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Why do youth participate in climate activism? A eikmethods investigation of the

#FridaysForFuture climate protests.

Abstract:

The #FridaysForFuture movement has attracted yaatigsts around the world. In the
present mixed-method, socio-cultural psychologieakarch, we investigate people’s
motivations for joining the movement in the prigéd yet paradoxical context of Norway — a
country that has gathered most of its wealth thincmigproduction (i.e., the Norwegian
Paradox). In Study 1, from a thematic analysisxedepth ethnographic fieldwork from a
series of major strikes and interviews with prates{N = 93) it emerged that attributing
responsibility for climate change, a necessityslwaired action to mitigate the effects of
climate change, and a shared sense of collecterditgl, helped to galvanize the prolonged
social movement. These inductive and ecologicalydindings, combined with existing
theory, in Study 2, partially confirmed and extethdlee Social Identity Model of Collective
Action (SIMCA; van Zomeren et al., 2008) with suy\aata from high school students £
362). Collective guilt, environmental threat, ppsitest participation, organized
environmentalism, political orientation, and so@apital predicted future protest intentions,
whereas activist identification and group efficacgdiated these effects. We discuss how the
understanding of global environmental movementsftioe perspective of participants, who
are both structurally responsible for the crisid aill experience most of its consequences
themselves, can contribute to the broader discassidacilitating climate action within

privileged contexts.

Keywords #FridaysForFuture, Climate Change, Collective idat Youth Activism, Mixed-

methods, Norway.
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1. Introduction

The rise of the environmental youth movement #iséarFuture started by Greta
Thunberg has inspired millions of people aroundwbed to protest for political action
towards the challenges posed by global climate gh@&De Moor et al., 2020; Sabherwal et
al., 2021; Wahlstrom et al., 2019). In Norway tirékes pose a particularly interesting
paradox, where strong pro-environmental ambitionm¢et the goals of the Paris Agreement
(IPCC, 2018; United Nations, 2016) are contestethbyprivileged position the oil-economy
has granted the young generation. Managing poli&ymyao sustain a robust fossil fuel
industry, while portraying ambitious climate leagtgp, has been described as The
Norwegian Paradox (Boasson & Lahn, 2017; Eckerg@$6; Lahn, 2019). Some argue that
turning a blind eye to climate change can be ssensdrategic way to help sustain Norway's
economic interests (Norgaard, 2006; 2011; Skars2®iR0). In the context of engagement of
thousands of Norwegians in the #FFF global str{&®nberg et al., 2020), this begs the
guestion of what motivates young strikers to engagmvironmental activism in a country
where the oil-industry is both a threat to the emwmnent and the most reliable source of
economic stability. Answers to this question mayscend its specific national context,
involving other privileged countries in the Globébrth, balancing economic and
conservational interests for their future developthfeahn, 2019).

The present mixed-methods research - innovativatytning qualitative and
guantitative procedures - examines youths' motwatto participate in the
#FridaysForFuture (henceforth #FFF) movement irdgr Given the sometimes conflicting
and paradoxical effects of climate pollution (itae Norwegian Paradox), we investigate how
participants' motivation to protest interacts whbir specific cultural and socio-political
contexts, an aspect often neglected in psycholGgytin & McGarty, 2016; Jasper, 2017,

Power & Velez, 2020; Saavedra & Drury, 2019; vam&een, 2019). For that purpose, we
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draw on integrative social identity models of coliee action (Rees & Bamberg, 2014, van
Zomeren et al., 2008), from a socio-cultural psyobical perspective, to investigate the

#FFF movement in Norway.

1.1. The Psychology of Collective Climate Action

Psychology has made significant contributions toumderstanding of the
motivational, cognitive, and micro-environmentab@esses that facilitate pro-environmental
behavior (Abrahamse et al., 2005; Clayton et 8162 Doherty & Clayton, 2011; Kl6ckner,
2013; Steg & Vlek, 2009; Stern, 2000). Howeverpaaremphasis on individual action runs
the risk of downplaying the importance of the coexpstructural and interpersonal power
dynamics that sustain climate change (Adams, 2B@djandez-Jesus et al., 2020; Schmitt et
al., 2020). Therefore, context sensitive researchigh-impact behaviors such as collective
action can aid theory development (Lange et aR1206lielsen et al., 2021; van Valkengoed
et al., 2021), that has the potential for more wieging impact (Bamberg et al., 2018;
Becker & Tausch, 2015; Dalton, 2015; Stern & Wo|sk&17).

