally to all groups, in particular both treatment groups.

29
30

See for example: https://dietassessmentprimer.cancer.gov/learn/season.html.
See for example http://dietassessmentprimer.cancer.gov/learn/day.html.
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Staff and Volunteers
Animal Equality has hired two staff to conduct the West Coast tour and another two to
conduct the East Coast tour. Faunalytics will provide a document with training information to
Animal Equality’s outreach manager who will review it with the staff prior to the pilot and will
also be on hand with the staff at some point early in the tour. All staff hired for the data
collection will be trained in the same way. Faunalytics will work closely with Animal Equality
to assist them in overseeing their staff’s work when in the field. The goal will be to ensure a
consistent approach that adheres to the study design.
If volunteers are used in addition to outreach staff and if there is less time to train them it would
be good to take a consistent approach to what tasks they are assigned. For example, if there
are three volunteers running participants through at the same booth at the same time, it would
be fine to assign them to different aspects of the job: Volunteer A does the recruitment,
Volunteer B does the survey administration, Volunteer C handles the tablets/coordinates things.
That is a good way of keeping things simpler for them, as long as it can be done consistently
across participants.

Training Guide
About Conducting Research
Conducting research is different from conducting outreach in a few important ways, and
sometimes their goals may be at odds. The cardinal rule of being a researcher on the ground,
interacting with participants, is to treat all participants and p
 otential participants as similarly
as possible—in everything from your manner to your appearance, to the way the study is
presented.
In this study, we are interested in whether watching a video about factory farming can influence
people’s pork consumption and attitudes toward pigs. Some of the participants will watch a 2D
video, others a 360 video, and others neither. These differences refer to the c ondition the
participant is in. The only way we can say for sure that differences in people’s consumption
behavior and attitudes were the result of watching the video is if the video is the only thing that
differs.
For instance, if people who watch the 360 video eat fewer animal products than people who do
not watch a video, we would like to be sure that the video is the reason for the difference. But if
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you, as the researcher on the ground, were wearing a t-shirt that said “Save the Animals” on the
360 video day, and a blank t-shirt the other day, that could be the real reason for the difference,
and we would have no way of knowing. That is why consistency is key.
Remember also that you are an important source of potential bias in a study. Apart from being
consistent across participants, there should be consistency across Animal Equality outreach
staff. Since you will be working in teams of two, you should not, for example, have one person
be the lead on control days, and the other person on video days. Everyone should be doing all
conditions, to the extent possible.

Booth Setup
The first step of outreach is getting the attention of the public. Make sure to pick a location with
plenty of foot traffic to give yourself a higher chance of reaching a good amount of people. To
ensure consistency between conditions, t he booth location must be the same (or as close as
possible) every day that you are on campus.
It is OK for Animal Equality to continue with the regular banners/signs, unless these advertise
the video instead of Animal Equality more generally. Anything that is the same across conditions
and part of the usual outreach is fine. And indeed it is good to have Animal Equality branding
visible (e.g., through a tablecloth) since this helps with external validity, i.e., making the study
conditions as similar as possible to the regular outreach so there are less concerns in
generalizing the findings to the real-world context.
It is crucially important to the success of the study that different types of people do not end up
being recruited to the different conditions. To limit this, recruitment will be done with a generic
script that will be the same across conditions. However, this may not eliminate selection bias
given that potential participants are likely to see the interventions taking place in the
background. We would worry in particular about certain types of people opting in if they see the
use of the 360 headsets. To help mask the specific intervention, use the designated
canopy to hide the gear, the current participants, etc., from view. It should be used every
time the study is running (i.e., for all 3 conditions) so each group’s recruitment
experience is exactly the same. This will limit people being more intrigued by one condition
than another as this could result in us recruiting very different people for the different conditions
and thus seriously impact the results of the study. Ensure it is not too hot inside the canopy. Set
up in a shady area if possible (if this does not impact foot traffic) and consider getting
battery-powered fans for particularly hot days if needed. Set up the canopy exactly the same
each day. Keep anything that will not be the same across conditions out of view through
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the open door. For example, on 360 days, do not put the goggles in the corner by the door that
would allow them to be viewed from the outside.
The idea is that people should be no more likely to respond to the recruitment for one condition
than another because they are all going to hear/see the same thing during recruitment. What
the on-the-ground staff says, what signs/banners are displayed, what participants see in the
background, etc., should all be as similar as possible everyday. The difference will come once
people are enrolled and they are exposed to the different interventions. So if after recruitment
more people opt out of the 2D condition than the 360 condition because they are less interested
once enrolled that is OK, but we want the recruitment to be as identical as possible.
If possible, set up the booth so that when participants leave the study area they exit away from
the line of those who are waiting to complete it. That way, people will not hear others comment
about what they have experienced (especially relevant for the treatment conditions) in case it
may influence someone’s decision to participate or create some other undesired effect.

