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Abstract 

How does media coverage of protests affect attitudes toward protesters, the actions they take, and the 

overarching cause that protests represent? There is a long and ongoing debate regarding what influence (if 

any) social movements exert on government policy. Social movements can capture public attention, and the 

attention of the elites via the actions they take – but protesters cannot control how these actions are framed 

into a narrative in the media and what impact this has on public support for the protest. Using a between- 

subjects experimental design, we explored how the protest-paradigm framing (high or low intensity) and 

protestors actions (extreme or moderate) as well as pre-existing attitudes, namely attitudes to protest, 

political orientation and climate change concern and belief may predict attitudes to support for climate 

change mitigation activists ‘Extinction Rebellion’ (XR) in a UK sample. In line with our predictions, the 

multiple regression findings showed that the high-intensity protest paradigm frame reduced support for the 

action, the protestors, the cause, willingness to join and ratings of immorality. There was no main effect of 

frame for the mitigation support measure which is discussed in relation to methodological limitations such 

as the issue of multiple testing.  Extreme actions, relative to moderate actions, had the same overall effect of 

reducing support on the various measures. A two-way interaction emerged between the frame and action for 

the support for the action measure which implied that the moderate action was supported statistically 

significantly more when the framing was less intense, whereas when the framing intensity was high, support 

for either moderate or extreme action was similarly low. Pre-existing attitudes to protests in general was a 

particularly important predictor of support outcomes, with some pre-existing attitudes interacting with the 

framing and action effect discussed further. The results substantiate concerns about media framing by 

showing that it can influence public attitudes to protest, whilst highlighting an activists-dilemma in which 

the same actions which are useful for getting the attention of the press, are the same actions that are not 

supported by the public.  
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Literature review:  
 
 

Chapter 1: News media’s coverage of protest: The Protest paradigm  

 

Across disciplines, especially within collective action and media research, scholars have scrutinized 

the coverage of social movements to understand the role of the media in suppressing social movements that 

challenge the status quo (Mcleod & Detenber, 1999; Boyle et al., 2012). Typically, news stories tend to 

portray social movements in a negative light since “institutional logics of the mainstream media do not 

favour social movements” (see Gamson & Wolfsfeld, 1993; Gitlin, 2003; Olien, Tichenor, & Donohue, 

1989; Caple & Bednarek, 2013, 2016; Olien et al., 1989). For example, news media narratives of protests 

tend to emphasise the protestors’ violent actions as opposed to acknowledging protests as markers of social 

issues that require public attention; in other words, they focus on ‘episodic’ framing as opposed to 

‘thematic’ framing (Gross, 2008; Iyengar, 1994; Baylor, 1996;  Lee, 2014; Jasper & Poulsen, 1995; Boyle et 

al., 2004) and pit the protestors against the administrators of peace to reinforce the narrative of the status 

quo, thus delegitimising collective action that challenges it. This phenomenon is coined the “protest 

paradigm” (Chan and Lee, 1984), and it illustrates how various institutional and systematic forces contribute 

to the suppression of an uprising that deviates from the status quo.  

 

The protest paradigm constitutes a news frame, and its characteristics, laid out by McLeod & Hertog 

(1998), are crucial in understanding how the formation of news stories following journalistic reporting 

patterns work to delegitimise protestors. The features of the protest paradigm have been classified into the 

following categories: narrative structures; the reliance on official sources; the invocation of public opinion; 

and other techniques of delegitimization and marginalisation (Mcleod & Detenber, 1999).  

The narrative structure serves as a script for the news story. Several frames have been associated 

with the protest paradigm, in which the protestors are cast as adversaries to the police and the status quo 

(Mcleod & Hertog, 1998; Kilgo & Mourao, 2021). For instance, the press typically adopts a “violent crime” 

or “riot” frame when discussing issues pertaining to protests and protestor action in attempt to marginalise 

activists and their cause in public discourse, as opposed to highlight the significance of what the activists are 
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protesting for (Campbell et al., 2004; Kilgo et al., 2018; Muñoz & Anduiza, 2019; Chan 1995; Murdock, 

1981).  

The reliance on official sources in journalistic reports is vital in adding prestige to a story, and to 

maintain the illusion of objectivity (Mcleod & Hertog, 1998). This is particularly common for protest stories 

which are told from the perspective of those in power to marginalise the group challenging the status quo, 

thus journalists rely heavily on official definitions to achieve this marginalisation of protest groups 

(Fishman, 1980; Paletz & Entman, 1982; Sigal, 1973; Soley, 1992).  

The invocation of public opinion is another characteristic of the protest paradigm according to 

scholars, and it is useful in communicating the deviance of protestors by depicting them as an isolated 

minority (McLeod & Hertog, 1998). As a result, journalists convey cues to public opinion via opinion polls, 

use of commentary of bystanders and so on., to influence public opinion in favour of the status quo.  

Finally, any other techniques of delegitimization, marginalisation and demonisation are central 

characteristics of the ‘protest paradigm’. For instance, literature techniques such as the use of quotation 

marks, stance adverbs, or visual cues depicting protestors surrounded by a large police presence, or activists 

protesting in the night are often used to portray them as deviants (for a full review see Mcleod & Hertog 

1999; McLeod an Hertog, 1992; Mcleod and Detenber 1999; Mcleod, 2007). The current study adopts this 

theoretical perspective in the formation of our own stimuli.  

 

Social movements strive for mainstream coverage for a variety of reasons (King, 2011; Wolfsfeld 

2004; Koopmans, 2004; Banerjee, 2013; Agnone, 2007). Ultimately, they seek to gain greater support and 

advocate against perceived injustice through the increased awareness mainstream media provides with its 

accessibility to the masses (McLeod, 2007). However, this exposure may come at the cost of potentially 

delegitimising the protestors and their cause, marginalizing them as vital actors on the political stage in 

public discourse (Gamson & Wolfsfeld, 1993; Lipsky, 1968). Typically, it is the factions of a social 

movement that operate using ‘extreme’ measures that gain substantial news coverage (Amenta et al., 2017; 

Earl et al., 2004; Feinberg 2017, 2020), given the news media’s propensity to frame protestors as deviant, 

threatening, or impotent (Lee, 2014; Boykoff, 2006; Gitlin, 2003). This systemic marginalisation of 
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protestors embedded within journalistic reporting techniques not only reduces popularity of a given social 

movement but contributes to the starkly polarised nature concerning most social movements (Carragee & 

Roefs, 2004; Gitlin, 2003; McLeod & Hertog, 1992; Shoemaker, 1984; Kilgo & Mourao 2021; Kilgo et al., 

2021; Hart et al., 2020) including ones that concern climate change (Lee, 2014; Lyytimaki & Tapio. 2009; 

Chinn et al., 2020). For instance, the focal social movement of the present study concerns climate change 

mitigation group ‘Extinction Rebellion’ (XR), whose tactics challenge the status quo. Given XRs calls for 

government mitigation of climate change, their claims are deemed ‘radical’ which is fitting for the protest 

paradigm to be applied to their corresponding coverage (see Amenta et al., 2012; Benford & Snow, 2000; 

Rohlinger, 2002). It is within this context the protest paradigm constitutes a news frame. Thus, the current 

study adopts the protest-paradigm as a framing tool, conceptualising ‘high’ and ‘low’ intensely framed 

articles based on how much they adhere to the protest paradigm. This paradigm sets the parameters of 

acceptable public discourse in the context of collective action and social movements, by determining what 

becomes public discourse (Lee et al, 2008; Domke et al., 2000; Benford & Snow, 2000; Druckman & 

Holmes, 2004; Kim et al.,2005; Entman 2007; Entman et al., 2009). The point stands that negative press 

patterns are applied to the coverage of social protests, and this heavily impacts public support of an issue, a 

finding robust within the literature. 

 

Chapter 2: Framing effects and climate change  
 

Closely linked to the concept of the ‘protest paradigm’ is the phenomenon of ‘framing’, which 

presents “a central organizational idea”, and has been treated as an analytical framework for uncovering 

“socially constructed schemas” that give meaning to problems or events (Gamson & Modogliani, 1989). 

Framing refers to the process by which people form a specific concept of a problem (or readjust their 

thinking about a problem) (Chong & Druckman, 2007), because of journalistic reporting techniques that 

highlight certain aspects of a story offering the recipient an interpretation of the issue (Vliegenthart, 2012; 

Scheufele, 2004). As defined by Entman “to frame is to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make 

them more salient in a communicating context, in such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, 

causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the item described”. 
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(Entman, 1993 p. 52). Furthermore, if the protest paradigm tells the public what to think regarding a protest, 

the use of framing guides the public on how to think by leaving out segments of an issue (Carter, 2013). 

Both elements are used in news-reporting to further delegitimise collective action that challenges the status 

quo.  

 

The conventional expectancy-value model offers further insight into how framing effects works (see 

Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Nelson et al., 1997). According to this model, an individual’s attitude toward an 

issue reflects the weighted sum of a set of beliefs about that issue; the overall attitude would depend on 

which dimension is more salient or has a larger weight (see Nelson & Oxley, 1999 for a more in-depth 

review). In other words, a framing effect occurs when a frame in communication (words, images, phrases, 

presentations) influences the salience of a given consideration (or thought), thereby influencing an 

individual’s frame in thought (the aspects individuals deem relevant to understand a situation) (Gubitz et al 

2018, chapter 3 (pp29-63); Scheufele, 1999; Druckman & Holmes, 2004). The bulk of communications 

literature has focused on the frames in communications of elites, and how they influence citizens’ attitudes 

in the context of social movements (Entman 2006; Neuman et al., 1992,). 

 

There are several standard framings used by journalists when writing about protests, such as 

confrontation, spectacle, riots, rights and so on (see Mcleod & Hertog 1992; Wasow, 2020; Boykoff, 2006; 

Druckman & Nelson, 2003; Nelson & Wiley, 2001). Most of these framings serve to delegitimise protest 

and is used by elites who reinforce ideas that bolster the current “power structure”, or put differently, the 

‘hegemonic principle’ (Carragee, 1993; also see Gurevitch et al., 1982). Moreover, the voices in the media 

act as powerful gatekeepers for the success of social movements and collective action in effecting social 

change (McCurdy 2012; Smith et al., 2001). For instance, Mcleod & Detenber (1999) found that framing an 

anarchist protest in terms of support for the status quo led to less support and identification with the said 

protestors, compared to frames which upheld the status quo less. Similar effects were found by Kilgo and 

Moraou (2021) whose focus on civil rights movement ‘Black Lives Matter’ concluded that a legitimising 

debate frame increased support and identification with protestors and increased criticism of the police, 
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relative to “riot” and “confrontation” frames which had the opposite effect. These examples demonstrate the 

inimical impact framing may have on mobilising collective action, and its effect is robust within the 

literature whether it concerns policies on abortion (McCaffrey & Keys, 2000) gun control (Haider-Markel & 

Joslyn, 2001), climate change (Spence and Pidgeon, 2010), gay rights (Tadlock et al., 2008; Brewer, 2003; 

Gross, 2001), welfare (Sniderman & Theriault, 2018) and so on. All of which demonstrates the scope of the 

framing literature and the application of framing in everyday discourse (Domke et al., 1999; Price et al., 

1997; Shah et al., 1996; Shah et al., 2004; Cho & Sands, 2011). 

 

Provided this knowledge, its plausible to assume that the framing of climate change mitigation 

group, XR, will have important implications for attitudes regarding mitigation agendas. There are a variety 

of different frames used when climate change is discussed, all of which serve to achieve different outcomes 

(see Levin et al., 1998). For instance, Spence and Pidgeon (2010) found that ‘gain’ frames (which highlight 

positive consequences of undertaking a specific behaviour) increased positive attitudes towards climate 

change mitigation, and the perceived severity of climate change impacts, compared to ‘loss’ frames (which 

emphasise the negative consequences or losses of not partaking a particular action). Additionally, they found 

that attitudes towards climate change mitigation were more positive when participants were asked to 

consider ‘social’ rather than ‘personal’ aspects of climate change (Spence & Pidgeon, 2010). Similarly, one 

study found that framing climate change as a ‘public-health issue’ warranted more attention and support for 

mitigative action (Weathers and Kendall, 2016), compared to the common ‘environmentalist’ framing that is 

typically assigned to it (Corbett & Durfee., 2004; Rademaekers & Johnson-Sheeehan, 2014; Nisbet & 

Newman, 2015). This ‘gain vs loss’ frame is the commonly adopted framing strategy for issues pertaining to 

climate change (Moser, 2010; Nisbet, 2009; Feinberg & Willer, 2011; Davis, 1995; De Vries et al., 2015), 

and it demonstrates how the issue of climate change has been subjected to framing, and that the wording 

assigned to the issue has important implications for support outcomes (also see Villar & Krosnick, 2011; 

Schuldt et al., 2017; Schudt et al., 2011).  
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Whilst there is substantial evidence of the framing effect on the mobilization of collective action, and 

on the issue of climate change, none of the social movements thus far concern climate change activists. To 

our knowledge, this is an area within the framing and collective action literature which remains 

underexplored. Additionally, there is a rich literature suggesting that the actions taken by protestors can 

impact public support for a given protest independent of the framing. For these reasons, considering the 

actions of the protesters alongside the framing is crucial for working towards a conclusive idea of how 

attitudes toward support for climate change mitigation is determined.  

