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Abstract	  

In	  order	  to	  probe	  how	  social	  movement	  messages	  foster	  participant	  mobilization,	  

this	  study	  utilized	  an	  experimental	  design	  to	  investigate	  collective	  action	  frames,	  

core	  messaging	  tasks	  that	  define	  problems,	  assign	  blame,	  convey	  a	  plan	  of	  action,	  

and	  inspire	  participation.	  The	  study	  compared	  the	  effects	  of	  climate	  change	  

messages	  that	  contain	  motivational	  frames	  with	  those	  that	  do	  not,	  incorporating	  the	  

influence	  of	  resonance,	  and	  exposure	  to	  competing	  and	  counter	  frames.	  Results	  

revealed	  that	  motivational	  frames	  contributed	  to	  mobilization,	  especially	  intention	  

to	  act,	  under	  conditions	  of	  resonance	  and	  with	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames.	  Salience	  

primed	  participants	  to	  respond	  to	  motivational	  frames,	  however	  for	  some,	  

motivational	  frames	  decreased	  intention	  to	  act.	  As	  social	  movements	  and	  climate	  

change	  continue	  to	  profoundly	  shape	  our	  world	  in	  myriad	  ways,	  we	  will	  be	  better	  

prepared	  to	  address	  those	  changes	  with	  information	  provided	  here.	   	  
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Chapter	  1:	  Introduction	  

In	  the	  mid-‐1980s,	  I	  joined	  a	  social	  movement	  working	  toward	  nuclear	  

disarmament.	  I	  was	  a	  college	  student,	  and	  my	  top	  priorities	  were	  partying	  with	  

friends	  and	  getting	  reasonably	  good	  grades.	  One	  afternoon	  during	  my	  sophomore	  

year,	  I	  found	  myself	  staring	  at	  a	  poster	  in	  the	  student	  center	  inviting	  me	  to	  a	  meeting	  

to	  learn	  more	  about	  The	  Great	  Peace	  March.	  I	  knew	  right	  then,	  I	  was	  going.	  What	  

enticed	  me	  to	  drop	  out	  of	  college	  and	  join	  a	  group	  of	  5,000	  unfamiliar	  people	  in	  a	  

cross-‐country	  peace	  march?	  What	  were	  the	  messages	  on	  that	  poster	  that	  rang	  so	  

true	  that	  I	  felt	  the	  need	  to	  change	  my	  trajectory?	  What	  effect	  did	  past	  experiences,	  

world	  events,	  and	  cultural	  narratives	  have	  that	  prepared	  me	  for	  that	  moment	  of	  

taking	  action?	  While	  the	  group	  turned	  out	  to	  be	  one-‐tenth	  its	  planned	  size	  and	  

global	  disarmament	  did	  not	  take	  place	  immediately	  after	  we	  marched	  into	  

Washington	  D.C.	  after	  a	  nine	  month	  trek,	  the	  adventure	  was	  an	  ongoing	  experiment	  

in	  creating	  and	  shaping	  messages	  with	  the	  thousands	  of	  people	  we	  met	  along	  the	  

way	  in	  order	  to	  inspire	  changes	  in	  attitude	  and	  engagement	  in	  collective	  action.	  

Profound	  repercussions	  of	  the	  march	  are	  still	  felt	  today,	  as	  many	  of	  the	  500	  

marchers	  continue	  to	  participate	  actively	  in	  hundreds	  of	  issues	  from	  peace	  to	  

domestic	  violence	  prevention	  to	  climate	  change	  mitigation,	  creating	  marches,	  

lobbying	  legislators,	  training	  activists,	  and	  much	  more.	  	  

Social	  movements,	  often	  starting	  as	  informal	  gatherings	  of	  citizens,	  can	  grow	  

into	  an	  influence	  larger	  than	  each	  person	  combined,	  establishing	  new	  laws,	  

institutions,	  and	  even	  governments,	  as	  the	  American	  Revolution	  did	  (Fahlenbrach,	  
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Sivertsen,	  &	  Werenskjold,	  2014;	  Madestam,	  Shoag,	  Veuger,	  &	  Yanagizawa-‐Drott,	  

2013;	  Meyer,	  2009).	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  many	  movements	  gain	  momentum	  only	  to	  

dissipate,	  leaving	  no	  noticeable	  mark,	  such	  as	  the	  Rajneesh	  spiritual	  movement	  that	  

flourished	  in	  Oregon	  in	  the	  early	  1980s,	  only	  to	  disappear	  just	  four	  years	  later	  

(Palmer,	  1988).	  	  Scholarly	  investigation	  about	  what	  has	  made	  some	  social	  

movements	  effective	  at	  meeting	  their	  outcomes	  while	  others	  have	  failed	  has	  

spanned	  more	  than	  half	  a	  century	  of	  inquiry	  across	  many	  continents.	  Current	  

communication	  inquiry	  on	  social	  movements	  often	  focuses	  on	  framing	  efforts	  by	  

movement	  actors	  and	  potential	  constituents:	  how	  actors	  shape	  their	  messages	  to	  

engage	  audiences	  and	  what	  inclines	  individuals	  to	  respond.	  

Collective	  action	  is	  an	  inherent	  part	  of	  social	  movements.	  Collective	  action	  is	  

defined	  as	  a	  collection	  of	  individuals	  acting	  as	  a	  cohesive	  unit,	  whether	  physically	  

present	  or	  not,	  in	  which	  they	  have	  adopted	  a	  shared	  definition	  of	  a	  problem	  

(Klandermans,	  2014).	  Mobilization	  is	  equally	  important.	  Mobilization	  is	  the	  process	  

of	  persuasion	  that	  creates	  support	  for	  a	  cause’s	  viewpoints	  and/or	  inspires	  active	  

participation	  in	  a	  cause	  through	  material	  or	  non-‐material	  means	  (Klandermans,	  

1984).	  Mobilization	  is	  considered	  an	  important	  measure	  of	  outcomes	  because	  

without	  mobilization,	  collective	  action	  would	  not	  occur	  (Klandermans,	  1984;	  2014).	  	  

A	  current	  worldwide	  social	  movement	  centers	  on	  climate	  change.	  Climate	  

change	  (a.k.a.	  global	  warming)	  has	  been	  established	  as	  a	  global	  problem	  with	  far-‐

ranging	  and	  severe	  consequences	  such	  as	  widespread	  drought,	  floods,	  extreme	  

weather,	  species	  extinction,	  sea	  level	  rise,	  breakdown	  of	  civil	  infrastructure,	  and	  
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more	  (IPCC,	  2014).	  The	  fact	  of	  anthropogenic	  climate	  change	  is	  not	  in	  doubt;	  a	  study	  

examining	  almost	  12,000	  peer-‐reviewed	  abstracts	  over	  20	  years	  found	  that	  over	  

97%	  of	  studies	  that	  took	  a	  position	  agreed	  that	  climate	  change	  is	  caused	  by	  human	  

activity	  (Cook	  et	  al.,	  2013).	  The	  seriousness	  of	  climate	  change	  has	  inspired	  a	  social	  

movement	  made	  up	  of	  hundreds	  of	  organizations	  and	  thousands	  of	  actors	  in	  the	  

United	  States	  and	  worldwide.	  	  

One	  organization	  that	  has	  been	  active	  in	  the	  climate	  change	  social	  movement	  

is	  350.org,	  founded	  by	  scholar	  Bill	  McKibben.	  The	  goal	  of	  this	  United	  States-‐based	  

grassroots	  organization	  is	  to	  move	  atmospheric	  carbon	  dioxide	  levels	  from	  400	  

parts	  per	  million	  to	  below	  350	  ppm	  (“Bill	  McKibben,”	  2012;	  “What	  we	  do,”	  n.d.;	  

Mitra,	  2013),	  the	  safe	  concentration	  to	  avoid	  irreversible	  climate	  change	  based	  on	  

climate	  science	  research	  (Hansen	  et	  al.,	  2008).	  The	  organization	  works	  in	  a	  

distributed	  fashion	  using	  online	  coordination	  to	  create	  offline	  action	  through	  

community	  organizers	  in	  every	  country	  except	  North	  Korea.	  The	  purpose	  of	  its	  

activities	  is	  to	  raise	  awareness	  about	  climate	  change	  and	  create	  climate	  solutions.	  

Organizers’	  endeavors	  range	  from	  one-‐time	  coordinated	  worldwide	  actions	  such	  as	  

the	  People’s	  Climate	  March	  held	  in	  September	  2014	  to	  ongoing	  local	  projects	  such	  as	  

convincing	  Norway’s	  largest	  pension	  fund	  to	  divest	  from	  coal	  investments	  (“Bill	  

McKibben,”	  2012;	  “Fossil	  free	  Europe,”	  n.d.;	  “How	  we	  work,”	  n.d.;	  “What	  we	  do,”	  

n.d.).	  

Despite	  work	  by	  organizations	  like	  350.org	  and	  the	  risks	  associated	  with	  

climate	  change,	  the	  issue	  has	  received	  lukewarm	  support	  from	  those	  able	  to	  have	  an	  
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effect	  on	  the	  problem,	  such	  as	  the	  general	  public	  and	  governments.	  A	  Gallup	  poll	  

conducted	  in	  spring	  2014	  showed	  that	  only	  33%	  of	  Americans	  surveyed	  view	  

climate	  change	  as	  a	  cause	  of	  serious	  concern,	  placing	  climate	  change	  at	  the	  bottom	  

of	  a	  list	  of	  environmental	  concerns.	  This	  number	  has	  changed	  little	  in	  the	  13	  years	  

Gallup	  has	  conducted	  this	  poll	  (Newport,	  2014).	  As	  of	  spring	  2013,	  63%	  of	  

Americans	  believed	  that	  there	  is	  solid	  evidence	  of	  climate	  change,	  a	  number	  that	  has	  

been	  fluctuating,	  but	  overall	  decreasing,	  in	  the	  most	  recent	  five	  years	  of	  polling	  data;	  

the	  highest	  level	  recorded	  was	  the	  fall	  of	  2008	  at	  72%	  (Rabe	  &	  Borick,	  2013).	  A	  

spring	  2014	  Gallup	  poll	  showed	  just	  57%	  surveyed	  believe	  humans	  are	  the	  cause	  of	  

the	  Earth’s	  warming	  (Saad,	  2014).	  	  

Given	  the	  seriousness	  and	  the	  fluctuation	  in	  belief	  in	  the	  issue,	  researchers	  

have	  been	  motivated	  to	  explore	  why	  people	  have	  not	  taken	  more	  actions	  to	  curb	  

climate	  change	  on	  their	  own.	  Barriers	  to	  participation	  include	  skepticism	  due	  to	  lack	  

of	  trust	  in	  scientific	  and	  government	  institutions	  (Gifford,	  2011),	  fatalism	  due	  to	  a	  

sense	  that	  the	  problem	  has	  moved	  beyond	  human	  control	  (Lorenzoni,	  Nicholson-‐

Cole,	  &	  Whitmarsh,	  2007),	  and	  a	  concerted	  effort	  by	  an	  elite	  few	  to	  undermine	  

scientific	  consensus	  (Oreskes	  &	  Conway,	  2010).	  In	  fact,	  the	  more	  information	  people	  

have	  about	  climate	  change,	  the	  less	  concerned	  and	  responsible	  they	  feel	  (Lorenzoni	  

&	  Pidgeon,	  2006).	  This	  could	  be	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  “over	  time,	  people	  who	  are	  

repeatedly	  exposed	  to	  uncontrollable	  negative	  life	  events	  learn	  to	  ‘give	  up,’	  

becoming	  helpless	  and,	  eventually,	  hopeless”	  (Berry,	  Hogan,	  Owen,	  Rickwood,	  &	  

Fragar,	  2011,	  p.	  125S).	  Additionally,	  climate	  change	  can	  seem	  a	  distant	  abstraction	  
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to	  many,	  with	  effects	  such	  as	  sea	  level	  rise	  too	  far	  in	  the	  future	  to	  worry	  about	  

(Myers,	  Maibach,	  Roser-‐Renouf,	  Akerlof,	  &	  Leiserowitz,	  2013).	  These	  are	  just	  some	  

of	  the	  challenges	  facing	  social	  movement	  organizations	  working	  to	  mobilize	  

supporters	  to	  impact	  climate	  change.	  Bill	  McKibben,	  founder	  of	  350.org,	  is	  well	  

aware	  of	  these	  challenges:	  “In	  the	  end,	  the	  problem	  is	  not,	  at	  its	  root,	  lack	  of	  

understanding.	  There’s	  a	  lack	  of	  will	  to	  act…”	  (“Bill	  McKibben,”	  2012,	  p.	  4).	  

	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  people	  become	  more	  influenced	  by	  issues	  when	  those	  

concerns	  seem	  personally	  relevant.	  Individuals	  find	  it	  easier	  to	  assess	  large	  

problems	  when	  they	  can	  relate	  them	  to	  their	  own	  experiences	  (Egan	  &	  Mullin,	  

2014).	  Americans	  with	  direct	  experience	  of	  the	  effects	  of	  global	  warming	  have	  

increased	  perceptions	  of	  risk,	  worry,	  and	  motivation	  (Myers	  et	  al.,	  2013).	  The	  

weather	  people	  experience,	  particularly	  hot	  weather	  even	  when	  not	  scientifically	  

attributable	  to	  climate	  change,	  has	  been	  shown	  to	  directly	  impact	  their	  belief	  in	  

climate	  change	  (Zaval,	  Keenan,	  Johnson,	  &	  Weber,	  2014).	  This	  connection	  is	  due	  to	  

retrievability	  bias;	  recent	  experiences	  in	  people’s	  minds	  tend	  to	  overshadow	  

rational	  judgments	  (Tversky	  &	  Kahneman,	  1974;	  Zaval	  et	  al.,	  2014).	  “Place-‐based	  

climate	  change	  education	  strategies—which	  highlight	  the	  local	  impacts	  of	  climate	  

change	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  can	  be	  experienced	  by	  people	  with	  their	  senses—hold	  

considerable	  potential	  to	  help	  large	  numbers	  of	  Americans	  come	  to	  understand	  the	  

issue	  in	  a	  manner	  more	  consistent	  with	  the	  state-‐of-‐the-‐science”	  (Myers	  et	  al.,	  2013,	  

p.	  345).	  Retrievability	  bias	  presents	  both	  problems	  and	  opportunities	  for	  

organizations	  like	  350.org.	  While	  it	  is	  hard	  for	  someone	  in	  New	  York	  to	  understand	  
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what	  it	  means	  to	  have	  to	  migrate	  from	  a	  remote	  Pacific	  island	  due	  to	  sea	  level	  rise	  

(Birk	  &	  Rasmussen,	  2014),	  that	  same	  person	  could	  respond	  to	  a	  span	  of	  extreme	  

weather	  such	  as	  the	  2009-‐10	  record	  Atlantic	  region	  winter	  snowfalls	  that	  350.org	  

framed	  as	  a	  likely	  result	  of	  climate	  change	  (“Printable	  materials:	  Climate	  impacts	  

fact	  sheets,”	  n.d.).	  	  

Social	  movements	  matter.	  They	  affect	  public	  policy,	  political,	  economic,	  and	  

social	  institutions,	  and	  the	  people	  who	  participate	  (Meyer,	  2009).	  Historically,	  social	  

movements	  have	  been	  at	  least	  in	  part	  responsible	  for	  changes	  large	  and	  small	  

including	  the	  overthrow	  of	  tyrannical	  governments	  and	  passage	  of	  state	  laws	  on	  gun	  

safety.	  Given	  the	  power	  of	  social	  movements,	  understanding	  how	  movement	  

communication	  processes	  affect	  outcomes	  is	  constructive,	  both	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  

communication	  research	  and	  for	  practical	  application	  in	  movement	  organizations.	  	  

Study	  Overview	  

Following	  the	  work	  of	  social	  movement	  framing	  scholars	  such	  as	  Benford	  

and	  Snow,	  I	  investigated	  collective	  action	  frames,	  the	  three	  strategic	  framing	  tools	  

that	  movements	  use	  to	  diagnose	  a	  problem,	  provide	  a	  prognosis,	  and	  inspire	  action.	  

Approaching	  the	  issue	  in	  a	  way	  that	  appears	  not	  to	  be	  addressed	  in	  academic	  

literature,	  I	  compared	  participant	  mobilization	  responses	  to	  experimental	  

manipulations	  of	  texts	  that	  contain	  some	  or	  all	  of	  these	  framing	  tools.	  I	  also	  

measured	  potential	  moderating	  factors	  such	  as	  counter	  and	  competing	  frames	  and	  

frame	  resonance,	  the	  interaction	  between	  the	  framing	  of	  texts,	  the	  external	  culture,	  
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and	  participants’	  internal	  schema.	  I	  used	  the	  current	  social	  movement	  on	  climate	  

change	  as	  my	  illustrative	  example.	  

This	  thesis	  aimed	  to	  add	  to	  the	  rich	  body	  of	  social	  movement	  framing	  

research	  by	  investigating	  the	  micro-‐	  and	  meso-‐level	  strategic	  communication	  

practices	  of	  social	  movement	  actors.	  By	  looking	  at	  the	  interaction	  between	  potential	  

constituents	  and	  climate	  change	  movement	  texts,	  I	  sought	  to	  further	  illuminate	  the	  

triggers	  that	  inspire	  collective	  action,	  moving	  an	  actor	  to	  mobilization.	  Chapter	  2	  

will	  first	  provide	  an	  explanation	  of	  message	  and	  cognitive	  framing	  and	  explore	  in	  

more	  depth	  the	  role	  of	  cognitive	  framing	  in	  message	  processing.	  I	  then	  outline	  a	  

brief	  history	  of	  the	  study	  of	  social	  movements	  and	  the	  emergence	  of	  framing	  as	  a	  

theoretical	  basis	  for	  study	  within	  that	  field.	  I	  define	  several	  important	  terms	  such	  as	  

collective	  action	  frames	  and	  frame	  resonance	  that	  shape	  the	  work	  herein,	  and	  

propose	  my	  hypotheses.	  In	  Chapter	  3,	  I	  explain	  the	  methodology	  used	  to	  test	  my	  

research	  questions.	  I	  proceed	  to	  present	  and	  examine	  the	  results	  of	  the	  data	  in	  

Chapter	  4,	  comparing	  responses	  from	  those	  exposed	  to	  texts	  containing	  

motivational	  frames	  to	  responses	  from	  those	  who	  were	  not	  exposed,	  incorporating	  

variables	  such	  as	  resonance	  and	  counter	  frames.	  Results	  showed	  that	  motivational	  

frames	  contributed	  to	  mobilization,	  especially	  intention	  to	  act,	  under	  conditions	  of	  

resonance	  and	  with	  the	  presence	  of	  counter	  frames,	  but	  were	  not	  indicated	  in	  a	  

direct	  relationship	  with	  mobilization.	  Lastly,	  in	  Chapter	  5,	  I	  discuss	  the	  results,	  

exploring	  the	  relationship	  between	  motivational	  frames,	  resonance,	  and	  counter	  

frames,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  potential	  influence	  of	  the	  sample.	  Study	  outcomes	  indicate	  
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that	  heightening	  resonance	  and	  acknowledging	  counter	  frames	  in	  social	  movement	  

messages	  could	  potentially	  address	  barriers	  to	  participation.	  The	  discussion	  also	  

addresses	  further	  implications	  for	  the	  social	  movement	  field	  of	  study	  as	  well	  as	  

limitations	  and	  practical	  applications.  
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Chapter	  2:	  Review	  of	  Literature 
Framing	  

Although	  framing	  is	  a	  mechanism	  that	  people	  encounter	  and	  use	  every	  day,	  

we	  are	  not	  necessarily	  aware	  of	  framing	  processes	  (Goffman,	  1974),	  and	  there	  are	  

several	  ways	  the	  term	  can	  be	  applied.	  Therefore,	  an	  explanation	  of	  the	  word	  is	  

necessary.	  Entman,	  one	  of	  the	  foremost	  scholars	  on	  framing,	  defines	  the	  verb	  “to	  

frame”	  as	  “to	  select	  some	  aspects	  of	  a	  perceived	  reality	  and	  make	  them	  more	  salient	  

in	  a	  communicating	  text,	  in	  such	  a	  way	  as	  to	  promote	  a	  particular	  problem	  

definition,	  causal	  interpretation,	  moral	  evaluation,	  and/or	  treatment	  

recommendation”	  (Entman,	  1993,	  p.	  52).	  	  

According	  to	  Entman,	  as	  well	  as	  D’Angelo	  (2002),	  another	  framing	  scholar,	  

there	  are	  at	  least	  four	  players	  in	  the	  framing	  process:	  “the	  communicator,	  the	  text,	  

the	  receiver,	  and	  the	  culture”	  (Entman,	  1993,	  p.	  52).	  This	  delineation	  introduces	  the	  

distinction	  between	  cognitive	  frames	  and	  message	  frames.	  Cognitive	  frames	  operate	  

in	  the	  mind	  of	  the	  receiver	  and	  are	  created	  in	  part	  through	  culture;	  they	  exist	  as	  

components	  of	  the	  mental	  store	  of	  experience	  and	  understanding	  that	  an	  individual	  

continually	  builds	  and	  shapes	  during	  her	  interaction	  with	  others	  and	  the	  broader	  

culture.	  These	  frames	  are	  used	  to	  organize	  and	  process	  information	  efficiently	  

(D’Angelo,	  2002).	  Message	  frames	  operate	  at	  the	  level	  of	  text	  and	  are	  created	  by	  the	  

communicator,	  either	  purposefully	  or	  unintentionally,	  and	  refer	  to	  the	  culture.	  At	  

the	  individual	  level,	  message	  frames	  interact	  with	  cognitive	  frames	  (Scheufele,	  

1999).	  Framing,	  therefore,	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  an	  interaction	  between	  those	  
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composing	  messages	  using	  message	  framing,	  and	  those	  receiving	  messages	  where	  

messages	  interact	  with	  their	  cognitive	  frames.	  

Interaction	  between	  cognitive	  and	  message	  frames.	  Three	  interesting	  

bodies	  of	  work	  investigate	  the	  link	  between	  message	  frames	  and	  cognitive	  frames.	  

Petty	  and	  Cacioppo	  explored	  this	  interaction	  in	  their	  elaboration	  likelihood	  model	  

(ELM)	  (1986),	  Kahneman	  examined	  these	  roles	  in	  terms	  of	  decision	  making	  (2013),	  

and	  multiple	  researchers	  have	  investigated	  the	  role	  of	  rationally	  versus	  emotionally	  

oriented	  messages	  and	  their	  effects	  on	  message	  acceptance.	  	  

The	  ELM	  posits	  that	  individuals	  process	  information	  in	  two	  different	  ways,	  

via	  the	  central	  route	  and	  the	  peripheral	  route,	  depending	  on	  the	  level	  of	  critical	  

thinking	  applied	  to	  an	  argument.	  Processing	  messages	  on	  the	  central	  route	  suggests	  

that	  a	  person	  carefully	  scrutinizes	  an	  argument;	  processing	  on	  the	  peripheral	  route	  

allows	  for	  a	  person	  to	  make	  quick	  assumptions	  about	  an	  argument.	  The	  theory	  also	  

considers	  the	  attitude	  of	  the	  individual,	  the	  strength	  of	  the	  argument,	  and	  relevance	  

to	  his	  or	  her	  life.	  Messages	  about	  which	  the	  individual	  is	  knowledgeable,	  is	  

motivated	  to	  process,	  feels	  are	  relevant,	  and	  from	  which	  she	  is	  not	  distracted	  are	  

likely	  to	  activate	  critical	  thinking,	  which	  uses	  the	  central	  processing	  route.	  Messages	  

considered	  on	  this	  route	  will	  usually	  have	  bigger	  and	  longer-‐term	  impacts	  on	  

persuasion	  than	  messages	  evaluated	  on	  the	  peripheral	  route.	  When	  individuals	  

engage	  the	  peripheral	  route,	  they	  use	  heuristics	  such	  as	  credibility	  and	  likeableness	  

to	  process	  persuasive	  messages.	  Persuasion	  can	  occur	  on	  the	  peripheral	  route	  but	  

the	  results	  are	  usually	  more	  limited	  and	  shorter	  term	  (Petty	  &	  Cacioppo,	  1986).	  	  
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Kahneman	  also	  suggests	  two	  ways	  of	  processing	  persuasive	  messages,	  using	  

what	  he	  calls	  System	  1	  and	  System	  2	  thinking.	  System	  1	  is	  the	  type	  of	  message	  

processing	  that	  people	  use	  most	  often.	  It	  is	  fast,	  efficient,	  emotional,	  and	  uses	  

heuristics	  to	  make	  judgments.	  System	  2	  processing	  is	  effortful,	  logical,	  and	  requires	  

attention	  and	  energy	  to	  make	  deliberate	  choices	  (Kahneman,	  2013).	  Individuals	  use	  

System	  1	  processing	  by	  default,	  relying	  on	  simplified	  models	  of	  the	  world	  to	  help	  

understand	  what	  is	  normal	  and	  to	  find	  associations	  between	  things,	  enabling	  people	  

to	  organize	  and	  process	  information	  efficiently.	  System	  1	  uses	  heuristics	  to	  allow	  

people	  to	  make	  quick	  judgments	  that	  can	  work	  efficiently,	  but	  can	  also	  mislead.	  

System	  2	  thinking	  engages	  when	  it	  senses	  an	  imminent	  error	  or	  as	  soon	  as	  System	  1	  

detects	  a	  violation	  of	  its	  simplified	  model	  of	  the	  world.	  System	  2	  requires	  focused	  

attention	  to	  provide	  deliberative	  thought	  in	  order	  to	  critique	  a	  situation,	  engage	  

rationality,	  and	  avoid	  the	  biases	  that	  System	  1	  wants	  to	  utilize.	  Some	  people	  are	  less	  

apt	  to	  use	  System	  2	  thinking	  than	  others	  because	  they	  want	  to	  avoid	  cognitive	  effort	  

(Kahneman,	  2013).	  	  	  

Another	  way	  to	  look	  at	  two-‐system	  processing	  is	  to	  view	  messages	  as	  

appealing	  to	  either	  rational	  or	  emotional	  schema.	  This	  division	  of	  message	  

presentation	  between	  logic	  and	  emotion	  is	  often	  referred	  to	  in	  terms	  of	  cognitive	  

appeals	  versus	  affective	  appeals.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  the	  term	  cognitive	  in	  this	  

case	  has	  a	  different	  definition	  than	  in	  reference	  to	  cognitive	  framing.	  Cognitive	  

framing,	  as	  explained	  above,	  entails	  activating	  the	  schema	  existing	  in	  the	  mind	  of	  the	  

receiver,	  so	  the	  term	  cognitive	  refers	  to	  something	  that	  dwells	  in	  the	  mind.	  When	  
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speaking	  of	  cognitive	  appeals,	  however,	  the	  term	  refers	  to	  information	  that	  is	  

rationally	  or	  logically	  oriented,	  such	  as	  facts	  and	  numbers,	  as	  opposed	  to	  something	  

that	  is	  emotionally	  oriented,	  such	  as	  positive	  or	  negative	  feelings	  (Leiserowitz,	  

2006).	  	  

Much	  communication	  research	  has	  been	  devoted	  to	  the	  incorporation	  of	  

cognitive	  and	  affective	  methods	  for	  influencing	  attitudes	  (e.g.	  Basil	  &	  Witte,	  2011;	  

Fabrigar	  &	  Petty,	  1999)	  and	  articulation	  of	  persuasion	  processes	  (e.g.	  Nabi,	  1999;	  

Petty	  &	  Cacioppo,	  1986).	  Psychological	  research	  continues	  to	  refine	  our	  

understanding	  of	  the	  ways	  our	  brains	  process	  these	  two	  types	  of	  information,	  

recognizing	  that	  they	  are	  not	  polar	  opposites,	  but	  in	  fact	  interact	  to	  influence	  each	  

other	  (Duncan	  &	  Barrett,	  2007).	  	  