Personal Appearance
The first thing someone will notice is your appearance. If you look unkempt, it is less likely that
someone will want to approach you and consider you credible. We recommend that your choice
of clothing reflect the kind of audience you want to attract. For example, if you are doing
outreach at a college campus, dress in a way that resembles the students versus a suit and tie
or other formal attire. It is important that the target audience feels like they can relate to you.
Additionally:
1. Your clothing should be relatively plain and simple, with no slogans, brand
names, or other writing visible (outside of Animal Equality branding). This is
important in part to avoid alienating potential participants who dislike what is written on
your clothing, and in part to ensure that participants in different conditions of the study
are given as consistent an experience as possible—your appearance is part of that.
2. Dress comfortably and for the weather. Wearing comfortable shoes and layering clothes
will help keep you on your feet ready to go.
3. Body language says a lot about your attitude and approachability. Make sure to maintain
good posture and a smile on your face.

Initial Pitch
All participants will be recruited with the same generic script in an effort to try to promote the
conditions in the same way so there is no indication that the control group is a less appealing
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option than the video conditions as this may lead to selection bias where different types of
people are attracted to the control versus treatment.
●

Do you have a few minutes to help us out with a study about animals?
○ The $1,000 prize is not being mentioned in the pitch because it created
skepticism in a pilot when used as part of the pitch. However, there will be a sign
advertising this prize for the main study so it will still help with recruitment, but
does not have to be so direct. The outreach staff should keep an eye on
whether this sign creates skepticism during the recruitment process for the
first few campuses and if so report back so we can consider whether it is
useful to continue its use.
○ Previous pitch that isn’t being used in the main study:
■ Hi. Are you interested in participating in important research about food
and animal welfare? You’ll be entered in a draw to win $1,000.

It is okay to tweak wording to feel natural, but everyone should be approaching potential
participants in essentially the same way. Even if it feels like you are not being as effective in
your outreach as a result (which it probably will), this study will improve Animal Equality’s ability
to conduct effective outreach in the future, so it is very important to follow the guidelines for
good research.
Since you will not have the draw of offering the video to participants, you will want to make sure
you come across as very friendly and passionate about what you are offering in hopes that this
will be enough to draw participants in.

Additional Information
If individuals stop to talk to you, you can provide this additional information:
How long it takes
● Your participation will take 5-10 minutes today, and we will send you a quick follow-up
survey in a month, which will take an additional 1-2 minutes. You have to do both to be
entered in the draw.
What it entails
● Mostly it consists of some simple questions about your attitudes and the foods that you
eat. [If true that day: We also have a 6-minute video for you to watch.]

54

Answering Questions Before the Study
What is the video about?
● You can describe it briefly as a video about where our food comes from and/or animal
agriculture. Do not say anything about it being a 360 video—you should use the same
description regardless of whether it is the 2D or 360 video.
● Keep the information as general as possible while still in this recruitment stage so as not
to bias who opts-in to the different conditions. There will be a chance to give a more
in-depth explanation of the video and its graphic nature once participants are enrolled in
the study before they watch the video. An explanation will appear in the informed
consent letter in the survey and you can also answer questions about the video at this
point (i.e., right before participants begin viewing).
How is my contact information used?
● We will only ever contact you to complete the follow-up survey and to give you your prize
in the event that you win the draw for $1,000. Once the study is finished, your contact
information is deleted from our database.
How does a survey help animals?
● We are looking at people’s diets and attitudes toward the consumption of animal
products. The more we know about that, the better Animal Equality can tailor their
products and information for people who are interested.
You’re not going to ask me to stop eating meat, are you?
● No. You do not need to change your diet in order to participate.
I heard there’s a 360 video, is that true? [or other very specific questions]
● Yes, there is. [OR] Some participants do watch a 360 video, yes, but we do not have that
as part of the study today.
● In other words, if they have heard about the study and ask specific questions like this, do
not lie. However, never volunteer this information, and do not give them more
information than they ask for—it should only be provided in response to a direct
question.
Other specific questions about the design of the study:
● I cannot give you all of that information now because previous research has shown that
when participants in a study know the exact goals, it tends to influence the way they
respond to the study, which makes the research useless. However, at the very end of
the study, the last thing you get from us (if you want) will be a short letter describing the
full design of the study and what we hope to learn from it. It will also have the
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researchers’ contact info so that if you still have questions or concerns you will be able to
ask them directly.
Note: if during the study there are other questions you are commonly asked please let Dane
Charbeneau know so she can advise the Faunalytics’ research team and we will come up with
specific answers to them.

