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1. Abstract 

 Wildlife includes “all living organisms out of the direct control of man, including 
undomesticated or cultivated plants and animals” and their conservation is “an effort to 
maintain and use natural resources wisely in an attempt to ensure that those resources will 
be available for future generations.” (Yarrow, 2009). Wildlife conservation is not only 

important for the species of plants and animals that it protects, but has wide-reaching 

consequences for humans too, and therefore should be considered as relevant to all 

individuals regardless of any particular moral or ethical stance on human involvement with 

animals they have. The conservation of wildlife has implications in regards to agriculture and 

biodiversity (due to the genetic diversity within the food web), human medicine and research 

(as many undiscovered organisms could provide the key to current human problems), and 

psychological benefits – one study suggests that human engagement with wildlife inspires 

wonder, awe, and spiritual fulfilment (Curtin, 2009). For these reasons, how charities and 

organisations advertise their campaign is vital to ensure public participation in wildlife 

conservation. Advertising tactics known as “shock tactics”, in which the audience is shocked 

into engaging, are currently controversial. In this study a public survey on attitudes towards 

shock tactics was conducted in order to establish whether or not advertisements featuring 

shock tactics are more effective than advertisements not featuring shock tactics in 

encouraging people to engage with wildlife conservation campaigns. The results suggest 

that the use of shock tactics do not encourage people to participate more than 

advertisements that do not feature shock tactics, however further research needs to be 

carried out in order to determine whether or not shock tactics are effective in their own right 

at encouraging participation from the public before any definitive conclusions can be drawn. 



2. Introduction 

 2a. Importance of Wildlife Conservation 

The importance of conserving global wildlife cannot be understated. Regardless of your 

moral or ethical stance, humans are dependent on the survival of other species, as we are 

linked to the majority of them through the food web. Therefore, what we do to the wildlife of 

the planet will ultimately have consequences on our own survival. 

The loss of even just one species can have catastrophic effects. An example of the 

intricacies of the food web can be seen in the reintroduction of wolves to Yellowstone 

National Park. Though the long-term effects of this are not yet known and are currently still 

being monitored, the short term effects are apparent and very revealing. The wolves hunted 

the elk population, which had previously been unmanaged. This reduced their numbers, 

causing the vegetation of which their diet consisted to grow back after being overconsumed. 

The growth of the vegetation then also affected the waterways of the park, and also in turn 

provided more natural habitats for beavers. The chain of events – known as a trophic 

cascade – can all be traced back to the wolves, therefore showing how the loss of one 

species had consequences on other species due to its role as a keystone species. 

(TEDTalks: Monbiot, 2013) 

In the same vein, the use of pesticides for human crops on farmland kills pollinators, 

which in turn reduces the crop biodiversity, and runoff into local water systems affects the 

insect populations there as well, causing disruptions that eventually have a negative effect 

on humans. As such, an effort to conserve the pollinators through the reduction of 

agricultural use will benefit humans, whether they believe the pollinators should, in their own 

right, be protected. These are just two examples of the ‘chain-reaction’ nature of wildlife 

conservation, in order to establish an understanding of its importance. 

Another key reason humans can benefit from the conservation of wildlife is because 

of the significant role it has in the research and development of medicinal drugs. For 

example, research by David Mangelsdorf suggests that guggulsterone – a compound that 

can be found in the sap of the guggul tree, a species native to India – can be used to lower 

cholesterol and therefore reduce the likelihood of related diseases by blocking the FXR 

receptor (which produces bile acids that boost cholesterol levels). Widespread deforestation 

and other reduction of vegetation species could lead to the loss of many potential avenues 

for research. With the rise in antibiotic resistance, natural resources are more important than 

ever before as the basis for medicinal compounds, whether used directly from the plant or 

through synthetic derivatives. 