Cognitive	  appeals	  are	  more	  effective	  with	  certain	  people	  or	  in	  certain	  

contexts	  than	  affective	  appeals,	  and	  vice	  versa,	  although	  in	  some	  fields,	  research	  has	  

shown	  that	  affective	  appeals	  overall	  have	  a	  larger	  influence	  on	  persuasion	  (Small,	  

Loewenstein,	  &	  Slovic,	  2007).	  Edwards	  (1990)	  discovered	  that	  when	  people	  were	  

cognitively	  primed,	  both	  affective	  and	  cognitive	  messages	  about	  a	  fictional	  beverage	  

swayed	  attitudes,	  but	  when	  people	  were	  affectively	  primed,	  only	  affective	  messages	  

had	  an	  influence.	  Similarly,	  Fabrigar	  and	  Petty	  (1999)	  found	  that	  when	  people’s	  

attitudes	  were	  primed	  affectively	  by	  tasting	  a	  beverage	  instead	  of	  reading	  about	  it,	  

their	  attitudes	  underwent	  a	  larger	  change	  in	  response	  to	  affectively	  based	  

persuasive	  messages.	  Mayer	  and	  Tormala	  (2010)	  found	  that	  for	  cognitively-‐oriented	  

people,	  a	  message	  that	  used	  the	  word	  “think”	  was	  more	  effective	  at	  persuading	  
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behavioral	  intentions	  than	  the	  same	  message	  substituting	  the	  word	  “feel;”	  the	  

opposite	  was	  true	  for	  affectively-‐oriented	  individuals.	  	  

Therefore,	  people’s	  cognitive	  or	  affective	  orientation	  can	  affect	  the	  success	  of	  

messaging.	  In	  addition,	  recent	  experiences	  can	  prime	  them	  to	  be	  more	  responsive	  to	  

cognitive	  or	  affective	  messages.	  Both	  orientation	  and	  experiences	  influence	  the	  

resonance	  of	  messages	  by	  interacting	  with	  existing	  schema	  that	  is	  cognitively	  or	  

affectively	  oriented.	  

Affective	  and	  cognitive	  processing	  and	  Kahneman’s	  System	  1	  and	  System	  2	  

processing	  metaphor	  share	  many	  characteristics	  in	  common	  with	  Petty	  and	  

Cacioppo’s	  peripheral	  and	  central	  route	  processing	  metaphor.	  System	  1	  can	  equate	  

to	  peripheral	  processing	  in	  its	  use	  of	  cues	  such	  as	  credibility,	  liking,	  heuristics,	  and	  

affective	  appeals.	  System	  2	  can	  compare	  to	  central	  processing	  in	  its	  attention	  to	  

argument	  strength,	  rationality,	  critical	  thinking,	  and	  cognitive	  appeals	  (Kahneman,	  

2013;	  Petty	  &	  Cacioppo,	  1986;	  Small	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  	  

Insights	  from	  these	  scholars	  illuminate	  how	  message	  frames	  interact	  with	  

cognitive	  frames.	  According	  to	  these	  works,	  there	  are	  natural	  ways	  of	  processing	  

that	  have	  developed	  through	  human	  evolution	  that	  affect	  how	  people	  receive	  and	  

process	  messages,	  indicating	  that	  there	  may	  be	  deeply	  ingrained	  cognitive	  frames	  

shaping	  responses.	  Additionally,	  some	  people	  are	  more	  inclined	  to	  use	  central,	  

logical,	  and	  System	  2	  processing,	  while	  others	  depend	  almost	  entirely	  on	  peripheral,	  

emotional,	  and	  System	  1	  processing,	  indicating	  that	  certain	  people	  may	  make	  use	  of	  

certain	  cognitive	  frames,	  either	  due	  to	  inborn	  intelligence	  or	  learned	  experience,	  
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that	  others	  do	  not.	  Additionally,	  certain	  features	  of	  messages	  and	  message	  context	  

trigger	  peripheral,	  affective,	  and	  System	  1	  processing,	  such	  as	  a	  distracting	  

environment,	  a	  personal	  appeal,	  and	  a	  less	  relevant	  topic.	  Other	  features,	  such	  as	  

motivation,	  topical	  knowledge,	  an	  abstract	  appeal,	  and	  a	  novel	  situation,	  trigger	  

central,	  deliberative,	  and	  System	  2	  processing	  (Kahneman,	  2013;	  Petty	  &	  Cacioppo,	  

1986;	  Small	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  In	  this	  way,	  cognitive	  frames	  can	  shape	  message	  frames	  

and	  vice	  versa.	  Given	  this	  information	  about	  cognitive	  frames,	  those	  wishing	  to	  

influence	  others,	  such	  as	  social	  movement	  agents,	  can	  consider	  certain	  factors	  when	  

composing	  messages:	  topic	  relevance,	  situational	  context,	  tendency	  toward	  critical	  

or	  emotional	  processing,	  peripheral	  cues,	  background	  knowledge,	  recent	  

experiences,	  and	  more.	  	  

Social	  Movements	  

Social	  movements	  have	  been	  defined	  as	  somewhat	  coordinated	  groups	  of	  

people	  organized	  around	  a	  goal	  of	  creating	  or	  resisting	  change	  in	  a	  society,	  culture,	  

or	  world	  order,	  that	  have	  a	  shared	  collective	  identity	  and	  maintain	  continuity	  over	  

time	  (Diani,	  1992;	  Snow,	  Soule,	  &	  Kriesi,	  2004).	  Social	  movement	  work	  typically	  

takes	  place	  outside	  institutional	  venues,	  although	  organizations	  can	  play	  a	  large	  role	  

in	  the	  advancement	  of	  social	  movement	  issues	  (Diani,	  1992).	  	  

Social	  movements	  have	  been	  a	  rich	  source	  of	  data	  for	  researchers	  to	  mine.	  

Much	  of	  the	  first	  published	  academic	  research	  on	  social	  movement	  participation	  in	  

the	  1950s	  and	  1960s	  focused	  on	  social	  psychological	  theories	  that	  postulated	  why	  

people	  were	  motivated	  to	  join	  social	  movements.	  “Social	  psychology	  is	  interested	  in	  
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how	  social	  context	  influences	  individuals’	  behavior”	  (Klandermans	  &	  van	  

Stekelenburg,	  2007,	  p.	  157).	  These	  early	  theories	  implied	  that	  participation	  in	  social	  

movements	  was	  an	  irrational	  and	  deviant	  act	  because	  all	  movements	  seemed	  

doomed	  to	  fail,	  and	  because	  participants	  were	  seen	  as	  lashing	  out,	  often	  violently,	  

against	  society	  (Gamson	  et	  al.,	  1982;	  Schwartz,	  1976).	  Many	  theories	  attempted	  to	  

identify	  particular	  personality	  traits	  or	  social	  positions	  as	  driving	  factors.	  However,	  

these	  theories	  were	  not	  supported	  when	  applied	  to	  the	  participants	  in	  the	  many	  and	  

varied	  movements	  arising	  in	  the	  1960s.	  Movement	  constituents	  were	  not	  just	  

responding	  to	  irrational	  desires	  to	  fit	  in	  or	  reacting	  against	  the	  status	  quo,	  they	  were	  

responding	  to	  rational	  justifications	  and	  decision-‐making	  processes	  (Klandermans,	  

1984,	  2014;	  Noakes	  &	  Johnston,	  2005).	  Recognition	  of	  these	  inconsistencies	  led	  to	  

the	  discrediting	  of	  social	  psychological	  approaches	  as	  a	  useful	  way	  to	  analyze	  

movement	  participation	  in	  social	  movement	  research.	  

After	  a	  period	  throughout	  the	  1970s	  where	  social	  movement	  studies	  targeted	  

structural	  and	  organizational	  factors,	  scholars	  began	  to	  see	  in	  the	  1980s	  that	  the	  

neglect	  of	  social	  psychological	  factors	  left	  a	  major	  gap.	  Qualitative	  methods,	  popular	  

among	  many	  movement	  researchers,	  are	  based	  the	  on	  concept	  of	  symbolic	  

interactionism,	  as	  formulated	  by	  Blumer	  (1969).	  Symbolic	  interactionism	  is	  the	  idea	  

that	  meaning	  is	  a	  social	  construction,	  created	  and	  recreated	  in	  the	  interactions	  

between	  people,	  and	  should	  not	  be	  treated	  as	  static	  or	  given	  (Blumer,	  1969;	  Giugni,	  

1998).	  Yet	  the	  structural	  and	  organizational	  theories	  researchers	  had	  come	  to	  rely	  

upon	  contained	  assumptions	  in	  direct	  contradiction	  to	  these	  ideas.	  For	  example,	  
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resource	  mobilization	  theories	  assume	  that	  those	  being	  mobilized	  already	  hold	  

beliefs	  that	  line	  up	  with	  the	  mobilizers	  instead	  of	  acknowledging	  that	  meanings	  and	  

beliefs	  can	  be	  produced	  through	  interaction	  with	  mobilizers	  (Snow	  &	  Benford,	  

1988).	  Additionally,	  scholars’	  conclusions	  lacked	  explanations	  for	  social	  

psychological	  phenomena	  such	  as	  what	  inspired	  people	  to	  join	  movements	  and	  why	  

movements	  were	  sustained	  even	  when	  political	  opportunities	  or	  resources	  were	  

scarce	  (Gamson	  et	  al.,	  1982;	  Klandermans,	  1984;	  Snow,	  Rochford,	  Worden,	  &	  

Benford,	  1986).	  Social	  movement	  scholars	  agreed	  that	  it	  was	  time	  to	  reintroduce	  

social	  psychological	  variables	  into	  social	  movement	  studies	  (Gamson	  et	  al.,	  1982;	  

Snow	  et	  al.,	  1986).	  Both	  structural	  and	  organizational	  theories	  have	  contributed	  

significantly	  to	  the	  understanding	  of	  the	  successes	  or	  failures	  of	  social	  movements	  

and	  continue	  to	  do	  so	  (McAdam,	  McCarthy,	  &	  Zald,	  1996;	  Noakes	  &	  Johnston,	  2005),	  

albeit	  typically	  with	  acknowledgment	  that	  social	  psychology	  contributes	  an	  

essential	  element	  toward	  understanding	  social	  movement	  processes	  and	  

development.	  Today	  social	  psychology,	  addressed	  through	  the	  perspective	  of	  

framing,	  continues	  to	  be	  a	  relevant	  and	  common	  means	  to	  explore	  the	  construction	  

of	  meaning	  in	  social	  movement	  research.	  

Social	  movement	  framing.	  Beginning	  in	  the	  mid-‐1980s,	  framing	  emerged	  as	  

a	  way	  to	  explain	  less	  rational	  and	  practical	  factors	  in	  movement	  outcomes,	  as	  well	  as	  

a	  way	  to	  understand	  the	  interpretive	  meaning	  assigned	  to	  movement	  activities	  by	  

participants	  (Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1988;	  Snow	  et	  al.,	  1986).	  When	  looking	  at	  social	  

movement	  activities	  through	  the	  lens	  of	  framing	  one	  investigates	  how	  information	  is	  
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articulated	  and	  the	  shared	  meanings	  that	  particular	  articulation	  garners.	  The	  

framing	  perspective	  takes	  into	  account	  that	  meanings	  are	  created	  in	  a	  discursive	  

process	  between	  social	  movement	  participants	  and	  other	  parties	  (Snow	  et	  al.,	  

2004).	  Some	  of	  the	  first	  theorists	  to	  bridge	  these	  ideas	  voiced	  the	  need	  for	  a	  framing	  

perspective	  succinctly:	  	  

Perhaps	  the	  occurrence,	  intensity,	  and	  duration	  of	  protest	  cycles	  are	  not	  just	  
a	  function	  of	  opportunity	  structures,	  regime	  responses,	  and	  the	  like,	  but	  are	  
also	  due	  to	  the	  presence	  or	  absence	  of	  a	  potent	  innovative	  master	  frame1	  
and/or	  the	  differential	  ability	  of	  [social	  movement	  organizations]	  to	  
successfully	  exploit	  and	  elaborate	  the	  anchoring	  frame	  to	  its	  fullest	  (Snow	  et	  
al.,	  1986,	  p.	  477).	  	  

Framing	  operates	  as	  a	  means	  for	  social	  movements	  to	  create	  shared	  meaning	  

by	  presenting	  ideas	  in	  a	  particular	  light	  and	  for	  participants	  and	  bystanders	  to	  

interpret	  those	  ideas	  using	  and	  altering	  the	  frames	  already	  in	  place	  in	  their	  minds.	  

Social	  movement	  scholars	  credit	  noted	  sociologist	  Goffman	  as	  formulating	  framing	  

as	  a	  way	  to	  process	  and	  organize	  information.	  Goffman	  articulated	  frames	  as	  having	  

the	  ability	  to	  “[render]	  what	  would	  otherwise	  be	  a	  meaningless	  aspect	  of	  the	  scene	  

into	  something	  that	  is	  meaningful”	  by	  enabling	  someone	  to	  “locate,	  perceive,	  

identify,	  and	  label	  a	  seemingly	  infinite	  number	  of	  concrete	  occurrences	  defined	  in	  its	  

terms”	  (1974,	  p.	  21).	  	  

It	  did	  not	  take	  long	  for	  scholars	  of	  social	  movements	  to	  appreciate	  the	  power	  

of	  framing.	  Two	  scholars,	  Gitlin	  and	  Gamson,	  were	  among	  the	  first	  to	  shift	  social	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 A	  master	  frame	  is	  grand-‐scale	  frame,	  one	  that	  bridges	  organizations,	  movements,	  time,	  and	  
potentially	  geography	  as	  well	  (Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1992).	  A	  good	  example	  is	  the	  frame	  of	  civil	  rights	  
that	  has	  been	  applied	  to	  both	  the	  African-‐American	  equality	  movement	  and	  the	  Freedom	  to	  Marry	  
movement	  for	  gay,	  lesbian,	  and	  transgender	  couples. 
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movement	  studies	  from	  a	  focus	  on	  structure,	  organization,	  and	  process	  to	  

interpretation	  and	  meaning	  development	  in	  collective	  action,	  using	  framing	  as	  the	  

central	  theory.	  Gitlin	  (1980)	  used	  frames	  to	  analyze	  the	  way	  the	  news	  media	  shaped	  

public	  reception	  of	  the	  1965	  Students	  for	  a	  Democratic	  Society	  protests	  and	  

activities	  and	  how	  the	  movement	  responded	  to	  that	  coverage.	  He	  found	  that	  media	  

coverage	  worked	  within	  a	  system	  of	  mostly	  subconscious	  framing.	  These	  media	  

frames	  influenced	  the	  successes	  and	  failures	  of	  the	  movement	  because	  they	  shaped	  

what	  the	  movement	  meant	  to	  people	  by	  becoming	  the	  dominant	  narrative	  about	  

that	  movement	  (Gitlin,	  1980).	  	  

In	  contrast	  to	  Gitlin’s	  emphasis	  on	  frames	  constructed	  by	  the	  media,	  the	  next	  

researchers	  to	  use	  framing	  analysis	  on	  social	  movements,	  Gamson,	  Fireman,	  and	  

Rytina	  (1982),	  focused	  on	  people’s	  internal	  interpretive	  processes.	  In	  their	  

experiments,	  participants	  who	  initially	  held	  a	  frame	  that	  assumed	  the	  legitimacy	  of	  

authority	  broke	  that	  frame	  and	  reconstructed	  it	  to	  one	  of	  unjust	  treatment.	  The	  

transition	  occurred	  when	  authority	  violated	  moral	  norms	  by	  asking	  people	  to	  

publicly	  carry	  out	  an	  action	  that	  they	  found	  unethical.	  The	  study	  illuminated	  how	  

this	  reframing	  process	  serves	  as	  a	  first	  step	  toward	  collective	  action	  and	  how	  

participants’	  interpretive	  processes	  were	  essential	  (Gamson	  et	  al.,	  1982).	  

From	  these	  initial	  forays	  into	  framing	  analysis	  of	  social	  movements,	  research	  

has	  evolved	  in	  two	  complementary	  directions:	  a	  focus	  on	  cognitive	  frames,	  the	  

schema	  existing	  in	  the	  mind	  of	  the	  receiver	  such	  as	  the	  injustice	  frame	  identified	  as	  

the	  basis	  of	  collective	  action	  by	  Gamson	  et	  al.;	  and	  an	  emphasis	  on	  message	  frames	  
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generated	  by	  the	  sender,	  such	  as	  those	  identified	  by	  Gitlin	  in	  news	  coverage	  of	  a	  

social	  movement.	  Cognitive	  framing	  studies	  tend	  to	  focus	  on	  understanding	  how	  

changes	  in	  people’s	  internal	  perceptions	  of	  issues	  influence	  movement	  outcomes,	  

while	  message	  framing	  studies	  look	  at	  how	  the	  framing	  of	  movement	  texts	  influence	  

movement	  outcomes	  (Johnston,	  1995).	  Clearly,	  the	  two	  are	  closely	  linked;	  in	  fact	  

cognitive	  and	  message	  framing	  processes	  should	  not	  be	  assumed	  to	  work	  

independently	  of	  each	  other	  since	  framing	  is	  a	  dialogic	  process	  in	  which	  both	  the	  

mental	  processes	  of	  potential	  constituents	  and	  message	  composition	  by	  movement	  

actors	  coexist	  and	  continuously	  interact	  (Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000;	  Snow	  &	  Benford,	  

1992;	  Snow	  et	  al.,	  1986).	  	  Social	  movement	  research	  in	  each	  camp	  typically	  

acknowledges	  or	  incorporates	  elements	  of	  the	  other	  and	  concedes	  that	  the	  ability	  

and	  willingness	  of	  message	  recipients	  to	  reframe	  their	  experiences	  determines	  the	  

success	  or	  failure	  of	  movement	  outcomes	  as	  much	  as	  the	  composition	  of	  movement	  

texts.	  

Message	  framing	  studies	  in	  social	  movements	  have	  developed	  beyond	  Gitlin’s	  

work.	  As	  mentioned	  above,	  emphasis	  is	  typically	  on	  communication	  between	  the	  

movement	  actors	  themselves.	  Message	  framing	  studies,	  as	  articulated	  by	  McAdam,	  

should	  focus	  on:	  “conscious	  strategic	  efforts	  by	  groups	  of	  people	  to	  fashion	  shared	  

understandings	  of	  the	  world	  and	  of	  themselves	  that	  legitimate	  and	  motivate	  

collective	  action”	  (1996,	  p.	  6).	  Ultimately,	  using	  the	  framing	  perspective	  in	  

scholarship	  increases	  understanding	  of	  how	  movement	  actors	  have	  contributed	  to	  

successful	  collective	  action	  by	  developing	  shared	  identity	  and	  inspiring	  
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mobilization,	  thereby	  enabling	  a	  movement	  to	  achieve	  its	  goals	  (Haydu,	  1999;	  

Klandermans,	  1984;	  Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1988;	  Snow	  et	  al.,	  1986).	  	  

The	  work	  of	  two	  researchers	  forms	  the	  foundation	  of	  studies	  in	  message	  

framing:	  Robert	  Benford	  and	  David	  Snow.	  From	  1986	  to	  1992,	  they	  formulated	  a	  

number	  of	  concepts	  that	  have	  subsequently	  played	  a	  large	  role	  as	  variables	  in	  area	  

scholarship.	  Four	  of	  those	  concepts	  and	  their	  elaborations	  directly	  informed	  this	  

work:	  collective	  action	  frames,	  frame	  resonance,	  competing	  frames,	  and	  counter	  

frames.	  Benford	  and	  Snow’s	  conceptions	  of	  collective	  action	  frames	  significantly	  

diverge	  from	  communication	  framing	  studies.	  Unlike	  the	  focus	  of	  most	  frame	  

analysis	  that	  centers	  on	  identifying	  meaning	  and	  how	  that	  meaning	  shapes	  

understanding	  through	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  text,	  these	  framing	  tools	  instead	  focus	  

on	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  communication.	  A	  statement	  analyzed	  from	  this	  perspective	  is	  

seen	  as	  performing	  a	  specific	  task	  that	  helps	  to	  contribute	  to	  collective	  action.	  	  	  A	  

statement	  that	  performs	  its	  task	  well	  advances	  the	  goals	  of	  the	  communication	  as	  

well	  as	  the	  outcomes	  of	  the	  social	  movement	  as	  a	  whole.	  	  

Collective	  action	  frames.	  Benford	  and	  Snow	  (1988,	  1992),	  starting	  with	  

Goffman’s	  (1974)	  conceptions	  of	  cognitive	  framing	  and	  deriving	  support	  for	  their	  

ideas	  from	  a	  number	  of	  ethnographic	  studies	  of	  social	  movements,	  elaborated	  the	  

types	  of	  frames	  which,	  when	  used	  together	  in	  messages	  conveyed	  by	  social	  

movements,	  can	  inspire,	  motivate,	  and	  resonate	  with	  potential	  constituents.	  This	  set	  

of	  frames,	  known	  as	  collective	  action	  frames,	  includes	  diagnostic,	  prognostic,	  and	  

motivational	  framing	  tasks	  (Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1988,	  1992).	  	  
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As	  part	  of	  their	  core	  framing	  tasks,	  diagnostic	  frames	  identify	  the	  problem	  

and	  attribute	  blame	  to	  an	  entity.	  A	  diagnosis	  in	  the	  climate	  change	  discourse	  might	  

include	  discussion	  of	  carbon	  pollution	  as	  the	  source	  of	  the	  problem	  and	  assign	  

blame	  to	  national	  leadership	  and	  consumers.	  Prognostic	  frames	  identify	  the	  solution	  

and	  convey	  a	  plan	  of	  action;	  responsibility	  is	  assigned	  for	  carrying	  out	  that	  action.	  

Regarding	  climate	  change,	  a	  prognosis	  might	  include	  a	  suggestion	  to	  decrease	  use	  of	  

fossil	  fuels	  and	  increase	  reliance	  on	  renewable	  energy	  resources,	  including	  specific	  

steps	  people	  can	  take	  to	  do	  so.	  Motivational	  frames	  provide	  a	  call	  to	  action	  using	  

vocabularies	  of	  motive	  (see	  Mills,	  1940)	  (Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000;	  Noakes	  &	  Johnston,	  

2005;	  Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1988,	  1992).	  The	  motivational	  task	  in	  climate	  change	  might	  

be	  framed	  as	  a	  description	  of	  the	  bleak	  future	  we	  could	  face	  if	  we	  do	  not	  act	  now	  

combined	  with	  the	  assertion	  that	  action	  will	  have	  an	  impact	  on	  the	  problem.	  The	  

first	  two	  tasks,	  providing	  diagnoses	  and	  prognoses,	  enable	  people	  to	  come	  to	  

agreement	  about	  an	  issue;	  the	  third	  task,	  providing	  motivation,	  is	  necessary	  to	  

create	  engagement	  in	  the	  issue	  through	  action	  (Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1988).	  The	  concept	  

of	  collective	  action	  frames	  also	  includes	  the	  dialogic	  process	  of	  interaction	  between	  

the	  core	  framing	  tasks	  as	  presented	  in	  a	  movement’s	  discursive	  practices	  (texts	  such	  

as	  speeches,	  conversations,	  videos,	  etc.)	  and	  those	  creating	  and	  receiving	  those	  

frames,	  its	  agents	  and	  potential	  constituents.	  It	  is	  this	  dialogic	  process	  that	  creates	  

collective	  meaning	  and	  identity	  (Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000).	  

The	  core	  framing	  tasks	  of	  collective	  action	  frames	  have	  been	  studied	  

extensively	  in	  social	  movement	  research,	  typically	  with	  qualitative	  content	  analyses	  
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and/or	  observation.	  Numerous	  case	  studies	  have	  shown	  the	  myriad	  ways	  core	  

framing	  tasks	  have	  been	  utilized	  in	  movement	  messages,	  illuminating	  social	  

movement	  dynamics.	  For	  example,	  a	  comparative	  case	  study	  carried	  out	  through	  

inductive	  analysis	  of	  interviews,	  observations,	  and	  texts	  identified	  the	  diagnostic,	  

prognostic,	  and	  motivational	  frames	  in	  three	  faith-‐based	  community	  development	  

organizations.	  Results	  indicated	  that	  the	  organizations	  aligned	  their	  goals	  with	  those	  

of	  funding	  institutions,	  while	  each	  organization	  utilized	  different	  problem	  

definitions	  (diagnostic	  frames)	  to	  meet	  those	  goals	  (Fitzgerald,	  2009).	  Many	  other	  

studies	  distinguish	  the	  charge	  that	  these	  frames	  carry	  out	  for	  the	  movement.	  For	  

example,	  a	  content	  analysis	  on	  communication	  produced	  by	  an	  anti-‐biotechnology	  

organization	  identified	  the	  predominant	  diagnostic	  theme	  as	  a	  violation	  of	  human	  

rights	  and	  the	  predominant	  prognostic	  theme	  as	  restoration	  of	  those	  rights	  (Zschau,	  

Adams,	  &	  Shriver,	  2012).	  	  

However,	  research	  has	  not	  established	  whether	  these	  core	  framing	  tasks	  

affect	  the	  change	  in	  cognition	  for	  which	  they	  are	  named.	  	  Benford	  (1997)	  noted	  that	  

empirical	  work	  had	  failed	  to	  successfully	  investigate	  whether	  collective	  action	  

frames	  affect	  mobilization;	  scholars	  have	  continued	  to	  call	  out	  this	  oversight	  

(Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000;	  Johnston,	  2005;	  Scheufele,	  1999).	  However,	  given	  their	  

repeated	  presence	  in	  successful	  movement	  messages,	  social	  movement	  scholars	  

assumed	  that	  they	  play	  an	  essential	  role.	  Theoretical	  and	  empirical	  work	  posits	  that	  

together	  collective	  action	  frames	  focus,	  make	  salient,	  and	  articulate	  ideas.	  They	  help	  

redefine	  something	  that	  although	  previously	  seen	  as	  acceptable	  is	  now	  understood	  
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to	  be	  unjust	  or	  immoral	  and	  in	  need	  of	  correction	  (Gamson	  et	  al.,	  1982;	  Snow	  &	  

Benford,	  1988,	  1992;	  Snow	  et	  al.,	  1986).	  They	  weave	  together	  events	  and	  

experiences	  into	  a	  meaningfully	  interconnected	  reality,	  allowing	  recipients	  to	  

interpret	  information	  in	  a	  new	  way	  (Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1992).	  Collective	  action	  

frames	  have	  a	  distinct	  purpose	  of	  not	  only	  providing	  meaning,	  but	  also	  creating	  

action	  that	  challenges	  existing	  power	  structures	  and	  the	  understanding	  of	  reality	  

established	  by	  those	  in	  power	  (Snow	  et	  al.,	  2004).	  In	  addition,	  they	  are	  dynamic:	  

“The	  flow	  of	  events	  -‐	  biographical,	  local,	  national,	  and	  international	  -‐	  have	  a	  way	  of	  

intruding	  into	  our	  realities	  and	  forcing	  us	  either	  to	  incorporate	  them	  into	  our	  

current	  understandings	  or	  modify	  those	  understandings	  accordingly”	  (Snow	  et	  al.,	  

2004,	  p.	  393).	  

Frame	  resonance.	  Although	  creating	  message	  frames	  by	  using	  the	  

combination	  of	  diagnostic,	  prognostic,	  and	  motivational	  tasks	  may	  sound	  simple	  and	  

prescriptive,	  the	  effort	  is	  not	  complete	  without	  including	  the	  role	  of	  cognitive	  

frames,	  the	  schema	  existing	  in	  the	  mind	  of	  the	  receiver.	  As	  discussed	  earlier,	  framing	  

can	  be	  understood	  as	  an	  interaction	  between	  those	  composing	  messages	  using	  

message	  framing,	  and	  those	  receiving	  messages	  where	  messages	  interact	  with	  their	  

cognitive	  frames.	  Benford	  and	  Snow	  acknowledge	  the	  importance	  of	  this	  interaction	  

with	  their	  conceptualization	  of	  what	  they	  call	  resonance.	  	  