Running the Study
1. Each tour crew will have 8 tablets and 6 VR headsets. The tablet used to show the video
on 2D condition days, will be different from the one used to administer the in-person
survey. Ensure that GPS is enabled on the survey tablet so location can be captured
automatically, but keep the tablet in airplane mode (if those are compatible) to reduce
battery drain.
2. The video conditions have their own unique survey from the control condition so make
sure to select the correct survey at the start of each day based on the pre-arranged
schedule. Everyday make sure to check the schedule before starting each day's
outreach. While changes are still being made to the surveys, ensure that they are
updated on all tablets at the start of each day to ensure the latest survey is used.
3. If individuals agree to participate, first give them a quick overview of what they will be
doing. Remember that this varies by day, because they may or may not be watching a
video.
4. Hand them the tablet to complete the first survey. The first screen should be the
informed consent letter. You may need to click past the start screen before handing the
tablet to each new participant to ensure they start on this letter.
5. Ask participants to take their time and to fully read through all the information in the
survey.
6. While phone is not required to participate in the study, we would really like to make a
push for this since it will help increase the ways we have to get in touch with participants
to encourage them to complete the follow-up survey. So try to encourage participants to
provide this, while noting that we will never share their phone numbers and will only use
it as a secondary way to contact them for the follow-up survey/prize draw if needed.
However, if participants refuse to provide their cell number, you can instruct them to
enter all zeros (0000000000), though do not offer this as an option ahead of time.
7. There is a back button so participants can correct their answers if they are caught
off-guard by the auto-next feature and to allow you to back up in the survey to change
respondents’ answers to questions they may have answered wrong (e.g., previous
exposure). However, keep an eye out for anyone who may backtrack to change their
answers to more desirable ones in an effort to avoid termination.
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8. Important: tell video participants that they will come to a “stop sign” part way
through the survey (after 7 or 8 questions), which indicates it is time for them to
watch the video. Ensure they know to stop at this point and alert a staff member.
9. If the participant is deemed ineligible for the study based on the screener questions, they
will be instructed to stop and alert a team member. Please follow the instructions for the
different termination codes/reasons. When a participant is deemed ineligible, restart the
survey for someone else by clicking “Next” and then “Finish.”
a. term-age: ineligible due to age (under 18). Staff member should tell the
participant that she or he is ineligible to participate in both the study and the
outreach due to their age and the graphic nature of the video. They will not be
entered into the draw.
b. term-video: ineligible due to having already watched a pig farming video. Staff
member should tell the participant that she or he is ineligible to participate in the
study, but may participate in the outreach if they insist (unless it is a control
condition day). They will not be entered into the draw. Note that a number of
participants answered this question incorrectly. If someone is terminated on
this question please verify that they indeed saw the AE video, and if they
did not, back up the survey to select “no” to this question to allow the
participant to proceed.
c. An email address is required to participate in the study. While there is no
termination code for being ineligible due to a missing email address, the screen
that asks participants for their email address has the following message: “If you
are unwilling to provide your email address, please alert the staff member who is
helping you.” If a participant follows these instructions the staff member should
tell the participant that she or he is ineligible to participate in the study, but may
participate in the outreach if they insist (unless it is a control condition day). They
will not be entered into the draw.
d. Do NOT exclude people from the study/draw who do not finish the full
video.
10. Those in a video condition will have a “pause” in their survey, which will say: “THANK
YOU! This completes the first part of the survey. Please tell the staff member that you
are ready to watch the video. You will resume this survey after watching the video.” At
this point put the tablet aside and set them up to start watching the video.
a. Ensure they are prepared for the graphic nature of the video.
b. At this point, once someone is enrolled in the study, it is OK to fully explain
the nature of the 360 video medium—you can tell them to look around in the
frame and can refer to it as a 360 video, just not during recruitment. We want
everything to be consistent during recruitment, but once enrolled it is OK, and
indeed very desirable, for the 360 video participants to understand what the
equipment is and how to use it.
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11. Once the video is complete, hand the tablet back to participants to have them complete
the second survey. Make sure you hand the right tablet back to the correct
participant if you have multiple people participating at once. If participants need a
minute after the video before completing the survey because they are in shock or upset
by what they saw, allow them to take some time to collect their thoughts. Ensure the
survey resumes with the question about whether they watched the full video.
12. Control participants will have one survey with no pause (because they will not watch a
video).
13. If a participant drops out during the in-person portion of the study, please follow these
instructions: Thank them for their time and then turn the tablet off and then on again.
You will be asked what to do with the partial survey. Choose “Save and Exit.”
14. Ensure you are watchful of the participants who are completing the survey (without being
off-putting) so you can detect any issues.
15. If participants have any specific questions about the 13-item social desirability scale,
simply say: “it’s a personality measure that could be related to some of the other
questions.”
16. Ideally we want to discourage past participants from participating again, but if that is not
possible just ensure that the email address they used when they first signed up is
recoded again so we can clean them out of the dataset when the time comes. If they are
identified as a past participant through the survey instrument, then we’ll have their email
address in the dataset twice so will be able to identify them as duplicated. However, if for
example, they were a previous control participant and come back another day to watch
the 360 video without wanting to engage with the survey, their email address (the same
as before) should be recorded elsewhere by the staff and passed along to us in one of
the weekly reports.