 

Chapter 3: Conceptualizing ‘Extreme’ protest action and its effect on protest support  
 

 

The action taken by protestors posits an important role in understanding the strategic terrain social 

movements face (Lee, 2014). The collective action literature has typically categorised protest actions as 

either ‘extreme’ or ‘moderate’ to explore their impacts on public opinions of support. Extreme actions can 

be conceptualised as any action that is perceived as disruptive, harmful, or violent, with moderate protests 

being either virtually opposite, or less intense versions of these extreme protests used for comparison. For 

this reason, perceptions of a given protest may rely on the context in which the action occurs (Haines, 2013; 

Rai & Fiske, 2012; Ditto et al., 2011). Common examples of ‘extreme’ protest actions include blockading 

streets, closing highways, engaging in physical violence and so on. Whereas ‘moderate’ protests may refer 

to nonviolent protest such as peaceful vigils. This simple categorisation of protest actions is a useful tool for 

examining the impact protest actions may have on public support. Although the present study acknowledges 

that protest actions may be more complex to decipher than simply ‘extreme’ or ‘moderate’, this paper adopts 

these same categories for the stimuli to fit in with the well-established literature. Thus, our conceptualisation 

of an ‘extreme’ protest action is that it is observers’ perceptions of extremity based on ratings of 

harmfulness, disruptiveness, violence, and extremity1. 

 

 
1 Our conceptualisation of ‘extremity’ was determined by ratings of harmfulness, disruptiveness, violence, and extremity in a 
pilot study (see Methods section for more detail). We chose these ratings because previous research such as Feinberg et al., 
(2020) did not conceptualise a definition for what ‘extremity’ meant, instead they referred to a series of actions that will fall 
under the category ‘extreme’.  
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It is widely argued within the collective-action literature that extreme actions reduce support for a 

given protest (see Feinberg et al., 2017, 2020; Gutting, 2020; Simpson et al., 2018, 2021), especially when 

paired with more moderate alternatives (Haines, 2013; Thomas & Louis, 2014). In line with the protest-

paradigm literature, extreme protest actions provide the spectacle/sensationalism which fits into the 

institutional logics of mainstream media (Hayward 2020; Almeida and Lichbach 2003; Arpan et al., 2006; 

Gitlin 2003; Shoemaker, 1984). Thus, these extreme actions are an effective way for social movements to 

gain widespread publicity and raise awareness about their cause through the press attention they attract 

(Hayward, 2020; Amenta et al., 2019; Amenta et al., 2017; Jasper 2004; Myers & Caniglia, 2004; Oliver & 

Maney, 2000; Sobieraj, 2010; Strawn, 2008). A recently published paper by Wasow (2020) supports this 

claim, by stating that social movements can capture public and press attention by engaging in street protests- 

a term they coined ‘agenda seeding. This argument is grounded in a very thorough analysis of press 

coverage of civil rights protests which suggests that whilst protestors cannot influence whether they are 

supported or not in the press they can influence the valence of their coverage through the actions they take 

(Wasow, 2020). As a result, activists engage in a series of extravagant tactics to garner the attention of the 

media, which results in a sort of symbiotic relationship between the activists and the press; these actions 

may be deemed an effective means for applying direct social and financial pressure on an institution (Biggs 

& Andrews, 2015; Ingram et al., 2010; King & Soule, 2007; Luders, 2006). Alternatively, these actions may 

delegitimise the protest further, as the public are typically averse to extreme protest actions (Earl et al., 

2004), and therefore support it less. Furthermore, activists confront a dilemma whenever they are faced with 

an injustice they wish to bring to light – a phenomenon Feinberg eloquently described as the ‘activist’s 

dilemma’ (Feinberg et al., 2017; Feinberg et al., 2020). Activists can either act in an ‘extreme’ manner, 

which will guarantee media attention and increase awareness, but risk delegitimization via their 

unfavourable portrayal in the press. Or they can reduce this risk by adopting more ‘moderate’ tactics, but 

trade-off the potential media coverage.  

This rich set of literature focusing on the action alone deviates from the logic provided by the 

framing theory, by arguing that the action can lead to the delegitimization of protestors independent of the 

framing, in turn reducing support for social movements which foster extreme or radical actions. Past 
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research has supported this notion, by reporting that violence leads to perceptions of protestors being 

unreasonable which further diminished support for a given social movement (Simpson et al., 2021). 

Similarly, Stephan and Chenoweth (2008) found in their analysis of more than 300 resistance campaigns 

against political regimes, that nonviolent protests were more effective at garnering both domestic and 

international support. This finding is robust within the literature (RezaeeDaryakenari, B., 2021; Stephan & 

Chenoweth 2008; Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011; Chenoweth & Schock, 2015; Wasow, 2016; Dunlop et al., 

2021; Thomas & Louis, 2014). The implication is that public support for a movement decreases when the 

protestors of a given movement use violent tactics (Boyle et al., 2004; Wang & Piazza, 2016; Gutting, 

2020), and relatively increases when the activists resort to more moderate tactics (Thomas & Louis, 2014; 

Haines, 2013; Stuart et al., 2018).  

 

Scholars have offered explanations as to why extreme protests may be supported less by the public. 

A leading paper within this field, and perhaps the most influential for the current study, is that of Feinberg et 

al., (2020) which proposed a causal pathway to demonstrate how extreme protest actions reduce support for 

a movement. This pathway follows that an extreme protest action is perceived by the public as immoral, 

which decreases emotional connection to the movement and actors, which further decreases social 

identification with both the protestors and the movement’s overarching cause, and this ultimately leads to 

decreased support/willingness to join the movement (See Feinberg et al., 2020, figure 1). This conclusion 

was reached by examining across the 6 separate studies ranging a series of social movements including 

civil-rights movements, gun-control, animal welfare and so on. Whilst this model is plausible, it suggests 

that an extreme protest action reduces support for the action and the cause in a uniform way. One can 

imagine a situation whereby the public are not supportive of the specific actions protestors have taken, yet 

they still support the cause the protestors stand for. The current study will aim to explore evidence for this 

effect by examining whether attitudes to the action are independent of attitudes to the cause. Perhaps 

Feinberg’s study led support to this model because their methodology failed to separate the protestors from 

the cause; their series of questions forced participants to associate the support for the protestors with support 

for the cause by mentioning the protest group (“How much do you support FTV’s cause (ending the use of 
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animal testing)?’) instead of mentioning the aims of the given social movement (“how much do you support 

ending the use of animal testing” (from Feinberg et al., 2020, study 1). Building on this, the current study 

aims to make this distinction clear, by asking an additional series of questions solely related to XRs cause of 

governmental mitigation without the mention of the protestors.  

 

Chapter 4: Pre-existing attitudes  

 

 
Susceptibility to frames and support for social movements may be influenced by respondents pre-

existing attitudes to a given protest. Individuals utilise their knowledge when confronted with frames in 

communication in their daily lives (Druckman, 2009; Neuman et al., 1992), and scholars have suggested that 

pre-existing attitudes towards protest groups in general and knowledge of a specific group or issue often 

affect how people perceive protesters (McLeod & Detenber 1999). Thus, accounting for its influence in the 

current study is crucial to understanding how attitudes to climate change mitigation may be impacted. The 

following measures will be explored in the current experiment, however given that the evidence relating 

specifically to climate change mitigation is scarce, pre-existing attitudes predicting support will be treated as 

an exploratory research question.  

 
Political orientation: Political partisanship has been claimed to influence attitudes towards protest. For 

instance, in a study consisting of Turkish residents, political orientation was deemed an important aspect of 

both support for protest and support for repression (Akkus et al., 2019), demonstrating the importance of 

political partisanship cross-nationally which is echoed throughout the literature (Trandis, 2000; Van der 

Meer et al., 2009). Similarly, there is evidence that individuals’ political orientations are the strongest 

predictors of whether they support a government policy or not (Lau & Heldman, 2009), and this translates to 

whether they are influenced by framing which upholds the status quo (Noakes & Johnson, 2005; Lecheler & 

de Vreese, 2012). Given this knowledge, it is plausible to assume that political orientation may predict 

support for attitudes toward XRs protests. For instance, past research has indicated that more right-leaning 

individuals support governmental repression of collective action that challenges the status-quo, especially 

when the protest adopts extreme tactics (Kilgo & Mourao., 2021; Shultziner & Stukalin 2021; Madestam et 

al., 2013; Krosnick et al., 2000; Stecula & Merkley, 2019) and more left-leaning individuals have a 
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propensity to favour climate change mitigation activists, since they view protest as an act of democracy 

which aligns with the left-leaning ideology which favours collective expression (Gutting, 2019; Ziegler, 

2017; Dietz et al., 2007; McRight, 2011; Drews, S., & Van den Bergh, J. C. 2016; Carrus et al., 2018).  

Similarly, research has demonstrated politically driven differences to the wording assigned to ‘climate 

change’ in discourse, with more liberal-left participants in favour of the phrase ‘climate change’, whereas 

the right prefers ‘global warming’ (Villar & Krosnick, 2011; Schuldt et al., 2011; Akerlof & Maibach, 

2011). In sum, past research has evidenced political differences in the realm of social movements, and in 

particular climate change communication (see also Feldman, 2018; Hamilton, 2011; Kahan et al., 2012; Hart 

& Nisbet, 2012) with the public typically supporting protests that resonate with their political perspective 

(Campbell & Kay, 2014; Dixon et al., 2017). As a result, the present study utilizes a political orientation 

measure to account for its potential influence on attitudes to support for protests, using climate change 

mitigation activists, XR, as a case-study.  

 
Attitudes to Protest: Attitudes refer to behaviour-related evaluative associations or tendencies stored in 

memory (Scherer, 2005). General attitudes towards protests have been documented in the framing and 

collective action literature as a predictor of support for specific protests (Kilgo & Mourão., 2021, 2019; Van 

Hauwaert & Van Kessel, 2018). Arpan et al., (2006) demonstrates this point, reporting that respondents with 

positive prior attitudes towards protests in general were more likely to support the protest, rate it as more 

effective, and identify with the protestors in the story respective to respondents who had negative prior 

attitudes. This finding is consistent within the literature (Kilgo & Mouraou, 2021, 2019; Peacock & Biernat, 

2021; Arpan et al., 2006; Sweetman et al., 2019) and it suggests that pre-existing attitudes toward protest 

may be stronger predictors of support for a given protest than the media coverage. The authors also suggest 

that such attitudes may exacerbate or mitigate the protest paradigm (Arpan et al., 2006). In relation to XR 

and climate change mitigation, one may assume that individuals who support protests more generally are 

more likely to support XR and their protests, independent of the media coverage. This is because these 

individuals supposedly value protests as an act of democracy, and typically these individuals are more 

aligned with a left-liberal political orientation (Gutting, 2020). Furthermore, incorporating prior attitudes to 

protests in general when examining effects of news coverage seems appropriate, thus the present study 
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measures general attitudes to protests. To our knowledge, past research has not investigated how general 

attitudes to protest impact support for climate change activists, thus this study will be the first to examine 

this in relation to XR.  

 
Climate change concern and belief: Identifying with activists and their cause is an important precursor of 

collective action mobilisation (Van Zomeren et al., 2008a, 2008b; Sniderman et al., 2004). If the cause of a 

protest resonates with the public then this protest is more likely to be supported by these members of the 

public and can often drive behavioural action (Jasper 1998; Kelloway et al., 2007). This claim has roots in 

evolutionary psychology, with social identification leading to ingroup vs outgroup behaviour (Tajfel & 

Turner 1979). This pattern can be perceived in the context of social movements, with individuals supporting 

movements that resonate with their own beliefs, political orientations and so on, and this can explain why 

the public who are more in favour of the status quo will oppose protests that challenge it (Jost et al., 2017; 

Brewer, 2001). Additionally, those who strongly identify with a group’s message may even view the 

‘extreme’ actions as a necessary means to achieve social justice (Mullen et al., 1985; Ross et al., 1977). 

Thus, it is reasonable to assume one’s knowledge and stance on climate change, namely their belief and 

concern, may play a vital role in how they respond to protest groups such as XR who advocate climate 

change mitigation, since it has been reported to impact an individual’s intentions to take correct action (Bord 

et al., 2000; Broomell et al., 2015; Akerlof & Maibach, 2011; Kellstedt, Zahran, & Vedlitz, 2008; Heath and 

Gifford 2006; O'Connor et al., , 2002). Additionally, past research has stated that the more knowledgeable 

individuals are about an issue, the less susceptible they are to the effects of framing for a variety of issues 

(Druckman & Nelson 2003& Druckman, 2009; Shan et al., 2020; Brewer 2003). In the context of the current 

experiment, this suggests that individuals who are more concerned and have a greater belief in climate 

change will be less influenced by the protest paradigm framing applied to it. To account for this, climate 

change concern and belief will be measured and accounted for in the present experiment to explore how it 

may influence outcomes of support for protests concerning climate change mitigation.  

 

 

 



 14 

Chapter 5: The Current Study  

Given the robust findings of the framing on a variety of social protests as well as the literature suggesting 

the importance of protesters actions on outcomes of support, the present study unites these two literatures 

since this has not been done before. By doing so, the present study deviates from traditional media framing 

literature and nuances the realm of collective action to provide a more conclusive argument as to how 

attitudes to protest may be shaped by both the frame and action, as well as pre-existing attitudes. The current 

study will present participants with articles portraying either an ‘extreme’ or ‘moderate’ protest action, 

framed in a highly intense or less intense way and ask questions to measure different aspects of support for 

the protest. This knowledge will contribute to our understanding of collective action mobilisation and what 

may inhibit it, which will provide a commentary on the polarization regarding climate change mitigation 

agendas. We expect the frame and action will have linear effects on attitudes to protest in that, the more 

extreme action and the more intense frame will reduce support for the various measures of support. 

However, the interaction between the frame and action has not been done before, thus we propose the 

following hypothesis: 

 

H1: There will be a main effect of frame, in that the high-intensity frame will reduce support for a) the 

action, b) the protestors, c) the cause, d) social identification with protestors, e) increase perceived 

immorality, f) reduce willingness to join, and g) reduce mitigation support. 

 

H2:  There will be a main effect of action, in that the extreme action will reduce support for a) the action, 

b) the protestors, c) the cause, d) social identification with protestors, e) increase perceived immorality, 

f) reduce willingness to join, and g) reduce mitigation support. 