According	  to	  Benford	  and	  Snow	  (1988;	  2000),	  movement	  message	  framing	  

has	  to	  align	  with	  people’s	  cognitive	  frames	  and	  the	  broader	  culture	  in	  which	  we	  live	  

in	  order	  to	  succeed.	  When	  “framing	  efforts	  strike	  a	  responsive	  chord	  or	  resonate	  
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within	  the	  targets	  of	  mobilization,”	  it	  is	  referred	  to	  as	  frame	  resonance	  (Snow	  &	  

Benford,	  1988,	  p.	  198).	  Social	  movement	  organizations	  have	  to	  be	  aware	  not	  only	  of	  

the	  frames	  they	  are	  creating	  in	  their	  messages	  but	  also	  how	  those	  frames	  mesh	  with	  

the	  schema	  that	  potential	  participants	  have	  developed	  internally	  and	  the	  culture	  

they	  live	  within	  externally.	  	  

Frame	  resonance	  requires	  both	  salience	  and	  credibility;	  these	  are	  the	  two	  

components	  of	  resonance.	  There	  are	  three	  factors	  crucial	  in	  creating	  salience,	  or	  

prominence	  in	  a	  person’s	  consciousness,	  of	  a	  frame	  or	  set	  of	  frames.	  First,	  

movement	  frames	  have	  to	  match	  the	  lived	  experiences	  of	  recipients,	  known	  as	  

experiential	  commensurability;	  second,	  the	  effect	  of	  the	  frames	  depends	  on	  how	  

central	  the	  issues	  addressed	  are	  to	  the	  lives	  of	  the	  recipients;	  and	  third,	  the	  message	  

must	  have	  narrative	  fidelity,	  meaning	  its	  frames	  resonate	  with	  existing	  cultural	  

narratives	  (Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000;	  Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1988).	  In	  addition,	  in	  order	  to	  

resonate,	  frames	  put	  forth	  by	  social	  movements	  must	  feel	  credible	  to	  the	  recipients.	  

First,	  the	  claims	  need	  empirical	  credibility,	  meaning	  they	  have	  to	  fit	  with	  world	  

events	  and	  commonly	  accepted	  knowledge.	  Second,	  those	  delivering	  the	  frames	  

must	  be	  perceived	  to	  be	  believable,	  and	  finally,	  the	  messages	  being	  touted	  by	  

movements	  must	  be	  consistent	  with	  the	  movement	  organization’s	  actions,	  stated	  

beliefs,	  and	  public	  face	  (Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000;	  Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1988).	  	  

A	  study	  of	  the	  1989	  Chinese	  Democracy	  movement	  serves	  as	  a	  good	  

illustration	  of	  the	  power	  of	  frame	  resonance.	  Students	  initiating	  the	  movement	  had	  

to	  delicately	  balance	  their	  calls	  for	  change	  while	  still	  couching	  their	  messages	  in	  
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party-‐friendly	  terms	  in	  order	  to	  avoid	  immediate	  (and	  dangerous)	  backlash	  from	  

the	  state.	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  they	  had	  to	  deliver	  a	  message	  that	  would	  ring	  true	  for	  

the	  experiences	  of	  Chinese	  citizens	  in	  order	  to	  engage	  more	  people	  to	  act.	  They	  were	  

able	  to	  do	  this	  by	  calling	  on	  traditional	  and	  Communist	  values	  and	  narratives	  that	  

effectively	  pointed	  out	  the	  frequent	  grievances	  people	  were	  experiencing	  first-‐hand.	  

In	  addition,	  they	  ensured	  their	  public	  actions	  matched	  their	  stated	  framings,	  

achieving	  consistency	  in	  contrast	  with	  the	  state,	  which	  was	  reflecting	  inconsistency.	  

In	  this	  way,	  the	  organizers	  achieved	  frame	  resonance	  and	  garnered	  the	  strongest	  

and	  longest	  movement	  in	  Chinese	  Communist	  history	  despite	  profound	  structural	  

and	  organizational	  limitations	  (Zuo	  &	  Benford,	  1995).	  	  

An	  additional	  element	  of	  resonance	  that	  I	  would	  like	  to	  attend	  to	  is	  the	  

shaping	  of	  messages	  to	  be	  either	  rationally	  oriented	  or	  emotionally	  oriented.	  In	  the	  

earlier	  discussion	  of	  the	  interaction	  between	  cognitive	  and	  message	  frames,	  most	  of	  

the	  aspects	  of	  the	  viewpoints	  addressed	  in	  that	  discussion	  are	  enfolded	  into	  Benford	  

and	  Snow’s	  definition	  of	  resonance.	  For	  example,	  ELM’s	  attention	  to	  life	  relevance	  is	  

reflected	  in	  Benford	  and	  Snow’s	  centrality	  and	  experiential	  commensurability	  and	  

Kahneman’s	  attention	  to	  likeableness	  and	  credibility	  is	  reflected	  in	  Benford	  and	  

Snow’s	  speaker	  credibility.	  However,	  Benford	  and	  Snow’s	  conceptualization	  of	  

resonance	  overlooks	  the	  role	  of	  rationally	  and	  emotionally	  oriented	  messages,	  an	  

important	  piece	  to	  address	  since	  the	  way	  a	  message	  is	  presented	  can	  have	  

significant	  influence	  on	  its	  ability	  to	  strike	  a	  “responsive	  chord.”	  
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Competing	  frames	  and	  counter	  frames.	  Any	  time	  a	  potential	  constituent	  

encounters	  framed	  messages	  put	  forth	  by	  social	  movement	  actors,	  she	  also	  

undoubtedly	  encounters	  framed	  messages	  coming	  from	  elites,	  such	  as	  the	  media,	  

the	  state,	  corporations,	  or	  any	  other	  entity	  that	  is	  part	  of	  the	  hegemonic	  structure	  in	  

society.	  In	  addition,	  she	  may	  experience	  framed	  messages	  from	  other	  movements	  or	  

organizations	  within	  the	  same	  movement	  (Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000).	  Since	  social	  

movement	  framing	  activities	  do	  not	  occur	  in	  a	  void,	  it	  is	  therefore	  worth	  defining	  

two	  additional	  terms,	  competing	  frames	  and	  counter	  frames.	  	  

Frame	  competitions	  naturally	  occur	  because	  there	  are	  always	  multiple	  

communicators	  present	  in	  society.	  Someone	  receiving	  one	  message	  will	  receive	  

other	  messages	  with	  frames	  that	  may	  support,	  contradict,	  extend,	  or	  redefine	  the	  

frames	  in	  that	  original	  message.	  Each	  frame	  competes	  for	  the	  attention	  of	  the	  

recipient.	  In	  addition,	  those	  who	  compose	  messages	  often	  respond	  to	  competing	  

frames	  already	  present	  in	  the	  culture,	  choosing	  to	  absorb,	  co-‐opt,	  contradict,	  or	  

tread	  carefully	  around	  them	  (Noakes	  &	  Johnston,	  2005).	  

Occasionally,	  movement	  actors	  find	  competing	  frames	  within	  the	  same	  

movement	  organization	  or	  within	  a	  coalition	  of	  organizations	  joining	  together	  for	  a	  

limited	  duration.	  When	  this	  happens,	  organizations	  have	  to	  find	  innovative	  ways	  to	  

effectively	  marry	  the	  frames	  or	  risk	  schism	  (Benford,	  1993).	  This	  was	  the	  case	  for	  

the	  Million	  Mom	  March	  and	  Code	  Pink	  protests	  in	  2000	  and	  2007,	  respectively.	  The	  

two	  movement	  organizations	  used	  message	  frames	  emphasizing	  women’s	  biological	  

and	  psychological	  differences	  from	  men,	  a	  maternal	  frame,	  as	  well	  as	  an	  equality	  
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frame	  stressing	  sameness	  with	  men.	  In	  both	  cases,	  organizers	  were	  able	  to	  

successfully	  bridge	  the	  two	  frames	  with	  a	  third	  frame,	  the	  feminine-‐expressive	  

frame.	  This	  frame	  reclaimed	  maligned	  feminine	  imagery	  and	  stereotypes	  and	  used	  

them	  in	  playful	  irony	  to	  appeal	  to	  women	  who	  relate	  to	  either	  frame.	  For	  example,	  a	  

call	  to	  action	  for	  the	  Million	  Mom	  March	  teasingly	  invited	  moms	  to	  gas	  up	  their	  

minivans	  (Goss	  &	  Heaney,	  2010).	  	  	  

Closely	  related	  to	  competing	  frames	  is	  the	  concept	  of	  counter	  frames.	  

Counter	  frames	  are	  those	  that	  attempt	  to	  “rebut,	  undermine,	  or	  neutralize	  a	  person's	  

or	  group's	  myths,	  versions	  of	  reality,	  or	  interpretive	  framework"	  (Benford,	  1987,	  p.	  

75,	  as	  cited	  in	  Benford	  &	  Hunt,	  2003,	  p.	  161).	  These	  are	  competing	  frames	  that	  are	  

specifically	  composed	  to	  contradict	  a	  particular	  frame,	  and	  they	  are	  usually	  put	  forth	  

by	  a	  movement	  opponent.	  Counterframing	  can	  include	  movement	  responses	  to	  elite	  

frames	  or	  elite	  responses	  to	  movement	  frames.	  In	  the	  aforementioned	  study	  of	  the	  

1989	  Chinese	  Democracy	  movement,	  researchers	  found	  that	  one	  reason	  for	  the	  

movement’s	  longevity	  was	  that	  state	  messages	  countering	  the	  movement’s	  actions	  

were	  ineffective	  because	  they	  failed	  to	  mesh	  with	  people’s	  real-‐life	  experiences	  (Zuo	  

&	  Benford,	  1995).	  	  

Counter	  frames	  can	  also	  include	  movement	  or	  organization	  responses	  to	  

frames	  advanced	  by	  other	  movements	  or	  organizations,	  or	  elite	  responses	  to	  other	  

elite	  frames.	  For	  example,	  in	  Haydu’s	  study	  of	  frames	  chosen	  by	  employers	  to	  

counter	  union	  activities,	  he	  found	  that	  employers	  at	  times	  chose	  frames	  not	  because	  

they	  countered	  union	  frames	  but	  because	  they	  reflected	  desirable	  frames	  emerging	  
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from	  other	  elite	  groups.	  Frames	  in	  the	  early	  1900s	  were	  developing	  that	  established	  

status	  hierarchies	  by	  elevating	  the	  work	  of	  the	  mind	  as	  opposed	  to	  manual	  labor.	  By	  

demonizing	  union	  efforts	  that	  represented	  hand	  work,	  employers	  were	  able	  to	  

associate	  themselves	  with	  the	  higher	  status	  group	  (Haydu,	  1999).	  Counterframing	  

sometimes	  involves	  responding	  to	  historical	  movement	  frames	  that	  if	  invoked	  

today,	  would	  harm	  movement	  efforts.	  One	  frame	  used	  in	  the	  women’s	  suffrage	  

movement,	  that	  women’s	  place	  was	  in	  the	  home	  (Hewitt	  &	  McCammon,	  2004),	  had	  

to	  be	  countered	  in	  later	  women’s	  movement	  activities	  once	  women	  no	  longer	  

wanted	  to	  be	  confined	  to	  that	  arena	  (cf.	  Goss	  &	  Heaney,	  2010).	  	  	  

The	  Current	  Study	  

In	  order	  for	  social	  movements	  to	  achieve	  particular	  outcomes,	  they	  must	  

persuasively	  articulate	  and	  amplify	  shared	  grievances	  (Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1992)	  as	  

well	  as	  develop	  vocabularies	  of	  motive	  or	  reasoning	  that	  evokes	  action	  (Benford,	  

1993).	  Benford	  (1997)	  suggested	  that	  using	  case	  studies	  is	  the	  easiest	  way	  for	  

scholars	  to	  study	  these	  aspects	  of	  social	  movements.	  In	  fact,	  the	  majority	  of	  research	  

in	  this	  area	  has	  used	  case	  studies	  to	  look	  at	  frames	  retrospectively,	  and	  most	  has	  

focused	  on	  successful	  movements	  (Benford,	  1997).	  The	  problem	  with	  this	  method	  is	  

that	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  establish	  any	  kind	  of	  causal	  relationship,	  and	  results	  are	  skewed.	  

Benford	  (1997)	  first	  called	  these	  issues	  to	  scholars’	  attention,	  saying,	  “We	  tend	  to	  

work	  backward	  from	  successful	  mobilization	  to	  the	  framings	  activists	  proffered	  and	  

then	  posit	  a	  casual	  linkage	  between	  the	  two”	  (p.	  412).	  

This	  shortcoming	  has	  been	  identified	  by	  multiple	  scholars	  since	  then	  
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(Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000;	  Johnston,	  2005;	  Scheufele,	  1999;	  Vicari,	  2010).	  Scheufele	  

(1999)	  specifically	  called	  for	  lab-‐based	  experimental	  designs	  to	  help	  establish	  

framing	  effects	  on	  movement	  participation.	  Despite	  these	  pleas	  to	  incorporate	  

empirical	  testing	  of	  collective	  action	  frames,	  little	  research	  has	  heeded	  that	  call.	  This	  

study	  is	  intended	  to	  address	  that	  gap.	  

My	  primary	  interest	  is	  to	  understand	  how	  the	  framing	  of	  messages	  by	  social	  

movements	  can	  affect	  a	  movement’s	  impact	  by	  mobilizing	  participants.	  While	  

shifting	  a	  person’s	  perceptions	  about	  an	  issue	  to	  align	  with	  movement	  views	  is	  an	  

important	  communication	  objective,	  mobilizing	  someone	  to	  play	  an	  active	  role	  is	  a	  

necessary	  second	  step	  for	  movements	  to	  achieve	  their	  goals.	  	  

Mobilization	  involves	  attempts	  by	  a	  movement	  organization	  to	  inspire	  

support	  through	  material	  or	  nonmaterial	  means	  (Klandermans,	  1984).	  Mobilization	  

can	  occur	  on	  a	  macro	  level,	  when	  broad	  changes	  (e.g.	  industrialization	  or	  war)	  shift	  

power	  relations	  at	  a	  societal	  level.	  At	  the	  organizational,	  or	  meso	  level,	  mobilization	  

tends	  to	  happen	  when	  those	  organizations	  that	  have	  more	  resources,	  including	  

stronger	  and	  denser	  networks	  and	  the	  ability	  to	  create	  collective	  action,	  challenge	  

the	  power	  structure.	  At	  the	  micro	  level,	  it	  is	  the	  shift	  in	  individuals’	  cognitions	  that	  

create	  mobilization	  through	  collective	  interpretation	  of	  a	  problem,	  attribution	  of	  

blame,	  and	  setting	  expectations	  for	  outcomes	  (Klandermans,	  1984;	  Noakes	  &	  

Johnston,	  2005;	  Snow	  et	  al.,	  2004).	  This	  means	  mobilization	  is	  both	  a	  response	  to	  

cultural	  change	  and	  a	  cause	  of	  it	  (Snow	  et	  al.,	  2004).	  	  

This	  study	  focuses	  on	  both	  meso	  and	  micro	  mobilization	  processes:	  meso	  in	  
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terms	  of	  message	  construction	  by	  organizations	  and	  micro	  in	  terms	  of	  changes	  in	  

cognition	  and	  interaction	  with	  existing	  cognitive	  frames.	  Meso	  mobilization	  can	  be	  

achieved	  by	  attending	  to	  the	  core	  framing	  tasks	  of	  collective	  action	  frames:	  

diagnostic,	  prognostic,	  and	  motivational	  framing;	  micro	  mobilization	  can	  be	  

represented	  in	  the	  potential	  moderating	  effects	  of	  frame	  resonance,	  competing	  

frames,	  and	  counter	  frames.	  	  

The	  audience	  of	  any	  social	  movement	  message	  consists	  of	  three	  categories	  in	  

order	  of	  mobilization,	  from	  least	  likely	  to	  be	  mobilized	  to	  most:	  people	  who	  are	  not	  

sympathizers,	  those	  who	  already	  sympathize	  with	  the	  movement’s	  issue,	  and	  those	  

who	  are	  already	  active	  in	  the	  movement	  (Klandermans,	  2014).	  Within	  each	  

category,	  of	  course,	  there	  are	  those	  who	  fall	  in	  the	  center	  and	  to	  each	  side,	  creating	  

what	  we	  can	  imagine	  as	  a	  mobilization	  continuum	  extending	  from	  firmly	  opposed	  to	  

passionate	  (see	  Figure	  1).	  Both	  attitudes	  and	  actions	  determine	  where	  someone	  

may	  fall	  on	  the	  mobilization	  continuum:	  a	  person’s	  attitudes	  toward	  the	  movement’s	  

issue	  gauge	  the	  level	  of	  sympathy	  toward	  that	  issue	  and	  can	  be	  measured	  on	  an	  

attitude	  scale;	  his	  actions	  measure	  the	  level	  of	  participation.	  Quantifying	  actual	  

participation	  would	  be	  ideal,	  however	  given	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  study,	  measuring	  

intention	  to	  act	  suffices.	  Study	  participants,	  therefore,	  can	  be	  placed	  along	  this	  

continuum	  based	  on	  their	  self-‐reported	  attitudes	  about	  and	  intended	  actions	  on	  a	  

social	  movement	  issue.	  A	  lower	  score,	  where	  attitudes	  are	  less	  sympathetic	  and	  

actions	  are	  infrequent	  or	  nonexistent,	  places	  them	  toward	  the	  non-‐sympathizer	  end	  

and	  a	  higher	  score	  toward	  the	  active	  end.	  
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Figure	  1.	  The	  mobilization	  continuum	  

Often	  those	  at	  the	  far	  left	  of	  the	  scale,	  the	  non-‐sympathizers,	  are	  rigid	  in	  their	  

assessments	  of	  issues	  and	  unlikely	  to	  change	  positions	  (Klandermans,	  2014;	  

Maibach,	  Roser-‐Renouf,	  &	  Leiserowitz,	  2009;	  Scannell	  &	  Gifford,	  2013).	  Sometimes	  

messages	  to	  this	  group	  result	  in	  recipients	  wanting	  to	  challenge	  what	  they	  are	  being	  

told,	  known	  as	  counterarguing.	  When	  this	  takes	  place,	  messages	  often	  have	  opposite	  

their	  intended	  effect,	  causing	  a	  boomerang	  in	  attitudes	  (Fishbein,	  Hall-‐Jamieson,	  

Zimmer,	  von	  Haeften,	  &	  Nabi,	  2002;	  Moyer-‐Gusé,	  Jain,	  &	  Chung,	  2012).	  This	  type	  of	  

result	  is	  likely	  one	  reason	  movement	  organizers	  rarely	  address	  messages	  to	  this	  

group	  (Klandermans,	  2014).	  Therefore,	  removing	  the	  non-‐sympathizers	  during	  

analysis	  could	  provide	  more	  accurate	  results	  as	  to	  whether	  messages	  would	  have	  

their	  intended	  effect	  on	  the	  typical	  target	  audience.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  those	  who	  

fall	  not	  as	  far	  to	  the	  left	  on	  the	  continuum	  may	  not	  have	  rigid	  attitudes	  and	  can	  be	  

thought	  of	  as	  potential	  sympathizers.	  

The	  three	  core	  tasks	  of	  collective	  action	  frames	  can	  be	  broken	  into	  two	  

mobilization	  categories:	  diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  framing	  that	  lead	  to	  consensus	  

mobilization	  and	  motivational	  framing	  that	  leads	  to	  action	  mobilization	  

(Klandermans,	  1984,	  2014).	  Consensus	  mobilization	  means	  creating	  a	  consensus	  in	  
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interpretation	  and	  understanding	  of	  a	  situation	  among	  constituents,	  in	  other	  words,	  

creating	  a	  shared	  understanding	  of	  a	  social	  problem	  and	  how	  to	  address	  that	  

problem.	  This	  is	  the	  process	  of	  moving	  a	  non-‐sympathizer	  or	  someone	  who	  is	  mildly	  

sympathetic	  toward	  further	  sympathy.	  Action	  mobilization	  means	  transforming	  that	  

consensus	  into	  action;	  shifting	  a	  sympathizer	  toward	  an	  active	  constituent	  (see	  

Figure	  1).	  This	  kind	  of	  mobilization	  means	  inspiring	  a	  supporter	  to	  join	  a	  protest,	  

write	  a	  letter	  to	  the	  editor,	  talk	  about	  the	  issue	  with	  a	  neighbor,	  or	  any	  other	  variety	  

of	  outcomes	  that	  require	  more	  than	  just	  a	  change	  in	  thought. Benford	  and	  Snow	  

(1988)	  found	  that	  consensus	  mobilization	  does	  not	  automatically	  beget	  action	  

mobilization;	  therefore	  motivational	  frames	  serve	  to	  provide	  the	  extra	  impetus.	  

Based	  on	  this	  division,	  I	  chose	  to	  investigate	  whether	  inclusion	  of	  motivational	  

frames	  in	  a	  climate	  change	  organization’s	  persuasive	  messages	  did	  indeed	  increase	  

action	  mobilization	  over	  messages	  that	  solely	  included	  diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  

framing	  tasks.	  By	  exposing	  one	  group	  to	  a	  treatment	  condition	  that	  includes	  

motivational	  frames	  and	  another	  group	  to	  a	  treatment	  condition	  that	  excludes	  

motivational	  frames,	  I	  make	  the	  following	  prediction:	  

H1:	  	   Mobilization	  levels,	  measured	  in	  terms	  of	  attitude	  and	  intention	  to	  act,	  

for	  participants	  exposed	  to	  messages	  that	  include	  motivational	  frames	  

will	  be	  significantly	  higher	  than	  mobilization	  levels	  for	  participants	  not	  

exposed	  to	  motivational	  frames.	  

The	  dialogic	  process	  of	  framing	  suggests	  that	  I	  also	  investigate	  how	  the	  

mental	  processes	  of	  potential	  constituents	  interact	  with	  message	  composition.	  Core	  
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framing	  tasks	  are	  enhanced	  when	  they	  resonate	  with	  the	  cognitive	  frames	  of	  

recipients	  based	  on	  their	  salience	  and	  credibility	  (Snow	  &	  Benford,	  1988).	  Both	  

salience	  and	  credibility	  can	  be	  measured	  using	  survey	  scales,	  and	  in	  addition,	  

elements	  can	  be	  added	  into	  communication	  texts	  to	  increase	  the	  level	  of	  salience	  

and	  the	  perception	  of	  credibility.	  “The	  extent	  to	  which	  a	  social	  movement’s	  

collective	  action	  frame	  succeeds	  in	  mobilizing	  people	  depends	  on	  whether	  it	  

resonates	  with	  the	  targeted	  audiences”	  (Klandermans,	  1984,	  p.	  53).	  This	  leads	  to	  the	  

prediction	  that	  resonance	  can	  have	  a	  direct	  impact	  on	  mobilization:	  

H2a:	  	   There	  will	  be	  a	  significant	  positive	  correlation	  between	  salience	  and	  

mobilization	  such	  that	  as	  salience	  increases,	  mobilization	  levels	  will	  

increase.	  

H2b:	  	   There	  will	  be	  a	  significant	  positive	  correlation	  between	  credibility	  and	  

mobilization	  such	  that	  as	  credibility	  increases,	  mobilization	  levels	  will	  

increase.	  

In	  addition,	  by	  exposing	  one	  group	  to	  a	  treatment	  condition	  that	  includes	  

motivational	  frames	  and	  another	  group	  to	  a	  treatment	  condition	  that	  excludes	  

motivational	  frames,	  I	  predict	  that	  resonance	  will	  serve	  as	  a	  moderating	  variable	  in	  

the	  relationship	  between	  motivational	  frames	  and	  placement	  on	  the	  mobilization	  

continuum:	  

H3:	  	   There	  will	  be	  an	  interaction	  effect	  between	  resonance	  and	  motivational	  

frames	  such	  that	  resonance	  and	  mobilization	  will	  be	  more	  strongly	  
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associated	  with	  each	  other	  for	  participants	  exposed	  to	  motivational	  

frames	  than	  for	  those	  not	  exposed	  to	  motivational	  frames.	  

Two	  additional	  variables	  that	  may	  influence	  the	  relationship	  between	  

collective	  action	  frames	  and	  placement	  on	  the	  mobilization	  continuum	  are	  

competing	  frames	  and	  counter	  frames.	  However,	  research	  has	  been	  inconclusive	  on	  

the	  direction	  of	  influence	  (Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000).	  Benford	  (1993)	  found	  that	  inter-‐

movement	  frame	  disputes	  were	  both	  beneficial	  and	  detrimental	  to	  Texas	  nuclear	  

disarmament	  movement	  organizations.	  A	  study	  of	  the	  collective	  action	  frames	  used	  

in	  the	  United	  States’	  women’s	  suffrage	  movement	  found	  that	  counterframing	  

opponents	  frames	  increased	  membership	  in	  suffrage	  organizations,	  yet	  the	  presence	  

or	  absence	  of	  anti-‐suffrage	  organizations	  did	  not	  influence	  outcomes	  (Hewitt	  &	  

McCammon,	  2004).	  Frequency	  of	  exposure	  to	  both	  competing	  and	  counter	  frames	  

can	  be	  assessed	  through	  survey	  measures.	  Therefore,	  by	  measuring	  participants’	  

exposure	  to	  competing	  and	  counter	  frames,	  I	  propose	  to	  investigate	  the	  direction	  of	  

and	  strength	  of	  influence	  on	  mobilization	  levels	  with	  two	  research	  questions:	  

RQ1:	  What	  impact	  will	  exposure	  to	  competing	  frames	  have	  on	  mobilization	  

levels?	  

RQ2:	  What	  impact	  will	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  have	  on	  mobilization	  

levels?	  
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Figure	  2.	  Hypotheses	  and	  research	  questions	  depicted	  on	  the	  mobilization	  continuum	  
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Chapter	  3:	  Methods	  

Participants	  

	   I	  recruited	  participants	  from	  Amazon’s	  Mechanical	  Turk,	  an	  online	  

crowdsourcing	  site	  where	  people	  perform	  tasks,	  such	  as	  filling	  out	  social	  science	  

surveys	  at	  their	  convenience,	  in	  order	  to	  earn	  minor	  monetary	  compensation	  

(“Amazon	  mechanical	  turk	  welcome,”	  n.d.).	  While	  a	  convenience	  sample,	  it	  is	  

relatively	  diverse	  in	  comparison	  to	  the	  typical	  convenience	  samples	  many	  

researchers	  access	  on	  the	  internet	  or	  college	  campuses	  (Buhrmester,	  Kwang,	  &	  

Gosling,	  2011;	  Mason	  &	  Suri,	  2012).	  Any	  respondent	  that	  fully	  completed	  the	  survey	  

was	  paid	  $0.50.	  In	  order	  to	  qualify	  to	  respond	  to	  the	  survey,	  respondents	  had	  to	  

confirm	  that	  they	  were	  at	  least	  18	  years	  of	  age,	  residents	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  and	  

spoke	  English	  fluently.	  	  

Because	  this	  research	  required	  input	  from	  human	  subjects,	  the	  Institutional	  

Review	  Board	  (IRB)	  performed	  an	  ethical	  review	  of	  the	  study	  procedures.	  The	  IRB	  is	  

a	  formal	  university-‐appointed	  board	  that	  reviews,	  monitors,	  and	  approves	  research	  

to	  assure	  that	  the	  rights	  and	  welfare	  of	  human	  subjects	  are	  protected.	  The	  IRB	  

approved	  the	  original	  research	  procedure	  on	  February	  27,	  2015	  and	  an	  amended	  

procedure	  on	  March	  18,	  2015	  (see	  Appendix	  A).	  