When They Hand Back the Tablet at the End
●

●

●

Remind them that they will be contacted in about a month and that they need to answer
this short follow-up survey to be entered in the draw. It is really important to reinforce
the importance of the follow-up survey (so this serves as a type of
pre-notification) since the response rates for the pilots was low.
Ask them not to discuss the specifics of the study with anyone else. If they want to tell
someone about the booth and the draw, that is fine, but preferably no more than that.
You can add: For the validity of the research, it’s important that everyone’s
experience is more or less the same, so if someone learns a lot about the study
beforehand, it can hurt our chances of the study giving scientifically sound
results.
Thank them sincerely for their participation.
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Other Conversations
1. If the participant initiates a conversation with you about the video they watched, it is okay
to talk about this after they have finished the survey. If they try to talk about it before
that, please ask them (politely but firmly) to do the survey first.
2. Once they are finished the survey, if the participant wants to talk about any aspect of
Animal Equality’s work (factory farming, animal ethics, vegetarian diet, etc.) that is
okay—if it is part of Animal Equality’s usual outreach. H
 owever, make sure that this
conversation is not disruptive to anyone still participating in the study and that it
does not impact people who are being recruited. And remember that participants
will be asked to fill out another survey in a month’s time, so still treat them as
active survey participants, i.e., do not reveal any sensitive information.
3. Initiating conversation with participants has to be in a way that is the same across all
participants, whether they watched a video or not. A
 nimal Equality should ask
participants after they finish the survey "how did it go?" but not, for example, "what
did you think of the video?" because not everyone (i.e., control participants) could be
asked the latter, so you would be providing an inconsistent experience to people in
different conditions. It is important that this is asked of everyone. Talking specifically
about the video should only be if the participants bring it up—in that case it is fine, but it
is important not to prompt a conversation about the video. Keep your behavior as
consistent as you can across all participants. You may end up having very different
conversations with different participants depending on what they bring up, but you
should not guide the direction of the conversation.
4. Once a participant engages you on a topic, it is OK to proceed in a way that m
 akes the
conversation feel natural and is generally true to what you would normally do. So
for example, if a participant asks why piglets' tails are cut off, it is fine in response to
explain why and to add that mutilations happen in other areas of animal agriculture (e.g.,
beak trimming). However, you would not want to randomly bring up beak trimming
without any conversational prompting from the participant. So you should start the
conversation by asking “how did it go?” and if the participant initiates a conversation
about animal conditions, etc., it is OK to proceed with it the way you normally would
(being as natural as possible), and if they do not lead you in that direction do not bring it
up unprompted. If participants make statements, rather than asking a question, it is OK
to follow-up with a more generic question to help spur conversation. For example, most
of the time after someone watches the video, the first thing they'll say is "wow, that was
horrible/intense/etc." In this case, it is OK to follow with the question "Have you ever
seen anything like that before?" or "Did you know that's how the animals are treated?"
The most important thing is that the types of conversations are as consistent as possible
across outreach staff. This will ensure that one volunteer is not more assertive/forceful
with the conversation than another.
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5. Do not tell respondents to pay attention to the video.
6. Do not tell them to avoid checking their phones. This is not something that is done
during the regular outreach so this will increase the external validity, i.e., making the
results more generalizable to the traditional outreach. Another good reason not to do this
is that it could be a downside of the 2D video that we would want to capture in the data.
In other words, the immersive experience of the 360 video forces people to be pulled
away from the everyday, including their phones, and this may give it a leg up over 2D, in
which case allowing people to engage with the 2D video however they see fit would be a
truer picture of how they respond to that medium. Finally, checking the phone could be a
coping mechanism and so something we do not want to place limits on. The same
applies for any other type of distraction. So refrain from telling participants who are
watching the video that they are not to look around in a distracted way, not to talk to
others, not to fast-forward the video, etc. Allow them to engage with the video
however they wish, which will give a truer picture of the effectiveness of the different
video mediums. However, it is OK to take steps common to the regular outreach to
ensure no one else impacts the viewer’s experience. For example, if someone tries to
interfere with their friend when they have the headsets on it is appropriate and indeed
desirable to tell them to stop.

Other To Dos
1. Report whether there were any survey questions that were unclear/that participants had
trouble with.
2. Record roughly how many participants per day (if any) try to participate more than once.
3. Record if anyone with prior knowledge on the study is frustrated that they did not get to
participate in the condition they had hoped.
4. Record a ballpark figure of how many people opt not to enroll in the study after showing
interest during recruitment.
5. Record information on any concerns about “spillover effects” where people from one
condition have information about another.
6. Record impressions of how the canopy worked to hide the nature of each condition, and
any impact it had on recruitment.
7. Record any technical glitches or other issues that need addressing.
8. Manually upload the survey data at the end of each day of outreach by clicking the
"Upload" button. That way we will have one datafile for each day. Remember that this is
highly confidential because it contains personal identifying information (participants’
email addresses and phone numbers).
9. If you need to test out any aspect of the survey, please only enter T
 EST@TEST.COM
into the email address field so we can easily identify your entry as a test and remove it
from the dataset so it is not mistaken as a participant entry.
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Survey Instruments
Individuals in the treatment groups will be asked to complete three short surveys: 1) one
before the video (T1 baseline survey), 2) one immediately following the video (T1
post-intervention survey), and 3) a survey 30-days post-intervention (T2 follow-up survey).
Those in the control group will be asked to complete similar versions of these surveys except
that the post-intervention survey will not be administered given the absence of a treatment in
this condition. Instead all relevant questions will be combined into one T1 survey.