 

RQ1: Does the magnitude of the framing effect vary according to the extremity of the action?  
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Although these hypotheses predict uniform linear relationships, the extreme action may not necessarily 

impact attitudes of support in a uniform way. In that, participants may not support the protestor’s action, but 

they may still support the protest’s cause. Thus, we propose the following research question: 

 

RQ2: Is support for the protestors intrinsically linked to support for the cause? 

 

In addition, we investigated the influence of pre-existing attitudes to protestors in general, the protest’s 

cause and political orientation on attitudes to support. However, given that past research has not investigated 

the climate change mitigation groups, such as XR, we propose the final research question.  

 

RQ3: How are attitudes to support outcomes influenced by pre-existing beliefs?   

 

Methods  
 

1. Data exclusion:  

 

Data exclusion consisted of removing participants if they indicated less than sufficient English 

proficiency indicated by a score less than three (1-poor, 2-fair, 3-good, 4-very good, 5-excellent). 

Additionally, participants who failed the attention-check were excluded as they did not encode the 

information that is crucial to the experimental manipulation. A total of 80 responses were excluded from the 

original dataset. 

 

1.1.Attention Checks 

 The attention-check question consisted of six multiple choice items which described the action (either 

moderate or extreme) and implied the framing (either high intensity or low intensity) of each of the articles 

in a few short sentences to encapsulate the gist of the article participants read (see Appendix A for the exact 

wording of each attention-check and the correct article variation it is describing). Of the six options, there 

was only one correct answer for each of the four article variations (high intensity frame- extreme action; 

high intensity frame- moderate action; low intensity frame- extreme action; low intensity frame- moderate 
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action), meaning that of the six possible options there were four possible ‘correct’ answers depending on the 

article participants were assigned to (see stimuli section). The correct attention-check for the extreme action 

condition framed in a high-intensity protest paradigm framing mentioned the action (blockade of the 

printing press) and implied the high-intensity framing through mentioning the ‘huge police presence’ and 

using marginalising jargon such as ‘disruption’ which was mentioned in the article (see Appendix A). This 

differed from the attention-check describing the article for the extreme action framed in a low-intensity way, 

which instead focused on the cause of the protest (“medias failure to report on the climate emergency”) and 

gave the protestors a voice to legitimise them. Similarly, the correct attention-check for the article describing 

the gist of the moderate action (peaceful vigil) framed in a highly intense way mentioned the police 

presence, and the invocation of public opinion using the comments of passers-by which disapproved of the 

protestors. Comparatively, the correct attention-check for the same moderate action framed in a low-

intensity way focused on the peaceful actions of the participants (“lit candles, sang songs”) and mentioned 

passers-by empathising with the protestors. The two incorrect responses, regardless of which article 

participants were assigned, mentioned figures that were not mentioned in any of the articles (i.e. Priti Patel) 

and gave reasons for the protest which were not mentioned or implied in either of the articles (“…revenge 

for a series of negative articles about XR”).  

 

All attention-checks adhered closely to the protest-paradigm characteristics laid out by Mcleod & Hertog 

(1999), thus we made a conscious effort to describe the action, and imply the narrative structure, invocation 

of public opinion, reliance on official sources and other methods of delegitimization embedded within each 

article as this is essentially what separates the high intensity and low intensity framing of each extreme or 

moderate action. The attention-checks were tested and revised after an initial pilot, thus the attention-checks 

in the main study were versions that we believe described each article the best and differentiated between 

each article variation in a subtle enough way to require participants’ full focus on the article. Participants 

were made aware that they need to encode the article carefully as they will be asked about it in the study just 

before they were assigned to each experimental condition.  
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2. Participants  

After data exclusion, a total of 257 UK volunteers (79 male; 174 females; 3 non-binaries; and 1 prefer 

not to say) aged between 18-69 (M=32.77, SD=12.11) were recruited from the online platform ‘prolific’ to 

participate in a ‘public opinions survey’ set up on ‘Qualtrics’, in exchange for a sum of money (£8 per hour). 

This title was chosen to keep the study aims and topic area confidential to attract a range of responses. All 

participants provided informed consent and confidentiality was ensured by only using participants prolific 

ID for data analysis. All participants were given the right-to-withdraw at any moment in the study, without 

providing a reason why.  

 

3. Design and Stimuli  
 

The current study adopted a between-subjects design, whereby the participants were randomly assigned 

to one of four article variations via the randomizer tool in Qualtrics, to examine the influence of the framing 

and action effect of each article alone. The articles either described a moderate protest action framed in a 

low intensity way (moderate action-low intensity condition), and a high intensity way (moderate action-high 

intensity condition), or an extreme protest action framed in a low intensity way (extreme action-low 

intensity condition), and a high intensity way (extreme action-high intensity condition). Each article was 

approximately 430 words in length, and the actions (extreme or moderate) described were based on true 

events that took place within the UK as part of XR’s rebellion against the lack of climate change coverage 

and governmental mitigation. The frame (high and low intensity) and action (moderate and extreme) acted 

as two separate predictors of support outcomes, and each had two levels. The pre-existing attitudes acted as 

further predictors (explained below under the subheading ‘independent predictors’). There were 7 criterion 

variables which measured support outcomes regarding the action, protestors, cause, willingness to join, 

social identification with protestors, ratings of immorality, and mitigation support. The study’s protocol was 

approved by the university of Bristol’s Faculty of Life Science (116886). 

 

3.1 Stimuli: Article variations 

 

3.1a Extreme article stimuli (n=128) 
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Extreme action:  

The extreme action focused on XRs blockade of the printing press on the 5th of September, which caught 

public attention. The articles were developed based on the protest paradigm frame (laid out in Mcleod & 

Detenber’s 1999 paper, developed from Mcleod & Hertog, 1992) and exemplars of news about XR in the 

mainstream media.  Both extreme articles adopted the same narrative structure; however, prioritization of 

ecological validity meant that the overall details of each narrative were not identical (see appendix D for full 

articles). 

 

Extreme action - High-intensity article (n=64): The high intensity frame (which is essentially the report 

from the Hertfordshire Mercury) adhered closely to the protest paradigm throughout.  It emphasised a 

conflict narrative, in which police and protesters were cast as adversaries; it focused on crime, disruption 

and arrests; it described the action and its consequences, but not the issue; it incorporated quotes from 

official sources, but not from the activists; it invoked social norms to imply what most people would think 

about the actions of the "inconsiderate few". The image shows lots of police and few protesters. The article’s 

title further fuelled the delegitimization associated with the protest paradigm “photos show huge police 

presence as protestors block off Hertfordshire printworks” with an image which depicted protestors tied to 

bamboo-structures, with a huge police presence. By adhering closely to the protest-paradigm, this article 

aimed to delegitimise the social movement. This article contained 428 words. 

 

Extreme action- Low-intensity article (n=64): The low intensity frame was virtually the opposite of the 

high-intensity frame, in that it described the issue and provided quotes from XR and activists - allowing 

them to give their perspective to further legitimise the social movement; politicians were quoted explaining 

the context of the action and even approving (‘Excellent work’) whilst the police explained that peaceful 

protest is something they facilitate. The image was more neutral and may even be deemed empowering for 

supporters of the activists. The comments of passers-by were also added for the sake of legitimising them, 
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showing support for the protestors. The title was more descriptive, as opposed to suggestive “Extinction 

Rebellion protesters blockade Murdoch Printing sites”. This article contained 437 words 

 

3.1b Moderate article stimuli (n=129) 

 
The moderate action: 

The moderate action focused on XRs peaceful vigil outside NewsCorps at the mini-shard London on the 16th 

of October. This protest was legal, nonviolent, non-harmful, and not highly disruptive (possibly disruptive to 

people entering/exiting the building but no deliberate attempt to stop people’s freedom of movement). These 

articles were developed from real-life news-reports, thus they followed the same narrative structure, 

although to maintain ecological validity there was some differences in the details between the high and low-

intensity article (see appendix D for full articles). 

 

Moderate- High-intensity article (n=64): This article adhered closely to the protest paradigm by 

emphasising the conflict narrative, in which the police and protestors are cast as adversaries; it emphasized a 

huge police presence; protestors were described as being disruptive with their megaphones; there was a 

specific focus on the protestors actions as opposed to providing them with opportunity to voice their cause; 

the use of quotation marks were used to delegitimise the protest as “peaceful”; the use of public disapproval 

was embedded within, with quotes suggesting the public were disappointed with “the inconsiderate few”. 

The image portrayed a man, in a ‘ridiculous’ costume and face paint, appearing like a nuisance to society 

which fits with the general perceptions in the media of climate activists being ‘just a bunch of hippies 

waving banners’ not to be taken seriously.  This article contained 439 words.  

 
Moderate- Low intensity article (n=65): emphasised the ‘peaceful vigil’ in the title and provided quotes 

from XR and activists to allow them to give their perspective on why they are protesting; there was mention 

of governmental officials supporting the protestors “they reflect what a desperate moment this is”; there was 

mention of the police, but without the mention of any arrests taking place; politicians and passers-by are 

quoted explaining the context (and even approving). The image depicted ‘XRs red brigade’ standing in 
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solidarity with the peaceful vigil, without the presence of police, banners, or any majorly disruptive 

depictions. This article contained 414 words.  

 

Overall, the stimuli represented the well-established framing narratives of the protest paradigm developed 

by previous protest paradigm scholars (see McLeod, Detenber, Arpan, Kilgo), whereby the high-intensity 

framing aimed to delegitimise protestors, and the low intensity framing served to legitimise protestors. The 

image was used to further feed into the framing of the narrative as news articles in real-life would do so. To 

increase internal validity, the extremity of the articles and the framing were confirmed via a pilot study2. 

 

3.2 Measures   

3.2a Independent predictors 

In addition to the frame and action, models included a series of variables accounting for pre-existing 

attitudes about political leanings, climate change belief, climate change concern, and protests in general. All 

items were forced response, meaning that participants had to answer each question before progressing, and 

all pre-existing attitudes were measured before each participant was assigned to the stimuli manipulation 

(articles).  

 
Political orientation (PO)  

A two-item measure taken directly from Ecker et al., (2020) was used to assess participants political 

orientation. Respondents were asked “in politics people talk of ‘Left’ and ‘Right’ where you would you 

 
2 In a pilot study to test the extremity of the action (N=48) we compared our extreme and moderate stimuli 

concerning XRs protests actions on ratings of harmfulness, disruptive, extreme and violence (our 

conceptualisation of extremity). A within-subjects design was used whereby participants were presented two 

sentences, one which described the extreme protest action of the blockade, and one which described the 

moderate action of the peaceful vigil. The sentences were constructed carefully to eliminate the element of 

framing- as we wanted to measure perceptions of the action alone. The sentence describing the extreme 

action read “Between 80 and 100 protestors blockaded two UK printworks overnight, delaying the 

distribution of several major national newspapers. The protestors used vehicles and bamboo structures to 

block the road outside the printing works. One of their banners read: “5 crooks control our news.”” The 

sentence describing the moderate action read “Activists held a peaceful vigil outside a news organisations 

headquarters in London. Protestors came together and sang and lit candles in remembrance. They held up 

banners which read “free press? Prove it!”.” Then on a 5 point-scale (1=not at all - 5=very much) 

participants rated each action on how harmful, disruptive, violent, and extreme it was. The results showed 

that participants rated the extreme action as more disruptive, violent, harmful, and extreme than the 

moderate action, and this difference was statistically significant, confirming our manipulation.  
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place yourself’ (range 0-10) with higher scores indicating a political leaning toward the far right. The second 

item asked on a 1–7-point scale “If given a choice between labour & conservative candidate, I will choose 

Conservative over Labour” with higher scores indicating a preference for conservatives. Both scores were 

combined to compute their overall mean score out of 10, with higher scores indicating a right-wing 

orientation (M=3.29, SD=2.39). 3 

 
Climate change belief (CCB) 

To measure climate change belief respondents were asked three questions taken directly from Ecker et al., 

(2020) on a five-point scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 

4=somewhat agree, 5 strongly agree): “I believe climate always changes- and what we are experiencing is 

natural fluctuations (reverse coded); “Human Co2 emissions cause climate change”;  “Humans are too 

insignificant to make an appreciable impact on global temperature (1-5) agree/disagree (reverse coded)”. 

Given that items one and three were reverse coded we subtracted from 6 on these two items to reverse the 

scoring (so that scores of 5 now became 1, 4=2, 3=3, 2=4, 1=5). The scores were then combined to compute 

an overall mean score so that higher scores (out of 5) represent a strong belief in climate change (M=4.29, 

SD=.74).  

 
Climate change concern (CCC) 

To measure climate change concern, we used established measures from the Six Americas Super Short 

Survey (‘SASSY’) scale (Chryst et al., 2018). The items were “How important is the issue of climate change 

to you personally? (1-5) SASSY”; (1=extremely important, 5= not at all important). How worried are you 

about climate change? (1-4) SASSY (1=very worried, 4= not at all worried). How much do you think 

Climate change will harm you personally? (1-5) SASSY (1=a great deal, 5= don’t know). How much do you 

think Climate change will harm future generations of people (1-5) SASSY (1=a great deal, 5= don’t know). 

 
3To work out the mean of political orientation measure on a scale of 1-10, the second political orientation 

item (PO2) had to be rescaled. Thus, the following equation was used: 5*(PO1-1+10*((PO2-1)/6)). Note: 

PO1 refers to the first political orientation item scores; PO2 is the second political orientation item; and the 

asterisk “*” represents multiplication. This rescaled the second item of the multi-item criterion variable 

‘political orientation’ so that the mean score for PO was out of 10.  
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Scores were combined to create an overall mean score out of five. To do so the second item was rescaled so 

that the scores for this item were converted from a four-point scale to a five-point scale (the converted 

scores were 1=1, 2=2.33, 3=3.66, 4=5). This new converted score (on a five-point scale) was added to the 

other items in the CCC measure and divided by four (the number of items in the criterion) to compute a 

mean score. Higher scores (out of five) indicated stronger concern of climate change (M=3.96, SD=.76). 

 

Attitudes to Protest (AP) 

Participants were asked the same item that Kilgo & Mourao (2021) used to measure their attitude to protest. 

