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Background 
Any social movement with longevity needs to court younger generations as potential leaders, 
advocates, and supporters. It’s therefore vital for both the animal protection and environmental 
movements to understand how Generation Z (Gen Z) adults view these critical issues and their 
potential roles in addressing them. 

Gen Z is often portrayed as more environmentally aware than older generations, as reflected by 
large-scale movements like Fridays for Future, sparked by Greta Thunberg, but variation 
between countries appears to be significant. Studies have found that younger people in 
Australia, Poland, the U.S., and France are more concerned about climate change than older 
generations, whereas in Japan, the opposite is observed, and there are no strong trends in the 
UK. 

When it comes to pro-animal attitudes, young people across 14 geopolitically diverse nations 
stated that the welfare of companion, farmed, and wild animals matters to them—albeit to 
varying degrees depending on the species (Sinclair et. al. 2022). Likewise, when comparing the 
importance of a broad range of social issues, environmental protection, animal protection, and 
sustainable development ranked the highest for young people across 12 diverse nations 
(Sinclair et. al. 2017). What still remains unknown are the pro-environmental and pro-animal 
behaviours that this generation displays, why they choose the behaviours, and to what extent 
they consider moving deeper into these fields. 

This study investigates these gaps—illuminating the perspectives, actions, and career plans of 
university-educated Gen Z adults (aged 18-26) on environmental and animal protection across 
four countries: the United States of America, China, Thailand, and Indonesia. These countries 
were selected for their scale, regional importance, and roles in global animal trade and 
agriculture, providing a range of perspectives that can offer strategic insights for potential 
movement leaders in varied contexts. The findings aim to inform global advocacy strategies, 
messaging, and engagement efforts for young people pursuing careers in these fields. 

Key Findings  
1.​ University-educated Gen Z respondents across the four countries hold positive 

attitudes towards animal and environmental protection. A vast majority (93%) 
expressed concern for these issues, and 86% indicated a preference for purchasing 
environmentally and animal-friendly products. 84% reported having altered their 
behaviors to support environmental or animal protection. 
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2.​ Asian respondents are considerably more likely than U.S.-based respondents to 
report that they and their societies are doing enough to protect the environment 
and animal well-being. Over a third of Asian respondents feel their country is doing 
enough, with over 80% believing they are personally contributing sufficiently. In contrast, 
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U.S. respondents reported more critical views of both their own actions and their culture, 
with less than half feeling they are doing enough personally, and only about 14% 
satisfied with societal efforts. 

 

 

3.​ Environmental actions and concerns are more common than animal actions or 
concerns, with farmed animals especially neglected. Respondents, particularly those 
in Asia, rarely mentioned farmed animals. When discussing pro-animal actions or 
attitudes, they focused more on companion animals and wild animals. This suggests 

6 
 

 



 

 

that, without specific prompting, animal protection is more readily perceived as primarily 
about wild and companion animals, not farmed animals.  

4.​ When Gen Z changes their behavior, they tend to focus on mitigating personal 
harms rather than engaging proactively. Although most respondents reported making 
adjustments to their behavior to help protect animals or the environment, these were 
largely actions like recycling, avoiding single-use plastics, and choosing eco- or 
animal-friendly products to reduce one’s own environmental or animal-related harms. 
However, a minority described a wide range of more proactive or regenerative actions, 
such as tree planting, volunteering, advocacy, or adopting stray animals. This active 
minority demonstrates a potential pathway for others to deepen their engagement with 
these causes. 

5.​ Motivations to act are both anthropocentric (human-focused) and 
animal/environment-focused. Respondents across all survey countries supported 
environmental action to protect people from ongoing harms, safeguard the lives of future 
generations, and to preserve nature as a good in itself. However, when specifically 
discussing action to protect animals, people are more likely to cite benefits to the 
animals themselves. Regional variations are striking, with Chinese respondents placing 
greater emphasis on the human-centric benefits of environmental and animal action 
compared to those in other surveyed nations. 

6.​ Gen Z’s barriers to further action are practical and emotional, not ideological.  
Participants frequently cited practical reasons (like financial barriers) and/or emotional 
reasons (like despair or futility) over ideological reasons (such as not believing in the 
cause) as major barriers to action. The near absence of ideological opposition suggests 
that advocates can have greater impact by identifying and addressing the practical and 
emotional barriers that prevent action, rather than focusing on changing core values or 
beliefs. 

7.​ Perceived barriers and solutions to environmental and animal issues varied 
significantly by country. Indonesian respondents almost universally cited lack of 
education and awareness as a primary barrier, and suggested grassroots advocacy or 
education-based solutions. Chinese respondents were most likely to highlight cultural 
attitudes, including apathy, feelings of helplessness, and adherence to harmful traditional 
norms, as significant barriers to action. In contrast, respondents in the U.S. and Thailand 
were more likely to emphasize the roles of corporate interests and capitalist structures, 
often favoring political or top-down approaches to address these challenges. 

8.​ Gen Z respondents usually attributed problems more to individual actions and 
attitudes rather than to systemic factors. Respondents frequently blamed issues on 
ignorance, individual malevolence or specific cultural practices, rather than the broader 
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systemic problems inherent in areas like factory farming and extractive industries. This 
trend was stronger in Asia than the U.S. 

To view Key Findings by country, please refer to the Country-Level Insights section of this 
report. 

Recommendations  
For Advocates 

●​ Focus on addressing emotional and practical barriers to attract more interest in 
environmental and animal protection cause areas. Emotional barriers (lack of 
passion) and practical concerns (lack of skills or fears of poor compensation and 
instability) were the most common obstacles for both respondents who did not take 
environmental action and those uninterested in these careers. This suggests a range of 
possible interventions, including strategies to generate enthusiasm and commitment 
among a broader audience, as well as initiatives to provide skill development and 
improve job stability, and providing competitive compensation for those considering 
careers in these fields. 

●​ Expand the narrative from individual to systemic change. While respondents’ 
perceived barriers and proposed solutions tend to focus heavily on individual action, our 
data show that some young people recognize barriers at multiple levels and believe in 
the potential of more impactful approaches, such as movement building and institutional 
change. By reinforcing this perspective, advocates can foster a broader focus on higher 
leverage actions and systemic solutions, empowering young people to drive collective 
action and institutional reforms across diverse cultural contexts. 

●​ Look beyond traditional geographic groupings for knowledge exchange. 
Unexpected similarities between countries, such as shared U.S.-Thai views on corporate 
accountability, suggest opportunities for knowledge sharing, and for identifying new 
patterns on what strategies may work in different contexts. 

●​ Connect farmed animal issues to existing concerns and motivations. Many young 
people are already concerned about environmental protection or the welfare of wild and 
companion animals, particularly when these issues feel personally relevant or connected 
to their daily lives. Positioning farmed animal issues within these existing areas of 
concern can help tap into pre-existing motivation, making advocacy more resonant and 
compelling for Gen Z audiences. 

●​ Start advocacy efforts with younger age groups. Our data show that social 
awareness develops at different ages across regions, but pre-university youth in some 
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Asian countries likely lack sufficient opportunities to develop social, environmental, or 
animal awareness, making this a critically overlooked area for engagement. 

●​ Leverage belief in education to build a strategic pillar for animal and 
environmental advocacy. Gen Z's strong confidence in the power of education, as 
reflected in our data, may allow them to contribute to positive change. By engaging 
young people in developing and testing tiered interventions — such as skill-building 
workshops, policy literacy programs, and public-facing education campaigns — 
educational approaches can be expanded and tailored to deliver measurable, 
high-impact outcomes.  

●​ Customize professional development approaches by region. Strong but varying 
career interests across countries indicate the need for culturally-specific professional 
development strategies (e.g., focus on career stability in China, alignment with personal 
passions in the U.S.). 

●​ Design advocacy approaches that acknowledge diverse social and economic 
realities. Data across all surveyed countries highlight consistent, country-specific 
awareness of socio-economic differences within and between countries. This 
underscores the importance of advocates carefully calibrating messaging and strategies 
to suit different socioeconomic contexts in each country. 

For Researchers 
●​ Investigate motivations behind Gen Z’s prioritization of environmental issues over 

animal welfare. Conduct qualitative studies to explore the psychological, cultural, and 
educational factors influencing Gen Z’s preference for environmental advocacy. 
Understanding the narratives, values, and perceived urgency driving this prioritization 
can inform tailored messaging and strategies for animal protection campaigns. 

●​ Explore the impact of generational change on attitudes toward animal and 
environmental protection. Conduct broader or more targeted qualitative studies, or 
longitudinal quantitative studies, to assess how younger generations’ attitudes evolve 
over time and differ from older cohorts. This can potentially disentangle age and 
generational effects, offering new insights into the role of education, social movements, 
and technological influences on these attitudes. This may enable more effective 
adaptation of advocacy strategies to shifting generational dynamics. 

●​ Analyze cultural differences in perceptions of responsibility. Conduct cross-cultural 
studies to understand how different regions assign responsibility for environmental and 
animal harm to corporations and governments. Identifying patterns and underlying 
drivers can help shape advocacy strategies that resonate with local attitudes and 
improve public engagement in policy-driven initiatives. 
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●​ Explore strategies to elevate the visibility of farmed animals in advocacy efforts. 
Research can explore how farmed animal welfare can be effectively integrated into 
existing advocacy narratives, such as those focused on sustainability and food systems. 
Case studies of successful campaigns in different cultural contexts can provide insights 
into bridging the perception gap between farmed and companion/wild animals.  

●​ Investigate potential connections between conservation and wild animal welfare 
messaging. Research should examine how existing concern for wildlife and natural 
environments might influence attitudes toward both wild animal welfare, particularly 
exploring how principles of environmental protection could extend to, or conflict with, 
animal protection goals. 

●​ Investigate why mitigation dominates over proactive action. Examine why Gen Z 
focuses more on harm prevention than active contributions, considering influences like 
education, activism norms, moral underpinnings, and societal expectations. Research 
can uncover strategies to expand the concept of action, encourage more proactive 
engagement, and raise awareness of the outsized impact of specific proactive actions. 

●​ Address the gap between interest in and pursuit of environmental and animal 
careers. Investigate the barriers preventing young people from pursuing careers in 
these fields, despite their expressed interest. Examine the structural advantages that 
make environmental careers more accessible and legitimate, such as established 
pathways and mainstream support. Researchers can collaborate with educational 
institutions and advocacy organizations to develop and test interventions like mentorship 
programs or career-pathway initiatives, or identify strategies to create similar 
infrastructure for animal protection careers, transforming interest into tangible action. 

To view country-specific recommendations, please refer to the Country-Level Insights section of 
this report. 
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Applying These Findings 
This report can be utilized strategically in a few key ways: 1. tailoring messaging to Gen Z 
audiences to encourage them to make decisions that benefit animals and the environment, 2. 
planning how to engage Gen Z into the professional movements to benefit animals and the 
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environment, and 3. identifying which interventions may be most effective in engaging Gen Z. To 
these ends, we have a few suggested resources that can help! 

If you’d like to further examine the role that Gen Z can play in non-profits, check out these 
reports from Animal Advocacy Careers on bottlenecks in the animal advocacy movement and 
ideal candidate profiles as well as this Deloitte survey on Gen Z and Millennial motivations to 
join the climate movement. You may also be interested in our case study of a food systems 
education program, which found to be beneficial for recruitment.  

To see which pro-animal actions U.S. Gen Z is interested in taking, use this graphing tool to 
review 18 options. To read more about the individual vs. systemic messaging (a theme of this 
report), read this Pax Fauna write-up and our library summary of a factory farming messaging 
study. Further, if you are curious about Chinese Gen Z in particular, review our library summary 
of a survey of that exact population. 

Understanding an entire generation is no easy task. Faunalytics is happy to offer pro bono 
support to advocates and nonprofit organizations who would like guidance applying these 
findings to their own work. Please visit our virtual Office Hours or contact us for support.​
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Research Ethics Statement 
As with all of Faunalytics’ original research, this study was conducted according to the 
standards outlined in our Research Ethics and Data Handling Policy. 

Method 
This mixed-methods, survey-based study aimed to understand the attitudes and behaviors of 
young people in four countries regarding the environment and animals. The survey included a 
range of questions, both open- and close-ended, to assess participants' concerns about 
environmental protection and animal well-being, as well as their actions, motivators, barriers, 
solutions, and opportunities in these fields. The study examined respondents' personal 
sentiments, self-reported actions, and perceptions of their societies (e.g., whether they believe 
their society is doing enough to protect the environment). All participants responded to every 
survey question, which included Likert-scale and binary items for quantitative analysis, 
alongside open-ended questions analyzed qualitatively. 

