
Revista Argentina de Clínica Psicológica 
2026, Vol. XXXV, N°1, 33 -42 
DOI: 10.69980/03276716.2026.04 
Received: 15 May 2026, 
 Acceptance: 10 June 2026 
 

 
 

33 

REVISTA ARGENTINA 
2026, Vol.  XXXV, No1,  33 -42 DE CLÍNICA PSICOLÓGICA 

Instagram Animal Welfare Communication Among Young 
Adults: A Community of Practice Approach 

  
Sharmila H1, Dr V R Revathy2 

 

Abstract 
Instagram has become an important visual and participatory platform where young adults encounter, 
share and respond to animal welfare content. In India, young adults use Instagram to circulate adoption 
appeals, rescue updates, lost and found alerts, feeding support, treatment requests and success stories. 
However, limited research has examined how the platform supports animal welfare engagement, online 
community formation and youth participation. This study used a quantitative cross-sectional survey 
design among Instagram users aged 18 to 34 years in Chennai and Tamil Nadu. A total of 422 valid 
responses were analysed. The questionnaire measured Instagram use, animal care background, content 
exposure, perceptions of Instagram, participation behaviour, Community of Practice, PALS positive 
attachment and perceived impact. Data were analysed using descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, 
multiple response analysis, Spearman correlation, Mann Whitney U tests, chi square tests and multiple 
regression. The findings showed that respondents were active users, with 76.3% using Instagram daily 
and 75.1% having used it for at least four years. Most followed animal welfare pages, and 78.0% saw 
related content at least sometimes. Respondents reported strong positive perceptions of Instagram, 
Community of Practice and PALS positive attachment, while participation remained moderate. 
Participation was significantly higher among users who were more frequently exposed to animal welfare 
content. The regression model explained 62.5% of participation variance, with exposure as the strongest 
predictor, followed by Community of Practice and PALS positive attachment. The study concludes that 
Instagram can support animal welfare engagement by increasing visibility, emotional connection, trust 
and community-based participation. Stronger participation depends on repeated exposure, transparent 
information, clear instructions and trusted updates from animal welfare pages. 
 
Keywords: Instagram, animal welfare communication, digital participation, Community of Practice, pet 
attachment 

 
Introduction 
Instagram is an important platform for visual 
communication, public interaction and cause-based 
participation among young adults. In India, young 
people aged 18 to 34 form a major part of Instagram’s 
user base, making it relevant for studying youth 
participation in animal welfare communication (World 
Population Review, 2026; Dixon, 2025; Kemp, 2025). Its 
features, including posts, reels, stories, hashtags, 
comments and direct messages, help users create, 
share and respond to content around shared concerns 
(O’Reilly, 2005; boyd and Ellison, 2007; Hu et al., 2014; 
Arvio, 2022; Thomas et al., 2020). 

Animal welfare communication on Instagram includes 
adoption appeals, rescue updates, missing pet alerts, 
feeding support, treatment requests, fundraising, 
cruelty awareness and reunion stories. Users may 
support these posts through small actions such as 
liking, sharing, commenting, tagging, reporting 
sightings or contacting rescuers. These actions can 
improve visibility and mobilisation, especially in time-
sensitive rescue, lost animal and medical cases 
(Garrett, 2006; Lopes, 2014; Aji, 2019; Arathoon et al., 
2024; Allen et al., 2022; Venaktramanan and Roberts, 
2024). 
This study views Instagram animal welfare spaces as 
online communities. Community of Practice theory 
explains shared concern, repeated interaction and 
practical action (Wenger, 1998; Wenger et al., 2002; 
Wenger Trayner et al., 2023), while the Pet Attachment 
and Life Impact Scale helps explain how emotional 
attachment to animals may associate with responses to 
animal welfare content (Cromer and Barlow, 2013). 
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Research Objectives 
1. To examine young adults’ Instagram use, animal 
care background and exposure to animal welfare 
content in Chennai and Tamil Nadu.  
2. To assess young adults’ perceptions of Instagram as 
a platform for animal welfare communication, 
awareness creation, trust building and participation.  
3. To analyse how Instagram animal welfare spaces 
function as online communities of shared concern, 
information exchange, emotional support and 
collective action through a Community of Practice 
approach.  
4. To identify the relationship between animal welfare 
content exposure, Community of Practice, PALS 
positive attachment and Instagram-based animal 
welfare participation. 
 