One further area of interest for humans regarding the conservation of wildlife its 

economic potential as the basis for tourism, and the psychological benefits that this form of 

tourism provides. The specific economics of wildlife tourism depend on the case in question, 

but can generally be considered as its “total economic use value plus its total economic non-
use value.”  (Pearce et al. 1994). The total economic use value represents its tangible value, 

for example the profits that can be made from entrance fees to National Parks. The total 

economic non-use value therefore represents the attributes of the resources that are 

relatively intangible; for example, the pure existence value of a species, the willingness of 

people to pay for the continued existence of species for future generations (its bequest 

value), and the potential for its use in the future (its option value). The majority of species’ 

total economic value is made up of its non-use value. For example, a research survey by 

Bandara and Tisdell – conducted with a sample of 300 residents of Colombo, Sri Lanka – 

indicated that the tourism economic value of the Asian wild elephant only accounted for 26% 

of its economic value and that more than half its economic value could be attributed to its 



non-use value. These Asian elephants in the wild are used for tourism purposes and their 

non-use values can encourage political support for their conservation; in turn this contributes 

to the sustainability of these species (and the other species found in, or are dependent on, 

the same habitat). Overall, this results in a system whereby all associated wildlife tourism is 

fostered sustainably. (Higginbottom, 2004). In addition to this, research by Tisdell and Wilson 

suggests that the experiences of an ecotourist with wildlife increases their perceptions of the 

economic use and non-use values of that species, which therefore increases their economic 

support for their conservation. Over 40% of respondents (in a survey sample of 519, all of 

whom had visited Mon Repos Turtle Rookery in Australia) said that after visiting, they would 

like to contribute more money to the conservation of sea turtles, and 98% of visitors believed 

that more action should be taken to minimise threats to sea turtles as a result of their visit. 

(Higginbottom, 2004). 

The psychological benefits of wildlife tourism are explored in a study involving 20 

interviews based upon one whale and bird watching tour on the Sea of Cortez in Baja 

California. Participants kept a field journal of the days’ activities and their emotional 

responses to the wildlife and their observations. The results were qualitative and subjective, 

and a thematic analysis was used. Three key themes emerged from a question regarding 

how wildlife made participants feel: “wonderment and awe beyond articulation, experiencing 

a state of ‘flow’, and sensual awakening”. Four key themes emerged from a question 

regarding what psychological benefits were derived from watching the wildlife: “time to stand 

and stare, voyeurism and contemplation, spiritual fulfilment, and feelings of well-being”. 

However, the reliability of this sample is called into question, as the participants all had an 

interest in wildlife tourism and the disposable income to participate in it already, and the 

questions may have been leading due to the bias of the researcher. (Curtin, 2009). 

So far, the importance of wildlife conservation has been discussed as a consideration 

regardless of the perspective of an individual on the ethical responsibilities of humans in 

regards to wildlife conservation. However, there are many different approaches to wildlife 

conservation from ethical beliefs that are often divergent in principle. 

For example, a person with utilitarian approach to wildlife conservation will consider 

the consequences of conserving wildlife against the consequences of not engaging. 

Consequences can be thought of in two ways – maximising pleasures and minimising pains, 

and interests. Whilst the extinction of a species does not in principle require humans to take 

action in the first branch of utilitarianism (because an animal cannot experience further 

pleasure or pain when it stops living) it does necessitate it in the latter, as it is in the interest 

of all individuals of a species to continue to live. Furthermore, the extinction of a species has 

consequences for humans as well, as it would result in the reduction of the aforementioned 

human interests. (Appleby et al., 2016) 

An approach to animal ethics that differs from utilitarianism in principle but can 

coincide in practice is the animal rights view. This refers to moral rights rather than legal 

rights, but to make a statement about the possession of moral rights is to make a statement 

about the need to protect and promote them. Traditionally, moral rights are thought of as 

inherent, although a more recent ideology bases the moral rights of an animal on its 

capacities (e.g. sentience, self-awareness). From an animal rights perspective, humans have 

a moral obligation to protect animals from threats caused by other people, as they are moral 

agents acting against them or putting them at risk. (Appleby et al., 2016) 

Some people may consider the specific cases of individual people and animals; a 

contextual approach suggests that though the capacities and interests of the animals are 

important to making a moral decision regarding them, they are not in themselves enough to 

make a fully informed decision. For example, a person may have more emotional obligation 



(and hence duty) towards to protection of individuals of a species due to their moral emotions 

(sympathy, empathy, care, etc), and special obligations to animals based off their relations to 

humans such as a collective causal responsibility for their situation. (Appleby et al., 2016) 