T1 Informed Consent
Welcome! You have been invited to participate in a research study conducted by the
research organization Faunalytics on behalf of the group Animal Equality. Your
involvement in this study will be tremendously helpful in advancing knowledge on the topic
of food and animals.
As a participant, you will be asked to [watch a short video and] complete two [three] very
short surveys: 1) one now, and 2) one in 30 days. [1) one before the video, 2) one
immediately after the video, and 3) one in 30 days.] Your participation today is expected to
take roughly 5 [10] minutes or less and an additional 1–2 minutes for the follow-up survey
in about a month.
To honor your time commitment, we are entering those who complete all phases of the
research into a SWEEPSTAKES TO WIN A $1,000 CASH PRIZE. Eligibility for the
drawing will require that you complete all of the surveys and provide us with a working
email address (unique to you) so that we can contact you for the follow-up survey. The
drawing is likely to take place some time in mid-to-late 2017. N
 o purchase or payment is
necessary to enter the sweepstakes. The estimated odds are roughly 1/10,000.
You will not be asked to share your name. Your email address and phone number will only
be used to contact you for the follow-up survey and to notify you if you win the cash prize.
Your email or other identifying information WILL NEVER BE SHARED WITH ANYONE
OR SOLD. Following reporting, the dataset will be released, however this will not include
any identifying information from you.
[As a study participant, you are being asked to watch a 6-minute video about where our
food comes from. The video is a narrated look into the life of pigs in animal agriculture.
Some parts contain content similar in nature to a violent movie or video game. If you do
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not wish to watch the video (outside of averting your eyes for brief periods) you can
withdraw from the study. To do so, simply tell one of the Animal Equality staff on-hand.]
If you are 18 years of age or older and agree to participate please click the “Next” button
and you will be directed to the survey.
Please take your time and answer honestly. Thank you so much for participating!

Instructions
• The letter given to the control group will be identical except that it will e
 xclude the information
in square brackets.

T1 Baseline Survey
This baseline survey is heavier in terms of respondent burden to keep the post-intervention
survey streamlined to the required questions in case respondents are feeling emotional after
watching the video and are not able to focus on answering questions.

AGE
What is your age? Choose one of the following answers.
Instructions
• Options include “Under 18,” all numbers 18 to 64, and “65 or over” (note: this approach is
needed to work around constraints with skip patterns in the survey software).
• End the survey for respondents who indicate under 18.
• The page includes:
• A red "stop" sign to ensure that users stop.
• Message 1: “DO NOT CLICK NEXT. Please STOP NOW and alert a staff
member. (admin note: term-age)”
• Message 2: “I saw the stop sign above and paused to alert a staff member.”
with answer options including “Agree” and “Disagree.”
• The purpose is to disable the "Next" button on the page until the
respondent clicks one of the two options. It acts as a speed bump.
• Choosing “Agree” allows respondents to continue, whereas “Disagree”
sends them to the end of survey point which says: “Thank you for
completing the survey, we really value your input on this important
research study. PLEASE WATCH for our quick follow-up survey in
about a month." With a "Finish" button afterward.
• Because Harvest Your Data is very limited and does not have
termination screens or the ability to bypass the conclusion
screen, we are not able to offer a customized closing screen
that does not give participants the impression they will be
contacted for a follow-up survey.
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• Having the two messages outside the stop sign increases the likelihood that
respondents will not continue without speaking to the staff first, given that
many did this in the pilots.
• Animal Equality staff will t ell them they are ineligible to participate in both the study
and the outreach due to their age and the graphic nature of the video.
• Limit to 1 answer.
• Question is force response.
• Do not randomize order of answer options.

Notes
• Purpose: to screen out those ineligible for the study.

GENDER
What is your current gender identity?
☐ Female
☐ Male
☐ Transgender female, transgender male, genderqueer/gender non-conforming,
non-binary, or other identity
☐ Prefer not to answer
Instructions
• Limit to 1 answer.
• Question is force response.
• Do not randomize order of answer options.

EMAIL
What is your email address?
We will only use this to get in touch with you for our quick follow-up survey and to enter you
into the prize drawing. We will never share your email address with anyone or use it for any
other purpose. Please note, email address is required to be eligible for the study. This must
be a valid email address you check regularly.
If you are unwilling to provide your email address, please alert the staff member who is helping
you.

Instructions
• “You must enter a valid email address” appears if respondents try to skip this step or provide
an incorrect entry.
• End the survey for respondents who refuse to enter an email address. Animal Equality will
tell them they are ineligible to participate in the study, but may participate in the outreach
if they insist (unless it is a control condition day).
• Question is force response.
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Notes
• Purpose: to screen out those ineligible for the study.
• A requirement of participation is that each individual have their own working and unshared
email address as this will serve as their unique identifier. This should be possible given
that, at minimum, each college/university assigns students an email address upon
enrollment.

PHONE
What is your cell phone number (including area code)?
We will only use this to get in touch with you for our quick follow-up survey and to enter you
into the prize drawing. We will never share your phone number with anyone or use it for any
other purpose.
Instructions
• “You must enter a whole number. You must enter exactly 10 characters” appears if
respondents try to skip this step or provide an incorrect entry.
• No dots can be used since it’s only 10 characters.
• Question is force response.
• If respondents do not want to provide their phone number, the Animal Equality staff can
instruct them to enter all zeros (0000000000).
Notes
• There does not seem to be any issue with the formatting of the phone numbers in the
survey platform. In the first pilot, there were 69 bounced texts out of 897 total texts so a
relatively small number and nothing that seems fixable through formatting.