Literature Review 
Instagram and Digital Participation 
Social media has shifted communication from one-way 
information sharing to active user participation, where 
users create, comment, repost and circulate content 
across networks (O’Reilly, 2005; Benkler, 2006; Ito et 
al., 2008; Larsson, 2015; Humphreys, 2016). Instagram 
is relevant because its visual and interactive features, 
including reels, stories, hashtags, comments, location 
tags and direct messages, support awareness, 
emotional engagement and practical action among 
young adults (Alhabash and Ma, 2017; Arvio, 2022; 
Thomas et al., 2020; Ito et al., 2008; Palfrey and Gasser, 
2008). In animal welfare communication, photographs, 
videos and captions can show rescue urgency, missing 
locations, animal condition and recovery outcomes, 
while hashtags and direct messages support local 
coordination (Belk, 2016; Leaver et al., 2020; Jun, 2022; 
Rogers, 2021; Arathoon et al., 2024). 
 
Community of Practice 
Community of Practice theory explains how people 
with a shared concern interact regularly, learn from 
one another and develop common practices over time 
(Wenger, 1998; Wenger et al., 2002; Wenger Trayner 
et al., 2023). In this study, the domain is animal welfare, 
the community includes Instagram users, animal 
lovers, rescuers, feeders, adopters, donors and 
volunteers, and the practice includes sharing alerts, 
commenting, reporting sightings, supporting adoption, 
fundraising and circulating welfare information 
(Wenger, 1998; Wenger et al., 2002; Wenger Trayner 
et al., 2023). This framing moves the study beyond 
follower counts, as community becomes visible 
through shared concern, knowledge exchange, mutual 
support and repeated animal welfare practices 
(Wenger, 1998; Kozinets, 2015; Wenger Trayner et al., 
2023). 
 
Digital Storytelling and Visibility 

Digital storytelling helps turn local animal welfare 
concerns into public issues through personal stories, 
images and updates (Rheingold, 2008; Ouya et al., 
2025). In rescue and missing animal cases, posts often 
carry urgency, hope and fear, encouraging users to 
share and respond (Arathoon et al., 2024). 
Photographs, descriptions, location details and 
hashtags can increase sightings or leads, while trust, 
credibility and clear information are needed for users 
to act (Allen et al., 2022; Arathoon et al., 2024; Ouya et 
al., 2025; Lee et al., 2015). These cases also reflect 
collective intelligence, where small actions such as 
sharing, recognising, reporting or connecting with 
rescuers can support a common outcome (Smith, 1992; 
Lévy, 2001; Rajiv, 2013). 
 
Animal Welfare and Digital Advocacy 
Animal welfare includes physical health, safety, 
behaviour, emotional wellbeing, sentience, responsible 
care, protection from suffering and public awareness 
(Duncan, 2006; Carenzi and Verga, 2009). In India, the 
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1960 gives a legal 
foundation for preventing unnecessary suffering and 
places responsibility on people who care for animals 
(Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1960). Digital 
advocacy can support animal welfare by spreading 
awareness, promoting adoption, discouraging cruelty, 
sharing rescue information and connecting people who 
can help (Garrett, 2006; Shirky, 2011; Lopes, 2014). 
 