A final example of an ethical principle that favours wildlife conservation is respect for 

nature. This consideration argues that a species has value in itself, and that the value of 

animals lies in their position as a member of a species rather than in their individual 

capacities. This can be taken further to say that the interests of a species may be different 

from the interests of the individuals of a species. Both species and the individuals within the 

species have an interest in survival, however because the interests of the individuals are 

valued as tokens of their species, the interests of the species take precedence. For example, 

zoos can be used in order to protect the interests of a species by preventing its extinction, 

despite the fact that this may cause welfare problems for the individuals. (Appleby et al., 
2016) 

2b. Shock Tactics in Advertising 

When used in advertising, shock tactics are implemented to purposefully provoke an 

emotional response in the audience by displaying controversial content that is potentially 

distressing or angering (e.g. graphic depictions of violence, suffering, and human tragedies). 

They are used with the intention by the advertiser of publicising something, such as a brand 

or message. This in turn usually has a further effect, such as consumers buying products or 

services from the advertised brand, or increasing awareness of topics considered important 

by the advertiser to members of the general public. When executed effectively, shock tactics 

will always succeed in generating publicity, regardless of whether it is positive or negative. 

In regards to using shock tactics for wildlife conservation purposes specifically, the 

shock tactics used will usually be graphic images of the wildlife in question with the aim of 

gaining public support and donations. For example, a conservation charity may employ 

shock tactics to earn donations from the public by revealing images of endangered species 

like a rhino with the horn carved out of its face and the remains crusted with blood. This is 

done with the intention that the audience viewing this advertisement will respond 

empathetically, their distress encouraging them to make an effort to reduce the source of 

their negative response. In this case, the rhino being poached for horn is upsetting them, so 

they do as the advertisement suggests and donate to the wildlife conservation organisation. 

The effectiveness of a shock tactic is due to the ability of the message to enter into 

the public discourse, inciting discussions about the issues portrayed and the appropriateness 

of the message. (Sandıkcı, 2011) The first response is the desired one. Discussions about 

wildlife conservation should increase public awareness of a variety of issues, and encourage 

them to learn about why they should aid the campaign and how they can do so. However the 

second response can have multiple outcomes. On one hand, discussion of the 

appropriateness of the message is still publicity for the campaign, even if it is negative. The 

more people hear about an issue, the more likely they are to look into the information for 

themselves and draw their own conclusions from what they find. On the other hand, the 

negative publicity may be taken at face value, and the message can be dismissed before 

being examined due to the inappropriateness of how the message is conveyed. Furthermore, 

strongly negative messages may make people less motivated to act because the issues can 

seem overwhelming and leave them feeling disempowered. This is because humans are not 

objective and rely on a mixture of memory, emotions, and judgements to prioritise their 

responses, resulting in a subjective and often illogical response. (Blackmore et al. 2013) 

Examination of multiple sources detailed below gives a clear image of the mixed 

results found when researching shock advocacy. Whilst the majority of sources viewed 



suggested that shock tactics were effective at engaging the audience, many showed little 

significant difference between the non-shocking advertisements and the shocking 

advertisements, provided that there was an emotional response in the audience. Therefore, 

while shock tactics may be an effective approach to advertising themselves, it cannot be 

concluded that they are any more effective than non-shocking advertisements that are 

particularly effective at eliciting an emotional response from the audience. This is a question 

that my project aims to address.  

 One study suggests that the impacts of the emotions of the viewer are more 

important than the content that people are being shown. The relative impact of pleasant and 

unpleasant online stimuli was assessed in addition to the impact of emotional engagement 

as a result of it (referred to as a conceptual ‘flow’). According to their analysis, individuals 

who experience this flow are significantly more likely to engage with the content (pass along, 

download or purchase) regardless of whether the content observed was pleasant or 

unpleasant. (Henke, 2013). The conclusions of this study are in agreement that the 

engagement with shock tactic campaigns are due to the emotional response in individuals, 

however suggests that there is no difference between the effects of shock tactics on 

emotional response as opposed to a more positive message. 