The survey targeted educated young people from four countries. In Thailand, Indonesia, and 
China, participants were recruited through research-experienced local collaborators and 
received the local equivalent of $5 USD upon completion. Survey completions in these countries 
took place during sessions on university campuses. In the U.S., recruitment was conducted 
through the online research recruitment platform, Prolific. The survey was translated into each 
relevant language, and uploaded onto a data collection platform (Qualtrics). As a result of our 
sampling methods, most participants were university-educated, urban-based, and had access to 
computers. Data collection occurred from June to July 2024. 

The intended sample size was 400 participants. However, due to survey non-completion or 
age-related exclusions, the final sample consisted of 381 participants: U.S. (n = 101), China (n = 
87), Indonesia, (n = 105) and Thailand (n = 88) (see Supplementary Materials for more details). 
In line with standard procedure, we also excluded responses that were nonsensical or 
incoherent. 

Gender identification across the sample leaned towards females, with 225 identifying as female, 
111 as male, 6 as non-binary, and 39 preferring not to disclose their gender. Among participants 
within the target age range of 18-26 (age in June or July 2024), the distribution of younger 
(18-22) and older (23-26) participants varied by country. (See Supplementary Materials for more 
details on demographics).  

The research questions for this study are as follows: 

1.​ What does Gen Z identify as motivators to make pro-environment and pro-animal 
protection lifestyle changes? 

2.​ What does Gen Z see as the major barriers to improving animal protection and 
environmental protection in their country? 
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3.​ What does Gen Z see as the solutions to these barriers? 
4.​ What does Gen Z identify as motivators to consider a career in the not-for-profit fields of 

‘environmental protection’ and ‘animal protection’? 
 

Analysis Methods 
We employed a thematic analysis to explore qualitative responses and reveal relationships and 
insights within the findings. A principal coder and a reviewer led the coding process, using 
inductive coding to create and refine code categories through multiple iterations. 

Initially, two members of the research team conducted a read-through of all open-ended 
responses to gain a general understanding of the data and how it may be organised into 
themes. The coder initially analyzed responses from a single country to develop a preliminary 
set of inductive codes. The reviewer provided feedback on these codes, suggesting alternatives 
when relevant. The coder and reviewer collaboratively refined the coding scheme before the 
coder applied it to the full set of responses. 

The data was then categorized into broader themes, which are detailed in the Global Insights 
section. Analysis was facilitated using a collaborative platform (Miro). 

Quantitative data analysis consisted exclusively of descriptive statistics, including the calculation 
of means and standard deviations.  Yes/No responses were treated as binary variables, while 
7-point Likert scale responses were analyzed as ordinal data. In some cases, we grouped 
7-point Likert scale results into categories (e.g., agree/disagree) and treated them as categorical 
rather than continuous variables for specific descriptive statistics. 

Global Insights 
While our four target countries contain distinct cultural, economic, and social contexts, we 
identified common trends in how these young people engage with environmental and animal 
protection issues. 

We began by exploring respondents' personal perspectives—their levels of concern, current 
actions, and the factors driving both their engagement and reluctance to act. We then examined 
their views on broader society, including assessments of collective action, structural barriers, 
and potential pathways forward. The following section will provide detailed country-specific 
analyses, offering insights into local contexts and variations. 

Concern About The Environment And Animals 

What do university students say they believe about environmental and animal welfare issues? 
Our first step was to gauge stated levels of concern, asking respondents to rate their agreement 
with two straightforward statements: "I'm concerned about the wellbeing of animals" and "I'm 

14 
 

 



 

 

concerned about the environment" using a seven-point scale from 'Strongly disagree' (1) to 
'Strongly agree' (7). 

Figure 1: Agreement Levels on Statements About Animal And Environmental Concerns 

 

Environmental and animal welfare concerns resonate strongly with young people across all four 
countries surveyed: 93% of respondents expressed some level of concern for both issues and 
over three-fourths of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with these statements. This level of 
stated concern suggests that these have become mainstream issues for university-educated 
Gen Z.  

While quantitative measures indicate similar levels of concern for both causes, qualitative 
responses suggest that environmental issues are more prominently emphasized than animal 
protection concerns, hinting at subtle differences in prioritization. At the same time, the high 
general concern expressed by respondents does not consistently translate into action. Both the 
nuances in prioritization and the gap between concern and action will be explored in the 
following section.  

Pro-Environmental And Animal Actions 

We then explored the actions young people took, such as the products they preferred to buy 
and whether they had made lifestyle changes motivated by concerns for animals or the 
environment. Follow-up questions invited them to elaborate on these lifestyle choices and 
actions. We then asked about career considerations in these fields.  
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Figure 2: Agreement Levels On Respondents’ Product Preferences 

 

Consumer choices were a key way Gen Z respondents reported acting on their concerns. An 
overwhelming majority (85%) expressed a preference for products perceived as animal- or 
environmentally-friendly. This pattern remained consistent across all surveyed countries and 
between both cause areas. Qualitative responses highlighted minor product changes, like 
avoiding single-use items and choosing sustainable alternatives, as common actions. A small 
minority of respondents described more substantial changes in consumption choices they had 
made, such as adopting vegetarian or vegan diets. This indicates that while our respondents 
were open to small, easy changes, more significant shifts in behavior were less common. 

We asked survey respondents if they had made any lifestyle changes to help animals or the 
environment. The response was largely positive, with 84% saying they had made changes. This 
varied across countries: as Figure 3 demonstrates, young people in Thailand and Indonesia 
reported the highest rates of change (93% and 92%), while those in the U.S. (73%) and China 
(77%) were less likely to report these changes.  

Figure 3: Respondents Who Have Made Lifestyle Changes By Country 
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After asking them to specify these actions through open-ended questions, the nature of changes 
reported were able to be broadly divided into two categories: mitigation of personal impacts and 
proactive contribution/regenerative actions. The definitions of these categories is as follows: 

Definitions 

●​ Mitigation of Personal Impacts refers to actions that reduce one’s negative footprint.  
●​ Proactive Contributions or Regenerative Actions describe active efforts to restore or 

improve conditions for animals or the environment.  
●​ Mixed/Holistic Actions address both environmental and animal concerns, like meat 

reduction or conservation work, with dietary changes classified here due to overlapping 
justifications. 

Table 1 below demonstrates examples of the different types of changes people made according 
to both categories, while Table 2 illustrates the most common actions by category. 

Table 1: Categories Of Environmental And Animal Engagement Actions 

 Mitigation of Personal 
Impacts 

Proactive Contributions/ 
Regenerative Actions 

Animal-Focused e.g. Don’t purchase products 
tested on animals 

e.g. Volunteering at an animal 
sanctuary  

Environment-Focused e.g. Sorting rubbish e.g. Planting trees 

Mixed/Holistic actions e.g. Following vegan diets e.g. Conservation work 

 

Table 2: Most Common Environmental And Animal Engagement Actions By Category 

Order of 
Frequency Focus 

Mitigation / 
Proactive 

Contributions Action (Description) 

1 Environment Mitigation 
Waste Disposal/Recycling: Disposing of litter, waste 
sorting, or recycling 

2 Environment Mitigation 
Reusable daily products: Using reusable bags, utensils, or 
bottles 

3 Environment Mitigation Reduce plastic: Reducing use of plastic bags, bottles, 
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Order of 
Frequency Focus 

Mitigation / 
Proactive 

Contributions Action (Description) 

1 Environment Mitigation 
Waste Disposal/Recycling: Disposing of litter, waste 
sorting, or recycling 

2 Environment Mitigation 
Reusable daily products: Using reusable bags, utensils, or 
bottles 

packaging, and straws 

4 Animal 
Proactive 

Contributions 
Feed stray animals: Providing food to stray domestic 
animals 

5 Mixed/Holistic Mitigation 

Avoid animal/environment damaging products or 
brands: Avoiding products that harm animals or the 
environment, such as animal-tested products and brands 
that produce these products 

6 Environment Mitigation 
Use public transport/walk: Reducing driving by walking, 
cycling, or using public transport 

7 Animal Mitigation No animal testing: Avoiding products tested on animals 

8 Environment 
Proactive 

Contributions 
Tree planting: Planting trees to restore ecosystems and 
reduce carbon emissions 

9 Mixed/Holistic Mitigation 

Vegetarian or vegan diet: Reducing or eliminating animal 
products in favor of plant-based diets, for either animal- or 
environmental reasons 

10(tied) Environment Mitigation 
Saving electricity or energy: Turning off lights, electrical 
appliances, or otherwise conserving energy 

10(tied) Mixed/Holistic 
Proactive 

Contributions 
Donations: Donating to charities or NGOs that support 
environmental or animal-based causes 

 

As outlined in Table 1, when describing their personal actions, Gen Z respondents most 
commonly described personal impact mitigation efforts. The most frequently cited actions 
centered around preventing environmental damage through everyday behaviors such as 
avoiding littering, recycling, and using reusable items—particularly water bottles and shopping 
bags. While these responses covered both environmental and animal harms, actions focused 
on addressing environmental harms dominated.  

Although respondents reported concern for animal welfare, their actual engagement in animal 
protection activities was limited. When discussing pro-animal actions, respondents focused on 
companion animals, animals used in product testing, and wildlife. Their efforts ranged from 
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avoiding products harmful to wild animals (such as those derived from hunting, tested on 
animals, or polluting wildlife habitats) to adopting pets, feeding stray animals, and advocating for 
wildlife protection within their communities. This pattern shows that most respondents overlook 
the vast majority of animal suffering in industrial farming, as only a small minority of responses 
mentioned dietary changes or farmed animal concerns.  

While young people appear to focus their attention on mitigating their environment and animal 
impacts, a minority reported making more proactive contributions. These individuals went 
beyond basic harm reduction to create positive change through a diverse range of activities. 
From tree-planting initiatives and environmental volunteering to establishing animal sanctuaries 
and organizing advocacy events, these more engaged youth show the potential for deeper 
involvement. This active minority not only demonstrates what's possible but also provides a 
pathway for others to deepen their engagement with these causes. 

Aside from the many respondents mentioning voluntary activities, two respondents also 
described ongoing work—potentially reflecting the highest level of engagement. We were able 
to further explore this connection between volunteering and career aspirations in another 
question—we asked respondents whether they had considered careers in these fields. The 
responses to this question are detailed in the following figure (Figure 4) by country. 

Figure 4: Interest In Careers In Animal Or Environmental Work By Country 

 

Respondents’ career interests in environmental and animal well-being work reveals both 
promise and challenges. Just over half (51%) of respondents expressed interest in these fields, 
a figure that varied from 74% in Thailand to 25% in the U.S., indicating significant inter-country 
variation. With individuals within these countries, the level of commitment varied significantly. 
We identified five levels of engagement: 
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●​ Currently working in the field (5%) 
●​ Actively preparing through study or training (5%) 
●​ Considering but not yet taking action (53%) 
●​ Previously considered but decided against (10%) 
●​ Unspecified level of interest (26%) 

While many young people across all four countries reported considering these careers, fewer 
had taken concrete steps to pursue them. The significant gap between the proportion of those 
considering these careers and those actively pursuing them suggests untapped potential for 
attracting more educated people into these fields.  

Respondents also had the opportunity to elaborate on the specific types of careers they were 
interested in, revealing a diverse range of aspirations. We classified these into three categories:  

●​ Animal-focused,  
●​ Environmental-focused, and  
●​ Holistic, mixed or unclear.  

The latter (holistic/mixed/unclear) includes roles which may include animal and environmental 
components, such as working with wildlife, or where respondents mentioned integrating animal 
or environmental considerations into existing fields, such as media or education. These 
classifications, along with examples, are presented in the following table (Table 3): 

Table 3: Categories of Career Types 

Career Interest Animal Environmental Holistic, mixed or 
unclear. 

Example e.g. Wildlife 
protection, veterinary 
science 

e.g. Environmental 
law, environmental 
science 

e.g. Education, media 
work 

 

As with reported levels of commitment, we observed differences in the specificity of career 
aspirations between the environmental and animal protection fields. Many respondents showed 
general interest in both areas, but animal-focused career aspirations were often vague, 
revolving around a desire to help or work with wild or companion animals. In contrast, 
environmental career interests tended to be more specific, with respondents mentioning 
university courses (e.g., environmental science, environmental law) and clear roles (e.g., 
positions in environmental organizations or government sustainability departments). This may 
indicate differences between how environmental- and animal-based careers are perceived. 
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Reasons For Action 

Gen Z respondents largely report being concerned about both environmental and animal 
welfare issues, with most acting upon these beliefs to varying degrees. But why do these 
members of Gen Z believe they should act? Through open-ended responses in respondents’ 
own language, this section examines the key motivators that Gen Z individuals believe are key 
to taking action for environmental and animal protection. 