Human Animal Bond and PALS 
The human animal bond explains why animal welfare 
content can create strong emotional responses. 
Companion animals are often viewed as family 
members, attachment figures and sources of emotional 
support (Johnson et al., 1992; Zilcha Mano et al., 2011; 
Cromer and Barlow, 2013; Albert and Bulcroft, 1988; 
Greenebaum, 2004; McConnell et al., 2019). The Pet 
Attachment and Life Impact Scale explains attachment 
through emotional support, love, regulation, personal 
growth and negative impact (Cromer and Barlow, 
2013). Lost animal communication also involves 
uncertainty, fear and grief, while recovery and reunion 
stories can create relief, hope and community 
encouragement (Boss, 2000; Kennedy et al., 2019; 
Venaktramanan and Roberts, 2024; Allen et al., 2022). 
Therefore, PALS is useful for understanding how 
emotional attachment may associate with online 
participation and support for animal welfare content. 
Together, these studies show that Instagram animal 
welfare participation can be understood through the 
combined role of platform visibility, online community 
practices and emotional attachment to animals. 
 
Literature Gap 
Existing studies have examined Instagram use, youth 
digital participation, online communities, animal 
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welfare, pet attachment and lost pet search behaviour 
separately. However, limited research explains how 
young adults use Instagram to participate in animal 
welfare and form cause-based online communities. 
This study addresses that gap by applying Community 
of Practice theory to Instagram-based animal welfare 
participation and using PALS positive attachment to 
examine the role of emotional connection with 
animals. 
 
Theoretical Framework 
This study is guided by Community of Practice theory 
and supported by the PALS positive attachment 
framework. Community of Practice theory explains 
how people learn and participate through shared 
concern, regular interaction and common practice 
(Lave and Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). In this study, 
Instagram animal welfare spaces are viewed as digital 
communities where users exchange information, 
provide emotional support and take part in collective 
action. 
The framework is applied through three elements: 
domain, the shared concern for animal welfare; 
community, the Instagram users, animal lovers, 
rescuers, feeders, adopters, donors and volunteers; 
and practice, the repeated actions such as sharing 
rescue posts, reporting sightings, supporting adoption, 
commenting, tagging and circulating welfare 
information (Wenger, 1998; Wenger et al., 2002). 
The study is also supported by the Pet Attachment and 
Life Impact Scale (PALS), which explains emotional 
attachment in human animal relationships (Cromer and 
Barlow, 2013). Here, PALS positive attachment helps 
explain how emotional connection with animals may 
be associated with users to respond to rescue, 
recovery, adoption and animal care content on 
Instagram. 
 
Hypotheses 
Based on the literature and the theoretical framework, 
the study proposes the following hypotheses: 
H1: Animal welfare content exposure on Instagram is 
positively associated with participation behaviour. 
H2: Community of Practice is positively associated with 
Instagram-based animal welfare participation. 
H3: PALS positive attachment is positively associated 
with Instagram-based animal welfare participation. 
H4: Respondents who follow animal welfare pages 
differ significantly in participation behaviour compared 
with respondents who do not follow or are unsure. 
H5: Animal owners or caregivers differ significantly 
from non-caregivers in PALS positive attachment, 
Community of Practice and participation behaviour. 
 
Methods 
This study used a quantitative cross-sectional survey 
design to examine how young Instagram users engage 

with animal welfare content, online animal welfare 
communities, and animal-related participation. Data 
were collected through an online questionnaire 
circulated among Instagram users aged 18 to 34 years 
in Chennai and Tamil Nadu. A non-probability snowball 
sampling approach was used because the study 
focused on young Instagram users who were accessible 
through online networks. Participation was voluntary, 
and only respondents who gave consent, were aged 18 
to 34 years and used Instagram were included in the 
final analysis. 
The survey method was suitable because the study 
aimed to measure respondents’ perceptions, exposure, 
participation behaviour, sense of online community, 
emotional attachment to animals, and perceived 
impact of Instagram in a structured way. The data were 
analysed using descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, 
multiple response analysis, Spearman correlation, 
Mann Whitney U tests, chi square tests, and multiple 
regression. 
 