 Shock advertising is often used as an alternative to appeals of fear (also known as 

argumentum in terrorem), in which fear that is not based on evidence or reason is used to 

promote an idea, proposition or conclusion. This was the basis of study for one investigation 

into shock advertising, in which the effectiveness of shock advertising for HIV/AIDS 

prevention was compared against appeals of fear in the same context. The researchers 

found that their results suggested that the shocking content of an advertisement significantly 

increases attention, memory, and would positively influence the behaviour among their 

sample. Though the context of this study is unlike the other studies detailed so far in that it 

was about prevention rather than promotion, the results remain relevant, as it is further 

evidence suggesting that shock tactics are an effective advertising technique, and could 

therefore be used in the context of a wildlife conservation campaign. (Dahl et al. 2003) 

 Another study compared the differences in responses to shock advertising between 

not-for-profit (NFP) organisations, and for-profit (FP) organisations such as charities. Using 

qualitative methodology and analysis, it was found that shock tactics for both the NFP and 

FP organisations were successful at capturing the attention of the audience. Furthermore, 

the use of shock tactics was considered more justifiable for NFP organisations than for FP 

organisations. This supports the suggestion that it is due to the shocking nature of the 

advertisement that allows it to enter into the public discourse, and it raises questions of the 

ethical viability of shock advertising – is it justifiable to expose people (potentially including 

vulnerable people) to graphic content if it primarily benefits animals? Is it only justifiable 

when it is not done for the benefit of a few individuals but rather for a large population? 

Finally, it also found that regardless of whether the shock advertising was for a NFP or FP 

organisation, common themes still regarded as inappropriate emerged, such as religious 

taboos or morally offensive images. (Parry et al., 2013) However, whether or not the images 

used by wildlife conservation organisations could be considered morally offensive may be 

subjective and would depend on a personal code of ethics as much as a social code of 

ethics. 

 2c. Secondary Research 

One study found whilst researching the topic title for the Extended Project Qualification was 

a study by Joseph N. Scudder and Carol Bishop Mills published in the Public Relations 

Review in 2009. The paper was titled “The credibility of shock advocacy: Animal rights attack 



messages”. The study evaluated how the use of shock advocacy by People for the Ethical 

Treatment of Animals (PETA) against alleged abuses on a corporate pig farm impacted the 

credibility of the target of the campaign and the producer of the campaign. Results indicated 

that PETA’s attack message was effective at reducing the credibility of the corporate pig 

farm, and that PETA’s credibility rose overall after participants viewed the attack message. 

 The study was carried out in order to determine whether the use of negative graphic 

imagery was enough to change public attitudes through a violation of the norm of 

appropriateness in order to catch the attention of the audience and put across the message – 

shocking them into accepting the message. This directly relates to my study, because their 

conclusion supports the suggestion that the use of shock tactics will encourage an audience 

to engage with a wildlife conservation campaign, providing evidence towards my project. 

 The researchers found that whilst PETA’s attack message harmed the reputation of 

the corporate pig farm, this was due to the audience’s perception of wrongdoing, rather than 

the intensity of the message. This suggests that the ‘shock’ factor of the advertisement may 

not have been the cause for the decrease in the reputation of the corporate pig farm. 

Furthermore, the study further explored whether or not the use of shock tactics had 

harmed the reputation of PETA, the company delivering the message. With the controversial 

nature of the footage being shown to audiences, there was a potential that the message 

would be deemed inappropriate and it could have been dismissed or condemned, harming 

PETA’s reputation rather than supporting it. However, it was found that PETA’s credibility 

improved from an initially neutral perception before seeing the shock advocacy message, 

and the negative nature of the advocacy message was not held against the organisation. 

The reliability of this source should be called into question, however. The sample size 

was only 53 people. 51% were female, and the average age was slightly less than 21. All 

participants volunteered for course credit. Therefore this sample may have introduced bias, 

and it is not clear whether or not these results would be reproducible with a larger sample 

size, and across older generations; younger generations may be more desensitised to 

graphic content with the improvement of SFX and VFX techniques combined with a more 

liberal attitude towards the media people are subjected to. However, the gender ratio is fairly 

even, and the research has a positive impact factor – according to Altmetric for 

ScienceDirect, this report has an above average attention score compared to outputs of the 

same age. This suggests that it may be more reliable than related studies. 