The item was measured on a 1-7 (unsympathetic-sympathetic) point scale and asked, “How sympathetic are 

you towards protests in general?” with higher scores indicating that participants are more 

sympathetic/supportive of protests (M=5.09, SD=1.46). 

 

3.2b Criterion Variables 

 

Social identification with protestors 

Respondents were asked the same two-item measure from Feinberg et al., (2020) (study three) since social 

identification is typically thought of a combination of feeling similarity and overlapping identity with others. 

On a five-point scale (1=not at all, 2=a little, 3=a moderate amount, 4=a lot, 5=a great deal), participants 

answered the following: “How similar do you feel to these activists?” and “How much do you identify with 

these activists?”. Higher scores indicated greater social identity (M=2.23, SD=1.11). 

 

Support for action 

Respondents were asked on a five-point scale “How much do you agree with the action taken by activists 

described in the news report” (developed from Feinberg et al., 2020). Higher scores indicated greater 

support for action (M=2.80, SD=1.29).  

 

Support for protestors 
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Developed from Feinberg, respondents were asked on a five-point scale “how much do you support the 

activists who carried out this action?” (1=not at all, 2=a little, 3=a moderate amount, 4=a lot, 5=a great 

deal). Higher scores indicated greater support for protestors (M=2.78, SD=1.26).  

 

Support for cause 

Adapted from Feinberg et al., (2020), respondents were asked on five-point scale “Overall, how much do 

you support XRs cause (reducing rate of climate change through calling on government to enact mitigative 

measures)?” (1=not at all, 2=a little, 3=a moderate amount, 4=a lot, 5=a great deal). Higher scores indicated 

greater support for the cause (M=3.49, SD=1.24).  

 

Willingness to Join 

Respondents were asked on a seven-point scale (1=Very Unlikely, 2=Unlikely, 3=somewhat unlikely, 

4=neither likely nor unlikely, 5=somewhat likely, 6=likely, 7=very likely) “If XR held an event in your 

city/town, how likely is it that you would attend?” and “If XR were to sponsor a petition, how likely is it that 

you would sign it?”. Higher responses indicated a greater willingness to join (M=3.66, SD=1.65).  

 

Perceptions of Immorality 

Adapted from Feinberg et al., 2020, respondents were asked on a seven-point scale “to what extent do you 

agree with this statement “The protesters’ behavior is immoral”. (1-strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 

3=somewhat disagree, 4=neither agree nor disagree, 5=somewhat agree, 6=agree, 7-strongly agree). Higher 

responses indicated greater perceived immorality (M=2.63, SD=1.56).  

 
Mitigation Support  

Building on Feinberg’s paper, we asked participants about their support for XRs cause independent of the 

protestors. There were three sets of questions. Firstly, we asked participants on a 0-10-point scale five 

questions, namely: “How much should UK do to reduce effects of CC” (0=nothing; 10=a great deal); “To 

what extent do you support calls for climate action?” (0=don’t support; 10= great support); “How supportive 

would you be of a levy on industries that contribute to climate change?” (0=don’t support; 10=great 
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support); “How quickly should the UK move away from fossil fuels like petroleum, natural gas, and coal 

towards renewable energy sources like wind, hydro, and solar?” (0= not quickly; 10=very quickly); “How 

accepting would you be of lifestyle changes in order to transition to a more carbon-neutral society?” (0=not 

accepting; 10=very accepting). We also asked, “On a scale from 0-100% how much more would you be 

willing to spend on fossil fuels in order to mitigate effects of climate change?” (0=not willing at all; 

100=extremely willing). Finally, on a five-point scale we asked, “Do you agree that the government should 

take more action towards reducing climate change?” (1= extremely disagree, 5=extremely agree). All scores 

were combined and re-scaled to a 0–10-point scale to provide an overall mean score4, with higher scores 

indicating greater support for mitigation (M=7.63, SD=1.87). 

 

4. Procedure  

The online experiment was set up on Qualtrics and advertised to participants on Prolific.  

Participants were provided with an information sheet (see appendix B) detailing the requirements of 

the study, and what would be expected of them. The present study ensured to not give away the aims of the 

study at the beginning, as a full debrief (see Appendix C) was provided at the end after completion of the 

study.  

Firstly, participants were asked about their pre-existing attitudes, such as their political orientation, 

climate change belief, climate change concern, and attitudes to protests via a questionnaire before becoming 

subjected to the manipulation of IV. These were measured at the baseline as they acted as our predictors, so 

we could examine their influence on the dependant variables without the potential influence of the 

manipulation.   

Then, participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions which they were told to 

consider carefully as they will be asked about it.  

 
4 The equation used to rescale and measure the mean of the MS measure out of 10 was: 
(1/7)*(MS.1_1+MS.1_2+MS.1_3+MS.1._4+MS.1_5 + MS6_1/10 + 10 * (MS7-1)/4. Note: MS1 refers to the first set of MS 
questions which had five items (i.e., MS1_1; MS1_2; MS1_3; MS1_4; MS1_5). MS6 refers to the second MS question which had 
one item which is on a scale of 0-100%. Thus, dividing this item by 10 rescales it to a 10-point scale. MS7 refers to the final MS 
question which has one item, and this is on a scale of 1-5, so 10 times (indicated by the asterisk “*”) item 7 (MS7) minus 1, 
added together with all the other items, and then divided by 4 then multiplying the whole equation by 1/7 gave us the mean for 
the MS measure rescaled to a 10-point scale.  
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Post manipulation, participants were asked questions about how much they identified with the 

protestors, how much they supported the action, the protestors, the cause, how immoral they thought the 

action was, how willing they were to join the movements, and their support for mitigation measures. 

Finally, participants were required to answer the attention-check question, indicating which of the 

statements best summarised the gist of the article manipulation they were subjected to. Wrong answers led 

to exclusion as participants did not encode vital information relating to the manipulation.  

Testing lasted approximately six to ten minutes, and participants received a debrief form after 

completion, with contact details providing them the opportunity to ask questions before signing the final 

consent form.  

 

Results  

Data analysis  

To test the hypotheses and address the research questions, the current study used a standard multiple 

linear regression in SPSS. Prior to running the model new variables were computed on SPSS to create 

interaction variables that represented each of the individual predictors and their interaction with the frame 

and the action. Additionally, each of the predictor variables were mean centred by subtracting the mean 

scores of each variable, to reduce multicollinearity in the regression model (for a review of this debate see 

Iacobucci et al., (2016)). These newly computed variables, with their means centred, were used for the 

analysis. Assumption checks of the regression demonstrated that the data was a well-fit and there were no 

major problems such that none of the predictors correlated at more than the standard cut-off (r=.8), thus no 

variables were taken out of the models.  

 

A total of seven standard multiple regressions were conducted for each of the criterion variables. The 

model consisted of 15 predictors in total, namely the frame, action and their interaction (Frame*Action), and 

the pre-existing attitudes (AP, PO, CCB, CCC) and their interaction with the frame (AP*Frame, PO*Frame, 

CCB*Frame, CCC*Frame) and the action (AP*Action, PO*Action, CCB*Action, CCC*Action).  These 

predictors were entered simultaneously into the regression equation to predict the different criterions. The 

results will be reported separately for each of the separate criterions for ease of readability, and only the 
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frame, action, and the significant predictors (95% confidence interval) of each criterion will be mentioned, 

leaving all unmentioned predictors to be interpreted as not significant.  

 

Support for the action  

When the 15 predictors were entered simultaneously into the model to predict its variance on support 

for action, a significant model emerged F(15, 241)=12.977, p<.001, which explained 41.2% of the variance 

(R2 = .447 R2
Adjusted =.412). Looking at the unique individual predictors (table 1), the results show that five 

predictors significantly predict support for the action. Table 1 gives information about the significant 

regression coefficients for the predictor variables that entered the model. Frame and Action were significant 

predictors, with a negative relationship to support for action, meaning that as the frame and action increased 

by one unit (from low intensity framing to high intensity, and from moderate action to extreme action) the 

support for action decreased by the corresponding beta value. Supporting the hypothesis 1(a) and 2(a). The 

interaction between frame and action was also significant, in that when a low-intensity framing was used 

there was a large effect of action extremity, with less support for more extreme actions than the moderate 

action. By contrast, when a high-intensity framing was used there was no effect of action extremity, with 

similarly low levels of support for both moderate and extreme actions (see figure 1). Attitudes to protest was 

also a significant predictor, with a positive relationship to the criterion ‘Support for Action’, suggesting that 

as participants’ attitude to protest increased (those more supportive of protests) then the support for the 

action will increase. Whereas political orientation had a significant negative relationship, meaning that as 

participants’ political orientation increased (from left-wing to more right-wing) their support for the action 

decreased.  

Table 1. The unstandardised and standardised regression coefficients for the significant predictors of 

Support for Action 

Variable Unstandardised 

B 

SE B B standardised t p 

Frame -.852 .124 -.332 -6.899 <.001 

Action  -.358 .124 -.139 -2.890 .004 
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Frame*Action  .696 .248 .136 2.806 .005 

Attitudes to Protest .292 .055 .331 5.356 <.001 

Political orientation  -.075 .034 -.138 -2.195 .029 

 

 
Figure 1. Line graph showing the statistically significant interaction between the frame and the action for 

measures of support for the action. The error bars reflect the standard error of the mean. 

 
Support for Protest 

It was found that the predictors significantly explain 45% of the variance (R2 = .482, R2
Adjusted =.450) 

F(15, 241)=14.951, p<.001. The analysis showed that support for protestors were significantly predicted by 

5 predictors (table 2). Frame and action both appeared to have a significant negative relationship to support 

for protestors, meaning that the extreme action and the high-intensity frame garnered less support for the 

protest, independent of one another (since there was no significant interaction between these two) further 

supporting the hypotheses h1(b) and h2(b). The interaction between political orientation and action appeared 

significant also, with a negative relationship, suggesting that as political orientation increased (from left to 

right-wing) there was a greater action effect. In that those who identify as left-wing had similar responses on 

their support for the protest regardless of whether the action was moderate or extreme, whereas those who 
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identify more as politically right-wing the action mattered more, with the extreme action being supported 

significantly less than the moderate action. Additionally, attitudes to protest and climate-change concern 

were significant predictors, both with positive relationships to support for protest. Both findings suggest that 

as participants support the act of general protests more and have a greater concern for climate-change, then 

ratings on support for protests increased by the corresponding beta values.  

 

Table 2. The unstandardised and standardised regression coefficients for the significant predictors of 

Support for Protest 

Variable Unstandardised 

B 

SE B B standardised t p 

Frame -.788 .117 -.314 -6.734 <.001 

Action -.241 .117 -.096 -2.055 .041 

Attitudes to Protest .351 .052 .406 6.788 <.001 

Climate Concern .275 .113 .166 2.425 .016 

Po*Action -.140 .065 -.133 -2.174 .031 

 

 

Support for the cause  

A significant model emerged for support for cause F(15, 241)= 14.199, p<.001), with the predictors 

explaining 51.8% of the variance (R2 = .546,  R2
Adjusted =.518) (see Table 3). The frame appeared as a 

significant predictor, with the negative relationship indicating that the more intense the framing (high 

intensity) the less support for the cause supporting the hypothesis 1(c). The action did not yield a significant 

effect, suggesting that there is not enough evidence to suggest that the action impacts participants ratings of 

support for the cause (climate change mitigation), thus hypothesis 2(c) was not supported. Attitudes to 

protest and climate-change concern were significant predictors, with a positive relationship, meaning that as 

attitudes to protest increased (to more supportive) and concern for climate changed increased, then support 

for the cause also increased by the corresponding beta-value. Political orientation was a significant predictor 

of support for cause, with a negative relationship, suggesting that the more right-wing political orientation, 

the less support for cause. There were also two significant two-way interactions between the action and 
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political orientation and the action and attitudes to protest. The former interaction revealed that there was a 

large effect of action when participants were leaning more to the political right, with more extreme actions 

being supported statistically significantly less than the moderate action. Whereas, for those who were more 

left-wing the action did not matter too much and support for cause was similar for both the moderate and 

extreme action. The latter interaction demonstrated that there was a greater action effect when pre-existing 

attitudes to protests decreased, with more extreme protest being supported significantly less than the 

moderate protest. Whereas, when attitudes to protest increased there was no effect of action, with both 

moderate and extreme actions being supported relatively similarly.  

 

Table 3. The unstandardised and standardised regression coefficients for the significant predictors of 

Support for Cause 

Variable Unstandardised 

B 

SE B B standardised t p 

Frame -.418 .107 -.170 -3.893 <.001 

Action  -106 .108 -.043 -.989 .324 

Attitudes to Protest .298 .047 .352 6.290 <.001 

Political Orientation  

Climate Concern 

-.072 

.527 

.030 

.104 

-.140 

.324 

-2.452 

5.071 

.015 

<.001 

PO*Action -.127 .059 -.123 -2.139 .033 

AP*Action -.248 .095 -.146 -2.606 .010 

 

 

Social identification with Protestors (SIP) 

A significant model emerged F(15, 241)=15.400, p<.001), with the predictors (see table 4) 

explaining 45.8% of the variance (R2 = .489 R2
Adjusted =.458).  The analysis revealed that the frame was a 

significant predictor, with a negative relationship, indicating that the more intense the framing (high 

intensity) the less social identification with protestors supporting the proposed hypothesis 1(d). Again, the 

action did not yield a significant effect, suggesting that there is not enough evidence to suggest that the 

action impacts participants social identification with the protestors thus hypothesis 2(d) was not supported. 
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Attitudes to protest yielded a significant effect, with a positive relationship to SIP, meaning that as attitudes 

to protest increased the greater SIP. Climate change concern was also a significant predictor with a positive 

relationship, suggesting as participants concern for climate-change increased, they identified with the 

protestors more.  