PREVIOUS EXPOSURE
Within the past year, did you watch an Animal Equality VIDEO in person on a college or
university CAMPUS that was ONLY about PIG farming (i.e., it did not talk about cows, chickens,
etc.)?
☐ Yes
☐ No
☐ Don’t know
If “No” or “Don’t know” is selected, the next screen displays:
Have you participated in this Animal Equality study before?
☐ Yes
☐ No
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☐ Don’t know
Instructions
• Pause the survey for respondents who indicate “Yes” to either question above.
• The page includes:
• A red "stop" sign to ensure that users stop.
• Message 1: “DO NOT CLICK NEXT. Please STOP NOW and alert a staff
member. (admin note: term-video)”
• Message 2: “I saw the stop sign above and paused to alert a staff member.”
with answer options including “Agree” and “Disagree.”
• The purpose is to disable the "Next" button on the page until the
respondent clicks one of the two options. It acts as a speed bump.
• Choosing “Agree” allows respondents to continue, whereas “Disagree”
sends them to the end of survey point which says: “Thank you for
completing the survey, we really value your input on this important
research study. PLEASE WATCH for our quick follow-up survey in
about a month." With a "Finish" button afterward.
• Because Harvest Your Data is very limited and does not have
termination screens or the ability to bypass the conclusion
screen, we are not able to offer a customized closing screen
that does not give participants the impression they will be
contacted for a follow-up survey.
• Having the two messages outside the stop sign increases the likelihood that
respondents will not continue without speaking to the staff first, given that
many did this in the pilots.
• The Animal Equality staff will confirm past exposure. For anyone who did not have past
exposure, there will be a back button so the staff can allow participants to adjust their
answer. If the answer is confirmed to be yes, Animal Equality will tell them they are ineligible
to participate in the study, but may participate in the outreach if they insist (unless it is a
control condition day).
• The first question is needed to catch anyone who watched iAnimal outside of the study. The
second question is needed to catch anyone already in the study who was in the control
condition who is trying to participate again as they would not have watched the video so
would not be caught by the first question.
• For the email and previous exposure termination points, it is OK to tell participants that they
are ineligible to participate in the study, but may participate in the outreach if they insist.
There should not be difficulty in identifying these individuals as terminations rather than
break-offs in the dataset. However, even if there is, this is not crucial given that these
break-offs/terminations would happen before we collect diet and attitudes, so we are not
likely to keep these individuals in any relevant parts of the analysis. If the individual indicated
“Yes” to previous exposure, it will be necessary to find their email address (provided they
used the same one) and remove them from any previous data sources in this main collection
as well (e.g., an earlier day).
• Limit to 1 answer.
• Question is force response.
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Do not randomize order of answer options.

Notes
• Purpose: to screen out those ineligible for the study who would have seen the video during
an earlier AE visit to the campus or during the current residency, as well as previous control
condition participants. There is of course the possibility that people may not be truthful.
• This question is being asked after the contact information is gathered so participants who
indicate “yes” but go on to participate in the study can be removed from both this dataset
and the earlier one (if they are able to be found using the same email address).

DIET
Thinking about your diet over the past 30 DAYS, how often did you eat meals or snacks that
contained ANY TYPE OF PORK (bacon, ham, pork chops, spare ribs, bacon bits, etc.)?
NOTE: It is important that you report your food consumption as accurately as possible.
Examples of meals include breakfast, lunch, dinner, etc. Also tell us about snacks between
meals. Think about meals and snacks at home as well as outside the home. Please take your
time and carefully consider your answer.
- Never
- 1-3 times per MONTH
- 1 time per WEEK
- 2-4 times per WEEK
- 5-6 times per WEEK
- 1 or more times per DAY
Instructions
• Question is force response.
Notes
• This is the main outcome measure of the study.
• Based on the findings from Pilot 3, which found Q2 for pork only—a 9-point food frequency
questionnaire—was most promising.
• However, we have adjusted the frequency scale since Pilot 3 found that respondents did
not really use the high end of the scale for pork, which is not surprising.
• We chose to use the 6-point version of the scale by removing the 3 ranges on the high
end. The advantage of using the 6-point option is that it lowers respondent burden and
also increases our confidence in respondents’ ability to accurately place themselves on
the scale since the bigger the ranges, the more likely they are to know where they belong.
This was chosen instead of adding 3 new frequencies in between the poles of this scale
to increase the spread. Although this would have had the advantage of giving participants
more room to move from T1 to T2 and thus increasing the chances of picking up a
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change in self-reported consumption if one exists, there were concerns of doing so
because we tested the exact categories in the 6-point option so did not want to use
something that is more of an unknown and because the small gradations in the 9-point
option gets us closer to the outcome measure we used for Pilot 1, which we found to have
too much variance.
Some research31  has indicated that including plant-based “distractors” in the food list of a food
frequency questionnaires does not limit under-reporting of animal product consumption, and so
no distractors will be used in this study when asking about the frequency of consumption of pork.
Likewise, research also suggests that under-reporting of meat consumption is not likely in
response to a pro-animal dietary intervention and so no attempt will be made to collect diet data
before individuals learn anything about the study. However, to be safe, the diet data will be
collected prior to the intervention.
We do not need a before and after for attitude questions because we have a control comparison
so we do not need a time-wise comparison too, so between-subjects should be fine. However,
we are being extra cautious with the diet question since it is the main variable and so we are
additionally asking it at baseline.