3. Methodology 

 3a. Participants and Safeguards 

For the survey, 30 volunteer participants were gathered, 28 of whom responded to the 

survey and 27 of whom were willing to share demographic information. Volunteers were 

found by producing a Facebook post outlining the survey in brief (without revealing the 

nature of the hypothesis) and the safeguarding measures in place, with a request that people 

show they were interested in taking part by liking the post. Due to the graphic nature of the 

stimulus containing shock tactics (life-saving surgery on a rhino whose horn had been 

removed), participants had to be older than 15 to take part, and the appropriate warnings 

were given before the participants viewed the graphic content. The majority of respondents 

were female (77.78%), with only 14.81% male and 7.41% other genders. Nearly three 

quarters of respondents were not religious or identified themselves as atheists, and the same 

amount were White English/ Welsh/ Scottish/ Northern Irish/ British. 

 3b. Data Collection Process 



Participants were individually sent an online link to the survey, developed and distributed via 

online software at https://www.surveymonkey.com/ which was chosen for its ratings and 

capacity to incorporate the relevant media. They were given a deadline by which to submit 

their responses. Data was saved and collected by the software, available for me to access. 

3c. Procedure Details 

Participants were divided into two groups randomly by assigning each name a number and 

entering them into a random number generator. Each group then filled in demographic 

questions (age, gender, religion, household income, and ethnicity). They were then 

presented with the stimulus. One group was shown a video advertisement featuring the use 

of shock tactics, and the other group was shown a different video advertisement for the same 

wildlife conservation campaign that did not use shock tactics. Both groups were then asked 

to rate how far they agreed with different statements, such as “I would share this 

advertisement on my social media.” These questions were designed to indicate how likely 

participants were to engage with the wildlife conservation campaign. The rating scale was 

from 1 – 7, with 1 representing ‘Not at all’, 4 representing ‘Agree’, and 7 representing 

‘Strongly Agree’. The question and all subsequent statements were positively worded, so no 

reverse scoring had to be taken during analysis. 

 The collated results were then analysed according to the Mann-Whitney Test for 

unrelated designs. Raw data was tabulated, ranked, totalled by group, then the value of U 

was calculated and compared to the critical value, taking p = 0.05. This was done for each 

statement, allowing any discrepancies between statements to be highlighted. It was 

hypothesised that people who watch an advertisement that features shock tactics are more 

likely to engage with a wildlife conservation campaign, therefore the null hypothesis for the 

overall analysis was ‘There is no difference between the likelihood of people engaging with a 

wildlife conservation campaign regardless of whether or not shock tactics feature in the 

advertisement.’ 

3d. Stimuli 

Stimulus featuring shock tactics: Video produced by RYOT and the Ian Somerhalder 

Foundation for the “Hope for the Rhinos Campaign”, filmed by Nikki Reed and Adrian Steirn. 

1 minute, 23 seconds in length. Published on 22 Sep 2015. A rhino called Hope is poached 

for its horn, and footage is shown of the veterinary surgeons cleaning and dressing the 

wound. The audience is encouraged to consider the implications of the loss of rhinos on 

humans, as the final message of the video states: “What we do to them, we do to ourselves.” 

Stimulus not featuring shock tactics: Video produced by WildAid for the demand reduction 

campaign and the Royal Foundation’s United for Wildlife Collaboration. 45 seconds in length. 

Published on 13 Feb 2014. The Duke of Cambridge, David Beckham, and Yao Ming ask the 

audience to imagine trying to fit the whole human population in one football stadium, then 

state that there would be more than enough room for the whole rhino population. They say 

that by reducing trade in rhino products, the populations can increase by stating: “When the 

buying stops, the killing can too.” 

4. Survey 

 4a. Aims 

The purpose of my survey was to determine whether or not the use of shock tactics 

encouraged the audience to engage with a wildlife conservation campaign. Engagement with 

the wildlife conservation campaign was then divided into the following categories: 



 Would the participant research the issues raised by the advertisement? 

 Would the participant become a member, activist or partner for the 

organisation that the advertisement represented? 

 Would the participant discuss the wildlife conservation campaign with their 

peers? 

 Would the participant share the advertisement on social media? 

 Would the participant donate to the organisation that the advertisement 

represented? 