To	  ensure	  that	  my	  treatment	  conditions	  would	  have	  at	  least	  an	  80	  percent	  

chance	  of	  finding	  a	  significant	  effect	  if	  one	  existed	  in	  the	  population,	  I	  conducted	  a	  

power	  analysis	  using	  Harvard	  University’s	  online	  power	  calculator	  (Shoenfeld,	  

2010)	  in	  order	  to	  determine	  an	  adequate	  sample	  size.	  	  I	  set	  my	  significance	  level	  at	  
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.05	  with	  a	  view	  to	  being	  95%	  confident	  the	  results	  did	  not	  occur	  by	  chance.	  I	  used	  

the	  calculator	  by	  entering	  the	  means	  and	  standard	  deviations	  derived	  from	  scales	  

that	  measured	  components	  of	  my	  dependent	  variable.	  Two	  scales	  used	  by	  Heath	  and	  

Gifford	  (2006)	  measured	  behavioral	  intention	  to	  act	  on	  climate	  change	  (M	  =	  3.33;	  SD	  

=	  0.38)	  and	  efficacy	  of	  cooperation	  (M	  =	  3.23;	  SD	  =	  0.77).	  One	  scale	  used	  by	  

Whitmarsh	  (2008)	  measured	  attitudes	  about	  climate	  change.	  Since	  Whitmarsh	  did	  

not	  report	  the	  standard	  deviation	  of	  her	  scale,	  I	  used	  the	  standard	  deviation	  from	  a	  

pilot	  test	  of	  the	  scale	  (M	  =	  3.84;	  SD	  =	  0.67).	  By	  averaging	  these	  standard	  deviations,	  I	  

was	  able	  to	  assume	  that	  the	  standard	  deviation	  of	  the	  dependent	  variable	  would	  be	  

0.71.	  Using	  this	  information,	  the	  power	  analysis	  indicated	  that	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  

statistical	  power	  of	  .80	  for	  a	  two-‐tailed	  test	  with	  a	  .05	  significance	  level,	  if	  the	  true	  

change	  in	  the	  dependent	  variables	  is	  0.13	  units	  per	  one	  standard	  deviation	  change	  

in	  the	  independent	  variable,	  I	  would	  need	  a	  minimum	  sample	  of	  175	  participants	  

per	  condition.	  Since	  my	  experiment	  contained	  two	  conditions,	  the	  total	  number	  of	  

participants	  should	  be	  at	  least	  350	  to	  achieve	  the	  desired	  power.	  

	   Respondents	  completed	  a	  survey	  and	  watched	  a	  short	  video	  in	  the	  Qualtrics	  

survey	  platform.	  The	  survey	  was	  open	  for	  six	  days,	  in	  which	  479	  responses	  were	  

collected.	  One	  duplicate	  respondent	  was	  removed.	  Those	  that	  did	  not	  complete	  the	  

first	  75%	  of	  the	  survey	  (n	  =	  71),	  and	  those	  that	  failed	  the	  experimental	  

substantiations	  (n	  =	  16)	  were	  removed.	  Additionally,	  anyone	  who	  spent	  far	  outside	  

three	  standard	  deviations	  of	  time	  on	  any	  question	  (n	  =	  9)	  was	  removed	  from	  the	  

sample.	  The	  final	  number	  of	  participants	  was	  382.	  
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	   The	  participant	  sample	  was	  51.5%	  female	  (1.1%	  other).	  	  Caucasians	  

represented	  82.7%	  of	  the	  sample,	  with	  the	  next	  largest	  group	  being	  African	  

American	  at	  8.8%;	  participants	  were	  allowed	  to	  mark	  more	  than	  one	  field.	  	  Age	  (n	  =	  

372,	  M	  =	  39.21,	  SD	  =	  13.31)	  was	  distributed	  along	  a	  bimodal	  curve,	  with	  peaks	  

around	  30	  (Mo	  =	  30)	  and	  60.	  	  More	  participants	  held	  a	  bachelor’s	  degree	  (n	  =	  143,	  

38.1%)	  or	  at	  least	  some	  college	  (n	  =	  94,	  25.1%)	  than	  any	  other	  level	  of	  education.	  

More	  than	  82%	  of	  respondents	  fell	  in	  the	  $0	  -‐	  $75,000	  income	  range,	  with	  the	  

majority	  of	  that	  group	  (n	  =	  143,	  37.9%)	  earning	  between	  $25,001	  -‐	  $50,000.	  The	  

sample	  skewed	  heavily	  Democratic,	  with	  more	  than	  twice	  as	  many	  respondents	  

choosing	  that	  affiliation	  over	  any	  other	  (n	  =	  178,	  47.5%);	  the	  next	  largest	  group	  

chose	  no	  affiliation	  (n	  =	  79,	  21.1%)	  followed	  closely	  by	  Republican	  (n	  =	  75,	  20%).	  

See	  Appendix	  B	  for	  a	  complete	  description	  of	  demographic	  statistics.	  

Procedure	  	  

	   After	  providing	  informed	  consent	  (see	  Appendix	  C),	  participants	  completed	  a	  

two-‐part	  survey.	  In	  the	  first	  part,	  participants	  responded	  to	  demographic	  questions	  

and	  a	  scale	  on	  salience.	  Salience	  levels	  needed	  to	  be	  established	  before	  participants	  

were	  primed	  by	  information	  in	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  procedure.	  After	  completing	  this	  

portion	  of	  the	  survey,	  participants	  were	  randomly	  assigned	  to	  one	  of	  two	  video	  

conditions	  described	  in	  detail	  below.	  Following	  the	  video,	  participants	  then	  

returned	  to	  the	  survey	  to	  respond	  to	  questions	  substantiating	  the	  experimental	  

manipulation,	  as	  well	  as	  scales	  on	  attitudes,	  intention	  to	  act,	  speaker	  credibility,	  and	  

exposure	  to	  competing	  and	  counter	  frames.	  Lastly,	  participants	  answered	  a	  question	  
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on	  income.	  The	  entire	  process	  took	  approximately	  nine	  minutes	  to	  complete	  (M	  =	  

8.80).	  

Videos.	  I	  chose	  to	  use	  a	  video	  as	  the	  vehicle	  for	  the	  experimental	  

manipulation	  because	  video	  as	  a	  message	  medium	  is	  increasingly	  popular,	  with	  

video-‐sharing	  sites	  such	  as	  YouTube.com	  growing	  exponentially	  in	  recent	  years	  

(Cha,	  2014).	  In	  addition,	  many	  studies	  have	  shown	  video	  to	  be	  superior	  to	  text	  in	  

learning	  in	  terms	  of	  motivation	  and	  attention	  in	  online	  contexts	  (e.g.	  Choi	  &	  Johnson,	  

2005).	  One	  study	  on	  news	  framing	  found	  that	  inclusion	  of	  visual	  imagery	  in	  news	  

stories	  created	  interaction	  with	  both	  cognitive	  and	  affective	  elements	  of	  message	  

processing.	  The	  authors	  concluded	  that	  images	  may	  have	  a	  powerful	  ability	  to	  

activate	  preexisting	  cognitive	  frames	  (Domke,	  Perlmutter,	  &	  Spratt,	  2002).	  	  

For	  the	  video,	  participants	  were	  randomly	  assigned	  to	  one	  of	  two	  

experimental	  conditions.	  The	  approximately	  three-‐minute	  videos	  were	  created	  from	  

clips	  taken	  from	  the	  movie	  “Disruption,”	  produced	  by	  350.org	  (“Disruption,”	  n.d.),	  

used	  with	  permission	  from	  the	  organization.	  The	  organization	  created	  the	  movie	  in	  

summer	  2014	  with	  intent	  to	  be	  shown	  throughout	  the	  world	  to	  encourage	  people	  to	  

join	  the	  September	  2014	  People’s	  Climate	  March.	  Clips	  taken	  from	  the	  movie	  

contained	  messages	  about	  climate	  change	  but	  not	  the	  march,	  since	  those	  portions	  

are	  no	  longer	  relevant	  given	  that	  the	  event	  has	  passed.	  	  

The	  edited	  videos	  contained	  staged	  clips	  of	  speakers	  such	  as	  relevant	  authors	  

and	  representatives	  from	  media	  and	  climate	  change	  activist	  organizations.	  Speakers	  

were	  featured	  from	  prerecorded	  footage	  from	  a	  meeting	  of	  the	  International	  Panel	  
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on	  Climate	  Change	  and	  organizing	  activities	  for	  the	  People’s	  Climate	  March.	  The	  

videos	  also	  showed	  scenic	  images	  of	  Earth,	  such	  as	  breaching	  humpback	  whales,	  and	  

the	  stresses	  that	  the	  Earth	  is	  undergoing	  due	  to	  climate	  change,	  such	  as	  melting	  

glaciers	  and	  extreme	  weather.	  Additional	  footage	  of	  people	  participating	  in	  protests	  

was	  used.	  Either	  music	  or	  voice-‐overs	  played	  throughout	  the	  videos.	  

I	  constructed	  the	  videos	  to	  take	  into	  account	  the	  features	  of	  resonance	  as	  

described	  above.	  The	  credibility	  component	  of	  resonance	  in	  this	  context	  consists	  of	  

empirical	  credibility,	  frame	  consistency,	  and	  source	  credibility.	  Empirical	  credibility,	  

meaning	  frames	  should	  fit	  with	  known	  world	  events,	  was	  addressed	  by	  using	  frames	  

from	  the	  video	  that	  mesh	  with	  national	  or	  worldwide	  incidents	  that	  received	  

national	  media	  coverage.	  Both	  versions	  of	  the	  video	  referred	  to	  recent	  extreme	  

weather	  events	  that	  have	  been	  broadly	  covered	  in	  the	  national	  news.	  Frame	  

consistency,	  the	  “congruency	  between	  [a	  social	  movement	  organization’s]	  

articulated	  beliefs,	  claims,	  and	  actions”	  (Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000,	  p.	  620),	  was	  

addressed	  by	  choosing	  an	  organization	  that	  has	  demonstrated	  this	  consistency	  

throughout	  its	  history.	  	  

To	  establish	  the	  narrative	  fidelity	  component	  of	  resonance,	  frames	  used	  in	  

the	  videos	  were	  chosen	  to	  resonate	  with	  existing	  cultural	  narratives	  that	  have	  

relevance	  to	  United	  States	  residents.	  Both	  versions	  of	  the	  video	  contained	  reference	  

to	  the	  civil	  rights	  movement	  and	  the	  women’s	  movement,	  major	  historical	  events,	  

and	  weather,	  a	  very	  popular	  news	  topic	  (“Pew	  Research	  Center	  for	  the	  People	  &	  the	  

Press	  poll,	  Jan,	  2014,”	  2014).	  For	  example,	  a	  message	  used	  in	  both	  versions	  of	  the	  
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video	  showed	  historical	  footage	  of	  the	  civil	  rights	  and	  women’s	  movements	  and	  

stated:	  “All	  the	  big	  social	  movements	  in	  history	  have	  had	  people	  in	  the	  streets;	  

women’s	  voting	  rights,	  civil	  rights	  movement,	  and	  even	  more	  recently	  on	  climate	  

issues,	  our	  big	  successes	  have	  happened	  when	  people	  left	  their	  homes	  and	  went	  out	  

in	  the	  streets.”	  

Additionally,	  the	  videos	  used	  both	  cognitively	  oriented	  and	  affectively	  

oriented	  arguments	  in	  order	  to	  increase	  the	  opportunities	  for	  resonance	  for	  people	  

who	  respond	  to	  either	  type	  of	  message.	  Cognitively	  oriented	  messages	  used	  rational	  

appeals	  to	  persuade	  viewers	  with	  facts	  and	  numbers.	  For	  example,	  a	  cognitively	  

oriented	  message	  included	  in	  both	  versions	  of	  the	  video	  stated:	  “If	  we	  really	  want	  to	  

bring	  about	  a	  limitation	  of	  temperature	  increase	  to	  no	  more	  than	  2	  degrees	  Celsius,	  

there	  is	  then	  the	  need	  for	  an	  unprecedented	  level	  of	  international	  cooperation.”	  

Affectively	  oriented	  messages	  used	  emotional	  pleas	  to	  appeal	  to	  the	  feelings	  of	  

viewers.	  For	  example,	  an	  affectively	  oriented	  message	  in	  both	  versions	  of	  the	  video	  

stated:	  	  “I	  remember	  when	  the	  weather	  channel	  was	  this	  kind	  of	  like	  nice	  sleepy	  

little	  station.	  Now	  it’s	  like	  a	  horror	  show.	  The	  climate	  is	  being	  disrupted.	  That’s	  not	  

for	  next	  year	  or	  a	  thousand	  years	  from	  now,	  that’s	  happening	  right	  now.”	  Thus,	  

resonance	  was	  enhanced	  through	  video	  composition.	  	  

While	  the	  two	  versions	  of	  the	  videos	  contained	  many	  similarities,	  they	  

differed	  in	  one	  noteworthy	  way:	  version	  one	  of	  the	  video	  included	  six	  diagnostic	  

frames	  and	  six	  prognostic	  frames	  but	  no	  motivational	  frames;	  version	  two	  included	  

four	  of	  the	  same	  six	  diagnostic	  frames	  and	  five	  of	  the	  same	  six	  prognostic	  frames;	  
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additionally,	  at	  the	  end,	  the	  video	  included	  four	  motivational	  frames.	  The	  three	  

diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  frames	  were	  eliminated	  from	  the	  second	  version	  in	  order	  

to	  ensure	  that	  the	  length	  of	  the	  two	  video	  conditions	  only	  differed	  by	  nine	  seconds.	  	  

Diagnostic	  frames	  present	  a	  cause	  of	  the	  problem	  or	  assign	  blame.	  One	  such	  

frame	  presented	  in	  both	  videos	  states:	  “We’ve	  proven	  beyond	  a	  doubt	  that	  climate	  

change	  is	  real,	  that	  the	  earth’s	  temperature	  is	  warming,	  that	  that	  warming	  is	  

predominantly	  caused	  by	  the	  burning	  of	  fossil	  fuels	  and	  other	  human	  activities,	  and	  

that	  that	  additional	  warming	  poses	  a	  significant	  threat.”	  Prognostic	  frames	  present	  a	  

plan	  of	  action	  or	  a	  solution.	  An	  example	  of	  a	  prognostic	  frame	  found	  in	  both	  videos	  

is:	  “Part	  of	  what	  we’re	  doing	  is	  moving	  people	  from	  fossil	  fuels	  to	  the	  solutions	  and	  

also	  presenting	  them	  with	  economic	  opportunities	  around	  the	  solutions.”	  The	  

content	  of	  the	  diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  frames	  was	  carefully	  reviewed	  to	  ensure	  

there	  were	  no	  calls	  to	  action	  included.	  Motivational	  frames	  provide	  a	  call	  to	  action,	  

such	  as	  this	  frame	  presented	  only	  in	  the	  second	  version	  of	  the	  video:	  “It’s	  our	  chance	  

to	  show	  the	  immense	  power	  of	  people	  in	  solidarity.”	  In	  this	  manner,	  I	  constructed	  

the	  two	  treatments	  conditions	  for	  the	  experiment.	  See	  Appendix	  D	  for	  transcripts	  of	  

and	  links	  to	  the	  videos.	  

Survey.	  The	  survey	  instrument	  measured	  five	  constructs:	  mobilization,	  in	  

terms	  of	  attitude	  and	  intention	  to	  act	  scores,	  resonance,	  in	  terms	  of	  salience	  and	  

credibility	  scores,	  exposure	  to	  competing	  frames,	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames,	  and	  

demographics.	  The	  survey	  contained	  six	  items	  on	  demographics.	  With	  the	  exception	  

of	  a	  question	  on	  income,	  demographic	  items	  were	  posed	  first	  since	  placing	  these	  
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types	  of	  items	  early	  on	  Mechanical	  Turk	  surveys	  reduces	  attrition	  (Mason	  &	  Suri,	  

2012).	  	  

The	  survey	  also	  included	  three	  items	  to	  substantiate	  the	  experimental	  

manipulation.	  The	  first	  item	  asked	  participants	  to	  confirm	  whether	  they	  were	  able	  

to	  view	  and	  understand	  the	  video;	  those	  that	  responded	  “No”	  were	  skipped	  to	  the	  

end	  of	  the	  survey	  and	  subsequently	  removed	  from	  analysis.	  The	  second	  item	  asked	  

participants	  to	  corroborate	  whether	  they	  viewed	  specific	  content	  in	  the	  video	  in	  

order	  to	  provide	  an	  indication	  of	  whether	  they	  paid	  attention	  to	  the	  video.	  Lastly,	  

toward	  the	  end	  of	  the	  survey,	  participants	  were	  asked	  whether	  they	  felt	  the	  video	  

was	  more	  informational	  or	  motivational	  with	  a	  bipolar	  question.	  This	  question	  was	  

used	  as	  a	  test	  for	  the	  strength	  of	  the	  experimental	  manipulation.	  See	  Appendix	  E	  for	  

the	  complete	  survey	  instrument.	  

Measures	  

	   Mobilization.	  To	  measure	  climate	  change	  mobilization,	  participants	  

responded	  to	  two	  variables	  that	  determined	  attitudes	  about	  climate	  change	  and	  

intention	  to	  act	  on	  climate	  issues.	  	  

Attitudes.	  To	  measure	  attitudes	  on	  climate	  change,	  I	  used	  a	  26-‐item	  scale	  

created	  by	  Whitmarsh	  (2008),	  and	  removed	  two	  items	  referring	  to	  flooding	  since	  

they	  were	  originally	  included	  specifically	  to	  measure	  the	  attitudes	  of	  flood	  victims.	  

The	  scale	  included	  14	  items	  labeled	  attitudes	  that	  addressed	  awareness,	  perceived	  

usefulness	  of	  acting	  to	  mitigate	  climate	  change,	  perceived	  relevance,	  and	  assignment	  

of	  responsibility	  for	  action.	  An	  additional	  ten	  items	  labeled	  uncertainty	  addressed	  
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perceived	  threat.	  Negative	  items	  were	  reverse	  coded	  so	  that	  a	  higher	  score	  

represented	  stronger	  concern	  about	  the	  threat	  of	  climate	  change	  and	  the	  perception	  

that	  taking	  action	  is	  useful.	  

I	  pilot	  tested	  the	  24-‐item	  scale	  (n	  =	  111,	  M	  =	  3.84,	  SD	  =	  0.67)	  and	  was	  able	  to	  

reduce	  the	  length	  to	  eight	  items	  by	  performing	  orthogonal	  factor	  analysis	  with	  

varimax	  rotation,	  while	  preserving	  good	  reliability.	  The	  initial	  output	  indicated	  four	  

components	  with	  eigenvalues	  greater	  than	  1.	  However,	  based	  on	  recommendations	  

from	  Costello	  and	  Osborne	  (2005),	  I	  used	  the	  scree	  plot	  as	  the	  definitive	  

determinant,	  which	  showed	  a	  clear	  elbow	  at	  two	  components.	  This	  established	  my	  

cut	  point	  at	  eigenvalues	  greater	  than	  1.5:	  the	  first	  component	  was	  11.104	  and	  the	  

second	  component	  was	  1.631.	  These	  two	  factors	  accounted	  for	  53.06%	  of	  the	  

common	  variance	  (Factor	  1	  =	  42.27%;	  Factor	  2	  =	  6.79%).	  Therefore,	  I	  restricted	  my	  

loadings	  to	  two	  factors	  in	  SPSS	  (see	  Table	  1).	  	  

Table	  1	  

Rotated	  Component	  Matrix	  for	  24-‐Item	  Attitude	  Scale	  

Scale	  Items	   Component 	  
1	   2	  

I	  tend	  to	  consider	  information	  about	  climate	  change	  to	  
be	  irrelevant	  to	  me	  

.411	   .562	  

If	  I	  come	  across	  information	  about	  climate	  change	  I	  
will	  tend	  to	  look	  at	  it	  

.465	   .206	  

Leaving	  the	  lights	  on	  in	  my	  home	  adds	  to	  climate	  
change	  

.398	   .344	  

Human	  activities	  have	  no	  significant	  impact	  on	  global	  
temperatures	  

.376	   .592	  

We	  can	  all	  do	  our	  bit	  to	  reduce	  the	  effects	  of	  climate	  
change	  	  

.253	   .621	  

Nothing	  I	  do	  makes	  any	  difference	  to	  climate	  change	   .160	   .761	  
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one	  way	  or	  another	  
People	  should	  be	  made	  to	  reduce	  their	  energy	  
consumption	  if	  it	  reduces	  climate	  change	  

.692	   .103	  

Radical	  changes	  to	  society	  are	  needed	  to	  tackle	  climate	  
change	  

.779	   .189	  

There	  is	  no	  point	  in	  me	  doing	  anything	  about	  climate	  
change	  because	  no	  one	  else	  is	  

.192	   .815	  

Nothing	  I	  do	  on	  a	  daily	  basis	  contributes	  to	  the	  
problem	  of	  climate	  change	  

.269	   .706	  

Industry	  and	  business	  should	  be	  doing	  more	  to	  tackle	  
climate	  change	  

.626	   .375	  

The	  government	  is	  not	  doing	  enough	  to	  tackle	  climate	  
change	  

.684	   .201	  

It	  is	  already	  too	  late	  to	  do	  anything	  about	  climate	  
change	  

.060	   .606	  

I	  feel	  a	  moral	  duty	  to	  do	  something	  about	  climate	  
change	  

.568	   .520	  

Climate	  change	  is	  something	  that	  frightens	  me*	   .738	   .128	  
The	  effects	  of	  climate	  change	  are	  likely	  to	  be	  
catastrophic*	  

.719	   .270	  

Claims	  that	  human	  activities	  are	  changing	  the	  climate	  
are	  exaggerated*	  

.655	   .323	  

The	  evidence	  for	  climate	  change	  is	  unreliable*	   .599	   .511	  
I	  do	  not	  believe	  climate	  change	  is	  a	  real	  problem*	   .408	   .545	  
The	  media	  is	  often	  too	  alarmist	  about	  issues	  like	  
climate	  change*	  

.592	   .470	  

It	  is	  too	  early	  to	  say	  whether	  climate	  change	  is	  really	  a	  
problem*	  

.571	   .642	  

There	  is	  too	  much	  conflicting	  evidence	  about	  climate	  
change	  to	  know	  whether	  it	  is	  actually	  happening*	  

.599	   .485	  

I	  am	  uncertain	  about	  whether	  climate	  change	  is	  really	  
happening*	  

.440	   .544	  

Climate	  change	  is	  just	  a	  natural	  fluctuation	  in	  earth's	  
temperatures*	  

.637	   .437	  

Percent	  of	  variance	  explained	   28.36	   24.70	  
*Items	  from	  the	  uncertainty	  portion	  of	  the	  scale	   	   	  
	  

I	  proceeded	  to	  eliminate	  scale	  items,	  a	  few	  at	  a	  time,	  that	  did	  not	  load	  highly	  

on	  either	  component	  and	  did	  not	  appear	  to	  have	  strong	  face	  validity,	  evaluating	  a	  

newly	  generated	  rotated	  component	  matrix	  with	  each	  elimination	  round.	  The	  final	  
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iteration	  of	  the	  scale	  consisted	  of	  eight	  items	  that	  loaded	  highly	  on	  two	  factors:	  (1)	  

uncertainty	  and	  assignment	  of	  responsibility	  for	  action	  and	  (2)	  usefulness	  of	  acting	  

to	  mitigate	  climate	  change	  (see	  Table	  2).	  Cronbach’s	  alpha	  of	  the	  8-‐item	  scale	  on	  the	  

pilot	  test	  data	  was	  .84.	  	  

Table	  2	  

Final	  Attitude	  Scale	  -‐	  Rotated	  Component	  Matrix	  for	  8-‐Items	  

Scale	  Items	   Component	  
1	   2	  

People	  should	  be	  made	  to	  reduce	  their	  energy	  
consumption	  if	  it	  reduces	  climate	  change	  

.792	   .116	  

Radical	  changes	  to	  society	  are	  needed	  to	  tackle	  climate	  
change	  

.783	   .270	  

Climate	  change	  is	  something	  that	  frightens	  me*	   .770	   .215	  
The	  effects	  of	  climate	  change	  are	  likely	  to	  be	  
catastrophic*	  	  

.702	   .342	  

Human	  activities	  have	  no	  significant	  impact	  on	  global	  
temperatures	  

.349	   .607	  

We	  can	  all	  do	  our	  bit	  to	  reduce	  the	  effects	  of	  climate	  
change	  

.190	   .703	  

There	  is	  no	  point	  in	  me	  doing	  anything	  about	  climate	  
change	  because	  no	  one	  else	  is	  

.156	   .839	  

Nothing	  I	  do	  on	  a	  daily	  basis	  contributes	  to	  the	  
problem	  of	  climate	  change	  

.225	   .792	  

Percent	  of	  variance	  explained	   31.98	   30.55	  
*Items	  from	  the	  uncertainty	  portion	  of	  the	  scale	   	   	  

	  

The	  revised	  scale	  retained	  six	  items	  from	  the	  attitude	  portion,	  addressing	  

perceived	  usefulness	  of	  acting	  to	  mitigate	  climate	  change	  and	  two	  items	  from	  the	  

uncertainty	  portion	  addressing	  perceived	  threat	  (an	  affective	  response).	  	  The	  scale	  

utilized	  a	  5-‐point	  Likert-‐type	  response	  format	  ranging	  from	  1	  =	  Strongly	  Agree	  to	  5	  =	  

Strongly	  Disagree.	  Cronbach’s	  alpha	  of	  the	  scale	  was	  .93.	  	  
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Intention	  to	  act.	  Two	  scales	  created	  by	  Heath	  and	  Gifford	  (2006)	  measured	  

behavioral	  intention	  to	  act	  on	  climate	  change	  and	  self-‐efficacy	  of	  cooperation	  (a.k.a.	  

collective	  efficacy).	  Two	  modifications	  were	  made	  to	  the	  scales:	  the	  words	  “global	  

warming”	  were	  replaced	  with	  “climate	  change”	  throughout	  so	  that	  these	  scales	  used	  

the	  same	  wording	  as	  the	  other	  survey	  scales;	  one	  item	  in	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  portion	  

of	  the	  scale	  was	  changed	  from	  positive	  wording	  to	  negative	  to	  balance	  the	  number	  

of	  positively-‐	  and	  negatively-‐valenced	  items.	  Both	  scales	  utilized	  a	  5-‐point	  Likert-‐

type	  response	  format	  ranging	  from	  1	  =	  Strongly	  Agree	  to	  5	  =	  Strongly	  Disagree.	  

Heath	  and	  Gifford	  found	  that	  including	  a	  measure	  of	  collective	  efficacy	  is	  an	  

important	  part	  of	  measuring	  intention	  to	  act	  on	  climate	  change	  since	  climate	  change	  

is	  often	  thought	  of	  as	  a	  distant	  and	  scattered	  problem	  in	  which	  it	  can	  be	  difficult	  to	  

imagine	  individual	  efforts	  can	  have	  consequences.	  In	  their	  study,	  a	  belief	  in	  a	  

positive	  collective	  outcome	  was	  a	  significant	  component	  of	  intention	  to	  act	  (Heath	  &	  

Gifford,	  2006).	  The	  scale	  items	  are	  shown	  in	  Table	  3.	  Cronbach’s	  alpha	  of	  the	  scale	  

was	  .93.	  
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Table	  3	  

Behavioral	  Intention	  and	  Efficacy	  of	  Cooperation	  Scales	  

Scale	  Items	   Reverse	  
Coded	  

Behavioral	  Intention	  Scale	   	  
There	  are	  simple	  things	  that	  I	  can	  do	  that	  will	  have	  a	  meaningful	  
effect	  to	  alleviate	  the	  negative	  effects	  of	  climate	  change	  

X	  

I	  believe	  that	  little	  things	  I	  can	  do	  will	  make	  a	  difference	  to	  
alleviate	  the	  negative	  effects	  of	  climate	  change	  

X	  

Even	  if	  I	  try	  to	  do	  something	  about	  climate	  change,	  I	  doubt	  if	  it	  
will	  make	  any	  difference	  

	  

There	  is	  very	  little	  I	  can	  do	  to	  mitigate	  the	  negative	  effect	  of	  
climate	  change	  

	  

Efficacy	  of	  Cooperation	  Scale	   	  
I	  plan	  to	  take	  some	  actions	  to	  stop	  climate	  change	   X	  
I	  personally	  do	  not	  intend	  to	  do	  much	  to	  stop	  climate	  change	   	  
I	  will	  make	  no	  effort	  to	  mitigate	  the	  negative	  effects	  of	  climate	  
change	  

	  

I	  intend	  to	  take	  concrete	  steps	  to	  do	  something	  to	  mitigate	  the	  
negative	  effects	  of	  climate	  change	  

X	  

	  

The	  behavioral	  intention	  portion	  included	  four	  items	  shown	  in	  Table	  3.	  