SPILLOVER 1
Have you talked to anyone else who has participated in this study?
☐ Yes
☐ No
Instructions
• Limit to 1 answer.
• Question is force response.
• Do not randomize order of answer options.
Notes
• To look for spillover effects.

SPILLOVER 2
When did this person/these people participate in the study?
☐ Today
☐ On a previous day
☐ Both
☐ Don’t know
Instructions
See Do We Need to Disguise Veg Surveys?, Plant-Based Distractors in FFQs, and information on
distractors in dietary assessments.
31

67

•
•
•
•

Branched from “yes” to previous question.
Limit to 1 answer.
Question is force response.
Do not randomize order of answer options.

Notes
• To look for spillover effects. We will not remove participants of concern, however this will
give a sense of the extent to which this should be recorded as a limitation of the study.
• This will not tell us if people talked to others after the intervention. This is something we
could have asked at follow-up, but after that amount of time we felt the answers would likely
be unreliable.

BIAS
Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Read each
item and decide whether the statement is True or False as it pertains to you personally. Please
take your time and carefully consider each question.
True
It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not
encouraged.
I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way.
On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I
thought too little of my ability.
There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in
authority even though I knew they were right.
No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a good listener.
There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.
I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.
I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.
I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different
from my own.
There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of
others.
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False

I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.
I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings.
Instructions
• Limit to 1 answer per item.
• Question is force response.
Notes
• Purpose is to examine and control for social desirability bias given that the study design
cannot control for this and the main outcome measure (diet) is entirely self reported. For
more on the Marlowe-Crowne scale (Reynolds’s Form C) see h
 ere.
• The scale is recommended as part of the ACE and Faunalytics’ survey guidelines project, so
it is something meant for purposes like ours. We selected it because of the validated social
desirability scales available, we felt this one offered the best balance of length and desirable
statistical characteristics.
• We would use the scale score to help control for any social desirability bias during the
analysis that may be affecting reports of pork diet change (and secondarily attitude change
toward pigs) since we cannot control for this bias through the study design itself. It would
increase the confidence we could have in the results in terms of whether what we are seeing
is likely to be actual diet change or people simply reporting that they changed their diet when
in fact they have not.
• Our biggest concern in including it is that it will increase respondent burden since it is a
13-item scale. There are concerns about the length of this instrument with our target
audience (college-aged individuals who are often in-between classes), however this is
already the short form of the scale and since it is a validated instrument we did not want to
make any changes to it. And we feel this trade-off is worth having information to assist us in
explaining whether any significant results we may find are due to actual change or bias.
• This question was tested with a small group of about 40 participants prior to data collection,
however it was not included in any of the 3 pilots as it was added after the fact to address
bias concerns with the new outcome measure given that with the focus now solely on
pork/pigs, this could potentially increase social desirability concerns since we are no longer
even going with the more generic meat category, so the connection to the intervention is
made all the more stronger.

PRE-VIDEO MESSAGE (2D & 360)
THANK YOU! This completes the first part of the survey. Please tell the staff member that you
are ready to watch the video. You will resume this survey after watching the video.
Please confirm: I saw this stop sign and paused to watch the video.
☐ Agree
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☐ Disagree
Instructions
• The page includes a red "stop" sign to ensure that users stop before coming to the question
above. The purpose is to disable the "Next" button on the page until the respondent clicks
one of the two options. It acts as a speed bump.
• Choosing “Agree” allows respondents to continue, whereas “Disagree” sends them to the
end of survey point which says: “Thank you for completing the survey, we really value your
input on this important research study. PLEASE WATCH for our quick follow-up survey in
about a month." With a "Finish" button afterward.
• Because Harvest Your Data is very limited and does not have termination screens or
the ability to bypass the conclusion screen, we are not able to offer a customized
closing screen that does not give participants the impression they will be contacted
for a follow-up survey.
• Having the messages outside the stop sign increases the likelihood that respondents will not
continue without speaking to the staff first, given that many did this in the pilots.

T1 Post-Intervention Survey (2D & 360)
FULL VIDEO
Did you watch the video until the end (with the exception of averting your eyes for brief periods if
needed)?
☐ Yes
☐ No
Instructions
• Limit to 1 answer.
• Question is force response.
• Do not randomize order of answer options.
Notes
• Purpose: To examine what effect watching the full video has during analysis. Do not
terminate anyone during the study if they indicated “No.”

MINIMIZE PORK
It is important to minimize the amount of pork (bacon, ham, pork chops, spare ribs, bacon bits,
etc.) a person consumes.
☐ Strongly disagree
☐ Disagree
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☐ Neither agree nor disagree
☐ Agree
☐ Strongly agree
Instructions
• Limit to 1 answer.
• Question is force response.
• Do not randomize order of answer options.
Notes
• Purpose: this is a Theory of Planned Behavior measure that is being used to examine
whether people think they should change, i.e., their attitude toward behavior.
• We are asking this question (and the one below) post-intervention rather than at baseline
because we are more interested in attitude change immediately following the intervention
and how this is maintained over time than we are in asking this at baseline to help identify
imbalances. This way we will have two attitude markers, immediate and short-term, rather
than just the latter.