The Mann-Whitney U Test had to be applied to each group of responses individually. 

The critical U value for my data sets was U = 54. Calculated values of U had to be the same 

as this value or lower in order to represent a significant difference between my variables 

(shock tactics vs no shock tactics). The results are summarised in the following section. 

4b. Results (see appendix for raw data) 

Mann-Whitney U Test Results: 

Engagement N R Ucalculated Ucritical P Significance 

Researching 
issues 

15 187 67 54 > 0.05 
No significant 

difference 

Becoming a 
member 

15 203 83 54 > 0.05 
No significant 

difference 

Peer discussion 15 190 70 54 > 0.05 
No significant 

difference 
Sharing on social 
media 

15 201 81 54 > 0.05 
No significant 

difference 

Donating 15 198.5 78.5 54 > 0.05 
No significant 

difference 

 

Median Participant Response: 
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4c. Discussion and Evaluation 

The results indicate that for all questions, there is no significant difference between the 

responses of audiences who watched a conservation advertisement with shock tactics and 

audiences who watched a conservation advertisement without shock tactics. This suggests 

that the use of shock tactics will not affect the likelihood of an audience member engaging 

with a wildlife conservation campaign in the form of donating to the organisation, becoming a 

member, activist or partner of the organisation, sharing or discussing the advertisement, or 

researching the issues raised by the advertisement. 

 Though there is no significant difference, the comparative average response between 

groups does suggest that there is a trend. Participants in Group A, who watched the 

advertisement featuring shock tactics, were slightly more likely to become a member, partner 

or activist for the organisation, research the issues raised by the advertisement, and discuss 

the advertisement with their peers. However there was no difference in the average 

response for the sharing of the advertisement on social media, or donating to the campaign. 

When repeating this survey with a larger and more representative sample, if the difference is 

found to be significant, this may be the trend that will emerge. 

However, this survey only determines the likelihood of the audience members 

engaging with the wildlife conservation campaign. It does not determine which approach to 

advertising is more effective at encouraging a change in attitude towards a wildlife 

conservation campaign. For example, a person who is already strongly inclined to involve 

themselves in wildlife conservation campaigns may score all questions highly, regardless of 

the content of the advertisement, but a person who had previously not known about the 

issues and wanted to involve themselves in the campaigns as a result of watching the 

advertisement may also score all questions highly. To determine the effectiveness of shock 

tactics in their own right, a comparative test should be carried out, wherein participants rank 

their current engagement, then are shown the advertisement, and are ranked on the same 

questions following their viewing. In this case, the same test could be performed on an 

advertisement for the same wildlife conservation campaign that does not feature shock 

tactics in order to make a comparison. 

One potential source of bias in the results is the self-selection bias. People who are 

already interested in wildlife conservation would be more likely to participate in the survey. 

The effect of this may have been somewhat reduced as the request for volunteers was 

framed as an assistance in me completing my Extended Project Qualification, so people may 

have taken part due to their interest in the investigator, rather than the topic of investigation. 

However, that does not eliminate self-selection completely as a source of bias. 

Another possible source of bias would have resulted from the selection of the 

researcher; the stimuli had to be selected and deemed ‘shocking’ and ‘not shocking’ before 

they were presented to the participants. Therefore the personal opinion of the researcher on 

the intensity and nature of the media influenced what the participants viewed and may have 

introduced a bias. 

The participants taking part in this survey constituted of a convenience sample. This 

resulted in a sample that was very unrepresentative of the population as a whole, as the 

majority of participants were 15-18 years old, white, female, and not religious. This 

undercoverage of the spectrum of human perspectives will definitely have resulted in a bias 

within the results. 

In order to reduce the bias within the results, participants were randomly assigned to 

their groups through the use of a random number generator; this is similar to blind allocation 



in clinical trials. This way, despite knowing all the participants and therefore having a rough 

idea of how they may respond to some of the questions, they would not be grouped with any 

favour or bias. (For example, it would prevent the purposeful allocation of more empathetic 

people in the group that watched the advertisement featuring shock tactics). 