We asked respondents: “When you consider environmental protection and/or animal wellbeing, 
what would you consider to be the most compelling reasons to take action?” and categorized 
respondents' motivations for action along two dimensions. The first dimension refers to the 
subject or focus of the concern: Personal,  Anthropocentric, Animal/Environment-focused, or 
mixed/holistic. The second dimension identified three types of motivation: Ideological, 
Emotional, and Practical.  

Definitions 

●​ Ideological motivations included beliefs about responsibility (e.g., religious or 
generational), rights (e.g., animal rights), and broad goals like "saving the world"). 

●​ Emotional motivations stemmed from feelings such as guilt, empathy, or compassion, 
often triggered by witnessing suffering or environmental damage.  

●​ Practical motivations emphasized tangible impacts, such as evidence of success, 
sustainable development goals, ecosystem preservation, or climate change mitigation.​
 

Table 4: Examples Of Reasons For Action, Classified By Motivation Type 

 Personal Anthropocentric Animal/Environme
nt- Focused 

Mixed/Holistic 

Ideological  Personal 
responsibility 
(e.g. religious) 

Generational 
Accountability 

Animal rights Saving the world 

Emotional Guilt, empathy 
or compassion 

Seeing human 
suffering 

Seeing helpless or 
innocent animals 

Seeing natural 
disasters 

Practical Seeing evidence 
of impact 

Achieving 
sustainable 
development 

Ecosystem 
preservation 

Climate Change 

 

Respondents were just as likely to cite anthropocentric reasons for taking action on animal or 
environmental issues as they were to cite animal- or environment-focused reasons. As Figure 5 
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demonstrates, responses were distributed across four categories: anthropocentric 
(human-centered) (31%), animal/environment focused (26%), mixed/holistic concerns (31%), 
and personal motivations (12%). These findings suggest that young people may recognize both 
the intrinsic value of protecting animals and the environment, as well as the practical 
implications for human wellbeing. 

Figure 5: Distribution Of Reasons For Action By Theme 

 

When analyzing the responses further, we found that practical and ideological considerations 
outweighed emotional ones. Some key patterns emerged: anthropocentric responses were 
equally divided between practical and ideological justifications (15% each). Animal and 
environmental focused responses showed a strong preference for ideological justifications 
(23%) over practical ones (3%). This indicates that people's concern for nature and animals was 
primarily driven by their values and beliefs rather than practical considerations. When 
respondents discussed broader global issues that affect both humans and animals or nature 
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(mixed/holistic concerns), they tended to focus on practical impacts, such as the tangible effects 
of climate change. This variety of responses suggests that combining ethical and practical 
messaging could better engage younger people. 

The perceived urgency of ongoing harms also impacts young people's motivations: direct, 
observable harms tend to drive animal and environmental-focused concerns, while 
anthropocentric concerns are often driven by more severe, future impacts. For animal and 
environmental-focused motivators, respondents frequently cited immediate triggers, such as 
witnessing animal suffering or environmental destruction. By contrast, more anthropocentric 
motivations were linked to second-order effects, such as the impact of environmental 
degradation on future quality of life, and future generations. These concerns were usually tied to 
environmental rather than animal well-being issues. However, responses  were varied, and 
bridged multiple perspectives, showing that Gen Z respondents recognized the interconnection 
between immediate environmental and animal well-being concerns, and longer-term human 
impacts. 

Reasons For Inaction 

While Gen Z respondents shared various motivations to act, some chose not to change their 
lifestyles, or expressed no interest in careers related to the environment or animals. This section 
explores, through open-ended responses, the key reasons they give for not taking action on 
environmental and animal protection. 

17% of respondents reported not making significant lifestyle changes for the environment or 
animal protection. Their reasons for not doing so were categorized as intrinsic or extrinsic, 
depending on whether their reported inaction was attributed to personal actions or mental states 
(intrinsic) versus external factors (extrinsic). Additionally, reasons for inaction were further 
classified as ideological, emotional, or practical, mirroring the framework used in the previous 
section. Table 5 provides a breakdown of these categories with illustrative examples. 

Table 5: Categories Of Reasons For Inaction, With Examples 

 Intrinsic Extrinsic 

Ideological  e.g. Personal Outlook N/A 

Emotional e.g. Lack of personal motivation e.g. Acting is pointless 

Practical e.g. Costly/time-consuming e.g. Needs top-down reform 

 

Respondents' lack of animal or environment-related lifestyle changes appears driven primarily 
by practical and emotional reasons rather than ideological opposition. Practical reasons, 
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particularly intrinsic ones such as personal cost, inconvenience, and time constraints, were most 
frequently cited, while extrinsic practical concerns (such as believing only top-down reform could 
create impact) were less common. Emotional barriers were also present, including both extrinsic 
(such as feelings that actions are futile), and intrinsic (such as feeling unmotivated or 
emotionally drained) factors. The near absence of ideological opposition suggests that 
barriers to action might be more readily addressed through practical solutions and better 
understanding of emotional barriers rather than requiring fundamental shifts in values or 
beliefs. 

Figure 6: Reasons For Inaction By Theme 

 

Disinterest in environmental or animal-focused careers was explained through practical or 
emotional motivations. Among the 49% of respondents who had never shown interest in such 
careers, emotional and practical reasons for disinterest were similarly common (48% and 50% 
respectively), while ideological objections, such as explicitly stating that they don’t believe that 
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work in such fields is valuable, were rare: there were only three examples (1%) in the whole 
survey. Intrinsic emotional barriers were most common—respondents were likely to feel 
attached to other interests or passions, or have no personal interest in these fields. Practical 
barriers included both intrinsic factors, such as having a lack of relevant skills, or prior 
investment in different fields, and extrinsic concerns. Extrinsic concerns involved perceptions of 
poor compensation or job instability. This indicates a range of possible interventions to build 
skills, or offer more stable and well-compensated job prospects. 

Perceptions Of Societal Efforts And Barriers 

Respondents shared whether they felt they were doing enough and their reasons for taking 
action—but how do they perceive their society’s efforts to protect the environment, and what 
barriers do they see to making greater progress? This ties directly to our research question: 
What does Gen Z identify as the major obstacles to improving animal and environmental 
protection in their country? 

We therefore asked respondents whether they felt that their society was doing enough to protect 
the environment and safeguard animal well-being.   

Figure 7: Perceived Effort Of Individuals And Society In Protecting The Environment, By 
Country 

 

Note: Neutral responses have been removed, so values do not add to 100%. 
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Figure 8: Perceived Effort Of Individuals And Society In Protecting Animals, By Country 

 

Note: Neutral responses have been removed, so values do not add to 100%. 

Figures 7 and 8 illustrate the contrast between belief in personal efforts and societal efforts. 
Respondents tend to believe that they personally are doing enough to protect the environment 
and safeguard animal wellbeing. However, they express skepticism about society's overall 
efforts. A minority of respondents (36%) believe that society is doing enough in these areas, 
highlighting a perceived gap between individual and collective responsibility. This raises an 
important question: if respondents see their own efforts as sufficient, what do they perceive as 
the main barriers to broader progress? 

To explore this, we asked respondents: What do you see as the most significant barriers to 
better protecting the environment and/or animals in your society? We categorized the responses 
based on the societal or actor level mentioned: public sector (government), private sector 
(business), society (cultural or civil society),  and individuals. This categorization provides insight 
into how respondents allocate responsibility for addressing these challenges. 

Definitions 

-​ Public Sector Barriers: Barriers arising from governments, public bodies, or systems, 
such as inadequate policies, enforcement gaps, or lack of resources dedicated to 
environmental and animal protection. 
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-​ Private Sector Barriers: Challenges related to actions by corporations, smaller 
businesses, or broader market-driven incentives, such as profit motives that conflict with 
sustainability goals or insufficient corporate accountability. 

-​ Society-Level Barriers: Obstacles rooted in societal or cultural norms, including 
resistance to change, or gaps in civil-society infrastructure, such as the absence of a 
strong NGO ecosystem. 

-​ Individual-Level Barriers: Challenges at the individual level, such as consumer habits, 
behavioral apathy, or lack of motivation to adopt pro-environmental or pro-animal 
practices. 

Table 6 provides details of the most common barriers within these categories, while Figure 9, a 
color-coded treemap, illustrates the diversity of barriers with their respective percentages. 

Table 6: Most Common Barriers To Better Protecting The Environment And/Or Animals 

Order of 
Frequency Barrier Level Barrier 

1 Society 
Lack of public awareness : Lack of awareness of specific issues 
among the public 

2 Society Lack of education: Low-levels of education among the public 

3 Individual 
Cost: Cost concerns for individuals and the perception that 
ethical consumption is more expensive 

4 Public Sector 
Lack of regulations/laws: Insufficient or unenforced regulations 
or laws 

5 Public Sector Government (general): General critique of government 

6 Individual 
Individual apathy: Lack of interest/care/effort from 
individuals/consumers 

7 Society Human nature: Inherent aspects of human nature  

8 Private Sector Corporate (general): General corporate influence 

9 Individual 
Individual helplessness: Individuals feeling helpless to influence 
the broader environment 

10 (tied) Public Sector 
Capitalism: The capitalist system driving environmental 
degradation or animal harm 

10 (tied) Individual 

Bad people / Lack of personal virtue: Belief that environmental 
or animal issues are due to the individual moral failings of a small 
number of people 
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Figure 9: Treemap Of Perceived Barriers 

 

As the above treemap (Figure 9) indicates, participants identified a range of barriers to 
addressing environmental and animal protection issues, primarily at the individual and societal 
levels. The most common type of challenge, as perceived by respondents, is connected to 
awareness and education, with many citing a lack of knowledge of these issues stemming from 
insufficient access to information and education. They also highlighted negative traits such as 
apathy and selfishness in individuals and groups as significant hurdles. Additionally, participants 
pointed to practical and emotional constraints, including feelings of apathy, helplessness, stress, 
and the financial costs associated with eco- or animal-friendly choices. Broader societal issues, 
including cultural attitudes, wealth disparities, and power inequalities were also perceived as 
barriers at a larger scale. 

Participants also emphasized barriers linked to the public and private sectors. Government 
failures and inaction, including inadequate regulation and a lack of prioritization of 
environmental and animal welfare issues, were frequently mentioned. In the private sector, 
respondents pointed to structural issues within industries and the capitalist system that many 
believe perpetuates harmful practices. Many participants also criticized specific corporate 
behaviors, such as greed and unethical decision-making, as key contributors to environmental 
and animal welfare problems. 

Note that these findings reflect perceived barriers to progress rather than the most significant 
barriers in reality. The emphasis on awareness and individual behavior, rather than systemic 
factors, may indicate a limited understanding of the root causes of environmental and animal 
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protection challenges. In particular, young people may overestimate the barriers they see in 
their daily life and underestimate the role of institutional and structural barriers. To better 
understand this dynamic and how to overcome these perceived societal barriers to positive 
change for animals and the environment, we also asked respondents to share what they 
perceive as the solutions.  

Perceived Solutions To Barriers 

To better understand how these barriers might be overcome, we posed the follow-up question: 
"What do you see as the solutions to these (environmental and animal-related) barriers?" To 
maintain consistency with the previous section, we categorized their responses into four groups: 

●​ Public Sector: Government interventions or policy changes. 
●​ Private Sector: Corporate or business-led initiatives. 
●​ Society: Civil society actions, such as NGO interventions. 
●​ Individual Efforts: Actions at the personal or household level. 

Table 7 provides details of the most common solutions by category, while Figure 10, a 
color-coded treemap, illustrates the diversity of solution types with their respective percentages.​
 

Table 7: Summary List Of Top Recommended Solutions/Interventions In Order Of 
Frequency: 

Order of 
Frequency 

Intervention 
Level Intervention 

1 Societal 
Education and Awareness: Raising education and awareness on 
environmental/animal issues 

2 Public Sector 
Regulations: Call for more regulations of corporations or other business 
activity, law, or policy 

3 Individual 
Individual Action: Promoting individual action on environmental/animal 
issues 

4 Public Sector 
Better implementation/enforcement: Ensuring implementation and 
enforcement of policies and regulations 

5 Society 

Messaging and Campaigning: Improving public messaging about 
environmental/animal issues, or increase media campaigning and 
awareness 

6 Society 
More Advocacy: Increase in social advocacy and growth of 
environmental/animal protection movements 

7= Public Sector Incentives: Providing economic incentives or subsidies for corporations 
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7= Private Sector 
Tech Innovation: Developing or promoting technological innovations to 
address environmental issues 

7= Public Sector 
Better Politicians: Bringing the next generation into politics, or otherwise 
improving the quality of politicians 

 

Figure 10: Treemap Of Suggested Solutions 

 

As these figures illustrate, when asked about solutions, respondents most commonly focused 
on addressing individual-level barriers. While education and awareness campaigns were the 
most commonly suggested intervention strategy, most responses lacked specific details about 
who should lead these educational efforts or how they should be implemented. When details 
were provided, some focused on individual-level actions, such as sharing information online or 
with friends and family, while others pointed to public sector responsibility, such as incorporating 
environmental education into the national curriculum. One respondent recommended a mixed 
strategy involving "educational campaigns, school programs, and social media." This emphasis 
on education reflects an assumption that changing people's beliefs and knowledge will lead to 
behavioral change and solve broader environmental and animal-focused problems.  