Participants 
The final sample included 422 valid respondents aged 
18 to 34 years, all of whom were Instagram users and 
had given consent. Of these, 57.8% were aged 18 to 24 
and 42.2% were aged 25 to 34. Female respondents 
formed the largest group (56.6%), followed by male 
respondents (38.9%). Most respondents were 
undergraduates (51.9%) and postgraduates (31.8%) 
qualifications. In terms of residence, 70.6% were from 
Chennai and 29.4% were from other parts of Tamil 
Nadu. 
The sample was relevant to the study because 
respondents were active Instagram users. 76.3% used 
Instagram daily, 75.1% had used it for at least four 
years, 64.5% followed animal welfare pages and 78.0% 
saw animal welfare content at least sometimes. 
 
Measurement Scales 
The questionnaire covered demographic profile, 
Instagram use, animal care background, exposure to 
animal welfare content, perception of Instagram, 
participation behaviour, Community of Practice, PALS 
positive attachment and perceived impact. 
Most items were measured using five-point scales. 
Agreement based items ranged from 1 = strongly 
disagree to 5 = strongly agree, while participation and 
impact items used five-point effectiveness-based 
response options. Higher scores indicated stronger 
agreement, participation, attachment and perceived 
impact. 
The perception scale measured views on Instagram’s 
role in animal welfare awareness, trust, urgency and 
support. The participation scale measured actions such 
as liking, sharing, tagging, saving, contacting, donating 
and supporting animal welfare content. The 
Community of Practice scale measured shared concern, 
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interaction, knowledge sharing, emotional support and 
collective action. The PALS positive attachment scale 
measured emotional connection, responsibility, 
compassion and comfort related to animals. The 
perceived impact scale measured Instagram’s role in 
reach, rescue support, adoption support, trust building 
and connecting people who can help. 
 
Data analysis 
Data were analysed using SPSS. Descriptive statistics 
were used to summarise the respondent profile, 
Instagram use, animal care background and animal 
welfare content exposure. Multiple response analysis 
was applied to survey items that allowed more than 
one response, in order to identify the most common 
forms of content exposure and participation among 
respondents. Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the 
reliability of the main scales. Spearman’s rho 
correlation examined relationships between key scale 
variables. Mann Whitney U tests compared differences 
between two respondent groups, while chi square tests 
examined associations between categorical variables. 
Multiple regression analysis was used to identify 
Instagram based animal welfare participation. 
Statistical significance was set at p < .05. 
 
Reliability Analysis 
Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the internal 
consistency of the main scales. The reliability values 
ranged from α = .666 to α = .780, with the highest 

reliability recorded for PALS positive attachment (α = 
.780). Although some values were slightly below .70, 
they were retained because the study is exploratory in 
nature and the “Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted” 
results showed that removing individual items did not 
improve reliability. Therefore, the scales were 
considered sufficiently consistent and suitable for 
further statistical analysis. 
 
Results 
Participant Profile and Instagram Exposure 
A total of 422 valid responses from young Instagram 
users aged 18 to 34 were analysed. The sample 
included 244 respondents aged 18 to 24 years (57.8%) 
and 178 respondents aged 25 to 34 years (42.2%). 
Female respondents formed the largest group (n = 239, 
56.6%), followed by male respondents (n = 164, 38.9%). 
Most respondents were from Chennai (n = 298, 70.6%), 
while 124 respondents (29.4%) were from other parts 
of Tamil Nadu. 
The respondents were active Instagram users. A 
majority used Instagram daily (n = 322, 76.3%), and 317 
respondents (75.1%) had used Instagram for four years 
or more. Animal welfare exposure was also strong, as 
272 respondents (64.5%) followed animal welfare 
pages and 329 respondents (78.0%) saw animal welfare 
content at least sometimes. In addition, 337 
respondents (79.9%) had some form of animal care 
connection, either through pet ownership, community 
animal care or both. 