SUFFERING
Eating pork (bacon, ham, pork chops, spare ribs, bacon bits, etc.) directly contributes to the
suffering of pigs.
☐ Strongly disagree
☐ Disagree
☐ Neither agree nor disagree
☐ Agree
☐ Strongly agree
Instructions
• Limit to 1 answer.
• Question is force response.
• Do not randomize order of answer options.

END MESSAGE T1
Thank you for completing the survey, we really value your input on this important research
study. PLEASE WATCH for our quick follow-up survey in about a month.
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T1 Control Survey
[Repeat all questions except for FULL VIDEO]

T2 Follow-up Survey
OPENING MESSAGE T2
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the follow-up study for the Animal Equality research
project. It shouldn’t take more than 1–2 minutes to complete.

EMAIL T2
What is your email address? (the same one you provided during the on-campus Animal
Equality survey, which is also the one we emailed the survey invitation to, without this we will
not be able to link your data)
We will only use this to enter you into the prize drawing and to link your first set of survey
answers with these ones, without which your data will go to waste. We will never share your
email address with anyone or use it for any other purpose.
Instructions
• Question is force response.
Notes
• For those who reply by email, we have the ability to export the email address used in the
follow-up survey invitations. We may also be able to link the phone number participants
reply from with the phone number they provided at T2. If this is the case, we will not need
to collect email address at T2 for data linking purposes.

[Repeat questions: DIET, MINIMIZE PORK, and SUFFERING.]

DEBRIEFING
At the end of the study, would you like us to email you a letter describing the research in more
detail?
☐ Yes
☐ No
72

Instructions
• Question is not force response.

FINAL END MESSAGE
Thank you for completing the survey, we really value your input.

Follow-up Invitation & Reminders Pilot 1
Note: We only have permission to use participants’ email addresses for the study so we will not
add them to any AE/Faunalytics mailing lists outside of the one used to send the follow-up
invitation/reminders.
Will need to remove all duplicates before creating the email/text lists for reminders. Send only
one invitation or simply exclude those who were in different conditions, because their data is
uninterpretable.

1. Email Invitation (one month post-intervention)
Subject: Campus research follow-up survey
From: Animal Equality
From: info@faunalytics.org
Hello! A month ago you participated in a nonprofit research project on campus. This 2-minute
survey is the final part of that research project, and we would appreciate your response.
Click Here to Take the Survey [survey URL]
When you complete the survey, you will be entered into a sweepstakes to win a $1,000 CASH
PRIZE.
Your email or other identifying information will never be shared with anyone or sold.
Thank you in advance for your survey response!
Sincerely,
Animal Equality
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2. Email Reminder (3 days post-invitation)
Subject: Reminder: Campus research follow-up survey
From: Animal Equality
From: info@faunalytics.org
Hello again! About a month ago you participated in a nonprofit research project on campus.
We really need to hear from you so that we can complete our study. Please take our
2-minute follow-up survey!
Click Here to Take the Survey [survey URL]
When you complete the survey, you will be entered into a sweepstakes to win a $1,000
CASH PRIZE.
Your email or other identifying information will never be shared with anyone or sold.

Thank you in advance for your survey response!
Sincerely,
Animal Equality

3. Email Reminder (6 days post-invitation)
Subject: Reminder: Campus research follow-up survey
From: Animal Equality
From: info@faunalytics.org
Hello again! About a month ago you participated in a nonprofit research project on campus.
To be eligible for the sweepstakes to win a $1,000 cash prize, please complete our 2-minute
follow-up survey:
Click Here to Take the Survey [survey URL]
Your email or other identifying information will never be shared with anyone or sold.

Thank you in advance for your survey response!
Sincerely,
Animal Equality

4. Email Reminder (9 days post-invitation)
Subject: Final Reminder: Campus research follow-up survey
From: Animal Equality
From: info@faunalytics.org
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Hello again! This is your last chance to help out a nonprofit and enter our sweepstakes to win
a $1,000 cash prize.
About a month ago you participated in a nonprofit research project on campus. Now we
need you to complete our 2-minute follow-up survey:
Click Here to Take the Survey [survey URL]
Your email or other identifying information will never be shared with anyone or sold.

Thank you in advance for your survey response!
Sincerely,
Animal Equality

5. Text Reminder (12 days post-invitation)
Follow-up survey for nonprofit research conducted on campus last month. Complete our
2-minute survey and enter to win $1,000. Thanks! [ survey URL]

6. Text Reminder (15 days post-invitation)
Follow-up survey for nonprofit research conducted on campus last month. Complete our
2-minute survey and enter to win $1,000. Thanks! [ survey URL]

7. Text Reminder (18 days post-invitation)
Last chance! Follow-up survey for nonprofit research on campus last month. Complete our
2-minute survey and enter to win $1,000. Thanks! [ survey URL]
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