Table 4. Unstandardised and standardised regression coefficients for the significant predictors of Social 

Identification with Protestors 

Variable Unstandardised 

B 

SE B B standardised t p 

Frame -.639 .101 -.292 -6.323 <.001 

Action  -.122 .101 -.056 -.1.207 .228 

Attitudes to Protest .280 .045 .373 6.281 <.001 

Climate Concern .447 .098 .310 4.566 <.001 

 

 

Perceived immorality  

A significant model emerged, F(15, 241)=11.973, p<.001), with the predictors explaining 39.1% of 

the variance (R2 = .427 R2
Adjusted =.391) (see table 5). The frame and action were significant individual 

predictors, with a positive relationship to perceived immorality, in that the more intense the framing, and the 

more extreme the action, the greater perception of immorality. This supports the hypotheses h1(e), h2(e). 

The political orientation also emerged as a significant predictor with a positive relationship to perceived 

immorality, suggesting that as participants political orientation increased (to more right-wing), they perceive 

the protest as more immoral. Likewise, the attitudes to protest and climate-change belief both emerged as 

significant predictors, with negative relationships, suggesting that those with more supportive general 

attitudes to protest, and those who believed in climate change more, the protest was perceived as less 

immoral; in other words, the perceived immorality decreased (by the corresponding beta values for each 

one-unit increase).  
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Table 5. The unstandardised and standardised regression coefficients for the significant predicts of 

perceived immorality 

Variable Unstandardised 

B 

SE B B standardised t p 

Frame .777 .153 .249 5.091 <.001 

Action  .585 .153 .188 3.828 <.001 

Attitudes to Protest -.296 .067 -.276 -4.390 <.001 

Political Orientation .132 .042 .202 3.145 .002 

Climate Belief -.397 .148 -.188 -2.683 .008 

 

 

Willingness to join  

A significant model emerged F(15, 241)=15.612, p<.001), with the predictors explaining 46.1% of 

the variance (R2 = .493 R2
Adjusted =.461). The analysis revealed 3 significant predictors (see table 6). The 

frame was a significant predictor, with a negative relationship, indicating that the more intense the framing 

(high intensity) the participants felt less willingness to join the protest supporting hypothesis 1(f). Again, the 

action did not yield a significant effect, suggesting that there is not enough evidence to suggest that the 

action impacts participants’ willingness to join thus hypothesis 2(f) was not supported. Attitudes to protest 

yielded a significant predictor, with a positive relationship, in that the greater attitude to protest, the more 

willing participants were to join the movement. Climate concern also emerged as a significant predictor, 

with a positive relationship implying that the greater concern for climate-change the greater participants’ 

willingness to join (an increase by the corresponding beta value for each one unit of increase).  

 

Table 6. The unstandardised and standardised coefficients of the significant predictors of Willingness to 

Join 

Variable Unstandardised 

B 

SE B B standardised t p 

Frame -.659 .152 -.199 -4.327 <.001 

Action  -.107 .153 -.032 -.700 .485 

Attitudes to Protest .538 .067 .474 8.006 <.001 
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Climate Concern .618 .147 .284 4.198 <.001 

 

Mitigation support 

A significant model emerged F(15,241)=33.222, p<.001) with the predictors explaining 65.4% of 

variance (R2 = .674, R2
Adjusted =.654). There were six significant predictors (see table 7). The action appeared 

as a significant predictor, with a negative relationship, suggesting as the action extremity increased (from 

moderate to extreme) support for mitigative measures against climate-change decreased, which support 

hypothesis 2(g). However, the frame did not yield a significant main effect, in that there is not enough 

evidence to suggest that the frame impacted participants support for mitigation, so hypothesis 1(g) was not 

supported. Attitudes to protest, climate-change concern and climate-change belief were all significant 

predictors with positive relationships, suggesting that as each one increased, the support for mitigation also 

increased by the corresponding beta values. Climate change belief and concern had significant interactions 

with the frame. The interaction between climate-change belief and the frame suggests that those who 

indicate high levels of climate change belief, there was a close to no effect of frame, in that they support 

calls for mitigative measures regardless of the frame. Whereas those who have less belief in climate-change, 

there was a subtle framing effect, in that the high-intensity frame caused less support for mitigation than the 

less-intense framing (see figure 2). Likewise, the interaction between climate change concern and frame 

reported a similar pattern, in that there was a greater framing effect for those who are less concerned with 

climate change, with the high-intensity frame reducing support for mitigation compared to the low-intensity 

frame. Whereas those who are really concerned with climate change, support for mitigation was similar 

regardless of the frame; this effect was not driven by the frame.   

Table 7. The unstandardised and standardised coefficients of the significant predictors of Mitigation 

Support. 

Variable Unstandardised 

B 

SE B B standardised t p 

Frame -.118 .138 -.032 -.856 .393 

Action  -.317 .138 -.085 -2.295 .023 
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Attitudes to Protest .300 .061 .234 4.933 <.001 

Climate Concern .993 .133 .404 7.452 <.001 

Climate Belief .692 .134 .274 5.180 <.001 

CCB*Frame -.567 .268 -.112 -2.113 .036 

CCC*Frame .551 .265 .1112 2.082 .038 

 

 
Figure 2. Line graph showing the statistically significant interaction between climate change belief and frame for the mitigation support.  

 
Figure 3. Line graph showing the statistically significant interaction between climate concern and the frame for mitigation support. As depicted 
in the graph, there is a cross-over interaction between the frame and climate change concern. Note:  there is no main effect of frame.  

 
Discussion  

Despite scientists supporting claims that climate change is our impending doom, the media has consistently 

downplayed the severity of its impact via marginalisation of climate change mitigation groups such as XR. 
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The present study sought to advance our knowledge of how the media may contribute to public disapproval 

of social movements, as evidenced by the protest paradigm, by being one of the first to consider the framing 

as well as the protestors actions on attitudes to support for climate change mitigation. The present study 

found that high-intensity framing has an inimical impact on support for the action, the protestors, the cause, 

social identification, willingness to join and ratings of immorality which mostly supported our first 

hypothesis. However, the present study did not observe a main effect of frame on support for mitigation, 

suggesting that the frame may not influence attitudes towards mitigation support. However, the current 

paper discusses this result in reference to the methodological limitations of the current study below. 

Additionally, the magnitude of the framing effect appeared to vary as a function of the action for the one 

measure of support for the action, demonstrating the symbiotic relationship between the frame and action for 

measures of support for the action. The hypothesis that the extreme action will reduce support for the protest 

was partially supported also, replicating the findings of previous research. The measures where the action 

effect did not occur pointed to a dissociation between attitudes to support for the protestors and support for 

the cause. This was the second research question proposed and will be discussed further in the following 

discussion. Participants’ pre-existing attitudes also played a role in predicting support outcomes for climate 

change mitigation, with pre-existing attitudes to protests in general appearing particularly important. These 

results will be discussed below in more depth and will point to their significance in the context of social 

movements and specifically climate change mitigation.  

 

Framing discussed  

The hypothesis that a high-intensity frame, characterised by a strict adherence to the protest paradigm, will 

lead to a reduction in attitudes to support was supported on the most part. The frame appeared as a 

significant predictor in almost all the measures, except mitigation support, suggesting that there was almost 

a uniform aversion to high-intensity frames. Namely, the current study found that the more intense frames 

statistically significantly reduced support for the action, the protesters, the cause, led to an increase in 

perceived immorality, less willingness to join, and less social-identification compared to the low-intensity 

frames. This finding aligns with the claims stated in previous literature which further demonstrates the 

robustness of the framing effect in driving opinion formation (see Mcleod & Detenber 1998; Kilgo & 
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Moraou, 2021; McCafferey & Keys, 2000; Haider-Markel & Joslyn, 2001; Spence and Pidgeon, 2010; 

Brewer, 2003; Sniderman & Theriault, 2018. Situated within this context, the present study supports the 

claim that framing is an important tool that may be utilised to garner protest support via influencing the way 

individuals should think of a particular issue, and the current study suggests that this framing effect exists on 

the most part in the context of support for the climate-change activists, XR (see also Moser, 2010; Nisbet, 

2009; Feinberg & Willer, 2011; Davis, 1995; De Vries et al., 2015; Cho & sands, 2011). 

 

 Additionally, the magnitude of the framing effect appeared to vary as a function of the action 

extremity for the ‘support for action’ measure indicated by the statistically significant interaction between 

the frame and the action. This was the only measure where an interaction between the frame and action 

occurred. This finding demonstrated that regardless of the action, if a high intensity frame was applied to the 

news coverage, participants support for the action remained similarly low. Whereas, when a low-intensity 

framing was applied, there was a greater action effect, in that the moderate protest action garnered 

significantly more support than the extreme protest for the action. This suggests that whilst protestors need 

to be aware of the framing they may be subjected to, careful consideration of the action they take is 

warranted as this may further determine attitudes to support, specifically support for the action. If protesters 

opt with using extreme actions, they are less likely to gain support regardless of the framing applied to their 

coverage. Whereas if they opt with more moderate protest tactics, there is the possibility of garnering 

support for the action given that they are in an environment whereby the framing applied to their coverage is 

not too hostile or less intense. This further feeds into the logic provided by the framing literature, that frames 

such as the protest-paradigm can work to delegitimise protests and lead to a reduction in support (see 

Mcleod & Hertog 1992; Wasow, 2020; Boykoff, 2006; Nelson & Wiley, 2001). Whilst providing a nuance 

to this well-established literature by suggesting that the action may interact with framing effects, which 

previous research had not considered explicitly in their experimental design. Although this interaction was 

only present in the single measure of ‘support for action’, thus suggesting a small impact on overall support, 

this finding implies the importance of considering the action in cohesion with the frame on outcomes of 

support for the protest action. In the wider context of achieving climate-change mitigation this interaction is 

interesting. If protestors can accrue support for their action, which according to our study is by obtaining 
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low intensity framing in the media coverage and by adopting moderate actions, they will be met with less 

opposition, even if the public do not necessarily support the social movement per se. Moreover, the activists 

will be able to engage in similar (moderate) actions freely with the knowledge that their actions will not be 

opposed or influence attitudes against support for the protestors action. Eventually, this may lead to the 

government seriously considering the claims of the activists because they are not acting in ways which 

reduce support for their action, which is one possibility this interaction effect implies. However, there is the 

trade-off that moderate actions will not receive the press coverage required to pressure governments into 

acting (Wasow, 2020; Feinberg, 2017; 2020) pointing to an activist’s dilemma (see ‘practical implications’). 

Thus, activists should consider the action they take carefully (Wasow, 2020) (see next chapter). 

 However, the present study did not observe a main effect of frame for the ‘mitigation support’ item. 

This implies that there was no difference between the two groups in their attitudes for mitigation support 

based on the framing of the article they were assigned to, thus it does not support our prediction (h1g). This 

result may suggest that protestors may not need to be concerned about the way they are perceived in the 

media, because it does not impact attitudes towards climate change mitigation which is ultimately the goal 

of XR- to achieve governmental mitigation for matters pertaining to climate change. However, given the 

robust literature supporting framing effects on attitudes to support, alongside the findings of the current 

study which demonstrate a main effect of frame on the most part, one may be suspicious of accepting this 

conclusion. Specifically, the current study tested a lot of dependant variables, and a lot of p-values, which 

makes the present study susceptible to the problems associated with ‘multiple testing’ (discussed in the 

limitations section). Likewise, the ‘mitigation support’ criterion observed two significant interactions with 

the frame, although there is no main effect of frame (discussed more in the ‘pre-existing attitudes’ section). 

This further implies that methodological errors may account for this finding, thus further research is required 

to test whether these results are replicable (i.e., is there no overall main effect of frame, but a cross-over 

interaction between the frame and climate change concern and belief) or if it is in fact that the current study 

was laden with errors in relation to the amount of dependant variables and p-values being tested. It may be 

that there was a main effect of the frame for mitigation support, but our study lacked the power to 

demonstrate this (type 1 error), an issue which should be addressed in future research.  
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 Taken together, the findings relating to the framing as well as the interaction with the action suggest 

that the voices in the media are indeed powerful gatekeepers. Given that less intense framings lead to an 

increase in support relative to more intense framings, protestors will benefit more from obtaining less 

intense media coverage, perhaps by seeking media attention through less intense tactics. However, provided 

the knowledge from the protest-paradigm it is unlikely that the coverage of protests will receive anything 

less than high-intensity coverage (see; Olien, et al., 1989; Lee, 2014; Carragee & Roefs, 2004; Gitlin, 2003). 

In the case that it might, journalists will still tend to emphasise an element of violence or implied violence 

(Boyle et al., 2004), which in turn leads to perceptions of immorality and classification of the protestors as 

deviants, thus reducing overall support due to the framing. These results imply an activist’s dilemma 

(discussed in the practical implications section), and it would be interesting for future research to examine 

how long-lasting framing effects may be to fully grasp how they may manifest in influencing attitudes of 

support. In sum, if protests can secure legitimising coverage (less-intense frame) this can reduce negative 

attitudes regarding the protest and perhaps increase support.  

 

 

Action discussed  

The present study’s findings also reported that the action taken by protestors was a significant 

predictor of support for a protest, in that the extreme protest action reduced support for the action, the 

protestors, mitigation, and increased perceptions of immorality. This finding is in line with the social-

movement literature which has highlighted the public’s preference for moderate protest, defined by non-

violence, over extreme protests (Feinberg et al., 2020; Stephan & Chenoweth, 2008; Thomas & Louis, 2014; 

Wasow, 2017, 2020). Specifically, our results successfully replicated that of Feinberg et al’s., (2020) on the 

most part, which demonstrated that extreme protest actions reduced support for a range of social 

movements. The model proposed in Feinberg et al., (2020) emphasised the role of immorality as a precursor 

of support and the present study replicated this same effect of action on the immorality measure suggesting 

that the extreme action impacts responses to the protest in a similar way. Furthermore, situated in the context 

of climate change mitigation, the tactics taken by protestors should be carefully considered as they have an 

appreciable impact on support for the social movement overall. The implication of the present study’s 
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findings suggests that moderate protests are a more effective protest tactic in garnering support for the 

protest, as well as the activists, since these actions are deemed less immoral, thus they are supported more 

(see Feinberg et al., 2020; Haines, 2013; Stuart et al., 2018). Thus, for climate change protestors such as XR, 

raising awareness about a cause via extreme tactics which are characterised by disruption, violence, and 

harm leads to risk the movement’s ability to win public sympathy and support.  