 
Table 1. Participant profile and Instagram exposure 

Variable Category n % 

Age 18 to 24 244 57.8 

Age 25 to 34 178 42.2 

Gender Female 239 56.6 

Gender Male 164 38.9 

Gender Other 10 2.4 

Gender Prefer not to say 9 2.1 

Residence Chennai 298 70.6 

Instagram use Daily 322 76.3 

Instagram experience 4 years and above 317 75.1 

Follows animal welfare pages Yes 272 64.5 

Sees animal welfare content at least sometimes Yes 329 78.0 

Any animal care connection Yes 337 79.9 

 
Descriptive Scores and Reliability 
The highest mean score was found for perception of 
Instagram as an animal welfare communication 
platform (M = 4.166, SD = 0.289), followed by 
Community of Practice (M = 4.066, SD = 0.285), PALS 
positive attachment (M = 4.041, SD = 0.477), and 
perceived impact of Instagram (M = 3.931, SD = 0.328). 

Digital participation showed a moderate mean score 
(M = 3.290, SD = 0.390), suggesting that respondents 
held stronger positive views of Instagram than their 
level of active participation. 
Cronbach’s alpha showed acceptable or near 
acceptable reliability across the main scales. PALS 
positive attachment showed the strongest reliability (α 
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= .780), followed by perception (α = .705). Participation 
behaviour (α = .666), Community of Practice (α = .691), 

and perceived impact (α = .697) were retained because 
item deletion did not improve reliability. 

 
Table 2. Descriptive statistics and reliability 

Scale Mean SD Cronbach’s alpha 

Perception of Instagram 4.166 0.289 .705 

Digital participation 3.290 0.390 .666 

Community of Practice 4.066 0.285 .691 

PALS positive attachment 4.041 0.477 .780 

Perceived impact 3.931 0.328 .697 

 
Animal Welfare Participation and Online Community 
Perceptions 
The multiple response findings show that Instagram 
animal welfare communication was mainly associated 
with adoption, rescue, feeding support, lost and found 
alerts, recovery stories and public awareness. Adoption 
posts were the most commonly seen content (62.6%), 
while stories (79.6%) and posts (78.7%) were identified 
as the most useful Instagram features. The strongest 
perceived role of Instagram was creating animal 
welfare awareness (89.8%), followed by promoting 
adoption (73.5%) and supporting rescue or treatment 
(64.9%). 
Trust was a central finding. Respondents considered 
clear photos or videos (85.5%), animal condition details 

(79.4%), updates after help is received (77.0%), 
location details (74.9%) and proof of rescue, treatment, 
adoption or outcome (69.0%) as important elements of 
trustworthy posts. Online animal welfare communities 
were mainly understood as people connected by 
shared concern for animals (78.0%), awareness spaces 
(71.1%), and spaces that combine support, information 
and action (67.8%). The most common action taken 
was sharing animal welfare posts (68.0%), while the 
strongest motivation was love for animals (73.5%). The 
strongest barrier was lack of time (44.5%), and the 
strongest encouragement factor was clear instructions 
on how to help (76.8%). 

 
Table 3. Key multiple response findings 

Theme Strongest response n % of cases 

Content seen Adoption posts 264 62.6 

Useful feature Stories 336 79.6 

Activity supported Creating awareness 379 89.8 

Trustworthy post detail Clear photo or video 361 85.5 

Community meaning Shared concern for animals 329 78.0 

Action taken Shared animal welfare posts 287 68.0 

Motivation Love for animals 310 73.5 

Barrier Lack of time 188 44.5 

Encouragement Clear instructions on how to help 324 76.8 

 
Behavioural findings further showed that 181 respondents (42.9%) had used Instagram to seek help for animal welfare 
issues, 202 respondents (47.9%) had posted animal welfare content, and 304 respondents (72.0%) had reshared, 
commented or tagged others to increase reach. These findings show that Instagram participation included both 
visibility-based actions and practical community support. 
 