Also at the individual and civil society level, several respondents suggested generating, 
expanding, or supporting advocacy movements. Alongside advocating for movement growth 
and campaigning, respondents also highlighted the importance of improving messaging and 
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engaging with local communities. These responses underscore the perception among some that 
advocacy plays a critical role in addressing environmental and animal-related challenges. 

Public-sector interventions also emerged as a relatively common category of solutions, 
indicating some recognition of the state's role in addressing a range of challenges. Respondents 
advocated for various regulatory measures, from specific corporate restrictions (such as 
lobbying bans and waste management requirements) to broader environmental regulations and 
stronger enforcement of existing laws. Some also suggested government incentives to 
encourage corporate environmental responsibility, though this was less common. This 
awareness of leveraging public-sector mechanisms to drive  change can be built upon in 
messaging as an alternative way of generating change. 

Understandably, and in line with previous studies in these regions, these trends, actions, 
motivations, barriers and solutions vary significantly across countries. The following section 
explores Gen Z respondents' perspectives within diverse social and cultural contexts, 
highlighting country-specific insights across these areas. 

Country-Level Insights 
Global findings reveal some of the distinctive ways that Gen Z perceive and interact with the 
environment and animals, but important differences exist between countries, warranting closer 
investigation. Respondents described varying perceptions of the environment, animals, and 
necessary actions, emphasizing the importance of tailoring advocacy efforts to support young 
people in these countries effectively. 

United States of America 
U.S. Key Findings 

●​ U.S. young people show the lowest engagement rates in environmental action. 
73% have made some lifestyle changes — the lowest percentage among surveyed 
countries, with only 25% having considered environmental or animal advocacy careers. 

●​ Those who do engage show deeper commitment and understanding. U.S. 
respondents who take action demonstrate more comprehensive involvement, particularly 
in dietary changes and detailed career knowledge, suggesting more thorough 
engagement when committed. 

●​ Respondents are highly critical of their own and society's environmental efforts. 
Less than half believe they're doing their part to protect the environment and animals, 
and only about 14% think society is doing enough. 

●​ Corporate influence is seen as the primary barrier to progress. Young U.S. 
respondents particularly emphasize corporate greed and issues with capitalism as major 
obstacles to environmental and animal welfare advancement. 
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●​ U.S. respondents strongly favor institutional solutions over individual actions. 
While respondents in the U.S. were skeptical of current government efforts, they are 
politically conscious and show optimism about potential political change, as well as 
support for systemic solutions through legislation and regulation. 

Overview 

The United States is among the most globally influential countries, both in contributing to climate 
and animal suffering and in driving technological solutions to these challenges. According to the 
USDA's 2022 agricultural census, U.S. farms house 1.7 billion animals—up 6% since 2017 and 
47% since 2002. Data from Our World in Data indicates that 99% of these animals are in factory 
farming conditions. Beyond domestic impacts, the U.S. animal farming industry also plays a 
major role in exporting practices and products abroad. 

Environmentally, the U.S. ranks as one of the top carbon emitters globally, with per capita 
emissions of 14.9 tons, the highest among major economies, and total emissions second only to 
China. Climate change already affects parts of the U.S., with extreme weather, rising 
temperatures, and sea level rise impacting coastal cities, agriculture, and public health. Despite 
a historically well-funded Environmental Protection Agency, the country faces ongoing 
challenges with water scarcity and quality, deforestation, biodiversity loss, air pollution, and 
waste management. Large-scale animal farming contributes significantly to methane emissions, 
water pollution from nutrient runoff, and habitat destruction. 

Despite these challenges, the U.S. is also the home to some of the most active and 
longstanding animal and environmental movements in the world. Environmental policies like the 
Clean Air Act (1963) and the Endangered Species Act (1973) set global precedents for 
environmental protection, and the U.S. has strong grassroots activist networks in both animal 
and environmental causes that regularly drive high-impact campaigns and public 
demonstrations. 

Young U.S. Americans’ Pro-Environmental And Animal Actions 

While U.S.-based Gen Z were less likely than respondents elsewhere to say that they have 
made lifestyle changes, the majority (73%) still reported having made some changes. As with 
other countries in the study, individual mitigation actions, predominantly reducing plastic 
consumption, recycling, and using reusable daily products such as bags and water bottles, were 
the most common single type of response. However, other actions were distinctive to the U.S. 

Diet change was a common theme in the U.S., though only two respondents reported being 
vegan. Many mentioned vegetarianism, meat reduction, choosing cage-free eggs, or boycotting 
brands linked to animal abuse, such as Fairlife. Interestingly, diet was even noted by those 
reluctant to change, such as one respondent who said, “I can help animals by being vegan, but I 
don’t want to make such a big adjustment.” U.S. Gen Z participants have both greater 
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awareness of more ethical diet trends, and a belief that diet can be a way of reducing 
environmental and animal harm, while also indicating they perceive these diets as difficult to 
enact.  

In contrast, dietary changes were rarely mentioned outside the U.S., where responses tended to 
focus on companion or wild animals. This suggests young U.S. Americans are more likely to 
consider farmed animal welfare. The trend of reducing meat but not adopting veganism may 
also support evidence showing the potential for advancing dietary advocacy in the U.S. by 
prioritizing meat reduction as a more accessible and impactful goal for young people.  

Compared to respondents in other countries, U.S. respondents showed the lowest level of 
interest in environment or animal advocacy careers (25%). Among those that indicated interest, 
they were slightly more inclined toward environmental careers than animal-focused ones. U.S. 
respondents, however, were more specific in their career responses, showing a clearer 
understanding of potential career paths. Several, for example, were studying 
environment-related fields such as environmental science or law, while two mentioned 
veterinary medicine. It was also more common for U.S. respondents to mention volunteer or 
outdoor roles, such as volunteering as a park ranger.  

The majority of U.S. respondents who did not indicate interest in pursuing careers in animal or 
environment related fields most frequently cited having other passions and interests as their 
reason for disinterest. U.S. respondents frequently referenced their plans to have careers in 
other fields, or commitment to other causes. For example, one respondent shared: 

I am pursuing a career elsewhere in a field I am wholly passionate about and devoted to 
(Bioethics and Clinical Ethics). I am interested in devoting myself to a career that creates 
change and aids others in other ways. 

As with respondents in other countries, some saw these roles as less financially stable or 
lucrative, noting that they could make a lot more money elsewhere. As U.S. respondents 
appeared to have clearer career goals by university age—driven by both personal interest and 
financial reward—interest in these fields might need to be fostered earlier.  

Young U.S. Americans’ Reasons For Action And Inaction 

(Note: The analysis framework is available in the Global Insights section above, linked here.) 

For U.S. respondents, ideological and anthropocentric motivations for action were slightly more 
prevalent than in other regions. Key themes included preserving the environment and animals 
for future generations, often referencing their own (future) children. While climate change and 
ecosystem destruction were common concerns across the survey, they were mentioned slightly 
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more frequently in the U.S., accompanied by more pessimistic or fatalistic views about the 
future. Respondents described concerns such as “our planet's atmosphere is dwindling which is 
going to make it harder for us and our children to live,” “the earth will be destroyed for all of us,” 
and “make the Earth uninhabitable faster.” Some also referenced religious duty, noting, “God 
has given us this planet, and it is our job to care for it.” 

The minority of U.S. respondents who had not taken action to support the environment or 
animals cited specific barriers, with practical challenges such as time, financial constraints, and 
convenience being particularly common. One respondent shared that they didn’t “have enough 
time to think about the environment as a college student with a part-time job who needs to pay 
rent and tuition,” while others pointed to the high costs of eco-friendly products for the working 
class. Many U.S. American respondents associated environmental- or animal-friendly actions 
with middle- or higher-income lifestyles, which discouraged lower-income individuals or those 
new to the job market from taking action. 

Some respondents felt that individual actions were ineffective against the large-scale corporate 
influence they blamed for most environmental or animal-related harms, discouraging them from 
making personal lifestyle changes. As one respondent noted, “one person can't make a 
difference compared to the corporations and companies.” This emphasizes the need to 
spotlight the impact of advocacy efforts when engaging young people in the U.S. 

Young U.S. Americans’ Perceptions Of Societal Efforts And Barriers 

Compared to other nations in this survey, young people in the U.S. were less likely to feel that 
their society was doing enough to protect the environment and animal well-being.  
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Only 13.6% (environment) and 15.5% (animal well-being) at least somewhat agreed with the 
statement, compared to 40.1% and 36.5% in the other countries surveyed. Relatedly, only 
48.5% and 53.4% of American respondents believed they were personally doing enough to 
protect the environment and animal well-being respectively, compared to 87.5% and 79.9% in 
the rest of the sample. This highlights young Americans' awareness of the need for change on 
both a personal and societal level, suggesting a potential motivation for change at both levels. 

Americans identified specific barriers to progress on environmental and animal issues and, 
more than respondents in other countries, were notably more likely to point to corporations and 
companies as obstacles to action. Many respondents attributed this to corporate “greed”, or 
critiqued capitalism and consumerism as systemic issues, reflecting an image of U.S. society as 
dominated by these organizations: 

[There are] ultra powerful capitalistic monopolies that influence the lives of everyone and 
siphon immeasurable amounts of money while destroying the environment. It would take 
very strong regulations to stop their influence. 

Some highlighted particular industries, such as “big oil companies” and animal “mega-farms.” 
While structural issues were also cited, such as the reliance on fossil fuels or poor corporate 
incentives, U.S. Americans are more likely to have particular "villains" to rally against, 
which could be carefully utilized to motivate action. 
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Respondents also identified government-related barriers, such as insufficient funding for 
environmental or animal causes, weak regulations, corruption, and a perception that politicians 
lack concern for these issues—particularly criticizing conservatives. One respondent described 
their state as “too conservative and old-fashioned,” which led people to prioritize convenience 
over potential harms. Another respondent pointed to the difficulty that has arisen from “turning 
basic conservation into a bipartisan issue,” noting that the politicization of environmental 
concerns complicates progress. While environmental and animal welfare concerns typically 
align with left-liberal values, making these concerns natural issues for more politically active 
members of Gen Z to champion, these responses highlight the challenges of moving beyond 
partisan divides to find shared solutions. Advocates should consider the impact of potential 
collaboration and review research on how to navigate conservative political values to advance 
positive change for animals.   

U.S. respondents also highlighted that the political influence of corporate lobbying was a barrier 
to progress, criticizing lobbying for allowing unchecked pollution and practices that increase 
animal suffering. Some respondents pointed to “corrupt politicians controlled by lobbyists who 
prioritize profits over environmental protection” as a key issue. Lobbying is more clearly 
identified as a barrier than in other countries in the survey, indicating a greater awareness of the 
lobbying process in U.S. politics. 

Finally, U.S. participants also highlighted individual-level barriers. While other countries tended 
to emphasize a lack of education and awareness as central barriers to action, U.S. respondents 
pointed more to individual flaws such as selfishness, unwillingness to change in society, a sense 
of powerlessness, and an inability to generate change. According to Hofstede’s Cultural 
Dimensions Theory, U.S. American culture ranks significantly higher in individualism ("I" culture) 
compared to the other surveyed countries, which tend to favor collectivism ("we" culture). 
Specifically, the U.S. scores 60% on the individualism scale, compared to China (43%), 
Thailand (19%), and Indonesia (5%).   

Some respondents linked this individualism to a resistance to change. One U.S. participant 
observed, “People do not like change, especially changes to food and money in America,” while 
another remarked, “The consumer has little control over how their products are produced [...] 
and little power as an individual to do much beyond a very small contribution to the net good.” 
These responses highlight how individual challenges, such as resistance to change and feelings 
of powerlessness, intersect with structural barriers like political divides and corporate 
influence—issues advocates may need to address in their messaging. 