Cronbach’s	  alpha	  of	  the	  scale	  was	  .91.	  The	  behavioral	  intention	  and	  efficacy	  

measures	  were	  averaged	  together	  using	  SPSS	  to	  create	  a	  single	  measure	  of	  intention	  

to	  act	  with	  a	  Cronbach’s	  alpha	  of	  .95.	  Thus,	  two	  separate	  measures,	  attitude	  and	  

intention	  to	  act,	  each	  provided	  information	  on	  mobilization	  levels	  of	  participants.	  

	   Resonance.	  To	  measure	  the	  resonance	  of	  the	  climate	  change	  issue,	  

participants	  responded	  to	  two	  different	  variables	  because,	  “two	  sets	  of	  interacting	  

factors	  account	  for	  variation	  in	  degree	  of	  frame	  resonance:	  credibility	  of	  the	  

proffered	  frame	  and	  its	  relative	  salience”	  (Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000,	  p.	  619).	  	  

Source	  credibility.	  Source	  credibility	  was	  measured	  using	  the	  12-‐item	  
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Leathers	  Personal	  Credibility	  Scale	  (Leathers,	  1986).	  The	  scale	  is	  a	  7-‐point	  bipolar	  

measurement	  of	  a	  speaker’s	  perceived	  characteristics,	  shown	  in	  Table	  4.	  The	  scale	  

includes	  three	  elements	  as	  described	  by	  Leathers:	  competence,	  trustworthiness,	  and	  

dynamism	  as	  perceived	  by	  the	  receiver.	  Dynamism	  is	  an	  affective	  rating	  based	  on	  

how	  successfully	  the	  communicator	  has	  projected	  a	  feeling	  of	  confidence.	  In	  this	  

study,	  instead	  of	  asking	  for	  a	  response	  to	  an	  individual	  speaker,	  the	  survey	  item	  

asked	  participants	  to	  respond	  to	  the	  presenters	  in	  the	  videos	  as	  a	  group.	  The	  

Cronbach’s	  alpha	  of	  the	  scale	  was	  .95.	  

Table	  4	  

Credibility	  Scale	  

Scale	  Items	   Reverse	  Coded	  
Competent	  :	  Incompetent	   X	  
Qualified	  :	  Unqualified	   X	  
Well-‐informed	  :	  Poorly	  informed	   X	  
Intelligent	  :	  Unintelligent	   X	  
Honest	  :	  Dishonest	   X	  
Straightforward	  :	  Evasive	   X	  
Trustworthy	  :	  Untrustworthy	   X	  
Sincere	  :	  Insincere	   X	  
Assertive	  :	  Unassertive	   X	  
Bold	  :	  Timid	   X	  
Forceful	  :	  Meek	   X	  
Active	  :	  Inactive	   X	  

	  

Salience.	   Salience	  in	  terms	  of	  collective	  action	  frames	  means	  that	  the	  issues	  

addressed	  have	  “centrality,	  experiential	  commensurability,	  and	  narrative	  fidelity”	  

(Benford	  &	  Snow,	  2000,	  p.	  621).	  Centrality	  was	  established	  through	  response	  to	  

Leiserowitz’s	  9-‐item	  Risk	  Perception	  Index	  (2006).	  This	  scale	  was	  created	  to	  
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measure	  people’s	  perceptions	  of	  climate	  change	  risk	  including	  the	  likelihood	  of	  

personal,	  local,	  and	  global	  impacts	  on	  humans	  and	  nature,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  seriousness	  

of	  those	  impacts.	  I	  modified	  the	  scale	  by	  replacing	  the	  words	  “global	  warming”	  with	  

“climate	  change”	  throughout,	  and	  altered	  the	  response	  format	  from	  4	  points	  to	  5	  

points	  to	  parallel	  the	  other	  scales	  used	  for	  this	  construct.	  Items	  are	  shown	  in	  Table	  

5.	  The	  responses	  ranged	  from	  1	  =	  Very	  to	  5	  =	  Not	  at	  all.	  In	  addition,	  I	  supplemented	  

the	  scale	  with	  an	  additional	  question	  to	  address	  experiential	  commensurability,	  or	  

alignment	  of	  the	  lived	  experiences	  of	  recipients.	  	  This	  was	  established	  by	  asking	  for	  

a	  response	  to	  the	  statement:	  “I	  have	  personally	  experienced	  the	  effects	  of	  climate	  

change”	  (Myers	  et	  al.,	  2013).	  The	  response	  option	  used	  a	  5-‐point	  Likert-‐type	  format	  

ranging	  from	  1=	  Strongly	  Agree	  to	  5	  =	  Strongly	  Disagree.	  Cronbach’s	  alpha	  of	  the	  

salience	  scale	  without	  and	  with	  the	  additional	  question	  was	  .94.	  	  

Table	  5	  

Salience	  Scale	  

Scale	  Items	   Reverse	  
Coded	  

Worldwide,	  many	  people's	  standard	  of	  living	  will	  decrease	   X	  
Worldwide	  water	  shortages	  will	  occur	   X	  
Increased	  rates	  of	  serious	  disease	  worldwide	   X	  
My	  standard	  of	  living	  will	  decrease	   X	  
Water	  shortages	  will	  occur	  where	  I	  live	   X	  
My	  chance	  of	  getting	  a	  serious	  disease	  will	  increase	   X	  

	  

Competing	  frames.	  To	  measure	  participants’	  exposure	  to	  competing	  frames,	  

those	  that	  support,	  extend,	  or	  redefine	  the	  presentation	  of	  the	  issue	  in	  the	  video,	  

participants	  responded	  to	  a	  pilot-‐tested	  question	  regarding	  their	  encounters	  with	  
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prognoses	  regarding	  climate	  change	  that	  were	  different	  from	  those	  presented	  in	  the	  

videos.	  	  The	  matrix	  item	  asked:	  “How	  frequently	  in	  the	  last	  three	  months	  have	  you	  

heard	  or	  seen	  information	  about	  climate	  change	  that	  stated	  or	  implied:.”	  Five	  

statements	  followed,	  shown	  in	  Table	  6.	  Answer	  choices	  included	  seven	  interval	  

options	  that	  ranged	  from	  1	  =	  Never	  to	  7	  =	  Daily.	  The	  Cronbach’s	  alpha	  of	  the	  

competing	  frames	  scale	  was	  .82.	  	  

Table	  6	  

Competing	  Frames	  Scale	  

Scale	  Item	  
There's	  nothing	  we	  can	  do	  to	  fix	  climate	  change	  
Climate	  change	  is	  not	  a	  big	  enough	  problem	  to	  worry	  about	  
We	  need	  to	  learn	  to	  adapt	  to	  climate	  change	  
We	  need	  to	  develop	  technological	  solutions	  to	  climate	  change	  (e.g.	  geo-‐engineering)	  
It's	  not	  up	  to	  individuals	  to	  help	  resolve	  climate	  change	  because	  others	  (e.g.	  
businesses,	  organizations,	  or	  government)	  are	  taking	  care	  of	  it	  
	  

Counter	  frames.	  To	  measure	  participants’	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames,	  those	  

that	  contradict	  the	  presentation	  of	  the	  issue	  in	  the	  videos,	  participants	  responded	  to	  

a	  pilot-‐tested	  question	  regarding	  their	  encounters	  with	  diagnoses	  that	  were	  in	  

direct	  conflict	  to	  those	  presented	  in	  the	  videos.	  The	  matrix	  item	  asked:	  “How	  

frequently	  in	  the	  last	  three	  months	  have	  you	  heard	  or	  seen	  information	  about	  

climate	  change	  that	  stated	  or	  implied:.”	  Three	  statements	  are	  shown	  in	  Table	  7.	  

Answer	  choices	  included	  seven	  interval	  options	  that	  ranged	  from	  1	  =	  Never	  to	  7	  =	  

Daily.	  The	  Cronbach’s	  alpha	  of	  the	  counter	  frames	  scale	  was	  .94.	  
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Table	  7	  

Counter	  Frames	  Scale	  

Scale	  Items	  
Climate	  change	  doesn't	  exist	  
Climate	  change	  is	  not	  a	  problem	  
Climate	  change	  is	  not	  caused	  by	  humans	  
	  
Analysis	  

Statistical	  analyses	  were	  conducted	  using	  IBM’s	  statistical	  software	  program	  

SPSS	  21.	  Hypothesis	  1	  suggested	  that	  exposure	  to	  the	  motivational	  framing	  task	  

would	  result	  in	  higher	  mobilization	  levels	  than	  without	  the	  motivational	  frames.	  I	  

employed	  an	  independent	  samples	  t-‐test	  to	  determine	  if	  there	  was	  a	  significant	  

difference	  in	  means	  between	  the	  group	  exposed	  to	  motivational	  frames	  and	  the	  

group	  not	  exposed	  to	  these	  frames.	  I	  administered	  the	  t-‐test	  on	  the	  entire	  sample	  on	  

both	  the	  attitude	  scale	  and	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  scale.	  As	  previously	  planned,	  I	  then	  

divided	  the	  respondents	  into	  two	  groups:	  non-‐sympathizers	  and	  a	  group	  I	  call	  

prospectives,	  which	  incorporates	  both	  those	  who	  may	  be	  potential	  sympathizers	  as	  

well	  as	  those	  who	  are	  already	  sympathizers.	  I	  chose	  to	  make	  this	  division	  based	  on	  

studies	  cited	  above	  that	  support	  the	  claim	  that	  non-‐sympathizers	  are	  highly	  unlikely	  

to	  change	  position	  and	  therefore	  do	  not	  represent	  a	  typical	  target	  audience	  for	  

social	  movement	  activities.	  	  After	  making	  this	  division,	  I	  administered	  a	  second	  set	  

of	  t-‐tests	  on	  the	  prospective	  group.	  	  

Hypothesis	  2a	  and	  2b	  hypothesized	  that	  when	  the	  issue	  and	  messages	  

resonated	  with	  participants	  through	  salience	  and	  source	  credibility,	  mobilization	  
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levels	  would	  be	  higher.	  	  I	  ran	  a	  correlation	  (see	  Table	  8)	  on	  the	  entire	  sample	  using	  

both	  mobilization	  measures,	  intention	  to	  act	  and	  attitudes,	  and	  both	  resonance	  

measures,	  source	  credibility	  and	  salience.	  	  Hypothesis	  3	  posited	  that	  there	  would	  be	  

a	  closer	  association	  between	  resonance	  and	  mobilization	  with	  inclusion	  of	  

motivational	  framing	  tasks.	  I	  tested	  this	  hypothesis	  by	  employing	  multiple	  linear	  

hierarchical	  regression	  analysis,	  using	  intention	  to	  act	  as	  my	  dependent	  variable	  and	  

comparing	  the	  independent	  variables	  of	  the	  two	  video	  versions,	  salience,	  source	  

credibility,	  and	  a	  combined	  salience	  and	  video	  variable.	  

Research	  question	  1	  investigated	  whether	  exposure	  to	  competing	  frames	  

would	  affect	  mobilization,	  and	  research	  question	  2	  examined	  the	  impact	  of	  exposure	  

to	  counter	  frames.	  	  I	  divided	  the	  sample	  into	  populations	  of	  high	  or	  low	  exposure	  

based	  on	  median	  survey	  responses	  so	  that	  half	  the	  participants	  would	  fall	  in	  each	  

group.	  Including	  the	  prior	  division	  of	  the	  sample	  into	  presence	  or	  absence	  of	  

motivational	  frames,	  the	  sample	  then	  consisted	  of	  four	  groups.	  I	  compared	  the	  

means	  of	  each	  group’s	  mobilization	  level	  on	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  scale	  using	  an	  

ANOVA.	  I	  repeated	  the	  ANOVA	  after	  removing	  those	  respondents	  that	  fell	  at	  the	  

lowest	  end	  of	  the	  mobilization	  continuum	  in	  order	  to	  better	  reflect	  a	  typical	  target	  

audience	  for	  a	  social	  movement.	  I	  set	  alpha	  levels	  for	  each	  of	  the	  above	  tests	  at	  p	  =	  

.05	  a	  priori;	  hypotheses	  and	  research	  questions	  were	  two-‐tailed.	  

	   	  



MOTIVATIONAL	  FRAMES	  IN	  SOCIAL	  MOVEMENTS	   54	  

Chapter	  4:	  Results	  

Before	  proceeding	  with	  analysis,	  all	  scale	  items	  were	  reverse	  coded	  as	  

necessary	  so	  that	  higher	  scores	  represented	  stronger	  concern	  about	  the	  threat	  of	  

climate	  change,	  higher	  level	  of	  intention	  to	  act	  on	  climate	  change,	  higher	  level	  of	  

salience,	  and	  higher	  perception	  of	  speaker	  credibility.	  Preliminary	  analyses	  of	  the	  

scales	  found	  that	  most	  followed	  a	  fairly	  normal	  distribution	  curve.	  However,	  three	  

of	  the	  measures	  showed	  skewed	  response	  patterns.	  The	  attitude	  scale,	  which	  

measured	  attitudes	  toward	  climate	  change,	  skewed	  negatively	  (-‐1.02),	  as	  did	  the	  

source	  credibility	  scale	  (-‐1.2).	  Participants	  overall	  felt	  that	  climate	  change	  was	  

something	  to	  be	  concerned	  about	  and	  that	  changes	  should	  be	  made	  to	  address	  it	  (M	  

=	  3.83,	  SD	  =	  0.97).	  Likewise,	  participants	  found	  the	  sources	  in	  the	  video	  to	  be	  highly	  

credible	  (M	  =	  5.74,	  SD	  =	  1.18),	  with	  a	  mode	  of	  7	  out	  of	  7,	  indicating	  a	  high	  level	  of	  

trust.	  These	  scores	  imply	  that	  both	  measures	  could	  be	  showing	  a	  ceiling	  effect.	  A	  

third	  measure,	  that	  of	  exposure	  to	  competing	  frames,	  was	  also	  skewed	  (1.07).	  The	  

mode	  for	  both	  competing	  frames	  (M	  =	  2.62,	  SD	  =	  1.25)	  and	  counter	  frames	  (M	  =	  

2.83,	  SD	  	  =	  1.66)	  was	  1	  (1	  =	  Never),	  indicating	  that	  participants	  encountered	  few	  

competing	  and	  counter	  frames	  over	  a	  three-‐month	  period.	  	  

Mobilization	  level,	  the	  dependent	  variable,	  was	  measured	  on	  both	  the	  

attitude	  scale	  and	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  scale.	  	  The	  attitude	  scale	  measured	  attitudes	  

toward	  climate	  change	  and	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  scale	  measured	  behavioral	  intention	  

to	  act	  on	  climate	  change,	  including	  a	  measure	  of	  self-‐efficacy	  of	  cooperation.	  After	  

reverse-‐coding	  the	  negatively	  scored	  items,	  a	  higher	  score	  on	  either	  scale	  implied	  
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stronger	  mobilization.	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  8,	  a	  Spearman’s	  rho	  correlation,	  used	  due	  

to	  the	  skewed	  nature	  of	  the	  attitude	  scale,	  revealed	  that	  there	  was	  a	  significant	  

positive	  high	  correlation	  between	  attitude	  (n	  =	  382,	  M	  =	  3.83,	  SD	  =	  0.97)	  and	  

intention	  to	  act	  (n	  =	  382,	  M	  =	  3.61,	  SD	  =	  1.0),	  r	  (380)	  =	  0.80,	  p	  <	  .01.	  	  

Table	  8	  
	  
Spearman’s	  Rho	  Correlations	  within	  Mobilization	  Measures	  and	  within	  Resonance	  
Measures	  
	  
Construct	   	   Attitudes	   Salience	  
Mobilization	   	   	   	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Attitudes	   	   	   	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Intention	  to	  act	   Correlation	  Coeff.	   .802	   	  
	   Sig.	   .000	   	  
	   n	   382	   	  
Resonance	   	   	   	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Salience	   	   	   	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Source	  credibility	   Correlation	  Coeff.	   	   .566	  
	   Sig.	   	   .000	  
	   n	   	   381	  
	  

Since	  there	  were	  two	  scales	  that	  made	  up	  a	  different	  construct,	  resonance,	  I	  

also	  ran	  a	  Spearman’s	  rho	  correlation	  on	  these	  scales:	  source	  credibility	  and	  the	  Risk	  

Perception	  Index	  combined	  with	  the	  experiential	  commensurability	  question,	  which	  

together	  were	  used	  to	  measure	  salience.	  Spearman’s	  rho	  was	  again	  used	  because	  the	  

credibility	  scale	  was	  skewed.	  While	  not	  as	  highly	  correlated	  as	  the	  two	  mobilization	  

measures,	  the	  test	  showed	  that	  there	  was	  a	  significant	  positive	  moderate	  

relationship	  between	  source	  credibility	  (n	  =	  381,	  M	  =	  5.74,	  SD	  =	  1.18)	  and	  salience	  

(n	  =	  382,	  M	  =	  3.62,	  SD	  =	  0.95),	  r	  (379)	  =	  0.57,	  p	  <	  .01	  (see	  Table	  9).	  
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Before	  proceeding	  with	  statistical	  analysis,	  several	  scales	  needed	  to	  be	  split	  

into	  categories.	  As	  previously	  discussed,	  I	  planned	  to	  run	  some	  of	  my	  tests	  on	  two	  

groups:	  the	  complete	  sample	  of	  participants	  (n	  =	  382),	  and	  then	  again	  on	  a	  smaller	  

group	  that	  represented	  those	  who	  would	  be	  open	  to	  persuasion,	  who	  I	  call	  

prospectives.	  Eliminating	  those	  who	  are	  likely	  to	  remain	  steadfast	  in	  their	  responses	  

regardless	  of	  whether	  they	  are	  exposed	  to	  new	  information	  (Maibach	  et	  al.,	  2009)	  

could	  provide	  more	  accurate	  data	  on	  whether	  the	  motivational	  frames	  were	  having	  

an	  effect	  on	  participants’	  mobilization	  levels	  as	  a	  reflection	  of	  a	  typical	  target	  

audience	  for	  a	  social	  movement.	  Therefore,	  I	  determined	  a	  split	  point	  on	  the	  

mobilization	  scales,	  intention	  to	  act	  and	  attitude,	  at	  3	  and	  above	  and	  below	  3.	  By	  

keeping	  everyone	  who	  responded	  with	  a	  3	  or	  above	  on	  the	  5-‐point	  scales	  I	  would	  

remove	  those	  who	  responded	  “Disagree”	  or	  “Strongly	  Disagree”	  yet	  keep	  those	  who	  

responded	  “Strongly	  Agree,”	  “Agree,”	  or	  “Neither	  Agree	  nor	  Disagree”	  for	  the	  

specific	  tests	  I	  planned	  to	  run	  in	  this	  manner.	  Prospectives	  represented	  a	  majority;	  

the	  prospective	  group	  for	  the	  attitude	  scale	  yielded	  n	  =	  318,	  83%	  of	  the	  original	  

sample,	  and	  the	  prospective	  group	  for	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  scale	  yielded	  n	  =	  304,	  

80%	  of	  the	  original	  sample.	  	  

In	  addition,	  in	  order	  to	  enable	  an	  ANOVA	  test	  on	  my	  research	  questions,	  I	  

split	  the	  competing	  frames	  and	  counter	  frames	  scales	  into	  high	  exposure	  and	  low	  

exposure	  categories	  based	  on	  their	  median	  scores.	  I	  dichotomized	  the	  results	  of	  the	  

responses	  to	  the	  competing	  frames	  scale	  (n	  =	  380,	  M	  	  =	  2.8,	  SD	  =	  1.25)	  based	  on	  the	  

median	  score	  of	  2.4	  into	  high	  exposure	  (n	  =	  202)	  and	  low	  exposure	  (n	  =	  178)	  to	  
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competing	  frames.	  I	  divided	  the	  results	  of	  the	  responses	  to	  the	  counter	  frames	  scale	  

into	  high	  exposure	  (n	  =	  180)	  and	  low	  exposure	  (n	  =	  201)	  to	  counter	  frames,	  based	  

on	  the	  median	  score	  of	  2.7	  (n	  =	  381,	  M	  	  =	  2.8,	  SD	  =	  1.7).	  

Since	  both	  gender	  and	  political	  party	  often	  have	  a	  relationship	  with	  variables	  

relating	  to	  environmental	  issues,	  I	  thought	  it	  appropriate	  to	  investigate	  these	  two	  

demographic	  items	  as	  a	  preliminary	  review	  of	  my	  data.	  Gender	  proved	  to	  have	  a	  

significant	  association	  with	  intention	  to	  act.	  After	  removing	  the	  small	  number	  of	  

“other”	  responses,	  a	  two-‐tailed	  independent	  samples	  t-‐test	  showed	  that	  intention	  to	  

act	  was	  different	  for	  males	  (n	  =	  181,	  M	  =	  3.45,	  SD	  =	  1.0)	  than	  females	  (n	  =	  197,	  M	  =	  

3.76,	  SD	  =	  0.97),	  t	  (376)	  =	  -‐3.07,	  p	  =	  .002.	  This	  means	  that	  females	  have	  a	  

significantly	  higher	  intention	  to	  act	  than	  males.	  

Additionally,	  political	  party	  showed	  different	  responses	  to	  intention	  to	  act	  by	  

party	  affiliation.	  A	  one-‐way	  ANOVA	  indicated	  significant	  differences	  in	  intention	  to	  

act	  across	  four	  party	  affiliations	  (F	  =	  22.51,	  df	  =	  3/378,	  p	  =	  .000,	  eta2	  =	  .15).	  

Democrats	  (n	  =	  182,	  M	  =	  3.96,	  SD	  =	  0.76)	  showed	  a	  higher	  intention	  to	  act	  than	  

Libertarians	  (n	  =	  27,	  M	  =	  3.76,	  SD	  =	  0.97),	  followed	  by	  other	  (n	  =	  97,	  M	  =	  3.58,	  SD	  =	  

0.89).	  Republicans	  (n	  =	  76,	  M	  =	  2.96,	  SD	  =	  1.17)	  returned	  the	  lowest	  score	  of	  the	  four	  

groups.	  

Because	  my	  study	  contained	  an	  experimental	  manipulation,	  I	  included	  a	  

manipulation	  check	  in	  the	  survey.	  The	  manipulation	  check	  asked	  participants	  to	  

indicate	  whether	  they	  felt	  the	  video	  was	  more	  informational	  or	  motivational	  on	  a	  7-‐

point	  bipolar	  scale.	  A	  two-‐tailed	  independent	  samples	  t-‐test	  disclosed	  that	  
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responses	  on	  the	  manipulation	  check	  to	  the	  video	  containing	  no	  motivational	  frames	  

(n	  =	  192,	  M	  =	  3.94,	  SD	  =	  1.95)	  showed	  a	  significant	  difference	  from	  the	  responses	  to	  

the	  video	  that	  included	  motivational	  frames	  (n	  =	  186,	  M	  =	  4.34,	  SD	  =	  1.95),	  t	  (376)	  =	  

2.05,	  p	  =	  .04,	  with	  participants	  suggesting	  the	  video	  containing	  motivational	  frames	  

was	  more	  motivational	  than	  the	  video	  that	  did	  not	  contain	  motivational	  frames.	  

Therefore,	  participants	  overall	  were	  able	  to	  distinguish	  the	  different	  intentions	  of	  

the	  videos.	  

H1.	  	  Hypothesis	  1	  compared	  responses	  to	  the	  two	  versions	  of	  the	  video,	  one	  

of	  which	  included	  motivational	  frames	  and	  one	  of	  which	  did	  not.	  A	  two-‐tailed	  

independent	  samples	  t-‐test	  revealed	  that	  responses	  on	  the	  attitude	  scale	  to	  the	  

video	  containing	  no	  motivational	  frames	  (n	  =	  194,	  M	  =	  3.83,	  SD	  =	  0.07)	  did	  not	  show	  

a	  significant	  difference	  from	  the	  responses	  to	  the	  video	  that	  included	  motivational	  

frames	  (n	  =	  188,	  M	  =	  3.83,	  SD	  =	  0.07),	  t	  (380)	  =	  .045,	  p	  =	  .96.	  A	  second	  two-‐tailed	  

independent	  samples	  t-‐test	  performed	  on	  the	  prospective	  group	  revealed	  similar	  

results	  to	  the	  tests	  above.	  Responses	  on	  the	  attitude	  scale	  to	  the	  video	  containing	  no	  

motivational	  frames	  (n	  =	  160,	  M	  =	  4.18,	  SD	  =	  0.6)	  did	  not	  show	  a	  significant	  

difference	  from	  the	  responses	  to	  the	  video	  that	  included	  motivational	  frames	  (n	  =	  

158,	  M	  =	  4.17,	  SD	  =	  0.56),	  t	  (316)	  =	  .278,	  p	  =	  .78.	  	  

The	  same	  procedure	  yielding	  almost	  identical	  results	  was	  performed	  on	  the	  

intention	  to	  act	  scale.	  A	  two-‐tailed	  independent	  samples	  t-‐test	  revealed	  that	  

responses	  on	  the	  combined	  intention	  to	  act	  scale	  to	  the	  video	  containing	  no	  

motivational	  frames	  (n	  =	  194,	  M	  =	  3.61,	  SD	  =	  0.07)	  did	  not	  show	  a	  significant	  
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difference	  from	  the	  responses	  to	  the	  video	  that	  included	  motivational	  frames	  (n	  =	  

188,	  M	  =	  3.61,	  SD	  =	  0.07),	  t	  (380)	  =	  .003,	  p	  =	  1.0.	  After	  removing	  those	  who	  

responded	  with	  less	  than	  a	  3	  on	  the	  scale,	  a	  two-‐tailed	  independent	  samples	  t-‐test	  

revealed	  that	  responses	  on	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  scale	  to	  the	  video	  containing	  no	  

motivational	  frames	  (n	  =	  152,	  M	  =	  4.02,	  SD	  =	  0.05)	  did	  not	  show	  a	  significant	  

difference	  from	  the	  responses	  to	  the	  video	  that	  included	  motivational	  frames	  (n	  =	  

152,	  M	  =	  3.99,	  SD	  =	  0.53),	  t	  (302)	  =	  .313,	  p	  =	  .76.	  Hypothesis	  1	  was	  not	  supported.	  