Correlations, Group Differences and Regression Results 
Spearman correlation analysis showed that animal welfare content exposure had the strongest relationship with digital 
participation (ρ = .737, p < .001). Participation was also positively associated with perception of Instagram (ρ = .610, p 
< .001), perceived impact (ρ = .580, p < .001), Community of Practice (ρ = .443, p < .001), and PALS positive attachment 
(ρ = .291, p < .001). 
 

Table 4. Spearman correlation results 
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Relationship Spearman’s rho p value 

Exposure and participation .737 < .001 

Perception and participation .610 < .001 

Participation and perceived impact .580 < .001 

Participation and Community of Practice .443 < .001 

Participation and PALS positive attachment .291 < .001 

 
Mann Whitney U tests showed that age and residence 
did not significantly affect participation, Community of 
Practice, PALS attachment or perceived impact. 
However, animal caregivers had significantly higher 
scores than non-caregivers, especially for PALS positive 
attachment (r = .566). Respondents who followed 
animal welfare pages also showed significantly higher 
participation, Community of Practice and perceived 
impact scores than non-followers or unsure 
respondents. Chi square analysis showed a significant 
association between following animal welfare pages 
and posting animal welfare content, χ² = 6.272, p = 
.012, Cramer’s V = .122. Among followers, 52.6% had 

posted animal welfare content, compared with 39.3% 
among non-followers or unsure respondents. 
The multiple regression model was statistically 
significant and explained 62.5% of the variance in 
digital participation behaviour, R² = .625, Adjusted R² = 
.618, F = 85.35, p < .001. The strongest predictor was 
animal welfare content exposure (β = .610, p < .001), 
followed by Community of Practice (β = .218, p < .001) 
and PALS positive attachment (β = .163, p < .001). 
Perception, perceived impact, animal care status, 
following animal welfare pages and age were not 
significant predictors after the other variables were 
included. 

 
Table 5. Regression predicting digital participation 

Predictor Standardized beta p value 

Animal welfare content exposure .610 < .001 

Community of Practice .218 < .001 

PALS positive attachment .163 < .001 

Perception score .044 .361 

Perceived impact score .007 .881 

Animal care status -.037 .351 

Follows animal welfare pages .019 .588 

Age -.009 .770 

 
Overall, the results show that digital participation in 
Instagram-based animal welfare is mainly linked to 
repeated exposure to animal welfare content, a sense 
of shared community practice and emotional 
attachment to animals. This supports the study’s 
argument that Instagram functions not only as a visual 
communication platform but also as a participatory 
space where young adults engage through visibility, 
trust, emotional connection and community-based 
action. 
 

Hypotheses Testing 
The hypotheses were tested using correlation, group 
difference, association and prediction based statistical 
tests. Spearman correlation was used for relationships 
between scale variables, Mann Whitney U tests were 
used for group differences, chi square was used for 
categorical associations, and multiple regression was 
used to identify the strongest predictors of 
participation. A significance level of p < .05 was used to 
determine statistical support. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 6. Summary of Hypotheses Testing 
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Hypothesis Test used Key result Decision 

H1: Animal welfare content exposure is 
positively associated with participation 
behaviour. 

Spearman 
correlation and 
regression 

ρ = .737, p < .001; β = .610, p < .001 Supported 

H2: Community of Practice is positively 
associated with participation behaviour. 

Spearman 
correlation and 
regression 

ρ = .443, p < .001; β = .218, p < .001 Supported 

H3: PALS positive attachment is positively 
associated with participation behaviour. 

Spearman 
correlation and 
regression 

ρ = .291, p < .001; β = .163, p < .001 Supported 

H4: Followers of animal welfare pages differ 
significantly from non-followers/unsure 
respondents in participation behaviour. 

Mann Whitney U 
test and chi 
square 

Participation was significantly higher 
among followers; χ² = 6.272, p = .012, V 
= .122 

Supported 

H5: Animal owners/caregivers differ 
significantly from non-caregivers in 
attachment, community and participation. 