Young U.S. Americans’ Perceptions On Solutions To These Challenges 

More than other countries, respondents in the U.S. believe in the possibility of political 
change.  When a problem was attributed to politicians themselves, solutions included calls for 
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major political reform, increased government funding for environmental or animal organizations 
or causes, and improved political leadership. In response to beliefs that older politicians 
contribute to conservative resistance to meaningful changes, some U.S. American respondents 
stressed the need for a new generation of environmentally and animal-aware politicians.  

Public-sector-led interventions were also widely viewed as crucial for addressing external 
polluters and companies that harm animals. Many respondents emphasized the need for 
stronger environmental legislation targeting corporations, stricter enforcement, and limits on 
lobbying. Compared to other countries, respondents in the U.S. offered more detailed solutions, 
particularly favoring government action to curb environmentally harmful corporate practices and 
reduce the influence of large profit-driven businesses. While earlier findings highlight a belief in 
significant barriers within the government itself, this also demonstrates that young U.S. 
respondents see government regulation as a key tool for driving change. 

Viewing innovation and business as potential positive forces was less common but 
notable—one respondent highlighted that “investing in renewable energy, sustainable practices, 
and green infrastructure can create new jobs and economic opportunities,” while another 
pointed to “explosive new companies that can demonstrate the viability and profitability of 
cleaner/renewable products.” However, despite the U.S.'s leadership in green technology and 
industry, these more optimistic perspectives were rare, suggesting that this could be a neglected 
area in young people’s vision of progress for animal and environmental advocacy. 

Individual actions and society-level efforts, like grassroots education, were less frequently 
mentioned as solutions, aligning with the view that structural challenges require institutional 
responses. However, when individual action was mentioned, it tended to be political action: 
voting, protests, and petitions—approaches less commonly emphasized in other countries. This 
stronger belief in achieving progress through political channels suggests that engaging 
young people in political action may be a promising approach. 

Recommendations For Working With The U.S. Gen Z 

Communications Recommendations 

○​ Frame environmental work as crucial for future generations. Youth concern 
about long-term climate impacts creates compelling narrative opportunities, while 
avoiding excessive pessimism. 

○​ Highlight innovation opportunities rather than corporate criticism. Despite 
negative corporate sentiment, focusing on positive innovation potential may help 
recruit Gen Z into environmental or animal protection career paths. 
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○​ Present animal protection or environmental careers as established, 
respected professions. Desire for well-defined career paths suggests a need 
for clear, professional framing of advocacy roles that can pay well. 

Career Recommendations 

○​ Guide advocates toward institutional change-making roles. Strong 
recognition of systemic solutions indicates opportunities for policy, legal, and 
corporate reform careers. 

○​ Promote environmental or animal integration across traditional 
professions. Clear preference for defined career paths suggests potential for 
embedding advocacy in established fields like medicine, law and engineering. 

○​ Position environmental or animal-friendly careers at the forefront of 
American innovation. America’s strong innovation ecosystem presents 
opportunities for impactful tech and entrepreneurship roles. 

China 

China Key Findings 

●​ Chinese youth show moderate rates of environmental engagement but with 
distinctive local focus. 77% report making lifestyle changes, with particular emphasis 
on practical issues like food delivery waste and local environmental concerns. 

●​ Animal protection interests center strongly on companion animals. While some 
Chinese respondents engage with stray and companion animals, their actions rarely 
extend to farmed animals. 

●​ Chinese young people act for practical rather than ideological reasons. Chinese 
Gen Z were the most likely to describe practical, rather than ideological, motivations for 
action. 

●​ Career interest in environmental or animal fields faces multiple pressures. While 
46% of Chinese respondents have considered these careers, family expectations and 
social status considerations often create tension between personal aspirations and 
societal pressures. 

●​ Young Chinese are skeptical of national progress. Around 50% believe their country 
isn't doing enough, particularly regarding animal protection, which is combined with a 
pessimistic attitude about their individual ability to make a difference. 
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●​ Solutions are seen primarily through institutional channels despite pessimism. 
While many express doubts about change, they show distinct preference for top-down 
solutions through government action and policy changes, combined with creative 
grassroots engagement. 

Overview 

Chinese Gen Z are growing up in a nation that embodies both the scale of global challenges 
and the potential for transformative solutions in environmental sustainability and animal 
protection. On one hand, the scale of harms is undeniable—China is the world's largest 
producer of animals for food, with more chickens, pigs, cows, and fish slaughtered than in any 
other country (Faunalytics, 2024), with most of these animals kept in low-welfare conditions with 
minimal quality standards or regulations (World Animal Protection, 2024). Environmentally, 
China is the highest total emitter of CO2 and grapples with significant domestic issues like water 
and air pollution.  

However, China is also emerging as a global leader in addressing these crises. It has pioneered 
state-of-the-art, low-cost green technologies, such as solar energy and electric vehicles (IEA, 
2024), and implemented significant programs to combat air pollution and deforestation. While 
animal protection has received less attention, the country is home to a strong traditional and 
modern alternative protein sector. Chinese young people are increasingly able to play a role in 
shaping these pivotal trends. 

39 
 

 

https://faunalytics.org/global-animal-slaughter-statistics-and-charts
https://api.worldanimalprotection.org/country/china
https://ourworldindata.org/co2-emissions
https://aqli.epic.uchicago.edu/country-spotlight/china/
https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2024/china
https://www.iea.org/reports/world-energy-investment-2024/china
https://www.nature.com/articles/s43247-023-00923-1
https://gfi-apac.org/traditional-chinese-plant-based-companies-leap-into-2-0-protein-era/
https://gfi-apac.org/traditional-chinese-plant-based-companies-leap-into-2-0-protein-era/


 

 

 

Young Chinese People’s Pro-Environmental And Animal Actions 

A majority of Chinese respondents (77%) reported making lifestyle changes, slightly lower than 
in Thailand and Indonesia but similar to the United States. 

Among our Chinese respondents, actions to mitigate environmental harms were common, with 
some distinctive local trends. Alongside widely adopted measures such as litter sorting and 
using reusable bags, Chinese respondents often highlight concerns about food delivery waste, a 
specific challenge tied to the popularity of delivery apps like Meituan (美团) and Ele.me (饿了
么). These platforms' heavy plastic use led some respondents to decline disposable cutlery and 
reduce delivery orders to cut waste. This finding suggests that while young Chinese 
individuals appear to be responding to environmentally-considerate societal trends, their 
individual efforts may primarily focus on practical, small-scale mitigation.  

When Chinese Gen Z respondents described their proactive contributions, they were more likely 
than other countries in the study to mention helping animals, especially strays, companion 
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animals, and those involved in entertainment or cultural activities. Young people stated that they 
frequently engage with stray dogs and cats by feeding, caring for, or adopting them—some even 
working with organizations dedicated to helping these animals. They also reported avoiding 
certain animal-related practices, such as visiting poorly managed zoos, patronizing dog/cat 
cafes where animals are viewed as “exploited workers,” consuming animal entertainment, or 
eating dog meat. This heightened awareness was often driven by online activism and social 
media exposure. One respondent reflected: 

I actively comment on and repost online reports about dog meat festivals and the abuse 
of dogs and cats. This year, a top-scoring candidate in the college entrance physics 
exam had their scores cancelled by Fudan University for posting a video of cat abuse 
online. I think the new generation of Chinese youth is very concerned about the 
protection of cats and dogs. 

This pattern supports evidence suggesting a generational shift in attitudes toward certain 
animal-related practices in China (Carnovale et al. 2022). However, this concern for animal 
well-being rarely extends to animals used for food. Few respondents mentioned reducing meat 
consumption, indicating that the broader conversation about animal protection in China 
remains largely unconnected to issues in farming practices. 

At the career-level, Chinese respondents displayed moderate interest in pursuing jobs in 
environmental and animal advocacy (46%), with a stronger inclination toward animal-related 
work compared to other countries in the survey. Their career interests covered a wide range of 
fields, including habitat protection, marine conservation, and animal-related roles like stray 
animal rescue and shelter work. Some respondents mentioned specific organizations, university 
majors, or career paths tied to these interests. Notably, many respondents expressed a desire to 
integrate environmental or animal well-being concerns into existing career paths, such as media 
and communications, education, and ESG (environmental, social, and governance) consulting. 
This diversity of career interests highlights an understanding of various professional fields 
connected to animal and environmental work.  

Chinese young people's career choices are strongly shaped by family expectations and social 
status, particularly for only children, who are relatively common because of China’s one-child 
policy (Li et al, 2020). While U.S. respondents tend to mention personal passion as a motivation 
for career choice, Chinese youth are more likely to mention tensions between external pressure 
and individual aspirations. As one respondent explained: 

I do hope my career can be more meaningful and can positively contribute to society. But 
I'm an only child, and my parents want me to become a successful person with a higher 
social status. So it's not realistic to work in environmental and animal protection. 
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Young Chinese People’s Reasons For Action And Inaction 

(Note: The analysis framework is available in the Global Insights section above, linked here.) 

In China, motivations for environmental and animal actions tended to be practical rather than 
ideological, compared to more balanced motivations in the other surveyed countries. Chinese 
participants indicated that observed harm to human well-being, economic development, food 
safety, and public health as a key reason for action. Some respondents also described the direct 
impacts these issues have had on themselves and their families: 

There are factories near my home that emit a foul smell from time to time. In recent 
years, my mother has developed a rare cancer caused by a gene mutation. The blue sky 
I used to see often as a child has turned gray, and the roadside plants are covered in 
dust. Everything is connected. 

These concerns, also described in Thailand and Indonesia, demonstrate how some Chinese 
young people's environmental awareness have been impacted by personal experiences with 
environmental degradation.  

Chinese youth also feel more motivated to act on environmental and animal well-being issues 
when they can clearly see the results and effectiveness of their efforts. Respondents mentioned 
that they value seeing "concrete results," want to see their actions as "useful and necessary," 
and feel able to act because of their understanding of how their actions made a difference. This 
may be augmented by a sense of urgency and desire for purpose in making a meaningful 
difference, that some respondents reported. One respondent reported their pressing need to 
take advantage of their youth to “cherish [animals and the environment] and act fast to take 
some positive actions.” Framing messages around the effectiveness of certain actions, 
combined with themes of urgency and purpose, could be an effective way to engage 
young Chinese people in animal and environmental initiatives.  

Young Chinese People’s Perceptions Of Societal Efforts And Barriers 

Most Chinese respondents felt that they were personally doing enough for environmental and 
animal well-being but were less confident in their country's efforts, especially in animal 
protection. Only 7% of respondents felt they were personally not doing enough for the 
environment, and 13% felt the same about animal well-being. In contrast, 50% believed China 
was not doing enough for the environment, and 54% felt the same about animal protection. 
Notably, Chinese respondents expressed a slightly stronger belief that their country is not 
adequately addressing animal well-being compared to environmental issues. This discrepancy 
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may reflect China's governmental priorities—environmental protection receives far more 
attention in national policy-making (Oxford Energy, 2024; Li, 2021).  

In China, young people identified institutional barriers at both private and public-sector levels as 
key obstacles to progress. While in the U.S. the focus was often on "selfish corporations," 
Chinese respondents were more likely to target the capitalist system and systemic governance 
issues. Respondents pointed to "capitalist expansion" and "capitalist market" forces as 
problems, while also highlighting the "lack of enforcement measures," “lack of institutional 
oversight,” and "government's lack of support" for both animal and environmental protection. 
Such concerns reflect a broader critique of China's regulatory and enforcement capabilities, 
which may be surprising in a country where criticism of the government is discouraged. The 
absence of criticism toward specific corporations, also notable in Indonesia, suggests a different 
way of interacting with private sector animal/environmental concerns than the U.S. and 
Thailand. In China, this may reflect less critical perceptions of the role of corporations, 
potentially due to China's state-owned enterprise structure, where major companies are often 
not distinguishable from the government, or it could reflect lower rates of awareness of the 
connections between corporations and animal or environment harms due to media 
limitations—as one respondent noted: “the press in China is dead.” 

Some respondents also indicated that environmental and animal wellbeing concerns were 
connected to socioeconomic class. Multiple respondents frame sustainable consumption as a 
"lifestyle choice for comfortable middle-class families/individuals to consider," while also noting 
that their status as educated urban residents means that they are less directly impacted by 
environmental harms. This class dynamic is captured by one respondent: 

People who care about these things are on two ends of the spectrum. Some are so 
middle-class that people (we) may think [concern about environmental or animal harms] 
is entertainment for the rich. Some are less privileged people whose interests are directly 
affected, yet they seem too distant from us. 