Recently, there has been a turn towards more @searthe collective level of
climate action, both in terms of theoretical untlarding and practical implications (e.g., in
the recent special issue of this journal; Barthlgt2021). Many have focused on social
identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) as axplanatory framework of collective action.
SIT proposes that people strive for, and bendainfrpositive self-evaluations attainable
through identification with esteemed social groupsllective action is one way to contest the
group’s position, particularly if one’s group statig (subjectively) seen as impermeable,
unstable, and illegitimate (Tajfel & Turner, 197910mas et al., 2020). In the following, we
will review some attempts to integrate various preis of collective action into broad social

identity models of collective action in general adlectiveclimateaction in particular (for
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comprehensive reviews on collective climate actgag Fielding & Hornsey, 2016; Fritsche
et al., 2018).

The Social Identity Model of Collective Action (SBA; van Zomeren et al., 2008)
proposes that identification with a disadvantagedig (group identity), perceiving or feeling
that their situation is unfair (injustice; Smith@rtiz, 2002; Postmes et al., 1999), and beliefs
in the group’s ability to change the situation (gyeefficacy; Bandura, 1995), can predict
collective action. Apoliticized social identitySimon & Klandermans, 2001), whereby
individuals integrate their group identity with tgeoup’s political and structural position in
society, is predicted to have a stronger effeatallective action than a more general social
identity (Drury & Reicher, 1999; Klein et al., 200Reicher, 1996; Simon et al., 1998;
Sturmer & Simon, 2004). Additionally, proponentstoé theory argue that identification
could increase perceptions of injustice and belrefsossible change, thus making injustice
and efficacy mediators of the relationship betwsetial identity and collective action. A
meta-analysis of the available research suppohneesktlinks (van Zomeren et al., 2008).

However, arguments can be made for both reverséidivdctional causation,
whereby increased injustice and group efficacyaases group identification (for example,
the EMSICA; Thomas et al., 2009; 2009a; 2012). ©@ngitudinal study found that group
identity likely increases protest participationibgreasing action preparedness, whereas
protest participation, in turn, increases groumitde (Klanderman et al., 2002). However, in
a national longitudinal study in New Zealami£ 19,619), Thomas and colleagues (2020)
found causal evidence for the relationships propdseSIMCA, except efficacy’s mediating
and direct effect on collective action, but notttoe reverse (i.e., group identity as a mediator
of injustice and efficacy).

Much research has supported the relationships keetgeup identification, group

efficacy, injustice and collective action, as pregd by SIMCA (e.g., Tabri & Conway, 2011;
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Thomas et al., 2020; van Zomeren et al., 2008;Amneren et al., 2012b). Recently, the
model has been successfully applied to protesicgaation among environmentalist groups
(Furlong & Vignoles, 2021; Keshavarzi et al., 209wever, research on climate activism
still uses a considerable variety of variablesaaia identity models based on different
theoretical arguments. Some have argued that jpeatile efficacy (Bamberg et al., 2015;
Furlong & Vignoles, 2021), social participation nx (Bamberg et al., 2015), perceived
behavioral control (Bamberg et al., 2015), moraiwctions (Furlong & Vignoles, 2021), and
collective emotions such as fear or guilt (Furléyignoles, 2021; Smith et al., 2019) also
should be included in SIMCA as predictors of cdilexaction.

The injustice perspective in SIMCA originates froahative deprivation theory
(RDT), which proposes feelings of anger and fragtnearise when individuals or groups feel
unjustly disadvantaged compared to relevant otfidesidermans, 1997; Power et al., 2020;
Smith & Ortiz, 2002; Smith & Pettigrew, 2015). Hoveg, in line with the Norwegian
Paradox, climate pollution can create both benafit costs to the same group of people,
thereby making it harder to blame one group’s sufgeon the actions of another. Rees and
Bamberg (2014) suggested that injustice in SIMCaudth be replaced by collective emotions
to better explain environmental protests. This argut fits with data that shows that
emotional injustice (anger) is a stronger predidtfocollective action than perceived and
cognitive injustice (van Zomeren et al., 2008), #mat guilt can be a stronger predictor of
collective climate action than anger (Rees & Bargh2014; Rees, Klug & Bamberg, 2015).
To emphasize the social embeddedness of colledimate action, in line with our
arguments below on the importance of context, #isy included a sense of community
(Sarason, 1974) and perceived social participatmms (Ajzen, 1991).