Mann Whitney U 
test 

Participation p = .003; Community of 
Practice p < .001; PALS attachment p < 
.001; strongest effect for PALS, r = .566 

Supported 

Overall, all five hypotheses were supported. The 
strongest statistical support was found for H1, showing 
that repeated exposure to animal welfare content was 
the strongest factor associated with digital 
participation. Community of Practice and PALS positive 
attachment were also associated with participation, 
while followers of animal welfare pages and animal 
owners or caregivers showed stronger engagement 
than their comparison groups. 
 
Discussion 
The findings show that Instagram is a relevant platform 
for animal welfare communication among young 
adults. Most respondents were active Instagram users, 
with 76.3% using Instagram daily and 75.1% using it for 
at least four years. This confirms that the sample was 
appropriate for examining Instagram-based animal 
welfare awareness and participation. 
The findings show that young adults had strong positive 
views of Instagram’s role in animal welfare and showed 
strong emotional attachment to animals, but their 
actual participation was moderate. This suggests a gap 
between support and deeper action, such as donating, 
volunteering or direct rescue involvement. 
Exposure to animal welfare content was the strongest 
factor linked to participation. Users who saw such 
content more often were more likely to like, share, tag, 
post or support animal welfare actions. This shows that 
regular visibility through clear visuals, hashtags, local 
details and follow up updates can increase 
engagement. 
Community of Practice and PALS positive attachment 
also supported participation. Instagram animal welfare 
pages were seen as spaces of shared concern, learning, 
support and collective action, not only as pages for 
viewing content. This supports the Community of 
Practice approach because participation included 
shared concern, information exchange and repeated 

support practices. Emotional attachment to animals 
further encouraged users to respond to rescue, 
adoption, missing animal and recovery related posts, 
showing that PALS positive attachment is useful for 
explaining why animal welfare content receives 
attention and response in a media and communication 
context. 
Trust was another key finding. Respondents preferred 
posts with clear photos, animal condition details, 
regular updates, proof of outcomes, transparent 
donation details and simple instructions on how to 
help. Overall, Instagram can work as a participatory 
communication space for animal welfare when 
emotional storytelling, trust building and clear action 
guidance are combined. 
 
Conclusion 
Instagram plays an important role in animal welfare 
communication among young adults in Chennai and 
Tamil Nadu. The findings show that young adults 
engage with animal welfare content through 
awareness, sharing, tagging, posting and support 
related actions. 
The strongest finding is that exposure to animal welfare 
content is the strongest predictor of participation. 
Community of Practice and PALS positive attachment 
were also associated with participation, showing that 
shared community feeling and emotional connection 
with animals are important in encouraging 
engagement. 
Overall, Instagram can support animal welfare by 
increasing visibility, building trust, creating emotional 
connection and connecting people around a shared 
cause. For stronger participation, animal welfare pages 
should provide clear information, regular updates, 
proof of outcomes, transparent donation details and 
simple instructions on how users can help. Thus, 
Instagram can become a more effective participatory 
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communication platform for animal welfare when 
emotional appeal, trust, and clear action guidance 
work together. 
 
Limitations 
This study focused on young Instagram users aged 18 
to 34 from Chennai and Tamil Nadu, which gave the 
research a clear youth and regional focus. However, the 
findings can be strengthened by including other age 
groups and wider locations. The study also focused only 
on Instagram, while animal welfare communication 
may also occur through WhatsApp, Facebook, 
YouTube, X and other platforms. 
 
Future Research 
Future studies can include respondents from different 
age groups, cities and Indian states. Longitudinal 
research can examine whether repeated exposure to 
Instagram animal welfare content leads to stronger 
long-term participation and offline action. Further 
qualitative interviews, case studies or netnography can 
also explore how animal welfare pages build trust, 
manage rescue communication and encourage 
community participation. 
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