This class divide suggests a potential barrier to building broader support in China, which may be 
linked to high-levels of inequality in the country. University-educated respondents show some 
awareness of these issues but may be less directly affected by environmental harms compared 
to less privileged groups, therefore do not feel a pressing urge to act. On the other hand, they 
do not perceive themselves as part of an elite who have the capacity or freedom to prioritize 
these concerns. 

Traditional cultural attitudes and social norms were also perceived as barriers to environmental 
and animal protection in China. Many respondents pointed to widespread apathy and negative 
attitudes toward collective action, alongside deeply held beliefs about human superiority over 
animals. These societal limitations were reflected in comments about "harmful culture and 
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customs" and the observation that "it is difficult to change people's thoughts and perceptions, 
such as the belief that animals are subordinate to humans and do not need rescue."  

Personal barriers to environmental and animal-friendly action among Chinese respondents are 
predominantly practical, centered on perceived lack of knowledge and ability to make 
meaningful change. One respondent specifically mentioned the low transparency of animal 
welfare-related information, and the "lack of direct and effective cheaper alternatives for specific 
products." Chinese respondents also expressed uncertainty about causal chains of impact and 
trade-offs they have to make between environmental protection with a quality lifestyle. The lack 
of clear pathways to impact, combined with structural barriers in Chinese society, may contribute 
to feelings of powerlessness among young people to act on these issues.  

Some note that their own generation is more pessimistic: “Gen Z generally have a negative 
outlook” and describe how the intense pressure of their lifestyles creates additional obstacles to 
engagement. Respondents frequently cite exhaustion and stress as barriers to caring about 
environmental and animal issues, with one noting that: 

Everyone is too busy and tired [...] making it really hard to care about long-term 
problems like the environment and animals. Many people might feel like intensively 
farmed animals themselves. 

Unlike youth in the U.S. who often express pessimism about specific environmental trends, 
young Chinese people's negativity appears to stem more from feeling overwhelmed by 
societal pressures and their own lack of influence. As one respondent summarizes: "In a 
society where people feel a strong sense of powerlessness, it's impossible to spare any effort to 
care for other groups." 

Young Chinese People’s Perceptions On Solutions To These Challenges 

This trend of pessimism extends to discussions of solutions, where negative responses were 
common. One respondent doubted the effectiveness of both top-down and bottom-up 
approaches, stating: “Top-down changes are the most effective, but they are unlikely,” and that 
no “bottom-up actions […] [have] been strong enough to drive policy or systemic structural 
change.” Similarly, multiple respondents expressed the belief that no solutions exist for these 
animal and environmental problems, highlighting a pervasive sense of powerlessness that must 
be taken into account when engaging with Chinese young people. 

However, this negativity is far from universal and respondents described a range of potential 
solutions. As with the U.S., many Chinese respondents saw solutions through institutional 
channels, emphasizing the need for stricter laws, enhanced enforcement, and corporate 
engagement in environmental protection. Many respondents advocated for specific policy 
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measures such as anti-animal abuse laws, recycling mandates, and subsidies for eco-friendly 
products, believing these would create necessary structure and incentives for both individuals 
and businesses. Despite earlier concerns about public-sector barriers, there is some evidence 
of cautious optimism about China's potential for institutional change. One respondent, for 
example, pointed to the implementation of trash sorting in Shanghai, noting that personnel were 
initially on duty to oversee compliance and impose fines, which led them to believe that “the 
national government should be able to impose stricter penalties through legislation.” This 
example suggests that it may be easier to implement such initiatives in wealthier, more liberal 
cities like Shanghai or Guangzhou, rather than on a national basis. These solution-oriented 
responses highlight that young Chinese people may view institutional changes as promising, 
recognizing China's strong state capacity for implementing reforms when the political will exists. 

Beyond institutional solutions, young Chinese people tended to see potential in both individual 
and society-level actions, particularly through creative engagement and youth-led initiatives. 
Individual solutions that respondents suggested frequently focussed on participatory events and 
creative media that brings people closer to animals and nature. Examples of creative 
engagement involve social media — such as producing “authentic content that’s relatable to the 
public” rather than manufactured or overly polished content — and engaging people in real-life 
activities. At the societal level, respondents emphasized the importance of advocacy 
organizations and grassroots movements, suggesting the need to "mobilize the small number of 
people" who care and help them "start with small things they can do in their communities." The 
emphasis on events and volunteer activities appeared distinct to Chinese responses, 
perhaps reflecting the prevalence of government-organized volunteering in China, and a belief 
in the importance of community action for triggering social change.  

One respondent gave a more complex description of a grassroots theory of change, indicating 
that some Gen Z in China have thought carefully about how to produce change, bypassing the 
challenging task of engaging the government directly: 

I don’t think it's practical to rely solely on the government, as this is a very complex 
process that takes a considerable amount of time to develop from scratch. If more vocal 
activists can leverage a single point to influence more people during community activities 
or outreach campaigns, they can convey a deeper awareness of environmental 
protection and educate more people. This chain of communication of ideas can embed 
such awareness in the hearts of the public, which can then lead to real actions. 
Therefore, we actually need more people to speak up. Especially with the 
unprecedented development of online social media, everyone can have a voice. 
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Recommendations For Working With Chinese Gen Z 

Communications Recommendations 

●​ Ground advocacy in local, tangible community activities. Strong interest in 
participatory events suggests opportunities for engaging through hands-on, local 
initiatives rather than abstract messaging. 

●​ Frame environmental actions through clear, observable outcomes. Chinese youth's 
emphasis on seeing concrete results indicates a need for messaging that demonstrates 
the direct impact of advocacy efforts, and helps counter feelings of powerlessness felt 
among some young people. 

●​ Leverage authentic social media storytelling for advocacy. High social media use 
and enthusiasm for creative online actions suggests potential for creative, youth-led 
digital campaigns, particularly those focusing on relatable issues such as pollution and 
food safety. 

Career Recommendations 

●​ Position animal welfare and environmental roles as solutions to public health 
challenges. Strong concerns about food safety and pollution create opportunities to 
frame animal or environmental careers as addressing critical social needs. Direct 
experience with air pollution and food safety issues may create compelling narrative 
opportunities for career recruitment. 

●​ Promote relevant roles within established industries. Interest in traditional career 
stability suggests opportunities to highlight animal or environmental positions in existing 
sectors (e.g., consulting, or compliance in existing industries), over less-established and 
new areas. 

●​ Emphasize high-paying opportunities in sustainable industries, such as green, 
environmental, or food technology. Chinese respondents’ desire for high potential 
careers indicates potential for promoting well-compensated green sector opportunities. 

●​ Develop animal/environmental content creation career paths. Strong digital media 
engagement suggests opportunities for online animal advocacy, environmental 
storytelling, and content production careers. 

Indonesia 

Indonesia Key Findings 

●​ Indonesian youth report high environmental engagement (92%), but actions tend 
to be minor. Most reported changes focussed on basic mitigation like avoiding 
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single-use plastic and not littering, suggesting a lower threshold for what constitutes 
environmental action. 

●​ Environmental and animal concerns often reflect rural connections. Unlike other 
countries, Indonesian respondents uniquely mentioned agricultural activities, wildlife 
interactions, and local environmental maintenance, indicating stronger ties to natural 
environments.  

●​ Career interest in environmental/animal fields is high but lacks clear direction. 
While 59% expressed interest in these careers, most lacked specific plans or clear 
understanding of career pathways, suggesting a need for better guidance. 

●​ Young Indonesians show surprising satisfaction with national environmental and 
animal protection efforts. Despite acknowledging environmental challenges, they 
expressed the highest satisfaction with both personal and national efforts among 
surveyed countries. 

●​ Solutions are seen through a community-based lens rather than institutional 
reform. Neglecting the importance of systemic change, Indonesian youth emphasized 
grassroots education and community-level initiatives as primary pathways to progress. 

​
Overview 

Indonesia's rapid economic transformation has profoundly shaped the experiences of its young 
people. When older Gen Z Indonesians were born (1998-2002), their country was classified as 
low-income, while today Indonesia has achieved upper-middle-income status (World Bank, 
2024). However, this economic growth has been accompanied by increasing environmental and 
animal welfare harms. Indonesia has rapidly become a major player in industrial animal 
agriculture, ranking 4th globally in chicken slaughter and 2nd in fish slaughter (Faunalytics, 
2024), with limited animal protection and recent exposés revealing very poor welfare standards 
on Indonesian farms.  

The country also faces severe environmental issues including widespread deforestation for cash 
crops such as oil palm, extreme plastic pollution that particularly impacts waterways and 
oceans, and increasing urban air pollution (Climate Impacts Tracker, 2023). These challenges 
are compounded by Indonesia's particular vulnerability to climate change—as an archipelago 
with many low-lying regions, it faces some of the world's highest risks from sea-level rise and 
extreme weather events (ADB, 2021).  
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Young Indonesians’ Pro-Environmental And Animal Actions 

Indonesian respondents frequently reported making lifestyle changes for environmental and 
animal protection—92% reported taking action. However, these actions were more likely than in 
the other countries to be minor mitigation measures such as avoiding single-use plastic and not 
littering. Many respondents simply described avoiding harmful behaviors, such as "not littering in 
the river" or "not hunting wild animals." The frequency of this level of response is suggestive of a 
relatively low threshold for what constitutes environmental action or lifestyle changes in 
Indonesia. Encouraging more significant changes may therefore be a greater challenge in 
Indonesia.  

Some unique Indonesian examples of pro-environmental/animal actions were often related to 
rural life and nature. Respondents mentioned not burning agricultural waste, planting trees, and 
maintaining their local rural environments, while others discussed caring for their own livestock 
or fish ponds and avoiding interference with wild animals. This range of responses, though 
representing only a minority of responses, illustrates how some educated youth in Indonesia 
maintain connections to agricultural activity and wildlife, in contrast to China and Thailand, 
where no respondents mentioned rural connections to animals or the environment. 

Animal welfare concerns were relatively common among Indonesian respondents. Many 
respondents emphasized feeding stray animals and frequently mention avoiding products tested 
on animals or made from animal skins. Similar to respondents in China, Indonesian youth 
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tended to focus on caring for stray or companion animals. A larger proportion, however, also 
mentioned actions related to wild animals, such as protecting environments, or refraining from 
feeding or hunting them. As with respondents in China and Thailand, farmed animals and diet 
are seldom mentioned, indicating a potential oversight of their welfare in Indonesian discussions 
on animal protection. 

Despite their relatively limited individual actions, Indonesian youth were particularly likely to 
express interest in environmental or animal welfare careers. 59% had considered such careers, 
with some expressing ambitious goals like founding their own organizations. However, the 
majority did not have specific plans, instead saying that they were interested in working in broad 
areas like environmental protection, forestry, wild animal conservation (e.g., elephants and 
orangutans), or unspecified government and NGO work. This suggests that while interest is 
widespread, many young people may lack clear role models or pathways to pursue these 
careers in Indonesia. More research needs to be done in order to identify how these pathways 
can be unlocked for young Indonesians. 

Young Indonesians’ Reasons For Action And Inaction 

(Note: The analysis framework is available in the Global Insights section above, linked here.) 

When discussing reasons for acting for the environment or animal protection, Indonesians were 
most likely to emphasize the interconnectedness of all issues rather than focusing solely on 
animal/environment-focused or anthropocentric concerns. Participants described links between 
human health, sustainability, biodiversity, and natural ecosystems, of which they consider 
animals an integral part. Respondents mentioned various connections, from the food chain and 
food security to how environmental damage, such as ocean pollution, also creates animal 
suffering. Some also described the connections between local communities: 

Habitats and their ecosystems must be protected, and attention should be given to the 
interconnection of actions undertaken by local communities living around wildlife areas. 

This perspective may reflect how Indonesians conceptualize nature, ecology, and ecosystems in 
their worldview, possibly due to more connections with nature in their lifestyle than in other 
countries. Bringing neglected issues, such as factory farming or palm oil production, into these 
interconnected perspectives could enhance young Indonesians' engagement with environmental 
or animal protection causes. 

Indonesians often emphasized that animals, like humans, are "living creatures" (Indonesian: 
makhluk hidup) deserving of care and consideration. Some respondents explicitly mentioned 
animals' “rights to life” in this context. However, this framework is rarely extended to the 
mistreatment of farmed animals. Advocates could build on these existing motivations to expand 
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Indonesians' moral circle to include more neglected animals and highlight their connections to 
broader ethical concerns. 

Young Indonesians’ Perceptions Of Societal Efforts And Barriers 

Indonesians are particularly satisfied with both national and personal efforts on environmental 
and animal welfare issues. Indonesia was the only country where more than half of respondents 
felt their country was doing enough. Just 40% and 41% of Indonesian respondents believed 
their country was not doing enough to protect the environment and safeguard animal welfare, 
respectively, while only 2% and 4% believed they were not doing enough personally, 
respectively. This is surprising, given widespread acknowledgement among respondents of 
Indonesia's environmental challenges. This may reflect differing cultural standards, an economic 
context that shapes expectations, or a tendency to attribute responsibility for environmental 
harm elsewhere. 