 

Conversely, the action did not appear as a significant predictor in all the items measuring support. 

Namely, the ‘support for cause’ measure, ‘social identification’ with protesters, and ‘willingness to join’ 

were the items where the participants’ ratings of support were not influenced by the action taken by the 

protestors. This finding deviates from the findings of Feinberg et al., (2020) outlined above which suggested 

a uniform effect of action. This speaks to the research question proposed in the present study: whether 

support for the protestors is intrinsically linked to support for the cause. The lack of an action extremity 

effect for the ‘support for cause’ item suggests some evidence that this may not be the case. In that, 

participants’ attitudes towards the cause are not determined by the action taken by the protestors, which 

aligns with the logic provided by protesters who engage in extreme protest tactics. For instance, protesters 

often argue that they do not care if the actions they take are supported or not (see Ditto & Koleva, 2011; 

Feinberg & Willer, 2017) or whether the public view them as immoral, so long as they can understand the 

logic for the action and essentially support the cause. According to the present study findings this seems to 

be the case, since attitudes towards the cause was not influenced by the action whilst attitudes to support for 

the protestors was. This suggests that whilst the public may not support the protestors who engage in 

extreme tactics, this will not necessarily tarnish support for the overarching cause that they stand for. 

Moreover, this implies that perhaps support for the cause may be more complex than previously stated in 

models such as Feinberg et al., (2020). Additionally, it is worth noting that the ‘mitigation support’ item was 

used as an additional ‘support for cause’ measure, so one would expect them to be predicted similarly by the 

frame and action. Yet, the pattern of results suggests an inverse effect, with the ‘mitigation support’ measure 

accruing an action effect, but not a frame effect, whilst ‘support for cause’ accrued a framing effect, but not 
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an action effect. Furthermore, suggesting these effects are perhaps independent of each other and are 

measuring something different, and future research is encouraged to attempt to replicate these findings.  

Until then, we steer clear from such conclusions as there are a few possibilities, other than the 

multiple-testing problem, which may explain these non-significant findings. Firstly, the framing articles 

either made explicit mention of the phrase ‘support for cause’ (“…wasn’t helpful for their cause”, “ruins the 

importance of the climate message”, “…difficult for public to emphasise with their cause”), or the articles 

implied how the protestors’ actions affect attitudes towards the cause. Thus, when participants were 

indicating their support for the cause, they were able to draw inferences from the article more readily and 

use this when indicating their own support; in other words, the wording of the frame which focused on how 

the action taken by protestors impacted the general public’s attitudes and opinions towards the cause may 

have made these opinions adopted in the article more accessible to the participants. Hence the frame 

impacted results on this measure. Conversely, the stimuli articles did not explicitly mention ‘mitigation 

support’ or any of the actions required for mitigation outlined in the questionnaire. Thus, it is conceivable 

that participants relied on their own knowledge when answering this question, and the framing article was 

‘out of sight out of mind’ in layman terms. This argument fits into the logic provided by the value-

expectancy model, because it suggests the possibility that the framed article (frame in communication) made 

attitudes towards the cause more salient in participants’ minds (frame in thought), thus the frame appeared to 

significantly effect responses to the item ‘Support for cause’ but not ‘mitigation support’. This is one 

possibility for this inverse effect, and the reason why the frame was not a significant predictor for the item 

‘mitigation support’ (but it was for ‘support for cause’), but the action was. Additionally, the stimuli in the 

present experiment were less intense than the stimuli Feinberg et al., (2020) used5, which may have further 

 
5 We compared the extremity of the current study’s stimuli to the stimuli in study 6 of Feinberg et al., 2020 paper (N=48). The 
action of the current study’s stimuli (see footnote 2) and the action of Feinberg’s study 6 stimuli were described in a few short 
sentences. Participants rated (on a 5point scale; 1= not at all, 5= very much) the descriptions on measures of harmfulness, 
disruptiveness, extremity, and violence. The current study’s stimuli was compared to Feinberg’s by a factorial 2x2 design, which 
indicated that whilst the current study’s moderate action was rated similarly low on the above ratings, Feinberg’s extreme 
action was rated as more extreme (M=3.60 vs M=2.65), violent (M=3.23 vs M=1.73) marginally more disruptive (M=4.42 vs 
M=4.04) and harmful (M=3.50 vs M=2.48) than our stimuli, and these differences was statistically significant. Note: the mean 
presented first is relating to Feinberg’s study 6 stimuli, and the mean presented after is for the stimuli in the current study so 
that it follows this format (Feinberg’s stimuli mean vs the current study stimuli mean). 
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contributed to the effects, or lack thereof for measures where the action did not obtain a main effect (see 

practical implications).  

 

 Future research should test this claim by having a highly controlled experiment, where the articles 

match word-for-word, and the phrase ‘support for cause’ is replaced by ‘mitigation support’. This would 

allow researchers to examine whether a similar framing effect occurs for mitigation support as it did for 

support for cause in the current experiment, in which one can conclude whether it is indeed the wording of 

the framed articles that drives this effect, which may point to limitations regarding the experimental control 

in the current study. However, it is worth noting that with any framing study there is the potential trade-off 

between ecological validity and experimental control. Given that the present research questions were more 

concerned with identifying the effect of framing in news articles on attitudes to support and applying it to 

real-life, the current study opted for ecological validity, hence why the narratives in the stories were similar 

but not entirely matched. This preference for ecological validity meant that the present study was lacking in 

experimental control via the stimuli, and this may explain why some items were lacking a main effect of 

frame and or action. The benefits of this approach outweighed the limitations in the context of the present 

study aims, thus increasing the present study’s validity, however future research is encouraged to 

experiment with a more experimental approach as mentioned above.  

Despite the lack of the action extremity effect on some measures of support, the influence of the 

action should not be dismissed as the present study managed to replicate findings of previous literature for 

the most part. Additionally, looking closely at Feinberg et al’s., (2020) findings for study 1 (see their table 

1), the extremity effect does not appear for some of the items also, suggesting the effect is not necessarily 

monotonic. In this context, the present study findings are not concerning, and we conclude that extreme 

tactics will tarnish support for a movement.  

 

Pre-existing attitudes  

The influence of pre-existing attitudes on attitudes to support for the protest and climate mitigation 

was proposed as an exploratory research question. There were several variables that appeared as significant 
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predictors of support (see results), however this discussion will focus on the variables that moderated the 

influence of action and frame, and the predictor ‘attitudes to protest’ which appeared particularly important. 

 

 The general trend of data where the pre-existing attitudes did display a statistically significant effect 

demonstrated that as participants concern and belief in climate change increased, as well as their support for 

attitudes to protests in general, then participants were more supportive of the protest on the corresponding 

measures of support. Whereas, for political orientation, those who identified more with the right-wing 

ideologies tend to support the protest less on the various measures of support. These findings are in line with 

past research which has demonstrated the importance of how increasing knowledge about a cause 

(O’Connor  et al., 2002; Broomell et al., 2015; Akerlof & Maibach, 2011; Kellstedt et al., 2008; Heath and 

Gifford 2006), positive attitudes to protests in general (Kilgo & Mouraou 2021; Peacock & Biernat, 2021), 

and how individuals who are more politically oriented to the left (Lau & Heldman, 2009; Gutting, 2019; 

Lecheler & de Vreese, 2012; Feinberg et al., 2020; Kilgo & Mourao., 2021; Hamilton, 2011; Krosnick et al., 

2000; O’Connor et al., 2002) will lead to an increase in support for a protest.   

A few items obtained a significant interaction effect, for example the support for cause measure was 

impacted by two significant two-way interactions between the action and political orientation, and the action 

and attitudes to protest. These findings strengthened the arguments adopted in the literature, that participants 

who identify more on the ‘right’ are less supportive of extreme actions, thus they support the cause of 

protestors who act in extreme ways less (see Shultziner & Stukalin 2021; Feinberg et al., 2020; Lecheler & 

de Vreese, 2012). Likewise, for those who are more supportive of protests in general the action does not 

matter too much, as the participants will support the protest’s cause regardless, which is the findings 

indicated in the current experiment for the ‘support for cause’ measure.   

 

Additionally, the mitigation support item accrued two interesting interactions between the frame and 

climate change concern and climate change belief. Both interactions indicated that as climate change 

concern and belief increased the framing effect decreased, with both high and low intensity frames having 

little to no impact on support for mitigation. This implies that as participants knowledge on climate change 
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increases, the framing effect is minimised which is a claim supported in past literature (Druckman & 

Nelson, 2003; Shan et al., 2020; Druckman, 2009; Brewer 2003). This is useful for protestors to be aware of, 

specifically climate change mitigation protestors, as it suggests that mitigation agendas and protest tactics 

will be supported by those who have substantial knowledge of climate change regardless of how it is 

portrayed in the media. Thus, activists should aim to raise awareness of their cause and communicate their 

motivations in every protest opportunity, as this may lead to more awareness and therefore support because 

it is those who are not aware or concerned of the issues climate change presents that social movements 

concerning climate change need the support of, thus focusing on convincing these members of the public is 

worthwhile. With recent technological advances this has become possible, with social media allowing 

protest groups to communicate their message and raise awareness of their cause on a larger platform prior to 

the protest. This also has the added advantage of the activists controlling the framing and can be an effective 

tool for garnering protest support, and ultimately support for climate mitigation. Alternatively, it is 

appropriate to assume that those who are highly knowledgeable of issues relating to the climate are typically 

members or supporters of climate change mitigation protests. Given that the present study suggests that 

these individuals are supposedly not influenced by the frame in matters relating to mitigation support could 

imply that activists do not perceive an ‘activist’s dilemma’. This is because these activists and supporters of 

climate change mitigation view their cause with upmost importance, that the framing assigned to it does not 

influence their support for mitigation. Thus, these activists may expect members of the public to respond in 

the same way, and support mitigation (known as the false consensus effect; Mullen et al., 1985), dismissing 

the fact that the public may not be as concerned or knowledgeable on issues relating to the climate. This is 

one such possibility that the interaction between the frame and climate change concern and belief presents, 

and this presents serious implications for activists described in the next chapter (practical implications).  

 

However, pre-existing attitudes did not appear to impact attitudes to support uniformly since items 

such as political orientation only impacted results for a few items, suggesting a small impact of political 

partisanship, whilst items such as attitudes to protests in general had a larger impact appearing in all the 

measures of support. The findings illustrated that as participants’ general attitudes to protest increased, their 
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support for the protest in all measures increased, and their ratings of perceived immorality decreased. This 

finding fits with past research that has claimed the importance of pre-existing attitudes to protests in general 

as a precursor for protest support (Kilgo & Mourao, 2021; Peacock & Biernat, 2021). This has important 

implications for protest support, and more specifically climate change mitigation. Firstly, it demonstrates 

that individuals who are generally more supportive of protests, perhaps because they deem them vital to a 

modern democracy, are more inclined to support calls for mitigation regardless of the frame or action of 

protestors and regardless of their knowledge of climate change. This effect also appeared to reduce 

perceptions of immorality, which Feinberg has highlighted leads to a reduction in support. Thus, 

understanding what leads to support for protests in general provides an important implication for protestors, 

because whilst it is unlikely that protestors can directly increase general attitudes to protest via a single act 

of protest, by understanding the aspects that may contribute to individuals overall support for protests in 

general may pave way for understanding which tactics are in fact more effective in garnering support. 

Scholars have highlighted the influence of political orientation on general support for protests (Gutting, 

2019), suggesting that liberal individuals support protests more and that such attitudes to protests in general 

may be influenced by other pre-existing attitudes such as political orientation. Thus, future studies could 

examine other moderators not considered in the current experiment, such as emotion which past research has 

highlighted as particularly relevant in driving support for a protest and willingness to act (Iyer et al., 2007), 

to provide a more inclusive view of how individuals’ responses to protests could be driven by their pre-

existing attitudes, which will contribute to our knowledge of collective action mobilisation, and what may 

inhibit it.  

 

These findings point to the need to consider relevant, existing attitudes in future studies and suggest 

that effects of the protest paradigm might indeed be exacerbated or mitigated by such attitudes; Afterall, 

humans are not a blank canvas, but active agents in their learning and decision making (Neuman et al., 

1992). 
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Practical implications  

 

Overcoming the Activist’s Dilemma and Media Framing Effects  

Combining the present findings against the backdrop of the protest-paradigm literature, the present study 

suggests evidence of an activist’s dilemma. The protest-paradigm literature has evidenced that journalistic 

reporting patterns are systemically in favour of reporting protests that adopt extreme tactics (Almeida and 

Lichbach 2003; Arpan et al., 2006; Gitlin 2003; Shoemaker,1984). Indeed, it is these actions that allow 

protests to gain widespread coverage (Amenta et al., 2017; Earl et al., 2004; Feinberg 2017, 2020) which is 

essential to pressuring institutions to enact change. However, as demonstrated by the present study and 

multiple studies within the social-movements literature, these ‘extreme’ actions are also supported less than 

more ‘moderate’ alternatives (Feinberg et al., 2020; Haines 2013; Chenoweth & Schock, 2015; Stephan & 

Chenoweth, 2008; RezaeeDaryakenari, B. 2021; Wasow, 2016; Dunlop et al., 2021). Thus, whilst the 

extreme action may increase the coverage of a protest, it risks the potential delegitimization of the protest 

via framing methods which reduce support for the protest overall (McCurdy 2012; Smith et al., 2001). 

Furthermore, the implication is that protestors will need to overcome this dilemma to obtain success for their 

movement, and careful consideration of the action appears to offer a potential solution.  