The ‘blinding’ approach was further used to reduce bias – participants were not 

briefed on the full nature of the survey or the details of the investigation. The appeal for 

volunteers was phrased in such a way that volunteers would only know that the survey was 

about wildlife conservation and that it may contain content that was graphic and potentially 

distressing in nature. Due to this, participants were not aware that the variable being 

investigated was the use of shock tactics, and so would not respond according to social 

desirability, or in the way that they believed was the intended response, because they were 

unaware of the hypothesis of the investigation. This was the blinding of participants. 

All results were collected anonymously, and participants were informed of this prior to 

taking the survey. This anonymity feature was an attempt at further reducing the likelihood of 

bias, as it also decreases the chance that participants would respond according to social 

desirability. 

5. Conclusion 

 The aim of this project was to investigate whether or not shock tactics are a useful 

advertising technique for wildlife conservation campaigns through the use of a public survey. 

The results of this survey indicated that there was no significant difference in the potential of 

audiences engaging with a wildlife conservation campaign based upon the advertisement 

between one which featured shock tactics, and one which did not. 

However, this survey had many potential sources of bias, and should be repeated 

with a larger and more representative sample. Furthermore, other aspects of this project 

should be investigated further, such as the emotional response of audience members when 

watching the advertisements, and whether or not responses would change over the 

progression of an advertisement. 

Overall, further research needs to be conducted before it can be concluded one way 

or another whether or not shock tactics are a beneficial advertising approach for wildlife 

conservation campaigns. 
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7. Appendix 

Raw Data – individual participant responses and ranks 

 

 

Partic ipant Response Rank Partic ipant Response Rank

1 7 27 1 2 8

2 7 27 2 6 24.5

3 5 21.5 3 5 21.5

4 4 17.5 4 4 17.5

5 1 2.5 5 1 2.5

6 2 8 6 3 13.5

7 4 17.5 7 2 8

8 2 8 8 2 8

9 1 2.5 9 5 21.5

10 3 13.5 10 5 21.5

11 4 17.5 11 3 13.5

12 7 27 12 1 2.5

13 3 13.5 13 2 8

14 6 24.5

15 2 8

Total: 13 203 15 203

Calculated U: 83

Critical U: 54

Conclusion: No significant difference

Group A Group B

Organisation Member Response

Partic ipant Response Rank Partic ipant Response Rank

1 7 25.5 1 4 7

2 7 25.5 2 6 20

3 7 25.5 3 6 20

4 5 13.5 4 6 20

5 2 3.5 5 1 1.5

6 5 13.5 6 6 20

7 4 7 7 4 7

8 5 13.5 8 4 7

9 7 25.5 9 5 13.5

10 5 13.5 10 5 13.5

11 5 13.5 11 4 7

12 7 25.5 12 1 1.5

13 5 13.5 13 2 3.5

14 7 25.5

15 6 20

Total: 13 219 15 187

Calculated U:

Critical U:

Conclusion:

Researching issues

67

54

No significant difference

Group A Group B



 

 

 

Partic ipant Response Rank Partic ipant Response Rank

1 7 25 1 5 14

2 6 19.5 2 6 19.5

3 4 9.5 3 7 25

4 5 14 4 6 19.5

5 1 3 5 6 19.5

6 7 25 6 1 3

7 5 14 7 5 14

8 7 25 8 2 6

9 7 25 9 7 25

10 4 9.5 10 3 7.5

11 3 7.5 11 5 14

12 5 14 12 1 3

13 5 14 13 1 3

14 7 25

15 1 3

Total: 13 205 15 201

Calculated U: 81

Critical U: 54

Conclusion: No significant difference

Sharing Advert Response

Group A Group B

Partic ipant Response Rank Partic ipant Response Rank

1 7 27 1 3 9

2 6 23.5 2 6 23.5

3 1 3 3 6 23.5

4 4 14 4 4 14

5 1 3 5 4 14

6 7 27 6 2 6.5

7 4 14 7 3 9

8 1 3 8 4 14

9 7 27 9 5 19.5

10 3 9 10 5 19.5

11 5 19.5 11 4 14

12 6 23.5 12 1 3

13 4 14 13 1 3

14 5 19.5

15 2 6.5

Total: 13 207.5 15 198.5

Calculated U: 78.5

Critical U: 54

Conclusion: No significant difference

Donation Response

Group A Group B