Indonesians were less likely than other countries' respondents to cite public- and especially 
private-sector barriers as a main obstacle to environmental and animal welfare action. 
Respondents cited barriers such as a “lack of political initiative” and “weak implementation of 
adequate policies and regulations” for the protection of animals and the environment. 
Interestingly, Indonesia’s Gen Z didn’t mention much about the private sector: notably absent 
are concerns about factory farm owners, palm oil companies, or other corporate actors. 

Instead, in contrast to other countries like the U.S., the core barriers to progress in Indonesia 
were seen as centering on a lack of public education and awareness, rather than systemic 
obstacles. Education and awareness emerged as by far the most commonly cited barrier, with 
respondents noting that many people may not fully understand the importance of environmental 
protection and animal welfare, or the impact of their personal behavior.  

[The greatest barrier is the] lack of awareness and lack of education about the 
importance of environmental and animal protection. Ignorant human activity causes 
negative impacts to the environment and unfair treatment of animals. 

This perspective may stem from broader recognition of educational disparities—particularly 
among poorer and more rural Indonesians. It may also result from specific gaps in education on 
these topics and their role in shaping attitudes, or from Indonesian students’ own experiences.  

Indonesian respondents often attributed animal welfare and environmental issues to specific 
"bad actors" and cultural practices. They described communities with uncaring attitudes towards 
animals, citing examples like cooking cats, separating monkeys from mothers, and keeping pets 
merely for entertainment or security without regard for their wellbeing. This focus on unusual 
cases suggests that Indonesians attribute problems to individual malevolence or cultural 
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practices rather than everyday or systemic harms in areas such as factory farming. While these 
responses indicate increasing awareness of specific cases of animal cruelty, they may suggest 
a limited understanding of the true distribution of animal suffering, which advocate messaging 
may need to address. 

Finally, activism in Indonesia may face hurdles stemming from perceptions of advocates and, by 
extension, societal views about the legitimacy and value of animal and environmental concerns. 

The biggest hurdle is the societal stigma surrounding animal or environmental activists, 
who are often seen as over-the-top in their love for animals or the environment.  

Responses indicate that animal and environmental advocacy may be seen as less serious in 
comparison to other problems, such as Indonesia’s ongoing poverty issues. It also supports 
other evidence suggesting that perceptions of advocates as extreme or unbalanced may be 
particularly challenging in Asia (Faunalytics, 2021). Advocates face the challenge of countering 
these perceptions, while making a case for the significance and urgency of their work. 

Young Indonesians’ Perceptions On Solutions To These Challenges 

Indonesian respondents believed that solutions to environmental and animal welfare challenges 
would emerge at multiple levels, with the public sector playing a role in addressing both 
higher-level governance issues and educational challenges. With environmental regulation, 
some believed that the government needed to be "more assertive" and stricter with 
implementation. Others specifically pointed to addressing Indonesia's issues with funding and 
state capacity, with one respondent noting the importance of obtaining "sustainable sources of 
funding through environmental taxes, international funds, and public-private partnerships." 
Adding educational programs into school-level education was a common example of how the 
public sector could tackle education challenges.  

Alongside institutional solutions, respondents emphasized the importance of grassroots and civil 
society initiatives, particularly focusing on community education and movement building. They 
described various approaches to grassroots education, including social media campaigns, 
community awareness building, and targeted local solutions. One respondent highlighted the 
need to create a community-based social movement to “provide the surrounding communities 
an understanding of how important it is to take care of their surroundings and urge them to 
protect the living environment." This emphasis on community-level interventions likely reflects 
an awareness of Indonesia's limited state capacity compared to other countries. Their 
responses suggest a belief that, if aligned with community beliefs and needs, social movements 
can generate significant change. 
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Recommendations For Working With Indonesian Gen Z 

Communications Recommendations 

●​ Redirect advocacy from individual actions to systemic solutions. Data shows 
Indonesians focus heavily on personal changes, indicating opportunities to shift attention 
toward higher-impact policy and corporate campaigns. 

●​ Spotlight the role of the private-sector in both problems and solutions. Limited 
focus on corporate accountability and potential suggests a blindspot with regards to the 
importance of large businesses in the animal/environmental sectors. 

●​ Leverage belief in the interconnected relationship between humans and nature. 
Strong cultural values around humans, nature and community indicate opportunities for 
holistic environmental or animal-related messaging. 

●​ Use social media to reshape the perception of environmental and animal activism. 
Run positive, relatable campaigns that counter the perception of activism as “excessive.” 
Highlight stories of young Indonesians making impactful contributions in their 
communities to position advocacy as mainstream and practical. 

●​ Address awareness around animal cruelty in agriculture. Tap into reactions to 
well-known cases of animal cruelty to raise awareness about the prevalence of similar 
issues within agriculture. This may enable broader recognition and empathy. 

Career Recommendations 

●​ Clarify career pathways in environmental and animal protection. Indonesians show 
openness to careers in these fields, yet many lack a clear understanding of available 
career paths and opportunities for impact. 

●​ Foster animal/environmental startup initiatives and training. Interest in founding 
organizations suggests potential for entrepreneurship support programs. 

Thailand 

Thailand Key Findings 

1.​ Thai youth show both high engagement rates and deeper commitment to 
environmental action. 92% report making changes, with actions extending beyond 
basic mitigation to include proactive behaviors like sustainable shopping and ethical 
product choices. 

2.​ Career interest in environmental/animal fields is the highest among surveyed 
countries at 74%. Thai respondents show more specific career planning and existing 
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involvement in these fields, though many face economic barriers to pursuing these 
paths. 

3.​ Consumer choices are uniquely viewed through an ethical lens. Thai youth stand 
out in their attention to cruelty-free products and eco-friendly alternatives, possibly 
reflecting Buddhist values and cultural norms. 

4.​ Environmental and animal concerns are motivated by multiple perspectives. Thai 
respondents demonstrate sophisticated understanding of both environmental challenges 
and corporate and governance issues, often citing media exposure as a key motivator. 

5.​ Solutions are viewed through a strategic lens rather than ideological one. Despite 
criticizing capitalism, Thai youth focus on practical solutions like targeted communication 
strategies and influencing key decision-makers rather than calling for systemic overhaul. 

Overview 

Environmental and animal protection challenges in Thailand are poised to play a defining role in 
shaping the nation’s future. Severe air pollution, rapid deforestation, and marine ecosystem 
degradation are threatening Thailand’s idyllic landscapes (SGS, 2024). The country's large 
agricultural sector, dominated by major food conglomerates, plays a major role in animal 
farming. Thailand is currently housing one of Asia's largest populations of farmed chickens and 
pigs (Faunalytics, 2024), and is one of the world's largest exporters of aquatic animals (OEC, 
2024). However, it also appears to stand out as one of the few countries diverging from the 
global trend of rising incomes leading to increased meat consumption (Animal Ask, 2023). 
Thailand is also experiencing the emergence of innovative solutions, particularly in the 
alternative protein sector where brands like MeatZero have become regional leaders. 

Despite being a democracy with a vibrant nonprofit sector, Thailand has experienced political 
instability over the last decade (Freedom House, 2024), with young people growing up amid 
multiple coups and major protests that complicate efforts to address these environmental and 
welfare challenges. The strong presence of Buddhism; however, has been previously shown to 
serve as a platform to focus on animal protection in Thailand (Sinclair and Philips, 2019). 
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Young Thai People’s Pro-Environmental And Animal Actions 

92% of young Thai people reported changing their habits to help the environment and animals, 
and most of these changes focussed on mitigating individual harms. While Indonesian 
respondents focussed mainly on basic mitigation actions like avoiding littering, Thai youth 
(similar to U.S. respondents) stated that they engaged in more active behaviors such as waste 
separation, recycling, and reducing food waste. Some respondents also described choosing 
sustainable fashion brands and shopping second-hand. Combined with their more frequent 
reporting of lifestyle changes, this extended range of proactive actions may indicate both 
broader participation and a deeper commitment to environmental actions among Thai youth 
compared to Chinese and Indonesian respondents. This may suggest greater potential for 
significant behavioral change in this population. 

Thai respondents also stood out as the most likely to mention choosing cruelty-free or 
non-animal-tested personal care products, as well as eco-friendly options like coral-friendly 
sunscreen. The frequent mention of ethical product choices among Thai respondents could 
reflect that Thai values (such as Buddhist philosophy) or societal norms towards gentleness 
have generated a market for ethical products. It may also indicate that Thai young people are 
more likely to view consumer choices through an ethical lens.  

Beyond individual actions, Thai youth showed some limited involvement in broader 
community-level environmental and animal welfare initiatives. Respondents reported 
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participating in organized activities such as beach clean-ups and tree planting, while some 
made conscious choices about sustainable travel. Some also supported stray animal care 
organizations or donated to environmental foundations. This community engagement and 
support for nonprofits suggest opportunities for young people to build on collective action 
initiatives. 

Thai respondents demonstrated the highest level of interest (74%) in environmental and animal 
advocacy careers. Many expressed interest in specific career paths, including veterinary 
medicine, government environmental departments, conservation work, and advocacy work such 
as campaign participation for environmental protection legislation. There was also a greater 
number of individuals already working or studying in these fields, as compared to the other 
countries in this study. The higher level of interest combined with detailed career planning 
suggests greater acceptance of environmental and animal advocacy roles in Thai society. It may 
also indicate improved awareness among Thai youth about various career opportunities in these 
fields and a more developed understanding of how to pursue these career paths.  

Young Thai People’s Reasons For Action And Inaction 

(Note: The analysis framework is available in the Global Insights section above, linked here.) 

Thai respondents demonstrated a high awareness of environmental and wildlife crises, drawing 
on both animal/environment-focused and anthropocentric perspectives to justify their concerns. 
They cited concerns about habitat loss, species extinction, and widespread animal harm, 
reflecting empathy for animals, while also pointing to the risks to humans of rising temperatures, 
erratic weather patterns, and direct economic impacts. Respondents noted that "people are 
more motivated to act when they experience the impact themselves" and expressed concern 
about when “the environment begins to come back and destroy humans."  

While environmental concerns dominated responses, Thai youth also expressed more specific 
concerns about animal cruelty than those in other countries, particularly in response to media 
exposure. Many described being motivated by witnessing animal cruelty through news and 
social media, including harm to marine life and instances of animal testing. 

Watching pictures or videos of animals being disturbed or dying due to human waste 
[motivates me to act]. It has a significant impact on the psyche and makes you want to 
better protect the environment. 

Thai media, including both conventional and social media, frequently discusses harm to 
animals, whether through environmental damage or individual acts of cruelty. This may 
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demonstrate the potential effectiveness of media-based approaches in generating awareness in 
Asian countries.  

Many Thai respondents expressed strong interest in pursuing careers in environmental and 
animal advocacy but ultimately decided against it, citing low pay, risks, and social pressures. 
One respondent reflected on this conflict, saying:  

I really wanted to do a job that was useful to society and the environment, but in the end, 
I became a slave to the capitalist market. 

Another respondent highlighted the specific challenges of working in conservation, explaining:  

I once considered becoming a conservation officer, but in Thailand, this profession is 
highly risky and the compensation is not worth it. Moreover, it does not receive enough 
recognition or support from the government, so I gave up on the idea. 

These responses underscore the tension between mission-driven personal values and 
economic realities, suggesting a need for advocacy to focus on reducing financial and social 
barriers to make such careers more accessible and sustainable. 

Another challenge to pursuing pro-environment and pro-animal protection careers may stem 
from delayed awareness, with another respondent observing that: 

The current generation […] has too little awareness about this issue, so by the time 
people start considering it, they often lack the time, ability, or opportunity to fully pursue 
careers in that area. 

This claim, combined with the fact that many expressed regret at their non-mission-driven 
career choices, suggests that Gen Z in Thailand may develop a social and environmental 
consciousness slightly later in life, potentially after making critical career decisions. In addition to 
engaging younger people before they make these choices, this may highlight opportunities for 
advocates to encourage those already in established roles or career paths to contribute in 
different ways. It may also indicate an opportunity to present career path opportunities to Thai 
youth before the stages of critical career path choices are presented (ie, earlier in their 
schooling). 