 Given the claim that extreme protest tactics are effective in ensuring widespread coverage, protestors 

would benefit from adopting a combination of extreme and moderate protest tactics. For instance, adopting 

extreme protest tactics at the early stages of the protest and then opting with more moderate tactics 

thereafter. The benefit of an extreme action early on is that it provides the mainstream coverage required to 

raise awareness about an issue, and keeps the public interested in the social movement even when the protest 

adopts more moderate tactics – which will typically not garner the press’ attention (Hayward, 2020; Kilgo et 

al., 2019). Likewise, this shift to moderate tactics may portray the protestors as compliant individuals, and 

according to the present findings and the protest paradigm literature, this reduces the risk of 

delegitimization, thus it may increase overall support for the protest in the long run. This tactic is supported 

in the literature, as some scholars have suggested that as the “dust settles” from the extreme protest tactics, 

people become more invested in the cause (Hayward et a., 2020; Mourao et al, 2021). This implies that if 

protest groups such as XR reduce extreme actions to a minimum - by only using it at the early stages of the 
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protest - they may benefit in the long-term. The success of such a tactic can be seen in some of XRs tactics, 

with their disruption to the underground in October 2019 which caused widespread coverage because of the 

mass disruptions to members of the public during the busy rush-hour, compared with the more moderate 

tactics such as the peaceful vigil outside the mini shard which not only gained coverage in the press, but 

gained support from both members of parliament and the public in the press. This further suggests that 

protestors can shape what “extremity” means thus the “moderate” protest tactics may be considered 

subjectively; so long as the actions that follow are less intense than the initial extreme action, it may be 

sufficient for protestors to gain the sympathy and support they require which may lead to less opposition in 

the future.   

 
 Similarly, overcoming the framing effect is a vital next step for activists to secure movement 

support. Borrowing from the logic provided by the current findings, whereby the framing effect appeared to 

interact with knowledge and belief of climate change for measures of mitigation support, one may propose 

that the more knowledge one accrues about a cause may minimise the framing effect on related issues. 

Extrapolating this knowledge to framing more generally may provide a gateway to overcoming framing 

effects. For instance, if the public were made aware of the concept of ‘framing’, perhaps this may reduce the 

public’s susceptibility to framing. This is promising next step since the application of framing on news 

coverage will remain; framing is everywhere and ingrained into journalistic news patterns. However, 

susceptibility to framing effects may fade as the public grow more knowledgeable of framing effects. This 

can be achieved by borrowing from approaches used in the ‘misinformation’ literature not previously 

considered in the current study, such as ‘pre-bunking’, which has its foundations in the inoculation theory 

(McGuire, 1964). Put simply, the inoculation theory rests on the idea of making individuals ‘immune’ to 

misinformation by forewarning them that they may be misinformed (Lewandowsky & Van Der Linden 

2021). Thus, when individuals are confronted with ‘fake-news’, or in the case of the present study, 

‘framing’, they are able to debunk the misinformation before it occurs – a term coined ’pre-bunking’. This 

line of literature has demonstrated that if people are warned of misinformation use, the impact of 

misinformation is reduced (See Lewandowsky & Van Der Linder, 2021). Thus, applying this logic to 

framing may point to a possible way to overcome the negative impacts framing may have. However, the 
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current study acknowledges that negative framing and extreme actions may not always lead to less support, 

likewise the less intense framing may not always lead to greater support. This is certainly implied in the 

present study’s findings by the lack of the framing and action effect on various measures; the effects were 

not uniform. Nevertheless, if the public were made aware of framing, and they were exposed to negative 

framing of climate change protestors, whilst it may not directly lead them to support climate mitigation, it 

may urge them to engage with researching the issue more, rather than simply adopting the argument 

provided in mass media. In turn, this may expand knowledge regarding the issue and keep the public more 

informed which may lead to less opposition down the line.  

 

What constitutes an ‘extreme’ action?  

A further consideration the current study highlights is the question ‘what does it mean for an action to be 

extreme?’. In Feinberg et al’s., (2020) experiment there was no explicit definition of what equates an 

‘extreme’ action. Instead, attributes that were associated with extreme actions were listed, thus the 

discrepancies in their results and the current study’s may be a result of this lack of precision on what is 

meant by an ‘extreme’ action. In a pilot study (n=48) conducted prior to the administration of the current 

study to participants, which compared the current stimuli actions against Feinberg et al’s., (2020) (study 6) 

on measures of harmfulness, disruption, violence, and extremity. The results indicated that the stimuli were 

somewhat similar on measures of disruption, however, the current study’s stimuli were rated less violent, 

harmful, and overall, less extreme than the stimuli used in Feinberg’s study 6. Thus, the current study’s 

manipulation between extreme and moderate was not as big as Feinberg’s, which suggests that the lack of 

the action effect may have been a result of the action in the present study not being ‘extreme’ in Feinberg et 

al’s., way of thinking about it- which emphasised violence, or implied violence.  

  

Thinking about what constitutes extremity in a wider context, Feinberg’s model is particularly 

useful. They emphasise ‘immorality’, in that the public perceive the actors of extreme actions as less 

immoral, which reduces support for the protest overall. This has real-life applications, with recent examples 

concerning protestor group ‘insulate Britain’ who recently blockaded the M25. Coverage of this protest 

emphasised the immorality of the protestors, by headlining the supposed death of a mother who was unable 
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to reach the emergency services in time with her son by her side and other similar headlines. This blockade 

caused controversy, with the consensus disfavouring these specific protestor’s actions. Yet, when XR did a 

similar blockade targeting private jet owners they did not meet such hostility from the public. The apparent 

distinction between both protest tactics was that one concerned innocent by-standers being harmed, whereas 

the other targeted those who have an appreciable impact on climate change (private-jet owners). Perhaps this 

suggests that the conceptualisation of extremity may not lie within disruption, but rather, who is harmed. 

This links to the current study, whereby the stimuli contained high disruption but no mention of harm; the 

articles implied that some people could not get their paper, and some newsagents did not make money, but 

there was no explicit harm to any members of the public. This suggests that perhaps extremity may be 

conceptualised as an action that is ‘harmful’ as opposed to disruptive6, and depending on who is being 

harmed there will be different outcomes of support for these actions. Future research should aim to examine 

this fine line between violence and non-violence, by testing out what may contribute to ‘extremity’ and a 

qualitative study may be able to capture this complex concept best.  

 Similarly, what is defined as extreme generally relies on the context in which the action occurs 

(Haines, 2013; Rai & Fiske, 2012). This explains why similar actions could obtain different reactions from 

the public. Activists may manipulate their actions in line with their oppressors, to be deemed less ‘extreme’ 

and therefore less immoral. For instance, activists may use actions which highlight the immorality and 

hypocrisy of their oppressors. For example, XR activists sprayed ‘fake blood’ over the treasury as a 

statement of the blood that has and will be spilled by not taking climate mitigative action immediately. 

Actions like this may serve to remind the public of the seriousness of the cause that the activists are 

protesting for, and these actions may not be met with as unfavourable perceptions than if protestors were to 

act unprovoked (McLeod, 2007; Thomas & Louis, 2014). Conversely, these sorts of actions may not 

necessarily accrue a desirable outcome either, however the point stands that by carefully considering the sort 

of action one will undertake as part of a protest, as well as who this action will target, could cause less 

 
6 This was further confirmed by a regression of the data provided in our pilot study which illustrated that harmfulness and 
violence explained 82% of the variance of ‘extremity’, with the addition of disruption only increasing it to 85%. Thus, 
understanding the role harmfulness plays in determining the extremity of a protest action is promising; it aids our understanding 
of how collective action may be mobilised.  
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marginalisation of the protest in the media and this possibility is implied in some past research (see Wasow, 

2020). The current study urges future research to examine this question regarding of what it truly means to 

act in an ‘extreme’ way, as this can provide insight into which actions are extreme enough to garner the 

attention of the press, but not extreme enough to reduce support, and the focus on who is being harmed by 

the protestors tactics provides a promising start. 

Limitations  

 
Certain limitations of this study, alongside any aforementioned considerations, should be addressed 

in future research. For example, the sample consisted strictly of UK residents, because the protests in 

question were concerning actions that have taken place in the UK. Thus, the results reflected the responses 

of participants who live in western cultures whereby non-violent protest, and democracy is the norm. It will 

be interesting for future research to see how support for protest actions may differ in cultures whereby a 

functioning democracy does not exist, since some recent research has indicated such cultural differences in 

news coverage of protest (see Harlow et al., 2020). This would contribute to questions such as whether 

negative moral judgements of harmful behaviour are robust across cultures. 

Similarly, the experimental design did not include a control group. This could provide some benefits 

to future research as it would have served as a baseline of attitudes to XR, whereby participants in this 

control group would not be exposed to either experimental framing condition and instead be assigned an 

article unrelated to XR and climate mitigation, whilst answering the same questionnaire. This would aid our 

understanding of the magnitude of the framing effect, and how attitudes to protests are in fact impacted by 

the framing and action, as direct comparisons can be drawn between the results of the participants in the 

experimental control and the control group. Thus, it may be a considerable direction for future research to 

involve control groups provided they contribute to understanding how framing effects may impact outcomes 

of support  

Finally, the current study was susceptible to the issue of ‘multiple testing’. Essentially, with the p-

value alpha arbitrarily set to .05 (95% confidence interval) psychological studies provide a 5% chance that 

the observed difference between values may have occurred by chance or ‘fluke’ (i.e., a false-positive or a 

type II error). This also means that in cases where the null hypothesis is true, by chance or ‘fluke’ one may 
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observe a statistically significant difference between two values (i.e., a false-negative or type 1 error). Given 

that the current study ran seven multiple regressions, with 15 predictors, there were over 100 p-values being 

tested, which is too big for the current study’s relatively small sample size. Furthermore, there is the 

possibility that the results displayed in the current study were impacted by the issue of multiple testing. This 

may explain the interaction effect of the frame with climate change concern and belief for the mitigation 

support measure, even in the absence of a main effect of frame. This limitation should be treated with 

serious caution because the claims of the current study aim to offer practical advice to protestors where the 

stakes are high (the are risking physical liberty) and pairing the findings with the methodological limitations 

present in the current study suggests that further research is required. Future research should account for the 

issue of multiple testing, perhaps by reducing the amount of criterion variables being measured, and by 

using a stricter significance threshold, in which advice offered to activists can have a more informed 

judgement.  

 

Conclusion  

The current research brings a nuance to the framing literature which has neglected the role of the action and 

the voice of the activists in garnering support via their tactics. Overall, the current study provides a 

commentary on how protestors can best push their agenda through to the public, by identifying aspects of a 

protest that may inhibit collective action mobilisation. The present research substantiates concerns about the 

key challenge protestors face- the activist’s dilemma. Thus, distinguishing between which action is extreme 

enough to get you into the press, but not risk marginalisation is crucial for a movement’s success, and the 

present study suggests that focusing on who the action is targeting is promising start. Although we do not 

provide an extensive list of pre-existing attitudes that may impact attitudes to support for climate change 

mitigation, we call for the need to develop climate change communication strategies to raise awareness and 

knowledge about the importance of climate mitigation as this will help overcome issues presented to protests 

such as the activist’s dilemma. The current study contributes to the growing evidence of the protest-

paradigm and the multi-faceted nature of support for a given protest.  
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Appendices:  

 

 

Appendix A 

Attention checks 

 
Correct attention-check for the ‘Moderate Action-Low Intensity’ article:  

“XR held a peaceful vigil to mourn the impact of climate and ecological breakdown. They lit candles, sang 

songs, and extended an invitation to Rupert Murdoch to declare a climate emergency.” 

 

Correct attention-check for the ‘Extreme Action- Low Intensity’ article: 

“XR's blockade of a printing press was motivated by the medias failure to report on the climate emergency; 

activists claimed the media ‘actively sow seeds of climate denial’.” 

 

Correct attention-check for the ‘Moderate Action-High Intensity’ article:  

“XR held a vigil at Rupert Murdoch’s business headquarters, requiring a huge police presence to attend the 

scene. Passers-by said, ‘these disruptions make it difficult for the public to empathise with their [XR's] 

cause.’” 

 

Correct attention-check for the ‘Extreme Action- High Intensity’ article:  

“XR's blockade of a printing press required a huge police presence to deal with the protestors and disrupted 

the distribution of major national newspapers.” 

 

Incorrect attention-checks regardless of which article variation participants read: 

 

“Reflecting on XR’s blockade, Priti Patel vowed to ‘not allow that kind of anarchy on our streets’.” 

 

“XR's blockade of the printing press was revenge for a series of negative articles about XR.” 
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Appendix B 

Information sheet 

 

“Before you decide to take part in this study, it is important for you to understand why the 

research is being done and what it would involve. Please take time to read the following 

information carefully and decide whether or not you wish to take part in this study. Ask us 

if there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information. Take time to 

decide whether or not you wish to take part. 

 

Background: In this study we aim to learn about the general public’s opinion regarding some 

current issues. The experiment will examine this via a series of questions and will require a 

response to a very short article. We would like to remind you that in most psychology 

experiments, in order to preserve the scientific validity of research questions, it is not ideal 

to disclose all the factors and issues under study. This is because extensive prior knowledge 

of all the research questions may influence the way you think, behave and react during the 

experimental session. But, upon your completion of the study, we will inform you in more 

detail about the hypotheses we are testing, using a dedicated debriefing sheet. You will then 

also be able to ask any further questions you might have about this study. Our results may 

eventually be discussed and published in scientific journals and/or meetings. The study is 

conducted under the supervision of Dr. Colin Davis, in the School of Psychological Science, 

University of Bristol, as part of my Master’s research degree.  