H2a	  and	  H2b.	  Hypotheses	  2a	  and	  2b	  investigated	  whether	  resonance	  would	  

have	  an	  association	  with	  mobilization.	  Because	  the	  results	  from	  the	  source	  

credibility	  scale	  and	  the	  attitude	  scale	  were	  skewed,	  I	  analyzed	  this	  data	  using	  a	  

two-‐tailed	  Spearman’s	  rho	  correlation.	  Analysis	  found	  that	  there	  was	  correlation	  

between	  the	  two	  mobilization	  scales,	  attitude	  (n	  =	  382,	  M	  =	  3.83,	  SD	  =	  0.97)	  and	  

combined	  intention	  to	  act	  (n	  =	  382,	  M	  =	  3.61,	  SD	  =	  1.0),	  and	  the	  two	  resonance	  

scales,	  source	  credibility	  (n	  =	  381,	  M	  =	  5.74,	  SD	  =	  1.18)	  and	  salience	  (n	  =	  382,	  M	  =	  

3.62,	  SD	  =	  0.95).	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  9,	  all	  the	  correlations	  were	  statistically	  

significant,	  ranging	  from	  moderate	  (.566)	  to	  high	  (.802).	  	  	  
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Table	  9	  
	  
Spearman’s	  Rho	  Correlations	  among	  Mobilization	  and	  Resonance	  Measures	  
	  
Construct	   	   Mobilization	  
	   	   Attitudes	   Intention	  to	  act	  
Resonance	   	   	   	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Salience	   Correlation	  Coeff.	   .726	   .649	  
	   Sig.	   .000	   .000	  
	   n	   382	   382	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Source	  credibility	   Correlation	  Coeff.	   .674	   .613	  
	   Sig.	   .000	   .000	  
	   n	   381	   381	  

	  

Resonance	  had	  the	  biggest	  association	  with	  the	  attitude	  portion	  of	  

mobilization.	  The	  correlation	  between	  attitude	  and	  salience	  shows	  that	  as	  attitude	  

increased,	  salience	  increased.	  Similarly,	  the	  correlation	  between	  attitude	  and	  source	  

credibility	  shows	  that	  as	  attitude	  increased,	  source	  credibility	  increased.	  	  

Resonance	  also	  had	  a	  significant	  association	  with	  intention	  to	  act,	  the	  other	  

component	  of	  mobilization.	  As	  intention	  to	  act	  increased,	  salience	  and	  source	  

credibility	  increased.	  Hypotheses	  2a	  and	  2b	  are	  supported.	  

H3.	  Hypothesis	  3	  predicted	  that	  resonance	  and	  mobilization	  would	  be	  more	  

strongly	  associated	  with	  each	  other	  for	  participants	  viewing	  the	  video	  that	  included	  

motivational	  frames	  than	  for	  those	  who	  did	  not.	  I	  tested	  this	  hypothesis	  using	  

multiple	  linear	  regression	  analysis	  in	  hierarchical	  blocks,	  with	  an	  interaction	  term	  

combining	  the	  video	  version	  with	  salience	  (see	  Table	  10).	  Regression	  is	  a	  way	  to	  

predict	  the	  score	  of	  the	  dependent	  variable	  based	  on	  the	  scores	  of	  one	  or	  more	  

independent	  variables.	  To	  answer	  my	  hypothesis,	  I	  chose	  to	  predict	  the	  scores	  of	  
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mobilization,	  focusing	  specifically	  on	  intention	  to	  act,	  using	  the	  independent	  

variables	  of	  the	  video	  version	  and	  the	  two	  resonance	  measures,	  salience	  and	  

credibility.	  I	  selected	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  component	  of	  mobilization	  instead	  of	  

attitude	  as	  the	  predicted	  variable	  because	  participants’	  attitude	  scores	  already	  

showed	  strong	  concern	  for	  climate	  change.	  After	  attitude	  change,	  the	  next	  step	  in	  

the	  process	  would	  be	  inspiring	  participants	  to	  take	  action,	  moving	  them	  to	  the	  far	  

right	  on	  the	  mobilization	  continuum.	  Therefore,	  scores	  for	  intention	  to	  act	  were	  the	  

logical	  choice	  to	  predict	  in	  the	  regression.	  In	  addition,	  I	  assumed	  salience	  was	  the	  

stronger	  predictor	  of	  the	  two	  components	  of	  resonance,	  given	  that	  overall	  

participants	  found	  the	  speakers	  in	  the	  video	  to	  be	  highly	  credible.	  Since	  there	  was	  

more	  variation	  in	  salience	  scores,	  those	  scores	  would	  be	  able	  to	  tell	  me	  more	  about	  

the	  role	  of	  resonance	  than	  credibility	  would.	  Therefore,	  salience	  was	  the	  logical	  

choice	  to	  create	  the	  interaction	  term	  with	  the	  video	  version.	  For	  the	  full	  results	  of	  

the	  6-‐model	  regression,	  see	  Table	  10.	  

	  In	  the	  first	  and	  second	  models,	  I	  entered	  binary	  variables	  for	  gender	  and	  

political	  party	  so	  that	  they	  would	  act	  as	  my	  control	  variables	  as	  the	  models	  

progressed.	  Both	  being	  female	  and	  having	  Democratic	  party	  affiliation	  frequently	  

have	  been	  positively	  associated	  with	  concern	  for	  climate	  change	  in	  past	  studies	  so	  

those	  conditions	  served	  as	  the	  basis	  of	  comparison.	  Being	  male	  had	  a	  significant	  

negative	  relationship	  with	  intention	  to	  act,	  F(1,	  375)	  =	  9.40,	  R2	  =	  .16	  p	  =	  .002.	  Those	  

who	  were	  affiliated	  with	  the	  Libertarian	  Party	  and	  Republican	  Party	  and	  those	  who	  

chose	  no	  affiliation	  also	  had	  a	  significant	  negative	  relationship	  with	  intention	  to	  act	  
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compared	  with	  Democrats,	  F(5,	  371)	  =	  15.09,	  R2	  =	  .17	  p	  =	  .00.	  	  

For	  model	  3,	  I	  regressed	  intention	  to	  act	  on	  the	  video	  version	  as	  a	  binary	  

variable	  (0	  =	  no	  motivational	  frames;	  1	  =	  motivational	  frames).	  As	  expected	  based	  

on	  my	  results	  from	  hypothesis	  1,	  the	  video	  version	  accounted	  for	  virtually	  none	  of	  

the	  variance	  in	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  component	  of	  mobilization,	  resulting	  in	  an	  

insignificant	  t-‐test	  and	  no	  additional	  variance	  explained.	  However,	  gender	  and	  

political	  party	  maintained	  their	  significant	  influence,	  resulting	  in	  an	  overall	  

significant	  ANOVA,	  F(6,370)	  =	  12.54,	  R2	  =	  .17	  p	  =	  .00.	  

For	  model	  4,	  I	  added	  in	  the	  salience	  scores	  as	  a	  predictor	  of	  intention	  to	  act.	  

From	  this	  point	  onward,	  gender	  and	  political	  party	  were	  no	  longer	  significant.	  With	  

these	  demographic	  variables	  and	  video	  version	  held	  constant,	  salience	  significantly	  

increased	  intention	  to	  act.	  This	  model	  accounted	  for	  just	  over	  50%	  of	  the	  variance	  in	  

intention	  to	  act,	  a	  34%	  jump	  over	  the	  previous	  model,	  F(7,369)	  =	  54.62,	  R2	  =	  .	  51	  p	  =	  

.00.	  The	  video	  version	  continued	  to	  produce	  an	  insignificant,	  albeit	  slightly	  larger,	  

result	  in	  this	  model.	  

Resonance	  is	  comprised	  of	  both	  salience	  and	  source	  credibility,	  so	  I	  also	  

added	  source	  credibility	  into	  the	  fifth	  model,	  which,	  with	  salience,	  accounted	  for	  

55.7%	  of	  the	  variance	  in	  intention	  to	  act,	  F(8,368)	  =	  57.78,	  R2	  =	  .557	  p	  =	  .00.	  The	  

influence	  of	  salience	  remained	  significant	  while	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  video	  version	  

remained	  insignificant.	  	  

Lastly,	  I	  added	  a	  variable	  that	  examined	  the	  salience	  x	  video	  interaction	  

effect.	  	  This	  variable	  was	  added	  last	  to	  enable	  examination	  of	  the	  hypothesized	  
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interaction,	  the	  question	  of	  highest	  interest,	  while	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  other	  

variables	  was	  held	  constant.	  Adding	  this	  variable	  to	  model	  6	  accounted	  for	  a	  little	  

less	  than	  1%	  of	  the	  variance	  in	  intention	  to	  act,	  with	  a	  total	  of	  56.4%	  of	  variance	  

explained,	  F(9,367)	  =	  52.84,	  R2	  =	  .564	  p	  =	  .00.	  Therefore,	  the	  interaction	  between	  the	  

video	  and	  resonance	  significantly	  increased	  mobilization	  intention.	  It	  was	  not	  until	  

the	  video	  containing	  motivational	  frames	  was	  combined	  with	  salience	  did	  the	  video	  

have	  any	  positive	  impact,	  which	  supports	  hypothesis	  3;	  resonance	  and	  mobilization	  

are	  more	  strongly	  associated	  with	  each	  other	  for	  the	  video	  containing	  motivational	  

frames.	  Interestingly,	  however,	  in	  this	  model,	  exposure	  to	  motivational	  frames	  

significantly	  decreased	  intention	  to	  act	  with	  the	  other	  variables	  held	  constant.	  At	  the	  

same	  time,	  salience	  and	  source	  credibility	  continued	  to	  play	  an	  important	  role	  in	  

predicting	  intention	  to	  act.	  
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Table	  10	  

Regression	  Models	  Predicting	  Mobilization	  Intention	  
	  

Predictor	  
	   Model	  

1	  
Model	  
2	  

Model	  
3	  

Model	  
4	  

Model	  
5	  

Model	  
6	  

Gender	  (Male)	   b	   -‐.312	   -‐.212	   -‐.070	   -‐.070	   -‐.005	   -‐.006	  
	   Beta	   -‐.156	   -‐.106	   -‐.106	   -‐.035	   -‐.002	   -‐.003	  
	   Sig.	   .002	   .027	   .027	   .347	   .946	   .937	  
Political	  Partya	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

Libertarian	   b	   	   -‐.684	   -‐.684	   -‐.122	   -‐.074	   -‐.025	  
	   Beta	   	   -‐.174	   -‐.174	   -‐.031	   -‐.019	   -‐.006	  
	   Sig.	   	   .000	   .000	   .425	   .613	   .864	  
Republican	   b	   	   -‐.967	   -‐.967	   -‐.163	   -‐.113	   -‐.103	  
	   Beta	   	   -‐.390	   -‐.390	   -‐.066	   -‐.045	   -‐.041	  
	   Sig.	   	   .000	   .000	   .136	   .280	   .320	  
	  No	  Affil.	   b	   	   -‐.394	   -‐.394	   -‐.127	   -‐.081	   -‐.086	  
	   Beta	   	   -‐.160	   -‐.160	   -‐.052	   -‐.033	   -‐.035	  
	   Sig.	   	   .002	   .002	   .194	   .388	   .356	  
Other	   b	   	   -‐.107	   -‐.107	   -‐.197	   -‐.095	   -‐.117	  

	   Beta	   	   -‐.021	   -‐.021	   -‐.039	   -‐.019	   -‐.023	  
	   Sig.	   	   .664	   .665	   .299	   .599	   .516	  
Video	  version	   b	   	   	   .002	   -‐.060	   -‐.008	   -‐.679	  
	   Beta	   	   	   .001	   -‐.030	   -‐.004	   -‐.341	  
	   Sig.	   	   	   .983	   .409	   .910	   .013	  
Salience	   b	   	   	   	   .706	   .542	   .450	  
	   Beta	   	   	   	   .675	   .519	   .430	  
	   Sig.	   	   	   	   .000	   .000	   .000	  
Source	  cred.	   b	   	   	   	   	   .237	   .242	  
	   Beta	   	   	   	   	   .281	   .287	  
	   Sig.	   	   	   	   	   .000	   .000	  
Salience	  x	  video	   b	   	   	   	   	   	   .186	  
	   Beta	   	   	   	   	   	   .364	  
	   Sig.	   	   	   	   	   	   .011	  
R2	   	   .024	   .169	   .169	   .509	   .557	   .564	  
Change	  in	  R2	   	   	   .145	   .000	   .340	   .048	   .007	  
Note:	  Significant	  values	  are	  bolded	  
a	  Reference	  is	  Democrat.	  
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RQ1.	  Research	  question	  1	  looked	  at	  the	  effects	  of	  exposure	  to	  competing	  

frames	  on	  mobilization.	  The	  2	  (level	  of	  exposure)	  x	  2	  (type	  of	  video)	  between	  groups	  

ANOVA	  revealed	  that	  there	  was	  no	  significant	  interaction	  effect	  for	  mobilization	  

intention	  between	  the	  two	  video	  conditions	  (F	  =	  3.27,	  df	  =	  3/376,	  p	  =	  .07,	  eta2	  =	  .01).	  

Moreover,	  the	  video	  with	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  low	  exposure	  group	  (M	  =	  3.4,	  

SD	  =	  0.96)	  did	  not	  differ	  significantly	  from	  the	  video	  with	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  

high	  exposure	  group	  (M	  =	  3.8,	  SD	  =	  1.03).	  However,	  there	  was	  a	  main	  effect	  of	  

exposure	  to	  competing	  frames	  on	  mobilization	  intention	  (F	  =	  4.13,	  df	  =	  3/376,	  p	  =	  

.04,	  eta2	  =	  .01).	  The	  low	  exposure	  group	  (M	  =	  3.5,	  SD	  =	  0.96)	  had	  a	  significantly	  

lower	  intention	  to	  act	  than	  the	  high	  exposure	  group	  (M	  =	  3.7,	  SD	  =	  1.03).	  

As	  in	  the	  analysis	  for	  hypothesis	  one	  comparing	  the	  video	  version	  with	  the	  

mobilization	  scales,	  a	  second	  set	  of	  tests	  was	  performed	  on	  the	  prospective	  group	  

with	  high	  exposure	  (n	  =	  167)	  and	  low	  exposure	  (n	  =	  135)	  to	  competing	  frames.	  Once	  

again,	  no	  interaction	  effect	  was	  found	  (F	  =	  3.68,	  df	  =	  3/298,	  p	  =	  .06,	  eta2	  =	  .03),	  

where	  the	  video	  with	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  low	  exposure	  group	  (M	  =	  3.84,	  SD	  =	  

0.59)	  did	  not	  differ	  from	  the	  video	  with	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  high	  exposure	  

group	  (M	  =	  4.13,	  SD	  =	  0.67).	  However,	  as	  above,	  a	  main	  effect	  between	  exposure	  to	  

competing	  frames	  and	  mobilization	  intention	  was	  significant	  (F	  =	  4.37,	  df	  =	  3/298,	  p	  

=	  .04,	  eta2	  =	  .03).	  Therefore,	  in	  answer	  to	  research	  question	  1,	  regardless	  of	  where	  a	  

participant	  fell	  on	  the	  mobilization	  scale	  and	  regardless	  of	  which	  video	  was	  seen,	  

higher	  exposure	  to	  frames	  that	  extend,	  support,	  or	  redefine	  the	  way	  climate	  change	  

was	  presented	  in	  the	  video	  was	  related	  to	  increased	  intention	  to	  act.	  	  
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RQ2.	  Research	  question	  two	  looked	  at	  the	  effects	  of	  exposure	  to	  counter	  

frames	  on	  mobilization.	  Similar	  to	  the	  results	  of	  the	  ANOVA	  above,	  the	  2	  (level	  of	  

exposure)	  x	  2	  (type	  of	  video)	  between	  groups	  ANOVA	  revealed	  that	  there	  was	  no	  

significant	  interaction	  effect	  for	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  portion	  of	  the	  mobilization	  

construct	  (F	  =	  3.63,	  df	  =	  3/377,	  p	  =	  .06,	  eta2	  =	  .02).	  The	  video	  with	  motivational	  

frames	  in	  the	  low	  exposure	  group	  (M	  =	  3.45,	  SD	  =	  0.95)	  did	  not	  differ	  significantly	  

from	  the	  video	  with	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  high	  exposure	  group	  (M	  =	  3.82,	  SD	  =	  

1.07).	  Additionally,	  no	  main	  effect	  was	  found	  between	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  

and	  intention	  to	  act	  (F	  =	  2.92,	  df	  =	  3/377,	  p	  =	  .09,	  eta2	  =	  .02).	  

As	  above,	  a	  second	  set	  of	  tests	  was	  performed	  on	  the	  prospective	  group	  with	  

high	  exposure	  (n	  =	  145)	  and	  low	  exposure	  (n	  =	  158)	  to	  competing	  frames.	  The	  

results	  showed	  a	  significant	  interaction	  effect	  between	  the	  video	  type	  and	  counter	  

frame	  exposure	  for	  intention	  to	  act	  (F	  =	  6.29,	  df	  =	  3/299,	  p	  =	  .01,	  eta2	  =	  .04),	  as	  well	  

as	  a	  main	  effect	  between	  counter	  frames	  and	  intention	  to	  act	  (F	  =	  4.83,	  df	  =	  3/299,	  p	  

=	  .03,	  eta2	  =	  .04).	  The	  video	  with	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  low	  exposure	  group	  (M	  

=	  3.84,	  SD	  =	  0.6)	  had	  a	  significantly	  lower	  impact	  on	  intention	  to	  act	  than	  the	  video	  

with	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  high	  exposure	  group	  (M	  =	  4.18,	  SD	  =	  0.64).	  In	  fact,	  

the	  low	  exposure	  motivational	  frames	  group	  had	  a	  lower	  intention	  to	  act	  than	  the	  

low	  exposure	  group	  who	  had	  seen	  the	  video	  without	  motivational	  frames	  (M	  =	  4.03,	  

SD	  =	  0.63;	  see	  Figure	  2).	  Therefore,	  in	  answer	  to	  research	  question	  2,	  when	  the	  least	  

mobilized	  participants	  were	  removed,	  higher	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  was	  

related	  to	  increased	  intention	  to	  act	  both	  on	  its	  own	  and	  in	  combination	  with	  the	  
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video	  containing	  motivational	  frames.	  However,	  when	  all	  participants	  were	  

considered,	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  did	  not	  have	  an	  impact	  on	  intention	  to	  act.	  
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Chapter	  5:	  Discussion	  

	   The	  purpose	  of	  this	  study	  was	  to	  investigate	  how	  social	  movement	  actors	  can	  

shape	  their	  messages	  to	  engage	  audiences	  and	  what	  inclines	  individuals	  to	  respond.	  

I	  sought	  to	  understand	  how	  collective	  action	  frames	  can	  influence	  mobilization	  of	  

constituents	  and	  potential	  constituents.	  Motivational	  frames	  were	  the	  primary	  

target	  of	  my	  study	  due	  to	  their	  potential	  to	  inspire	  active	  involvement	  in	  issues	  and	  

their	  relative	  lack	  of	  predictive	  study.	  Acknowledging	  the	  dialogic	  and	  dynamic	  

nature	  of	  communication,	  I	  also	  investigated	  the	  role	  of	  resonance	  to	  account	  for	  the	  

influence	  of	  the	  audience,	  as	  well	  as	  competing	  and	  counter	  frames,	  to	  account	  for	  

the	  impact	  of	  other	  messages	  in	  the	  environment.	  

Study	  Results	  

Motivational	  frames.	  Motivational	  frames	  produced	  a	  variety	  of	  results	  

under	  a	  range	  of	  conditions	  (see	  Figure	  4).	  The	  first	  hypothesis	  suggested	  that	  those	  

who	  watched	  the	  video	  including	  motivational	  frames	  would	  respond	  with	  higher	  

scores	  on	  the	  mobilization	  scales	  than	  those	  who	  watched	  the	  video	  that	  did	  not	  

include	  motivational	  frames.	  In	  fact,	  the	  results	  showed	  virtually	  no	  difference	  in	  

response	  between	  the	  two	  video	  conditions.	  Hypothesis	  3	  further	  delved	  into	  the	  

role	  of	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  video.	  For	  this	  hypothesis,	  I	  predicted	  there	  would	  

be	  an	  interaction	  between	  resonance	  and	  motivational	  frames	  that	  would	  increase	  

response	  to	  motivational	  frames.	  While	  controlling	  for	  salience	  and	  its	  interaction,	  

motivational	  frames	  decreased	  mobilization.	  However,	  for	  those	  who	  found	  the	  

video	  salient,	  motivational	  frames	  significantly	  increased	  mobilization.	  Additionally,	  
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my	  research	  questions	  once	  again	  looked	  to	  motivational	  frames	  to	  see	  if	  there	  

would	  be	  an	  interaction	  effect	  between	  exposure	  to	  competing	  or	  counter	  frames	  

and	  the	  video	  that	  affected	  mobilization.	  While	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  did	  not	  

interact	  with	  motivational	  frames	  for	  the	  whole	  sample,	  there	  were	  significant	  

interaction	  effects	  for	  the	  prospective	  group;	  motivational	  frames	  increased	  

mobilization	  for	  those	  who	  were	  prospectives.	  

	  

Figure	  4.	  Results	  depicted	  on	  mobilization	  continuum	  

As	  discussed	  previously,	  the	  three	  core	  tasks	  of	  collective	  action	  frames	  can	  

be	  broken	  into	  two	  mobilization	  categories:	  diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  framing	  that	  

lead	  to	  consensus	  mobilization	  and	  motivational	  framing	  that	  leads	  to	  action	  

mobilization,	  the	  final	  impetus	  to	  get	  involved	  after	  attitudes	  have	  been	  shifted	  

toward	  sympathy	  (Klandermans,	  1984,	  2014).	  However,	  the	  results	  of	  the	  primary	  

hypothesis	  proposing	  an	  increase	  in	  mobilization	  due	  to	  exposure	  to	  motivational	  

frames	  did	  not	  support	  a	  simple	  and	  direct	  effect.	  Results	  showed	  that	  for	  those	  

participants	  for	  whom	  the	  issue	  of	  climate	  change	  was	  salient,	  motivational	  frames	  
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were	  important.	  Consensus	  mobilization,	  or	  creating	  a	  shared	  understanding	  of	  an	  

issue,	  may	  have	  already	  happened	  for	  those	  experiencing	  a	  higher	  level	  of	  salience	  

given	  their	  preexisting	  cognitive	  frames.	  If	  this	  were	  the	  case,	  they	  would	  be	  primed	  

for	  action	  mobilization	  and	  perhaps	  ready	  to	  respond	  to	  motivational	  frames.	  This	  

would	  indicate	  that	  if	  an	  issue	  is	  known	  to	  be	  highly	  salient	  to	  an	  audience,	  

motivational	  frames	  become	  an	  important	  component	  of	  mobilization.	  On	  the	  other	  

hand,	  if	  an	  issue	  is	  not	  salient,	  motivational	  frames	  will	  have	  little	  or	  possibly	  even	  

negative	  impact	  on	  attitudes	  or	  intentions	  to	  act.	  	  

The	  possibility	  of	  the	  negative	  impact	  of	  motivational	  frames	  was	  illustrated	  

in	  the	  regression	  analysis:	  while	  controlling	  for	  salience	  and	  its	  interaction,	  

motivational	  frames	  decreased	  mobilization.	  I	  suggest	  that	  when	  salience	  is	  held	  

constant,	  motivational	  frames	  could	  be	  triggering	  a	  boomerang	  effect.	  This	  test	  was	  

run	  on	  the	  entire	  sample,	  so	  includes	  approximately	  19%	  of	  participants	  who	  

responded	  “Strongly	  Disagree”	  or	  “Disagree”	  to	  the	  attitude	  and	  intention	  to	  act	  

scales.	  Counterarguing,	  and	  thus	  a	  boomerang,	  can	  take	  place	  when	  messages	  are	  

perceived	  as	  weak	  (Fishbein	  &	  Cappella,	  2006;	  Fishbein	  et	  al.,	  2002).	  For	  

participants	  that	  did	  not	  perceive	  climate	  change	  as	  a	  salient	  issue,	  a	  call	  to	  action	  

could	  well	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  weak	  argument,	  since	  it	  does	  not	  define	  the	  problem,	  

identify	  a	  target,	  propose	  any	  solutions,	  or	  outline	  a	  plan	  of	  action;	  it	  merely	  

encourages	  the	  receiver	  to	  act.	  Therefore,	  the	  inclusion	  of	  motivational	  frames	  may	  

have	  decreased	  concern	  about	  and	  intention	  to	  act	  on	  climate	  change	  when	  the	  

influence	  of	  salience	  was	  removed.	  This	  indicates	  that	  it	  is	  important	  to	  target	  
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messages	  that	  include	  motivational	  frames	  to	  those	  for	  whom	  the	  issue	  at	  hand	  is	  

salient,	  perhaps	  minimizing	  motivational	  frames	  when	  that	  audience	  cannot	  be	  

precisely	  targeted.	  

Counter	  frames,	  those	  that	  contradict	  the	  framing	  of	  the	  issue	  presented	  in	  

the	  video,	  contributed	  to	  prospectives’	  intention	  to	  act	  when	  they	  saw	  motivational	  

frames	  in	  the	  video	  for	  those	  with	  high	  exposure.	  A	  sympathizer	  to	  the	  issue	  at	  hand	  

would	  by	  definition	  disagree	  with	  counter	  frames.	  Motivational	  frames	  may	  have	  

triggered	  a	  response	  to	  fight	  back	  against	  those	  oppositional	  frames	  among	  those	  

who	  had	  higher	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames,	  since	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  

would	  heighten	  awareness	  of	  antagonistic	  forces.	  If	  this	  were	  the	  case,	  when	  

addressing	  an	  audience	  of	  sympathizers,	  it	  would	  be	  beneficial	  to	  directly	  respond	  

to	  counter	  frames	  within	  messages	  to	  remind	  receivers	  of	  the	  challenges	  they	  face.	  	  

Interestingly,	  those	  who	  had	  low	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  and	  saw	  the	  

video	  with	  motivational	  frames	  scored	  lower	  on	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  scale	  than	  those	  

who	  had	  high	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  and	  saw	  the	  video	  without	  motivational	  

frames	  (see	  Figure	  3).	  Perhaps	  those	  who	  have	  seen	  few	  counter	  frames	  feel	  that	  

there	  is	  plenty	  of	  support	  for	  the	  issue	  so	  taking	  action	  themselves	  is	  of	  lower	  

importance.	  The	  free	  rider	  dilemma	  posits	  that	  if	  someone	  believes	  that	  her	  

contribution	  will	  not	  have	  much	  impact	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  believes	  that	  there	  are	  

enough	  others	  involved	  that	  the	  movement	  will	  be	  successful,	  she	  is	  disinclined	  to	  

act	  (Klandermans,	  1984).	  Klandermans	  suggests	  that	  since	  a	  free	  rider	  generally	  

supports	  the	  issue	  at	  hand,	  it	  is	  still	  possible	  to	  engage	  her	  when	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  
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involve	  a	  large	  percentage	  of	  people.	  He	  suggests	  personal	  and	  social	  reward	  

motives,	  instead	  of	  collective	  reward,	  may	  be	  the	  path	  to	  success.	  The	  motivational	  

frames	  used	  in	  the	  video	  appeal	  to	  collective	  good	  instead	  of	  personal	  reward	  (e.g.	  

“It’s	  our	  chance	  to	  show	  the	  immense	  power	  of	  people	  in	  solidarity”),	  thereby	  

explaining	  the	  discrepancy	  in	  responses	  if	  the	  free	  rider	  dilemma	  is	  at	  play.	  

There	  are	  three	  possibilities	  as	  to	  why	  motivational	  frames	  may	  only	  serve	  

their	  purpose	  well	  with	  the	  enhancing	  effect	  of	  salience	  or	  high	  exposure	  to	  counter	  

frames.	  Motivational	  frames	  on	  their	  own	  may	  not	  have	  the	  strength	  to	  move	  people	  

along	  the	  mobilization	  continuum	  without	  a	  significant	  amount	  of	  preparatory	  work	  

from	  diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  framing.	  In	  other	  words,	  diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  

frames	  may	  be	  the	  heavyweights	  in	  the	  collective	  action	  trio	  and	  motivational	  

frames	  may	  provide	  the	  extra	  punch	  that	  works	  only	  when	  conditions	  are	  just	  right.	  

It	  is	  difficult	  to	  parse	  out	  where	  the	  influence	  is	  coming	  from	  between	  the	  three	  

types	  of	  frames	  within	  one	  experiment,	  but	  if,	  in	  fact,	  motivational	  frames	  do	  not	  

have	  a	  strong	  connection	  with	  mobilization,	  that	  means	  persuasive	  messages	  should	  

focus	  their	  weight	  on	  the	  other	  two	  types	  of	  frames	  with	  only	  occasional	  use	  of	  

motivational	  frames.	  	  