Young Thai People’s Perceptions Of Societal Efforts And Barriers 

Unlike their Indonesian counterparts, Thai respondents were more likely to see barriers to action 
as rooted in the public and especially private sectors. Many mentioned capitalism, corporate 
greed, and monopolies, often paired with criticism of inadequate government regulation. Like 
counterparts in the U.S, Thai respondents critiqued capitalism as a system and made direct 
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references to capitalists “who prioritize financial gain over environmental and animal welfare 
benefits” or are “sitting on private jets with large carbon emissions.” Some responses highlight 
systemic issues involving governance and capital, such as “capitalism and large-scale 
production that are not regulated or held accountable for their impacts, despite reaping 
enormous benefits.” This focus may reflect a level of opposition to the significant role of large 
corporations in Thai society—illustrated elsewhere by the popularity of the Move Forward Party 
among the youth, which champions “demonopolization” as a core policy (CNN, 2023).  

Thai respondents were also likely to identify individual and societal barriers to progress on 
environmental and animal issues, with a stronger focus on human behavior as a whole. Many 
Thai respondents simply state that “humans” are the central barrier, pointing to traits such as 
individual greed, “lifestyles focused on convenience,” ignorance, and persistent harmful 
behavior even when laws are in place. A lack of cooperation among people was also frequently 
highlighted, with some responses also highlighting the challenges of the Thai information 
environment, seeing “people who do not have access to various news sources” as a barrier.  

Young Thai People’s Perceptions On Solutions To These Challenges 

Thai respondents proposed various approaches to the barriers they presented, integrating 
private- and public-sector level interventions. Some emphasized the need for stronger state 
oversight and regulation, while others mentioned cooperative solutions between sectors, such 
as public-private partnerships. One respondent pointed to successful examples like China's 
approach to air pollution, suggesting that the public and private sector must work together to 
implement and enforce environmental policies gradually. Some proposed a more 
government-led perspective, including proposals for regulated production rates, progressive 
environmental taxation, and income-based environmental responsibilities where wealthy 
individuals bear greater environmental obligations. Interestingly, while respondents criticized 
capitalism's overall role in environmental degradation, these proposed solutions generally stay 
within existing political frameworks rather than calling for fundamental systemic change.  

Thai respondents demonstrated sophisticated thinking about how to influence environmental 
behavior change, emphasizing targeted communication strategies over broad public awareness 
campaigns. Some respondents specifically highlighted the importance of focusing on younger 
generations through media channels, giving examples of existing influencers, with one 
respondent noting the greater potential in "instilling awareness in the younger generation" rather 
than trying to change the established behavior of older people. Some also portrayed a strategic 
emphasis on influencing high-impact individuals, with suggestions to "focus on raising 
environmental awareness among capitalists and those in power" rather than pursuing minor 
behavioral changes from the general public.  
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Recommendations For Working With Thai Gen Z 

Communications Recommendations 

●​ Harness the power of Thai social media for animal advocacy campaigns. Young 
Thai people are highly engaged on social platforms, offering opportunities to connect 
animal welfare with existing environmental narratives. 

●​ Promote cruelty-free products and ethical consumption choices. Growing 
awareness of animal testing in cosmetics indicates potential for expanding ethical 
consumer movements. 

●​ Build bridges between advocates, businesses, and local communities. Tensions 
within the Thai population suggest a need for young advocates to build relationships with 
people from other parts of society.  

●​ Design socially conscious environmental campaigns. Thai sensitivity to class and 
social issues suggests a need for inclusive, culturally-aware advocacy approaches. 

Career Recommendations 

●​ Develop roles focused on cross-societal relationship building. Social divisions 
indicate the need for professionals who can connect advocacy efforts across different 
communities and classes. 

●​ Create positions focused on business-advocacy partnerships. Growing corporate 
influence suggests opportunities for professionals who can navigate both advocacy and 
business worlds. 

●​ Launch strategic campaigns targeting influential Thai corporations. Youth interest 
in challenging monopolies presents opportunities for effective corporate animal welfare 
campaigns. 

●​ Connect farmed animal welfare to existing wildlife conservation career interest. 
Strong Thai interest in careers in wildlife protection and climate action offers 
opportunities to bridge conservation with broader animal advocacy initiatives. 

Conclusions 
This study sought to understand how Gen Z approaches animal protection and environmental 
issues across diverse cultural contexts, examining their perceived societal barriers, proposed 
solutions, and the translation of attitudes into concrete actions and career choices. While our 
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findings revealed significant cross-cultural variations, they also showed that concern for animals 
and the environment remains consistently present across all surveyed countries, even as the 
expression and understanding of these issues takes distinctly different forms. Particularly 
striking was how local cultural and economic contexts shaped not just what young people saw 
as problems, but also how they envisioned solutions and their own potential roles in creating 
change. 

Many key findings emerged with particular relevance for advocacy efforts. We found that 
environmental concerns consistently overshadow animal protection issues, with farmed animals 
being especially neglected in favor of companion and wild animals, particularly in Asian 
countries. We also found that, while motivations to act were often driven by beliefs in the 
importance of positive change for humans, animals, and the environment, reasons for inaction 
typically stem from practical and emotional factors rather than ideological opposition, suggesting 
that finding tangible solutions—whether in removing career obstacles or obstacles to everyday 
actions—may be more effective than attempts to shift fundamental values. We also identified 
significant country-specific variations in how young people perceive both problems and 
solutions, highlighting the need for culturally-tailored approaches: 

In the United States, while a lower level of interest in action and careers may pose certain 
challenges, the young people in the U.S. show a robust foundation for progress, including a 
trend towards dietary shifts and awareness of concrete career pathways in the sector.  

In China, although many young people expressed cynicism about individual impact, there are 
encouraging signs of expanding moral consideration, particularly evident in growing concern for 
companion and stray animals, which could be leveraged for greater impact. A small but active 
contingent of youth effectively leveraging social media platforms demonstrates the potential for 
creative advocacy approaches. 

Indonesia presents a distinctive dynamic where education is viewed as both the primary barrier 
and solution. While this knowledge-centric perspective may overlook broader structural 
challenges, it's counterbalanced by strong enthusiasm for collective action and a deeply felt 
connection between human communities and their natural environment. 

Thailand shows the most engaged youth cohort. Despite evident social tensions between Gen Z 
activists and other institutions within society, their strategic thinking about solutions, combined 
with high levels of engagement as well as career interests, suggests significant potential for 
effective advocacy work. 

Based on these findings, we have made both global and country-specific practical 
recommendations for advocates throughout this report. The most pertinent of these can 
be summarised into three broader recommended approaches: 

First, advocacy approaches must be carefully calibrated to acknowledge diverse social and 
economic realities within and between countries, as assumptions and associations with 
environmental or animal activism differ significantly across contexts. Strategically useful insights 
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are frequently specific to a particular country, making it critical to tailor strategies by country 
rather than applying a blanket global approach. The latter has been shown to be less effective in 
general (Sinclair and Phillips, 2018). While our study identified some traits that align with a 
Western/Asian divide—such as political attitudes and levels of activism—it also revealed many 
differences that don't follow this regional categorization. 

Second, narratives should expand beyond individual action to encompass systemic change. 
While many respondents attributed environmental and animal harms to individual behavior, 
often neglecting institutional barriers and systemic solutions, some young people across 
countries showed recognition that effective change requires working through public institutions, 
private sector initiatives, or broader social movements. Accelerating this shift from individual to a 
collective or institutional focus could help channel youth interest into more scalable and 
impactful forms of action. 

Finally, advocates should be aware that there's a crucial need to broaden the animal welfare 
discourse beyond companion and charismatic wild animals to address the neglected suffering of 
farmed animals. Animal protection received less attention and was typically discussed in the 
context of charismatic wild animals, strays, animal testing, or unusual cases of animal abuse. 
Discussions around farmed animals were universally neglected, with occasional mentions linked 
to vegetarianism or veganism, mainly in the U.S. This limited focus requires attention, 
particularly in Asia, where highlighting the scale of farmed animal suffering could present an 
opportunity for meaningful impact. Encouragingly, many respondents naturally connected animal 
and environmental causes, suggesting opportunities to integrate farmed animal welfare into 
broader sustainability narratives through 'one-health and one-welfare' frameworks, while 
creating clearer pathways for young people to engage with both causes. 

While educated youths across the world represent a promising force for environmental and 
animal protection, there are challenges associated with harnessing this force. Where popular 
narratives suggest stronger pro-environmental and pro-animal attitudes among youth, our 
findings show that these attitudes may not be comprehensively held with regards to animal 
types, and that translating these attitudes into action faces distinct cultural and practical 
challenges. However, we found encouraging signs: the near-absence of ideological opposition, 
evidence of strategic institutional-level thinking (particularly in the U.S. and Thailand), diverse 
motivations for action, and broad enthusiasm for related careers (especially in Southeast Asia). 
These insights provide a clearer roadmap for engaging young people effectively across different 
cultural contexts, suggesting that with the right approach, the promise of youth engagement in 
these vital causes can be realized. 

Caveats & Limitations  
As with all reports, this one has some important caveats and limitations to bear in mind.  
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Sample Size: While providing rich qualitative data, the sample of 100 respondents per country 
may not be sufficient for robust statistical comparisons between nations. 

Sampling Method Variation: Different recruitment approaches between countries created 
systematic differences in respondent demographics and motivations, potentially limiting direct 
cross-country comparisons. 

Demographic Scope: The focus on university-educated youth limits generalizability, as their 
perspectives may not reflect broader populations. While we lack accurate data on Gen Z (born 
1997–2012), many of whom are still in university, figures for the older 25–34 cohort provide a 
reference point: tertiary attainment in 2022 or the latest available year was 51% in the U.S., 
38% in China, 28% in Thailand, and 18% in Indonesia (OECD, 2023). It’s also likely that a 
sample of university-educated youth represents slightly different roles in the different countries, 
due to economic and demographic differences. Additionally, the focus on Asia and North 
America means that the scope of our study does not include Gen Z in the other continents. 

Social Desirability Bias: The high levels of concern for animals and interest in 
environmental/animal-related careers may be partially influenced by social desirability bias. Not 
only could this artificially inflate overall reported concern towards the environment and animals, 
but the strength of this bias likely varies between countries (Teh et al, 2023), and is connected 
to levels of individualism and collectivism within a country, potentially affecting cross-country 
comparisons. 

Supplementary Materials 
Method Details   
The intended sample size for the study was set at 400 participants. As the study was primarily 
qualitative and required comprehensive translation, the sample size was determined based on 
the highest number of respondents possible within the constraints of the available budget and 
time. This approach was informed by previous research, such as Sinclair (2022), which found 
that thematic saturation was typically achieved before reaching 100 respondents. 
 
For the quantitative analysis, data was excluded if participants did not meet the inclusion criteria 
of being aged 18–26, did not reside in the countries under investigation, did not complete the 
survey, or chose to withdraw from the study. Similarly, for the qualitative analysis, data was 
excluded if participants failed to meet the age or residency criteria, withdrew from the study, 
provided incoherent responses as subjectively determined by researchers, or did not complete 
the survey. 
 
Ultimately, due to survey non-completion and age-related exclusions, the final sample consisted 
of 381 participants: U.S. (n = 101), China (n = 87), Indonesia (n = 105) and Thailand (n = 88). 
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Responses deemed nonsensical or incoherent were manually excluded, though participants 
who skipped the final gender identification question were still included in the analysis. Gender 
identification leaned toward females, with 225 participants identifying as female, 111 as male, 6 
as non-binary, and 39 preferring not to disclose their gender. Among participants within the 
target age range of 18–26 (as of June or July 2024), the distribution between younger (18–22) 
and slightly older (23–26) participants varied by country, as displayed in the following table: 
 
Table 8: Overview of Survey Demographics 
 

  18-22 23-26 Total 

United States 

Female 32% 23% 55% 

Male 28% 13% 41% 

NB/Other 2% 2% 4% 

Total 62% 38% 100% 

China 

Female 17% 33% 50% 

Male 16% 13% 29% 

Unspecified 10% 12% 21% 

Total 43% 57% 100% 

Indonesia 

Female 47% 9% 57% 

Male 17% 4% 22% 

NB/Other 0% 1% 1% 

Unspecified 18% 3% 21% 

Total 83% 17% 100% 

Thailand 

Female 19% 41% 61% 

Male 2% 16% 18% 

Unspecified 10% 12% 21% 

Total 31% 69% 100% 
 
This data reveals a skew towards females in the data, where 23-26 year old females dominate 
the samples in China and Thailand. Conversely, Indonesia's sample skews much younger, with 
a significant majority in the 18–22 age group. These patterns highlight varying demographic 
sampling across regions. 

Code Details  
We used qualitative coding to analyse the data, using a qualitative coding platform (Dovetail).  
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The Code Details file describes the number of codes identified, with a description of each code. 
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