  

Procedure: Participation in the study is entirely voluntary. It is up to you to decide whether 

or not to do this. If you decide to take part, you are still free to withdraw from the study at 

any time.  If you decide not to take part, or to withdraw, you do not have to give a reason, 

nobody would be upset. If you agree to participate in this study, you will be presented with 

a series of questions about your opinions regarding different issues. You will then be 

presented with a short text outlining a protest action. Following this article, you will be 

invited to complete a brief questionnaire. This questionnaire will ask about your opinions 

regarding the article, as well as your own social experiences and attitudes as well as your 

demographic background (e.g., gender, age etc.).   

  

What are the possible disadvantages and risks involved in taking part in the project? 

We foresee no risks in taking part.  

  

Your data: Your involvement in the study will remain confidential. This information will 

only be available to research staff and national bodies which monitor whether research 

studies are conducted properly. Your actual study data will be anonymised. This means that 

it will be given an identification number and any identifying information about you will be 

removed. Therefore, it will not be possible to identify you by name from any aspect of 

documentation or reporting for this research study. At the end of the study your data will 

become “open data”. This means that it will be stored in an online database so that it is 

publicly available. 
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What is open data? Open data means that data are made available, free of charge, to anyone 

interested in the research, or who wishes to conduct their own analysis of the data. We will 

therefore have no control over how these data are used. However, all data will be 

anonymised before it is made available and therefore there will be no way to identify you 

from the research data. 

  

Why open data? Sharing research data and findings is considered best scientific practice and 

is a requirement of many funding bodies and scientific journals. As a large proportion of 

research is publicly funded, the outcomes of the research should be made publicly available. 

Sharing data helps to maximise the impact of investment through wider use, and encourages 

new avenues of research. 

 

Your data will be used for no other purpose than to promote scientific knowledge through 

research.  

If you have any questions at any time about this study, please do not hesitate to contact 

Dogan Ozcelik via email (do17814@bristol.ac.uk).  

If participants have any concerns related to your participation in this study, please direct 

them to the Faculty of Life Science and Sciences Research Ethics Committee, via the 

Research Governance Team, research-governance@bristol.ac.uk 
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Appendix C 

Debrief form 

 

“Thank you for your participation in the experiment.  

 

This experiment is about how media coverage of a protest influences attitudes towards the 

protestors, the actions they have taken, and the overarching cause that the protest stands 

for? There is a long and ongoing debate over what influence (if any) social movements are 

able to exert on government policy. Social movements can capture public attention by 

engaging in demonstrations and street protest (Wasow, 2020). However, they cannot control 

how these actions are shaped into a narrative by the media; what activists do determine how 

they are framed in the media.  

 

We aim to examine the influence of media framing of an action (either an extreme action or 

a moderate action conducted by Extinction Rebellion [XR]). The study asks the following 

questions:  

  

A) Does the magnitude of the media framing effect vary according to the extremity of the 

action?  

B) Do attitudes towards the action and the activists dissociate from attitudes toward the 

issue? 

C) How are the responses to the framing article mediated by factors such as climate 

concern/belief, political ideology and general attitudes to protest (pre-existing attitudes)? 

 

The article you read was modelled on a real article, but was modified by us. The action you 

read about (either a blockade of a printing works or a vigil outside News Corps 

headquarters) was a real action that took place in 2020. 

 

Further Reading 

  

Feinberg, M., Willer, R., & Kovacheff, C. (2020). The activist’s dilemma: Extreme protest 

actions reduce popular support for social movements. Journal of personality and social 

psychology. 

  

Wasow, O. (2020). Agenda seeding: How 1960s black protests moved elites, public opinion 

and voting. American Political Science Review, 114(3), 638-659. 

  

Klar, S., Robison, J., & Druckman, J. N. (2013). Political dynamics of framing. New 

directions in media and politics, 173-192.” 
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Appendix D 

Stimuli Articles 

 
Extreme action- High intensity Framing  

 

Extinction Rebellion Broxbourne protest: Photos show huge 

police presence as protestors block off Hertfordshire 

printworks 

 

 

  

Police officers at the Broxbourne printworks where XR are protesting (Image: 

Extinction Rebellion) 

 

Photos have emerged from the scene of the Broxbourne Extinction Rebellion protest 

where a huge police presence has attended the scene. 

 

Between 80 and 100 protestors arrived at the scene last night, with 11 people reportedly 
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still at the scene on Saturday morning. 

 

Hertfordshire Constabulary confirmed that 42 people have now been arrested in 

connection with the incident. 

 

Assistant Chief Constable Owen Weatherill said: “We were called to reports of a protest, 

involving around 100 people, at around 10pm last night (Friday 4 September) and 

quickly mobilised resources to the scene. 

 

"This remains a fast-moving operation, involving assistance from neighbouring forces. 

The inconsiderate actions of a few people have prevented businesses from operating. 

 

"Protestors ignored our requests to move location, so we have taken robust action to 

enable the roads to be reopened and to remove the protestors causing obstructions. 

 

“Throughout the night, officers have worked relentlessly to ease disruption and their 

efforts have ensured that all main roads, including the nearby A10, have remained open 

throughout the incident. 

 

"We remain at the scene and are doing all we can to ensure the situation is dealt with as 

quickly as possible." 

 

Pictures from the scene show a huge number of police officers this morning along with 

firefighters. 

 

Protesters can be seen sat on top of trucks with banners draped over them. 

 

One of the banners reads: "5 crooks control our news." 

 

A spokesperson for Newsprinters in Broxbourne said: "Overnight printing at two 

Newsprinters plants was disrupted by activity by Extinction Rebellion. Thanks to other 

industry partners, printing was transferred to other sites. 

 

"We apologise sincerely to any readers of The Sun, The Times, the Daily Mail, the Daily 

Telegraph and the Financial Times who may be unable to buy their usual newspaper this 

morning due to late deliveries. 

 

"Our teams are working to get newspapers delivered to retailers as soon as possible this 

morning. 

 

"This attack on all of the free press impacted many workers going about their jobs. 
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Overnight print workers, delivery drivers, wholesale workers and retail newsagents have 

faced delays and financial penalty. 

 

"This matter is being handled by the Police and the Home Office." 

 

The Federation of Independent Retailers said the protest left small businesses with 

“angry customers” to deal with as well as affecting home delivery services. 

 

Stuart Reddish, the body’s national president, said: “We are unable to get newspapers to 

our elderly and vulnerable customers. 

 

“Newsagents have played a critical role during Covid-19 in getting newspapers into the 

hands of readers and this is not helpful at a time when every sale counts.” 

 

  

 
 

Extreme Action- Low Intensity framing  

 

Extinction Rebellion protesters blockade Murdoch printing 

sites 
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XR used vans and bamboo structures at the Broxbourne printworks (Image: 

Extinction Rebellion) 

 

The activist group Extinction Rebellion has blockaded two UK printworks, delaying the 

distribution of major national newspapers. 

 

The activists said that the action was to highlight the failure by the media to “report on 

the climate and ecological emergency”. 

 

More than 100 protesters used vehicles and bamboo structures to block roads outside the 

Newsprinters printing works at Broxbourne, in Hertfordshire, on Friday evening. 

 

The presses print the Murdoch-owned News Corp’s titles, including the Sun, Times, Sun 

on Sunday and Sunday Times, as well as the Daily Telegraph and Sunday Telegraph, the 

Daily Mail and Mail on Sunday, and the London Evening Standard. 
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A spokeswoman for Newsprinters said printing had transferred to “industry partners” 

overnight and that staff were working to get newspapers delivered to retailers as soon as 

possible. 

 

Industry sources told the Guardian that other newspaper publishers swiftly helped pick 

up capacity to limit the disruption to distribution. 

 

XR said “what we read in the papers is controlled by a handful of powerful billionaires 

who feed us stories that suit their interests”. 

 

“The news industry has a key role to play in the transformation we need to face up to the 

intersecting crises. We desperately need them to stop spreading hatred and lies, and 

instead take a real lead to help us hold our government to account.” 

 

Gully Bujak, an XR activist, said: “The climate emergency is an existential threat to 

humanity. Instead of publishing this on the front page every day as it deserves, much of 

our media ignores the issue and some actively sow the seeds of climate denial.” 

 

Hertfordshire police said officers were called to Great Eastern Road near the Broxbourne 

plant at about 10pm, where they found about 100 protesters who had “secured 

themselves to structures and one another”. 

 

Hertfordshire police assistant chief constable, Owen Weatherill, said: “The rights to 

protest are well established in this country and we remain committed to facilitating 

peaceful protest and ensuring compliance. We seek to balance this with the need to avoid 

disruption to local businesses.” 

 

XR apologised to newsagents for the disruption but added it would not apologise to Mr 

Murdoch, calling on him to “stop suppressing the truth about the climate crisis and 

profiting from the division your papers create”. 

 

Labour former shadow home secretary Diane Abbott, asked about the blockade, said 

direct action is a “legal tactic”.  

 

She told Sky News’ Sophy Ridge on Sunday: “They’re not criminals, they’re protesters 

and activists in the tradition of the Suffragettes and the hunger marches of the 1930s.” 

 

And in a now-deleted tweet, Labour MP Dawn Butler appeared to praise XR, writing: 

“Bravo #ExtinctionRebellion. Excellent work…” 
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Moderate- High intensity framing  

Extinction Rebellion rally outside Rupert Murdoch’s 

News Corps HQ 

 
 

 
Today the XR activist group staged a “peaceful vigil” outside Rupert Murdoch’s HQ 

at the mini-Shard, London Bridge, where a huge police presence has attended the 

scene. 

 

Banners read, “Free press? Prove it! Media tell the truth!” and “The Scam! Lying to 

our readers on climate change”.  

 

XR held the vigil on the private area in front of the offices not covered by the 

blanket ban imposed by the Metropolitan Police on protests by XR across London. 

 

Police forces had to quickly mobilise resources to oversee the event. 

 

Pictures from the scene show police vans surrounded by rebels in colourful 
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costumes, with one protestor chanting demands through a megaphone.  

 

XR demanded that Rupert Murdoch and his global media corporation News Corps 

declare a climate and ecological emergency. They also said that his papers should 

prioritise their editorial resources and treat climate change as if it were a threat at 

the level of World War 2.  

 

A representative of the Climate Media Coalition brandished a letter that they had 

sent to News Corps owner Rupert Murdoch and his son, demanding a meeting with 

them.  

 

A representative for News Corp released a statement saying, “We’re not climate 

deniers. We do not deny climate change.” 

 

He then added, “We regularly report on extreme weather events, such as the 

bushfires in Australia”.  

 

“XR cause disruptions regardless of what we report. They claim to be motivated by 

concern about climate change. In fact, their leaders are anarchists and their real 

agenda is to bring down our system of government.”  

 

Officers worked relentlessly to control the series of protests that took part throughout 

the day all over the busy streets of central London 

 

Jason Brown, 35, who works in the area, commented that the protesters were making a 

lot of noise, and he didn’t think that what they were doing was helpful for their cause.   

 

Laura Watson, 46, mother of two, said, “All these disruptions make it really difficult for 

the public to empathise with their cause”. 

 

“You have a few people in ridiculous costumes, chanting and causing chaos, and you 

expect them to be taken seriously? It ruins the importance of the climate message”, she 

added.  

 

The action attracted some onlookers who took pictures of the protestors. But most 

passers-by ignored the protest. Some were seen plugging in their headphones as they 

approached the rebels.  

 

Assistant Chief Constable Owen Weatherill said, "Protestors ignored our requests to 

move location, so we have taken robust action to remove any protestors causing 

obstructions.” 
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“People have a right to protest, but the inconsiderate actions of a few people 

mustn’t interfere with normal people going about their daily business”. 

 

 
Moderate- Low intensity framing  

Extinction Rebellion Stage Peaceful Vigil Outside 

Murdoch’s HQ 

 

  

London, UK. 16th October 2019. The XR Red Brigade enter the vigil 
  

Extinction Rebellion activists have staged a peaceful vigil outside Rupert Murdoch’s 

HQ at the mini-Shard, London Bridge.   

 

Speakers at the vigil said they were mourning the loss of more than 60% of all wild 

animals, fish and amphibians since 1970, and the millions of people whom the UN 

have said have already died from the impacts of climate and ecological breakdown 

over the last decade.   

 

Activists sang songs and lit candles. Some came together in prayer, with onlookers 

stopping by and paying their respects.  
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Among the guest speakers was Friends of the Earth CEO Craig Bennett. He thanked 

XR for their message, saying “the ongoing sixth mass extinction is a critical issue that 

demands urgent attention.” 

 

Police were present but made no active moves to make arrests.  

 

The activists said that they were extending an invitation to Rupert Murdoch and his 

global media corporation News Corp to declare a climate and ecological emergency 

and to prioritise its efforts to tackling it.  

 

XR spokesperson Caspar Hughes said “Rupert Murdoch, as the owner of the world’s 

most powerful media organisation, has a crucial opportunity to enable the public to 

give their political permission to the government, businesses and society at large to 

undertake the urgent civilisation-changing actions necessary”. 

 

He added, “We are therefore calling on Rupert Murdoch to join our rebellion and to 

imagine the extraordinary legacy he could leave, by helping to save humanity and 

what is left of the natural world from the emergencies that now engulf us”. 

 

Separately, the Climate Media Coalition voiced their support in a statement to the media 

that said, “Through his media outlets Rupert Murdoch has consistently downplayed 

climate change and its effects. During the recent bush fires in Australia even his own son 

James expressed his frustration at the ongoing climate crisis denial in News Corp and 

Fox News.” 

 

They also added, “We sent a letter to Murdoch about his constant undermining of 

the climate crisis. Sadly, neither of them replied.” 

 

Among the passers-by was John Nylander, who works as a consultant in the area. He 

said, “People are right to be concerned about climate change. I don’t have a 

problem with the peaceful protest-- I see where they are coming from.” 

 

Leslie Smith MP commented that “even if XR aren’t perfect, they reflect what a 

desperate moment this is.”  

 

She added, “The demonisation of people engaging in peaceful protest over the threats 

facing our planet is concerning.” 

 

News Corp did not respond to requests for a comment. 



 73 

 

  
 
 
 