The	  second	  possible	  explanation	  is	  that	  for	  those	  without	  prior	  salience	  or	  

who	  were	  not	  already	  sympathizers,	  viewing	  a	  single	  three-‐minute	  video	  with	  

motivational	  frames	  was	  not	  enough	  to	  move	  respondents	  to	  a	  new	  place	  on	  the	  

mobilization	  continuum.	  It	  is	  well	  documented	  that	  shifts	  in	  attitudes	  and	  changes	  in	  

willingness	  to	  act	  happen	  over	  a	  long	  time	  through	  multiple	  exposures	  to	  media	  
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(Meyer,	  2009).	  It	  is	  this	  type	  of	  exposure	  that	  builds	  salience;	  additional	  exposure	  

also	  increases	  the	  likelihood	  of	  encounters	  with	  counter	  frames.	  Researchers	  have	  

found	  that	  climate	  change	  attitudes	  in	  particular	  can	  be	  a	  challenge	  to	  transform	  

with	  a	  single	  message	  (Scannell	  &	  Gifford,	  2013).	  	  

A	  third	  possibility	  for	  the	  conditional	  influence	  of	  motivational	  frames	  is	  that	  

the	  particular	  participant	  group	  that	  took	  part	  in	  my	  study	  have	  already	  been	  

exposed	  to	  enough	  similar	  collective	  action	  frames	  so	  that	  we	  are	  seeing	  a	  ceiling	  

effect.	  Over	  the	  past	  nine	  months,	  climate	  change	  has	  been	  heavily	  covered	  in	  the	  

news	  and	  discussed	  at	  a	  policy	  level.	  Severe	  or	  unusual	  winter	  weather	  was	  

experienced	  over	  a	  large	  portion	  of	  the	  United	  States	  during	  the	  first	  quarter	  of	  

2015;	  as	  discussed	  above,	  those	  who	  experience	  the	  perceived	  effects	  of	  climate	  

change	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  believe	  it	  is	  a	  problem	  (Myers	  et	  al.,	  2013).	  In	  this	  case,	  

either	  video	  version	  could	  trigger	  schema	  related	  to	  motivational	  frames	  to	  which	  

participants	  may	  have	  recently	  been	  exposed.	  Additionally,	  a	  large	  portion	  of	  

participants	  are	  Democrats,	  who	  in	  general	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  support	  climate	  

change	  action	  (Maibach	  et	  al.,	  2009),	  and	  in	  fact,	  the	  ANOVA	  on	  political	  party	  

confirmed	  that	  Democratic	  participants	  in	  this	  study	  have	  a	  stronger	  intention	  to	  

act.	  This	  finding	  has	  been	  supported	  by	  past	  research	  (e.g.	  McCright	  &	  Dunlap,	  

2011).	  Furthermore,	  participants’	  most	  commonplace	  response	  to	  both	  scales	  

asking	  how	  frequently	  they	  had	  been	  exposed	  to	  competing	  and	  counter	  frames	  

over	  the	  last	  three	  months	  was	  “never.”	  This	  answer	  indicates	  that	  the	  collective	  

action	  frames	  they	  have	  been	  seeing	  closely	  resemble	  the	  frames	  they	  saw	  in	  the	  
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video.	  Therefore,	  there	  may	  not	  have	  been	  much	  room	  for	  them	  to	  increase	  

mobilization	  levels	  in	  response	  to	  the	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  video.	  It	  is	  likely	  

that	  all	  three	  of	  these	  possibilities	  played	  a	  role	  in	  the	  limited	  influence	  of	  

motivational	  frames	  revealed	  here.	  

Resonance.	  Salience,	  as	  discussed	  above,	  is	  just	  one	  component	  of	  

resonance.	  By	  including	  resonance	  in	  my	  study,	  I	  was	  able	  to	  include	  participants’	  

preexisting	  schema	  in	  the	  experiment.	  Resonance	  was	  attributed	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  

ways,	  including	  incorporating	  into	  the	  video	  world	  events	  such	  as	  severe	  weather,	  

cultural	  narratives	  such	  as	  the	  civil	  rights	  movement,	  use	  of	  messages	  from	  a	  

consistent	  and	  credible	  organization,	  and	  inclusion	  of	  both	  cognitively	  and	  

affectively	  oriented	  appeals.	  Additionally,	  two	  specific	  scales	  measured	  two	  

components	  of	  resonance	  in	  participants:	  salience,	  discussed	  in	  part	  above,	  and	  

source	  credibility.	  	  

Hypotheses	  2a	  and	  2b	  proposed	  that	  higher	  levels	  of	  resonance	  would	  

increase	  scores	  on	  the	  mobilization	  continuum.	  Self-‐reported	  resonance,	  in	  terms	  of	  

both	  salience	  and	  source	  credibility,	  had	  a	  larger	  correlation	  with	  the	  attitude	  

portion	  of	  mobilization	  compared	  to	  the	  intention	  to	  act	  measure,	  although	  the	  

correlations	  between	  both	  resonance	  measures	  and	  intention	  to	  act	  were	  also	  

significant.	  Given	  the	  previous	  discussion	  about	  the	  likely	  predisposition	  of	  

participants,	  it	  is	  not	  surprising	  that	  resonance	  would	  have	  a	  strong	  relationship	  

with	  the	  outcomes	  of	  mobilization.	  Participants	  in	  a	  sense	  were	  primed	  for	  the	  

material	  in	  the	  video	  because	  they	  had	  likely	  already	  experienced	  messages	  that	  laid	  
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the	  schematic	  groundwork	  to	  be	  receptive	  to	  further	  messages.	  Based	  on	  this	  

assumption,	  the	  importance	  of	  creating	  messages	  that	  resonate	  with	  an	  audience	  is	  

confirmed	  with	  the	  results	  of	  these	  tests.	  Resonance	  could	  increase	  mobilization	  

levels	  as	  well	  as	  create	  strength	  and	  longevity	  in	  social	  movements,	  according	  to	  

findings	  from	  researchers	  such	  as	  Zuo	  and	  Benford	  (1995).	  

Of	  the	  two	  components	  of	  resonance	  that	  I	  measured,	  salience	  had	  a	  higher	  

correlation	  than	  source	  credibility	  on	  both	  mobilization	  measures,	  although	  both	  

were	  significant.	  This	  could	  mean	  that	  climate	  change	  is,	  in	  general,	  an	  issue	  that	  

participants	  feel	  they	  have	  firsthand	  experience	  with,	  that	  the	  issue	  is	  central	  to	  

their	  experience,	  and/or	  that	  it	  fits	  with	  their	  cultural	  narratives.	  In	  addition,	  source	  

credibility	  has	  been	  shown	  to	  play	  a	  larger	  role	  for	  topics	  about	  which	  people	  are	  

less	  knowledgeable	  or	  involved.	  According	  to	  the	  elaboration	  likelihood	  model,	  

people	  rely	  on	  cues	  about	  the	  message	  source,	  such	  as	  source	  credibility,	  when	  they	  

are	  not	  motivated	  to	  process	  the	  message	  or	  have	  little	  knowledge	  of	  the	  topic	  

(Petty	  &	  Cacioppo,	  1986).	  In	  addition,	  people	  use	  source	  credibility	  cues	  to	  create	  

mental	  shortcuts	  in	  System	  1	  thinking	  (Kahneman,	  2013).	  Overall,	  participants	  in	  

this	  study	  appear	  to	  have	  had	  experience	  with	  the	  topic,	  based	  on	  salience	  scores,	  

and	  appear	  to	  be	  motivated	  to	  process	  information	  about	  climate	  change,	  based	  on	  

attitude	  and	  intention	  to	  act	  scores,	  perhaps	  engaging	  in	  central	  route	  and	  System	  2	  

processing.	  This	  would	  explain	  why	  source	  credibility	  would	  have	  a	  lower	  

correlation	  with	  mobilization	  levels	  than	  salience.	  This	  finding	  indicates	  that	  for	  a	  

fairly	  knowledgeable	  and	  engaged	  audience,	  more	  effort	  should	  be	  placed	  on	  
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creating	  messages	  that	  resonate	  with	  preexisting	  cognitive	  frames	  than	  on	  finding	  

credible	  sources	  to	  deliver	  those	  messages.	  

Competing	  and	  counter	  frames.	  In	  acknowledgement	  of	  the	  dynamic	  

nature	  of	  the	  communication	  environment,	  I	  also	  posed	  questions	  about	  participant	  

exposure	  to	  frames	  other	  than	  those	  presented	  in	  the	  video.	  As	  discussed	  above,	  

research	  question	  two	  examined	  whether	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  would	  

interact	  with	  the	  mobilization	  measure	  of	  intention	  to	  act,	  and	  results	  indicated	  

significant	  interaction	  effects	  with	  the	  motivational	  frames	  in	  the	  video	  for	  the	  

prospective	  group.	  	  However,	  when	  the	  full	  group	  was	  analyzed,	  both	  prospectives	  

and	  non-‐sympathizers	  together,	  there	  were	  no	  significant	  interaction	  effects	  

between	  the	  video	  and	  exposure	  to	  counter	  frames,	  nor	  were	  there	  main	  effects	  of	  

exposure	  to	  counter	  frames	  on	  intention	  to	  act.	  	  

Results	  for	  the	  first	  research	  question,	  that	  regarding	  competing	  frames,	  

differed	  from	  results	  for	  the	  query	  about	  counter	  frames.	  This	  question	  postulated	  

whether	  those	  exposed	  to	  competing	  frames	  would	  have	  an	  effect	  on	  mobilization	  

levels.	  Competing	  frames	  are	  those	  that	  support,	  extend,	  or	  redefine	  frames	  

presented	  in	  the	  original	  message.	  When	  the	  full	  group	  was	  analyzed,	  both	  

prospectives	  and	  non-‐sympathizers	  together,	  there	  were	  no	  significant	  interaction	  

effects	  between	  the	  video	  and	  exposure	  to	  competing	  frames.	  However,	  main	  effects	  

were	  found	  for	  high	  exposure	  to	  competing	  frames	  on	  intention	  to	  act	  with	  both	  the	  

full	  group	  and	  the	  prospective	  group	  (see	  Figure	  3).	  	  

Competing	  frames	  and	  counter	  frames	  may	  have	  different	  outcomes	  because	  
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competing	  frames	  present	  supporting	  information	  whereas	  counter	  frames	  present	  

contradicting	  information.	  Competing	  frames	  may	  be	  inspiring	  action	  on	  climate	  

change	  regardless	  of	  motivational	  frames	  because	  when	  more	  frames	  of	  any	  kind	  

are	  present	  in	  the	  environment	  vying	  for	  attention,	  the	  issue	  will	  be	  more	  salient	  

and	  likely	  spur	  more	  thought.	  The	  competing	  frames	  on	  climate	  change	  presented	  in	  

my	  survey	  did	  not	  deny	  the	  existence	  of	  climate	  change	  or	  its	  anthropogenic	  causes,	  

they	  instead	  presented	  different	  diagnoses	  (e.g.	  “There	  is	  nothing	  we	  can	  do	  to	  fix	  

climate	  change”)	  or	  prognoses	  (e.g.	  “It’s	  not	  up	  to	  individuals	  to	  help	  resolve	  climate	  

change	  because	  others	  (e.g.	  businesses,	  organizations,	  or	  government)	  are	  taking	  

care	  of	  it”).	  In	  this	  way,	  competing	  frames	  may	  act	  to	  reinforce	  the	  idea	  that	  climate	  

change	  is	  real	  and	  happening	  now,	  which	  could	  motivate	  action.	  The	  interaction	  

effect	  for	  exposure	  to	  both	  competing	  and	  counter	  frames	  on	  the	  full	  group	  may	  not	  

have	  been	  significant	  because	  these	  frames	  could	  also	  produce	  equivocation	  about	  

who	  is	  responsible	  for	  action	  and	  whether	  action	  would	  be	  efficacious.	  In	  other	  

words,	  weakening	  the	  influence	  of	  diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  frames	  might	  weaken	  

the	  influence	  of	  motivational	  frames.	  

Limitations	  and	  Future	  Research	  

	  	   This	  study	  has	  several	  limitations.	  The	  study	  used	  a	  convenience	  sample	  that,	  

while	  more	  representative	  of	  the	  U.S.	  population	  than	  a	  student	  pool,	  is	  still	  not	  

illustrative	  of	  the	  population	  as	  a	  whole.	  A	  clear	  example	  of	  this	  is	  in	  the	  heavily	  

Democratic	  affiliation	  of	  my	  sample.	  	  

It	  is	  also	  noteworthy	  that	  the	  Levene’s	  test	  of	  equality	  of	  error	  variances	  was	  
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significant	  in	  the	  ANOVA	  between	  political	  party	  and	  intention	  to	  act.	  Since	  an	  

accurate	  ANOVA	  assumes	  equal	  variances,	  and	  my	  sample	  did	  not	  have	  equal	  

variances,	  the	  results	  of	  this	  test	  should	  be	  considered	  to	  have	  some	  uncertainty	  

even	  with	  a	  p	  value	  of	  .000.	  	  

	   Testing	  the	  strength	  of	  motivational	  frames	  on	  a	  single	  issue	  also	  has	  its	  

limitations.	  Certain	  issues	  in	  the	  public	  dialogue	  have	  become	  so	  polarized	  that	  it	  

can	  be	  difficult	  for	  people	  to	  be	  open	  to	  hearing	  another	  side.	  It	  is	  difficult	  to	  tell	  

without	  replicating	  the	  test	  on	  other	  issues	  whether	  the	  potentially	  polarized	  

attitudes	  about	  climate	  change	  altered	  the	  study	  outcomes.	  Ideally,	  the	  topic	  under	  

study	  should	  have	  enough	  plasticity	  in	  attitudes	  in	  order	  to	  allow	  for	  change.	  If	  the	  

issue	  were	  in	  fact	  highly	  polarized,	  that	  would	  affect	  the	  outcomes	  of	  the	  study	  in	  a	  

way	  that	  would	  not	  necessarily	  be	  reflected	  if	  it	  were	  to	  be	  carried	  out	  on	  a	  different	  

topic.	  

	   The	  scope	  of	  my	  study	  prevented	  comparisons	  of	  all	  three	  types	  of	  collective	  

action	  frames	  and	  instead	  focused	  on	  the	  impact	  solely	  of	  motivational	  frames.	  

Singling	  out	  one	  type	  of	  frame	  necessarily	  limits	  conclusions	  that	  can	  be	  made	  for	  

collective	  action	  frames	  as	  a	  whole	  as	  well	  as	  the	  role	  and	  strength	  of	  diagnostic	  and	  

prognostic	  frames.	  Additionally,	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  study	  prevented	  pilot	  testing	  the	  

strength	  of	  the	  arguments	  in	  the	  collective	  action	  frames	  used	  in	  the	  videos.	  The	  

outcomes	  of	  the	  study	  could	  be	  limited	  by	  diagnostic,	  prognostic,	  or	  motivational	  

frames	  that	  did	  not	  have	  as	  robust	  argument	  potency	  as	  was	  intended	  by	  the	  

researcher.	  If	  some	  statements	  were	  weaker	  than	  others,	  especially	  those	  containing	  
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motivational	  frames,	  that	  effect	  could	  confound	  the	  results	  of	  this	  study.	  

Another	  limitation	  is	  that	  a	  ceiling	  effect	  was	  observed	  in	  both	  the	  source	  

credibility	  scale	  and	  the	  attitude	  scale.	  Not	  only	  were	  most	  participants	  ready	  to	  

believe	  the	  speakers	  in	  the	  video,	  they	  were	  also	  concerned	  about	  the	  issue.	  

Although	  these	  measures	  occurred	  after	  participants	  viewed	  the	  video,	  both	  source	  

credibility	  and	  attitudes	  would	  be	  affected	  by	  beliefs	  and	  worldviews	  brought	  to	  the	  

survey	  beforehand.	  For	  example,	  if	  someone	  were	  highly	  skeptical	  of	  anthropogenic	  

climate	  change,	  he	  probably	  would	  not	  have	  found	  the	  speaker	  in	  the	  video	  to	  be	  

credible	  when	  she	  says,	  “We’ve	  proven	  beyond	  a	  doubt	  that…	  that	  warming	  is	  

predominantly	  caused	  by	  the	  burning	  of	  fossil	  fuels	  and	  other	  human	  activities.”	  	  

Likewise,	  if	  someone	  did	  not	  believe	  that	  climate	  change	  was	  real,	  she	  probably	  

would	  not	  have	  shifted	  attitudes	  to	  the	  point	  of	  agreeing	  on	  the	  attitude	  scale	  that	  

“Radical	  changes	  to	  society	  are	  needed	  to	  tackle	  climate	  change”	  after	  watching	  a	  

three-‐minute	  video.	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  likely	  that	  a	  large	  number	  of	  participants	  came	  

to	  the	  survey	  with	  pre-‐existing	  high	  levels	  on	  the	  mobilization	  continuum.	  This	  

could	  mean	  that	  a	  number	  of	  participants	  in	  this	  study	  are	  ready	  to	  act	  on	  climate	  

change	  and	  just	  need	  to	  be	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  do	  so.	  It	  also	  highlights	  the	  fact	  

that	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  isolate	  the	  influence	  of	  one	  message	  among	  many.	  Typically	  an	  

accumulation	  of	  messages	  is	  what	  ultimately	  shifts	  someone	  from	  one	  category	  to	  

another,	  not	  a	  single	  “magic	  bullet”	  message.	  This	  means	  measuring	  the	  effect	  of	  

social	  movements	  is	  a	  challenging	  task:	  “The	  ways	  that	  movements	  make	  a	  

difference	  are	  complex,	  veiled,	  and	  take	  far	  longer	  to	  manifest	  themselves	  than	  the	  
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news	  cycle	  that	  covers	  a	  single	  demonstration,	  or	  even	  a	  whole	  protest	  campaign”	  

(Meyer,	  2009,	  p.	  418).	  Yet	  attempting	  to	  measure	  isolated	  influences	  is	  a	  necessary	  

and	  important	  part	  of	  scientific	  inquiry.	  The	  contributions	  of	  my	  research	  on	  

collective	  action	  frames	  will	  contribute	  to	  a	  body	  of	  work	  that,	  when	  taken	  together,	  

can	  help	  inform	  social	  movement	  and	  communication	  researchers	  and	  practitioners.	  

To	  strengthen	  this	  body	  of	  work,	  future	  studies	  of	  collective	  action	  frames	  

should	  be	  undertaken	  that	  test	  not	  just	  the	  relationship	  of	  motivational	  frames,	  but	  

also	  of	  diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  frames	  to	  other	  variables	  as	  well	  as	  to	  each	  other.	  

A	  study	  with	  a	  broader	  scope	  could	  help	  to	  clarify	  the	  limited	  influence	  of	  

motivational	  frames	  revealed	  here	  as	  well	  as	  elucidate	  the	  role	  and	  strength	  of	  

diagnostic	  and	  prognostic	  frames.	  Ideally,	  a	  longitudinal	  study	  could	  measure	  the	  

types	  of	  frames	  to	  which	  people	  are	  exposed	  over	  a	  period	  of	  time	  as	  well	  as	  the	  

impact	  exposure	  has	  on	  their	  level	  of	  mobilization	  in	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  

cumulative	  effect	  collective	  action	  frames	  may	  have.	  

I	  would	  also	  like	  to	  see	  studies	  that	  investigate	  a	  connection	  between	  

motivational	  frames	  and	  collective	  efficacy.	  As	  theorized	  by	  Benford	  and	  Snow,	  

collective	  action	  frames	  together	  contribute	  to	  a	  sense	  of	  collectivity,	  and	  

motivational	  frames	  contribute	  to	  inspiration	  to	  act.	  Combined,	  I	  see	  the	  potential	  of	  

motivational	  frames	  to	  be	  one	  of	  the	  keys	  to	  addressing	  the	  lack	  of	  collective	  efficacy	  

that	  many	  people	  feel	  in	  confronting	  issues	  such	  as	  climate	  change.	  	  

Furthermore,	  I	  recommend	  that	  studies	  incorporating	  social	  movement	  

issues	  attempt	  to	  find	  a	  topic	  that	  has	  not	  yet	  reached	  a	  high	  level	  of	  polarization	  in	  
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society.	  Lastly,	  further	  exploration	  of	  the	  role	  of	  competing	  and	  counter	  frames	  is	  

needed	  in	  order	  to	  more	  precisely	  understand	  their	  influences	  on	  messaging	  and	  

social	  movement	  actors.	  

Conclusion	  

	   The	  purpose	  of	  this	  study	  was	  to	  delve	  into	  the	  workings	  of	  collective	  action	  

frames,	  the	  three	  strategic	  framing	  tools	  that	  social	  movements	  use	  to	  diagnose	  a	  

problem,	  provide	  a	  prognosis,	  and	  inspire	  action.	  A	  better	  understanding	  of	  

collective	  action	  frames	  provides	  important	  information	  on	  how	  social	  movements	  

can	  affect	  public	  policy,	  political,	  economic,	  and	  social	  institutions,	  and	  the	  people	  

who	  participate	  in	  them.	  Social	  movements	  are	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  shaping	  society,	  

governments,	  and	  the	  global	  environment;	  understanding	  their	  strengths	  and	  how	  

to	  build	  on	  those	  strengths	  can	  contribute	  to	  social	  change	  in	  meaningful	  ways.	  	  

This	  study	  focused	  on	  motivational	  frames,	  the	  tools	  that	  move	  a	  

sympathizer,	  someone	  whose	  attitudes	  align	  with	  the	  movement,	  to	  an	  actor	  ready	  

to	  collectively	  engage	  in	  creating	  change.	  This	  final	  step,	  moving	  people	  to	  action,	  is	  

what	  enables	  movements	  to	  achieve	  outcomes	  such	  as,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  climate	  change,	  

establishment	  and	  enforcement	  of	  new	  government	  policies,	  use	  of	  clean	  energy	  

technology,	  divestment	  of	  funds	  from	  fossil	  fuels,	  and	  more.	  	  

The	  results	  of	  this	  study	  emphasize	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  dialogue	  between	  

those	  creating	  messages	  and	  those	  receiving	  them	  in	  social	  movement	  

communication,	  especially	  in	  the	  interaction	  between	  message	  frames	  and	  cognitive	  

frames.	  Messages	  need	  to	  strike	  a	  responsive	  chord	  with	  target	  audiences,	  matching	  
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their	  lived	  experiences	  and	  resonating	  with	  existing	  cultural	  narratives.	  For	  those	  

who	  resonate	  with	  the	  topic,	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  message	  itself	  may	  be	  more	  

important	  than	  who	  is	  presenting	  the	  message.	  Additionally,	  messages	  need	  to	  

acknowledge	  that	  other	  frames	  exist	  in	  the	  environment,	  some	  which	  support,	  some	  

which	  extend	  or	  redefine,	  and	  some	  which	  contradict	  those	  presented	  in	  a	  social	  

movement’s	  message.	  	  

While	  motivational	  frames	  did	  not	  have	  a	  stand-‐alone	  impact	  on	  attitudes	  or	  

intention	  to	  act,	  their	  interaction	  with	  resonance	  provides	  insight	  into	  one	  way	  in	  

which	  messages	  can	  be	  enhanced	  to	  create	  inspiration	  to	  act.	  Resonance	  alone	  had	  a	  

clear	  correlation	  with	  both	  intention	  to	  act	  and	  attitudes	  toward	  climate	  change,	  and	  

additionally,	  once	  combined	  with	  the	  presence	  of	  motivational	  frames,	  had	  a	  direct	  

influence	  on	  intention	  to	  act.	  Competing	  and	  counter	  frames	  both	  played	  a	  role	  in	  

whether	  people	  planned	  to	  take	  action	  as	  well,	  emphasizing	  that	  we	  should	  not	  

ignore	  the	  dynamic	  communication	  environment	  in	  which	  we	  all	  live.	  Lastly,	  the	  

study	  results	  point	  to	  the	  importance	  of	  demographic	  variables	  such	  as	  gender	  and	  

political	  party	  affiliation	  and	  the	  role	  they	  assume	  in	  engaging	  an	  active	  

constituency.	  	  

Climate	  change	  organizations	  such	  as	  350.org	  can	  use	  information	  from	  this	  

study,	  keeping	  in	  mind	  its	  limitations,	  to	  help	  address	  what	  McKibben	  calls	  “a	  lack	  of	  

will	  to	  act”	  (“Bill	  McKibben,”	  2012,	  p.	  4).	  Using	  motivational	  frames	  combined	  with	  

resonant	  ideas	  in	  organizational	  messages	  will	  address	  that	  lack.	  Heightening	  

resonance	  could	  potentially	  address	  one	  of	  the	  barriers	  to	  participation	  in	  climate	  
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change	  mitigation,	  that	  the	  issue	  does	  not	  seem	  personally	  relevant.	  	  Increasing	  the	  

number	  of	  motivational	  frames	  in	  messages	  could,	  theoretically,	  contribute	  to	  

collective	  efficacy,	  addressing	  another	  barrier	  to	  action,	  that	  of	  fatalism.	  Targeting	  

women	  and	  Democrats	  could	  contribute	  to	  increased	  responses	  to	  these	  messages	  

and	  including	  reference	  to	  counter	  frames	  will	  help	  address	  the	  free	  rider	  problem.	  

If	  organizations	  like	  350.org	  can	  increase	  their	  effectiveness	  in	  meeting	  their	  goals,	  

ideally	  that	  will	  serve	  to	  reduce	  the	  impacts	  of	  climate	  change	  now	  and	  into	  the	  

future.	  The	  importance	  of	  this	  outcome	  cannot	  be	  understated.	  

By	  approaching	  the	  study	  of	  collective	  action	  frames	  in	  a	  predictive	  direction,	  

this	  work	  contributes	  to	  the	  fields	  of	  social	  movement,	  communication,	  and	  framing	  

studies.	  For	  almost	  30	  years,	  scholars	  have	  theorized	  and	  refined	  ideas	  about	  

collective	  action	  frames,	  noting	  that	  many	  successful	  social	  movements	  use	  these	  

frames	  and	  basing	  their	  findings	  retrospectively	  on	  the	  actions	  and	  outcomes	  of	  

these	  movements.	  However,	  little	  research	  has	  been	  done	  to	  discover	  whether	  

messages	  containing	  certain	  collective	  action	  frames,	  when	  compared	  with	  

messages	  without	  these	  frames,	  are	  more	  effective	  in	  causing	  constituents	  and	  

prospective	  constituents	  to	  engage	  in	  action.	  This	  study	  is	  the	  first	  step	  in	  

understanding	  how	  collective	  action	  frames	  work	  from	  a	  predictive	  direction.	  	  

The	  findings	  of	  this	  study	  tell	  us	  that	  motivational	  frames	  in	  particular,	  when	  

combined	  with	  resonant	  ideas,	  can	  influence	  intention	  to	  act.	  This	  illuminates	  how	  

the	  social	  context	  that	  builds	  cognitive	  frames	  influences	  individuals’	  behaviors.	  We	  

have	  seen	  how	  the	  social	  construction	  of	  meaning	  happens	  in	  the	  interaction	  
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between	  messages	  sent	  out	  by	  social	  movements,	  in	  the	  form	  of	  motivational	  

frames,	  and	  cognitive	  frames,	  in	  the	  form	  of	  resonance.	  The	  meaning	  constructed	  in	  

this	  case	  is	  that	  action	  matters.	  Articulating	  meaning	  through	  motivational	  frames	  

creates	  shared	  meanings	  between	  movement	  leaders	  and	  participants	  in	  a	  dialogic	  

process	  that	  can	  build	  the	  strength	  of	  movements	  and	  help	  them	  achieve	  specific	  

outcomes.	  This	  study’s	  discoveries	  support	  the	  theoretical	  foundations	  of	  collective	  

action	  frames	  and	  the	  construction	  of	  meaning	  in	  social	  movements.	  

This	  study	  added	  to	  the	  large	  body	  of	  work	  on	  social	  movements,	  climate	  

change,	  and	  communication.	  While	  further	  research	  is	  needed,	  the	  results	  of	  this	  

experiment	  successfully	  showed	  that	  motivational	  frames	  contribute	  to	  

mobilization,	  especially	  intention	  to	  act,	  under	  conditions	  of	  resonance	  and	  with	  the	  

presence	  of	  counter	  frames.	  As	  social	  movements	  and	  climate	  change	  continue	  to	  

profoundly	  shape	  our	  world	  in	  myriad	  and	  unknown	  ways,	  we	  will	  be	  better	  

prepared	  to	  address	  those	  changes	  with	  the	  information	  provided	  here.	  Perhaps	  

ideas	  that	  have	  evolved	  from	  this	  study	  will	  one	  day	  be	  used	  by	  the	  designer	  of	  a	  

hallway	  poster	  or	  social	  media	  post	  that	  inspires	  a	  college	  sophomore	  to	  engage	  in	  

an	  issue	  of	  vital	  importance,	  changing	  her	  life	  and	  the	  lives	  of	  those	  she	  touches,	  and	  

ever	  so	  slightly	  changing	  the	  course	  of	  history.	  
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Appendix	  B:	  Demographic	  Statistics	  
	  
Race/Ethnic	  background	  (respondents	  could	  mark	  more	  than	  one	  field)	  (n	  =	  
375)	  

Caucasian:	  n	  =	  310	  (82.7%)	  
African	  American:	  n	  =	  33	  (8.8%)	  
Asian:	  n	  =	  24	  (6.4%)	  
Hispanic/Latino:	  n	  =	  21	  (5.6%)	  	  
American	  Indian/Alaskan	  Native/Pacific	  Islander:	  n	  =	  10	  (2.7%)	  

	  
Education	  (n	  =	  374)	  

Bachelor’s	  Degree:	  n	  =	  143	  (38.1%)	  
Some	  college:	  n	  =	  94	  (25.1%)	  
High	  school	  graduate	  or	  equivalency:	  n	  =	  49	  (13.1%)	  
2-‐year	  college	  degree:	  n	  =	  41	  (10.9%)	  
Master’s	  degree:	  n	  =	  33	  (8.8%)	  
Professional	  degree:	  n	  =	  6	  (1.6%)	  
Doctoral	  degree	  or	  less	  than	  high	  school:	  n	  =	  8	  (2.1%)	  

	  
Gender	  (n	  =	  375)	  

Female:	  n	  =	  193	  (51.5%)	  
Male:	  n	  =	  178	  (47.5%)	  
Other:	  n	  =	  4	  (1.1%)	  

	  
Political	  party	  (n	  =	  375)	  

Democrat:	  n	  =	  178	  (47.5%)	  
No	  affiliation:	  n	  =	  79	  (21.1%)	  
Republican:	  n	  =	  75	  (20%)	  
Libertarian:	  n	  =	  27	  (7.2%)	  
Green	  or	  Constitution:	  n	  =	  16	  (4.2%)	  

	  
Income	  (n	  =	  373)	  

$0	  -‐	  25,000:	  n	  =	  88	  (23.5%)	  
$25,001	  -‐	  50,000:	  n	  =	  142	  (37.9%)	  
$50,001	  -‐	  75,000:	  n	  =	  76	  (20.3%)	  
$75,001	  -‐	  100,000:	  n	  =	  32	  (8.5%)	  
$100,001	  -‐	  125,000:	  n	  =	  16	  (4.3%)	  
$125,001	  -‐	  150,000:	  n	  =	  9	  (2.4%)	  
Above	  $150,000:	  n	  =	  10	  (2.7%)	  

	  
Age	  (n	  =	  372,	  M	  =	  39.21,	  SD	  =	  13.31)	   	  
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Appendix	  C:	  Informed	  Consent	  
	  

You	  are	  invited	  to	  participate	  in	  a	  research	  study	  conducted	  by	  Rebecca	  Smith	  under	  
the	  direction	  of	  Dr.	  Frank.	  This	  study	  attempts	  to	  collect	  information	  about	  how	  
people	  feel	  about	  environmental	  issues.	  To	  be	  eligible	  to	  participate	  in	  this	  study	  
you	  must	  be	  18	  years	  of	  age	  or	  older,	  currently	  live	  in	  the	  United	  States,	  and	  speak	  
English	  fluently.	  
	  	  
Procedures	  
If	  you	  decide	  to	  participate,	  you	  will	  be	  asked	  to	  complete	  the	  following	  
questionnaire.	  The	  questionnaire	  will	  take	  approximately	  20	  minutes	  or	  less.	  You	  
will	  need	  to	  be	  using	  a	  computer	  that	  can	  play	  videos	  with	  sound.	  
	  	  
Risks/Discomforts	  
Risks	  are	  minimal	  for	  involvement	  in	  this	  study.	  However,	  you	  may	  feel	  
uncomfortable	  when	  asked	  to	  share	  information	  about	  your	  feelings	  about	  
environmental	  issues.	  You	  are	  welcome	  to	  skip	  any	  question	  that	  you	  feel	  
uncomfortable	  answering.	  
	  
Benefits	  
You	  may	  not	  receive	  any	  direct	  benefit	  from	  taking	  part	  in	  this	  study.	  However,	  it	  is	  
hoped	  that	  through	  your	  participation,	  the	  study	  may	  help	  to	  increase	  knowledge	  
which	  may	  help	  others	  in	  the	  future.	  
	  	  
Confidentiality	  
All	  information	  that	  is	  obtained	  in	  connection	  with	  this	  study	  will	  be	  kept	  
confidential	  and	  will	  only	  be	  reported	  in	  an	  aggregate	  format	  (by	  reporting	  only	  
combined	  results	  and	  never	  reporting	  individual	  ones).	  All	  questionnaires	  will	  be	  
concealed,	  and	  no	  one	  other	  than	  the	  research	  team	  will	  have	  access	  to	  them.	  At	  no	  
point	  will	  your	  name	  be	  linked	  to	  your	  answers.	  
	  	  
Compensation	  
You	  will	  be	  paid	  $.50	  for	  your	  participation.	  Follow	  the	  directions	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  
survey	  to	  enter	  the	  completion	  code	  into	  your	  Mechanical	  Turk	  account.	  Your	  
personal	  information	  will	  not	  be	  linked	  to	  your	  survey	  responses.	  	  Mechanical	  Turk,	  
the	  third	  party	  from	  whom	  you	  will	  receive	  compensation,	  will	  not	  have	  access	  to	  
your	  survey	  responses	  and	  the	  research	  team	  will	  not	  have	  access	  to	  the	  personal	  
information	  used	  to	  coordinate	  compensation.	  
	  	  
Participation	  
Participation	  in	  this	  research	  study	  is	  completely	  voluntary.	  You	  have	  the	  right	  to	  
withdraw	  at	  any	  time	  or	  refuse	  to	  participate	  entirely,	  and	  it	  will	  not	  affect	  your	  
relationship	  with	  the	  research	  team	  or	  Portland	  State	  University	  in	  any	  way.	  	  
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Questions	  about	  the	  Research	  
If	  you	  have	  questions	  or	  concerns	  regarding	  this	  study,	  contact	  Rebecca	  Smith	  at	  
Rebecca.smith@pdx.edu	  or	  Dr.	  Frank	  at	  lfrank@pdx.edu.	  
	  	  
Questions	  about	  your	  Rights	  as	  Research	  Participants	  
If	  you	  have	  questions	  or	  concerns	  about	  your	  rights	  as	  a	  research	  subject,	  please	  
contact	  the	  Portland	  State	  University	  Office	  of	  Research	  Integrity,	  1600	  SW	  4th	  
Avenue,	  Market	  Center	  Building,	  Suite	  620,	  Portland,	  OR	  97207;	  phone	  (503)725-‐
2227	  or	  1(877)480-‐4400.	  	  
	  
By	  completing	  this	  survey,	  you	  are	  certifying	  that	  you	  are	  18	  years	  of	  age	  or	  older,	  a	  
resident	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  and	  speak	  English	  fluently.	  	  In	  addition,	  you	  are	  
certifying	  that	  you	  have	  read	  and	  understand	  the	  above	  information	  and	  agree	  to	  
take	  part	  in	  the	  survey.	  Press	  the	  "Print"	  button	  below	  to	  keep	  a	  copy	  of	  this	  form	  
for	  your	  own	  records.	  
	  
If	  at	  this	  point	  you	  choose	  to	  continue	  in	  this	  research	  study,	  please	  click	  ">>"	  to	  
continue.	  
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Appendix	  D:	  Video	  Transcripts	  
	  
Video	  version	  1	  (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=owPmkqxKlWU),	  total	  time:	  
3:08	  
Frame	  
#	  

Time	  
signature	  

Audio	  content	   Frame	  Type	  

1	   0:14	  
	  

We	  are	  literally	  engaged	  in	  an	  
unprecedented	  experiment	  with	  the	  one	  
planet	  that	  we	  know	  of	  that	  can	  support	  
life.	  

Diagnostic	  
	  

2	   0:24	  
	  

I	  remember	  when	  the	  weather	  channel	  
was	  this	  kind	  of	  like	  nice	  sleepy	  little	  
station.	  Now	  it’s	  like	  a	  horror	  show.	  The	  
climate	  is	  being	  disrupted.	  That’s	  not	  for	  
next	  year	  or	  a	  thousand	  years	  from	  now,	  
that’s	  happening	  right	  now.	  

Diagnostic	  
	  

3	   0:42	  
	  

We’ve	  proven	  beyond	  a	  doubt	  that	  
climate	  change	  is	  real,	  that	  the	  earth’s	  
temperature	  is	  warming,	  that	  that	  
warming	  is	  predominantly	  caused	  by	  the	  
burning	  of	  fossil	  fuels	  and	  other	  human	  
activities,	  and	  that	  that	  additional	  
warming	  poses	  a	  significant	  threat.	  

Diagnostic	  

4	   1:01	   Just	  a	  year	  ago	  we	  passed	  400	  parts	  per	  
million	  of	  carbon	  dioxide	  in	  the	  
atmosphere.	  Now	  the	  preindustrial	  level	  
was	  about	  280	  parts	  per	  million,	  so	  
human	  society	  in	  the	  industrial	  era	  has	  
raised	  the	  level	  of	  co2	  in	  the	  atmosphere	  
by	  about	  40%.	  

Diagnostic	  

5	   1:20	   What	  all	  climate	  scientists	  will	  agree	  on	  is	  
that	  the	  entire	  atmosphere	  has	  changed,	  
all	  the	  atmospheric	  dynamics	  have	  
changed,	  so	  every	  event	  that	  happens	  
now	  is	  in	  the	  context	  of	  climate	  change,	  is	  
different	  from	  how	  it	  would	  have	  been.	  

Diagnostic	  
	  

6	   1:36	   Scientists	  are	  screaming	  from	  the	  
rooftops	  about	  us	  avoiding	  going	  over	  a	  2	  
degree	  rise	  in	  the	  temperature	  of	  the	  
planet.	  Why	  are	  they	  so	  worried	  about	  
that?	  If	  we	  go	  over	  that	  amount	  of	  
warming,	  there	  are	  feedback	  loops	  in	  our	  
ecosystems,	  tipping	  points	  that	  climate	  

Diagnostic	  
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change	  could	  spin	  out	  of	  control.	  And	  it	  
happens	  [snap]	  like	  that.	  

7	   1:59	  
	  

If	  we	  really	  want	  to	  bring	  about	  a	  
limitation	  of	  temperature	  increase	  to	  no	  
more	  than	  2	  degrees	  Celsius,	  there	  is	  then	  
the	  need	  for	  an	  unprecedented	  level	  of	  
international	  cooperation.	  

Prognostic	  

8	   2:12	   They	  need	  to	  act	  on	  a	  binding	  global	  
agreement	  to	  reduce	  greenhouse	  gasses.	  
We	  can	  do	  that	  and	  create	  jobs	  at	  the	  
same	  time.	  

Prognostic	  
	  

9	   2:21	   Part	  of	  what	  we’re	  doing	  is	  moving	  
people	  from	  fossil	  fuels	  to	  the	  solutions	  
and	  also	  presenting	  them	  with	  economic	  
opportunities	  around	  the	  solutions.	  

	  Prognostic	  
	  

10	   2:30	  
	  

People	  are	  reluctant	  to	  stand	  up	  and	  take	  
action	  if	  they	  don’t	  see	  that	  the	  other	  
people	  around	  them	  are	  taking	  action.	  	  

Prognostic	  
	  

11	   2:38	  
	  

All	  the	  big	  social	  movements	  in	  history	  
have	  had	  people	  in	  the	  streets;	  women’s	  
voting	  rights,	  civil	  rights	  movement,	  and	  
even	  more	  recently	  on	  climate	  issues	  

Prognostic	  
	  

12	   2:51	  
	  

Things	  change	  for	  lots	  of	  different	  
reasons.	  There’s	  all	  kinds	  of	  dynamics,	  
but	  one	  central	  element	  is	  people	  being	  in	  
the	  streets.	  

Prognostic	  	  
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Video	  version	  2	  (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Jx0Qa3cIHeA),	  total	  time:	  	  2:59	  
Frame	  
#	  

Time	  
signature	  

Audio	  content	   Frame	  
Type	  

1	   0:14	  
	  

We	  are	  literally	  engaged	  in	  an	  unprecedented	  
experiment	  with	  the	  one	  planet	  that	  we	  know	  
of	  that	  can	  support	  life.	  

Diagnostic	  
	  

2	   0:24	  
	  

I	  remember	  when	  the	  weather	  channel	  was	  
this	  kind	  of	  like	  nice	  sleepy	  little	  station.	  Now	  
it’s	  like	  a	  horror	  show.	  The	  climate	  is	  being	  
disrupted.	  That’s	  not	  for	  next	  year	  or	  a	  
thousand	  years	  from	  now,	  that’s	  happening	  
right	  now.	  

Diagnostic	  
	  

3	   0:42	  
	  

We’ve	  proven	  beyond	  a	  doubt	  that	  climate	  
change	  is	  real,	  that	  the	  earth’s	  temperature	  is	  
warming,	  that	  that	  warming	  is	  predominantly	  
caused	  by	  the	  burning	  of	  fossil	  fuels	  and	  other	  
human	  activities,	  and	  that	  that	  additional	  
warming	  poses	  a	  significant	  threat.	  

Diagnostic	  

4	   1:02	   Scientists	  are	  screaming	  from	  the	  rooftops	  
about	  us	  avoiding	  going	  over	  a	  2	  degree	  rise	  in	  
the	  temperature	  of	  the	  planet.	  	  

Diagnostic	  

5	   1:09	  
	  

If	  we	  really	  want	  to	  bring	  about	  a	  limitation	  of	  
temperature	  increase	  to	  no	  more	  than	  2	  
degrees	  Celsius,	  there	  is	  then	  the	  need	  for	  an	  
unprecedented	  level	  of	  international	  
cooperation.	  

Prognostic	  

6	   1:21	   They	  need	  to	  act	  on	  a	  binding	  global	  
agreement	  to	  reduce	  greenhouse	  gasses.	  We	  
can	  do	  that	  and	  create	  jobs	  at	  the	  same	  time.	  

Prognostic	  
	  

7	   1:30	   Part	  of	  what	  we’re	  doing	  is	  moving	  people	  
from	  fossil	  fuels	  to	  the	  solutions	  and	  also	  
presenting	  them	  with	  economic	  opportunities	  
around	  the	  solutions.	  

Prognostic	  
	  

8	   1:40	  
	  

People	  are	  reluctant	  to	  stand	  up	  and	  take	  
action	  if	  they	  don’t	  see	  that	  the	  other	  people	  
around	  them	  are	  taking	  action.	  	  

Prognostic	  
	  

9	   1:46	  
	  

All	  the	  big	  social	  movements	  in	  history	  have	  
had	  people	  in	  the	  streets;	  women’s	  voting	  
rights,	  civil	  rights	  movement,	  and	  even	  more	  
recently	  on	  climate	  issues,	  our	  big	  successes	  
have	  happened	  when	  people	  left	  their	  homes	  
and	  went	  out	  in	  the	  streets.	  

Prognostic	  
	  

10	   2:03	   When	  I	  read	  a	  climate	  science	  article	  that	  talks	   Motivation
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about	  mid-‐century	  projections,	  what	  I	  read	  is	  
what’s	  going	  to	  happen	  when	  my	  kid	  is	  40.	  
That’s	  what	  I	  see	  on	  the	  page.	  And	  for	  me,	  it	  is	  
absolutely	  my	  responsibility	  then	  to	  do	  
whatever	  it	  takes	  to	  protect	  my	  child.	  

al	  
	  

11	   2:24	   This	  is	  the	  issue	  I	  will	  vote	  on.	  This	  is	  the	  issue	  
I	  will	  give	  money	  on.	  This	  is	  the	  issue	  I	  will	  
scream	  at	  the	  top	  of	  my	  lungs	  into	  a	  bullhorn	  
over.	  That	  is	  what	  moves	  politics.	  

Motivation
al	  
	  

12	   2:33	   There	  is	  no	  replacement,	  even	  in	  the	  digital	  
age,	  for	  human	  bodies	  next	  to	  each	  other	  
standing	  as	  one,	  hearts	  beating	  as	  one,	  voices	  
raised	  as	  one,	  making	  a	  political	  demand.	  

Motivation
al	  
	  

13	   2:45	   It’s	  our	  chance	  to	  show	  the	  immense	  power	  of	  
people	  in	  solidarity.	  

Motivation
al	  	  
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Appendix	  E:	  Survey	  Instrument	  
	  
Please	  provide	  the	  following	  background	  information	  about	  yourself.	  
	  
What	  is	  your	  race	  (choose	  all	  that	  apply)?	  
q White/Caucasian	  
q Black/African	  American	  
q American	  Indian/Alaskan	  Native	  
q Asian	  
q Pacific	  Islander	  
q Hispanic/Latino	  
	  
What	  level	  of	  education	  you	  have	  completed?	  
m Less	  than	  high	  school	  
m High	  school	  graduate	  or	  equivalency	  
m Some	  college	  
m 2-‐year	  college	  degree	  
m Bachelor's	  degree	  
m Master's	  degree	  
m Professional	  degree	  (JD,	  MD)	  
m Doctorate	  degree	  
	  
What	  is	  your	  gender?	  
m Male	  
m Female	  
m Other	  
	  
What	  year	  were	  you	  born?	  
	  
What	  political	  party	  do	  you	  most	  closely	  identify	  with?	  
m Constitution	  
m Democrat	  
m Green	  
m Libertarian	  
m Republican	  
m No	  affiliation	  
	  
The	  following	  questions	  will	  give	  you	  a	  chance	  to	  tell	  us	  about	  your	  thoughts	  and	  experiences.	  Please	  answer	  
openly	  and	  truthfully.	  Some	  questions	  refer	  to	  climate	  change.	  Please	  consider	  this	  to	  mean	  the	  same	  thing	  as	  
global	  warming	  or	  global	  climate	  change.	  
	  
Please	  indicate	  your	  response	  to	  the	  following	  question.	  

	   Very	   Somewhat	   Unsure	   Not	  very	   Not	  at	  all	  
How	  concerned	  
are	  you	  about	  
climate	  change?	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
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How	  likely	  do	  you	  think	  it	  is	  that	  each	  of	  the	  following	  will	  occur	  during	  the	  next	  50	  years	  due	  to	  climate	  change?	  
	   Very	  Likely	   Likely	   Undecided	   Unlikely	   Very	  Unlikely	  

Worldwide,	  
many	  people's	  
standard	  of	  
living	  will	  
decrease.	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Worldwide	  
water	  shortages	  
will	  occur.	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Increased	  rates	  
of	  serious	  
disease	  

worldwide.	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

My	  standard	  of	  
living	  will	  
decrease.	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Water	  
shortages	  will	  
occur	  where	  I	  

live.	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

My	  chance	  of	  
getting	  a	  

serious	  disease	  
will	  increase.	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

	  
	  
Please	  indicate	  your	  response	  to	  the	  following	  two	  questions.	  

	   Very	   Somewhat	   Unsure	   Not	  very	   Not	  at	  all	  
How	  serious	  of	  
a	  threat	  do	  you	  
believe	  climate	  
change	  is	  to	  
non-‐human	  
nature?	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

How	  serious	  
are	  the	  current	  
impacts	  of	  

climate	  change	  
around	  the	  
world?	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

	  
	  
Please	  indicate	  your	  response	  to	  the	  following	  question.	  

	   Strongly	  Agree	   Agree	   Neither	  Agree	  
nor	  Disagree	  

Disagree	   Strongly	  
Disagree	  

I	  have	  
personally	  

experienced	  the	  
effects	  of	  

climate	  change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
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We	  will	  now	  show	  you	  a	  short	  video.	  Following	  the	  video,	  there	  will	  be	  some	  additional	  survey	  questions.	  Please	  
make	  sure	  your	  computer	  speakers	  are	  unmuted.	  
	  
[The	  video	  transcripts	  are	  in	  Appendix	  D.]	  
	  
Were	  you	  able	  to	  view	  and	  understand	  the	  video?	  
m Yes	  
m No	  
	  
Did	  the	  video	  contain	  the	  following?	  Please	  answer	  to	  the	  best	  of	  your	  memory.	  

	   Yes	   No	  

Someone	  mentions	  the	  weather	  
channel	   m 	   m 	  

Someone	  mentions	  McDonalds	   m 	   m 	  
	  
	  
The	  following	  questions	  will	  give	  you	  a	  chance	  to	  tell	  us	  more	  about	  your	  thoughts	  and	  experiences.	  Please	  
answer	  openly	  and	  truthfully.	  
	  
For	  each	  of	  the	  dimensions	  below,	  please	  click	  the	  button	  that	  best	  matches	  how	  you	  feel	  about	  climate	  change.	  

	   1	   2	   3	   4	   5	   6	   7	  

Calming:Upsetting	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Pleasant:Unpleasant	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Nice:Awful	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Comforting:Scary	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Painless:Painful	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
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Please	  indicate	  how	  much	  you	  agree	  or	  disagree	  with	  the	  following	  statements.	  
	   Strongly	  

agree	  
Agree	   Neither	  

Agree	  nor	  
Disagree	  

Disagree	   Strongly	  
Disagree	  

Human	  activities	  have	  no	  
significant	  impact	  on	  global	  

temperatures	  
m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

We	  can	  all	  do	  our	  bit	  to	  reduce	  
the	  effects	  of	  climate	  change	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

People	  should	  be	  made	  to	  
reduce	  their	  energy	  

consumption	  if	  it	  reduces	  
climate	  change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Radical	  changes	  to	  society	  are	  
needed	  to	  tackle	  climate	  change	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

There	  is	  no	  point	  in	  me	  doing	  
anything	  about	  climate	  change	  

because	  no	  one	  else	  is	  
m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Nothing	  I	  do	  on	  a	  daily	  basis	  
contributes	  to	  the	  problem	  of	  

climate	  change	  
m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Climate	  change	  is	  something	  
that	  frightens	  me	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

The	  effects	  of	  climate	  change	  
are	  likely	  to	  be	  catastrophic	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
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Please	  indicate	  how	  much	  you	  agree	  or	  disagree	  with	  the	  following	  statements.	  
	   Strongly	  agree	   Agree	   Neither	  Agree	  

nor	  Disagree	  
Disagree	   Strongly	  

Disagree	  

There	  are	  
simple	  things	  
that	  I	  can	  do	  
that	  will	  have	  a	  
meaningful	  
effect	  to	  

alleviate	  the	  
negative	  effects	  
of	  climate	  
change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

I	  believe	  that	  
little	  things	  I	  
can	  do	  will	  
make	  a	  

difference	  to	  
alleviate	  the	  

negative	  effects	  
of	  climate	  
change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Even	  if	  I	  try	  to	  
do	  something	  
about	  climate	  
change,	  I	  doubt	  
if	  it	  will	  make	  
any	  difference	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

There	  is	  very	  
little	  I	  can	  do	  to	  
mitigate	  the	  
negative	  effect	  
of	  climate	  
change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
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Please	  indicate	  how	  much	  you	  agree	  or	  disagree	  with	  the	  following	  statements.	  
	   Strongly	  agree	   Agree	   Neither	  Agree	  

nor	  Disagree	  
Disagree	   Strongly	  

Disagree	  

I	  plan	  to	  take	  
some	  actions	  to	  
stop	  climate	  
change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

I	  personally	  do	  
not	  intend	  to	  do	  
much	  to	  stop	  
climate	  change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

I	  will	  make	  no	  
effort	  to	  

mitigate	  the	  
negative	  effects	  
of	  climate	  
change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

I	  intend	  to	  take	  
concrete	  steps	  

to	  do	  
something	  to	  
mitigate	  the	  

negative	  effects	  
of	  climate	  
change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

	  
For	  each	  of	  the	  dimensions	  below,	  please	  click	  the	  button	  that	  best	  matches	  how	  you	  feel	  about	  the	  speakers	  in	  
the	  video.	  

	   1	   2	   3	   4	   5	   6	   7	  

Competent:Incompetent	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Qualified:Unqualified	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
Well-‐informed:Poorly	  

informed	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Intelligent:Unintelligent	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Honest:Dishonest	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Straightforward:Evasive	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Trustworthy:Untrustworthy	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Sincere:Insincere	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Assertive:Unassertive	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Bold:Timid	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
Forceful:Meek	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Active:Inactive	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
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How	  frequently	  in	  the	  last	  three	  months	  have	  you	  heard	  or	  seen	  information	  about	  climate	  change	  that	  stated	  or	  
implied:	  

	   Never	   Less	  than	  
Once	  a	  
Month	  

Once	  a	  
Month	  

2-‐3	  Times	  
a	  Month	  

Once	  a	  
Week	  

2-‐3	  Times	  
a	  Week	  

Daily	  

There's	  
nothing	  we	  
can	  do	  to	  fix	  
climate	  
change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Climate	  
change	  is	  not	  
a	  big	  enough	  
problem	  to	  
worry	  about	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

We	  need	  to	  
learn	  to	  adapt	  
to	  climate	  
change	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

We	  need	  to	  
develop	  

technological	  
solutions	  to	  
climate	  

change	  (e.g.	  
geo-‐

engineering)	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

It's	  not	  up	  to	  
individuals	  to	  
help	  resolve	  
climate	  
change	  
because	  

others	  (e.g.	  
businesses,	  
organizations,	  

or	  
government)	  
are	  taking	  
care	  of	  it	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
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How	  frequently	  in	  the	  last	  three	  months	  have	  you	  heard	  or	  seen	  information	  about	  climate	  change	  that	  stated	  or	  
implied:	  

	   Never	   Less	  than	  
Once	  a	  
Month	  

Once	  a	  
Month	  

2-‐3	  Times	  
a	  Month	  

Once	  a	  
Week	  

2-‐3	  Times	  
a	  Week	  

Daily	  

Climate	  
change	  
doesn't	  
exist	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Climate	  
change	  is	  
not	  a	  

problem	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

Climate	  
change	  is	  
not	  caused	  
by	  humans	  

m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  

	  
	  
For	  the	  dimension	  below,	  please	  click	  the	  button	  that	  best	  matches	  how	  you	  feel	  about	  the	  video	  

	   1	   2	   3	   4	   5	   6	   7	  

Informational:Motivational	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	   m 	  
	  
	  
What	  is	  your	  household	  income?	  
m $0	  -‐	  25,000	  
m $25,001	  -‐	  50,000	  
m $50,001	  -‐	  75,000	  
m $75,001	  -‐	  100,000	  
m $100,001	  -‐	  125,000	  
m $125,001	  -‐	  150,000	  
m $150,001	  -‐	  175,000	  
m $175,001	  -‐	  200,000	  
m Above	  $200,000	  
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