SIMCA has also been extended to a more generalsdentity model of pro-

environmental behavior and pro-environmental ctilecaction; The Social Identity Model
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of Pro-Environmental Action (SIMPEA, Fritsche et, @018). The model proposes that an
interplay of group-based and individual emotiomgia norms, collective efficacy beliefs
and ingroup identification can predict collectiveian. The authors explain group
identification, social norms, and group efficacyb®interdependent. One variable is more
likely to influence actual behavior when all aredarate or high as opposed to a situation
where just one is high. These relationships haweived little research beyond those already
identified in SIMCA, and the causal paths of theditized interplay remains unclear (see,
however, a recent special issue aimed to addressBtuth et al., 2021).

Moreover, all mentioned variables that have beeluded in social identity models of
collective action have been included on theoreticalinds. As such, little is known about
whether important concepts might be neglected thithdeductive approach, or how the
concepts might vary across social, political, anltucal context (Curtin & McGarty, 2016;
Jasper, 2017; Power & Velez, 2020; Saavedra & D20¢9; Tam, 2019; van Zomeren,
2019). Additionally, protesters are often reseatlcfeer participation, which might conceal
factors and motivations present before or durimgstinikes (Livingstone, 2014; Power, 2018).
As such, we investigate the motivations of youthiemmental protesters in Norway as part
of a larger social system as well as a part obader global social movement (Cassaniti &
Menon, 2017; Power, 2020; Shweder, 1991).

1.2. The Current Research

The aims of the current research are to inyast psychological processes that
motivate youth to participate in the #FFF movemerthe privileged context of Norway. By
first investigating a youth climate movement withafjtative inductive methods as it is
unfolding, followed by a quantitative examinatiditloe qualitative findings, the present
study aims to generate a more ecologically validlehof collective climate action (Power et

al., 2018; 2020; Power & Velez, 2020).The study @sns to investigate if other concepts
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can advance our understanding of social movemegnapplying an inductive ethnographic
approach. Our mixed-methods design consisted otudies conducted in sequence. First,
in Study 1, ethnographic fieldwork was conductedeahonstrations using an exploratory
approach. Semi-structured interviews were conduoteld with participants over time at a
series of protests and with activists involved igamizing the protests. In Study 2, the
findings from Study 1 were used to test and exfgast psychological research on collective
action by administering a survey to a larger samporwegian high school students.
Specifically, we extended the SIMCA (Rees & Bambeé@l4; van Zomeren et al., 2008)
through twelve novel paths derived from Study 1 previous research.
2. Study 1

For the first study, the two first authors partatipd in several strikes and larger
demonstrations from the very beginning of the @tstén the period between March and
November 2019 in Oslo. Ethnographic data consistadterviews, extensive field-notes of
protest dynamics, and systematic recordings ofctyese chants, and protest signs, allowing
for triangulation of the analysis (Carter, 2018n@@, 2012). Semi-structured interviews
were conducted because they are well-suited f@xaloratory bottom-up approach to a
cultural phenomenon (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009) pohrg rich data and “thick
descriptions” of the unfolding phenomenon (Geet®73, p. 6). Following the inductive
approach of the study, the interview guide prolmdrfsights concerning reasons for
participation; desirable outcomes of protest; patioas of climate change; responsibility and
consequences of inaction; and thoughts on diffeaetars’ orientations to the environment
and the ongoing protests (see SOM). The analysisstal on two samples of semi-structured
interviews, informed by the ethnographic fieldwaidkanswer our overarching research
guestion:What motivates Norwegian youth to protest aggmaditical inaction to combat

climate change?
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2.1. Methods
2.1.1. First Sample: In-depth I nterviews

The first sample consisted of 6 men and 13 womged 43-29 M = 20.95,SD =
4.93). Having participated in at least one striles\set as a recruitment criterion, yet almost
all were involved regularly with environmental atsim, many of them in leading positions.
Participants were recruited through direct condhctemonstrations and snowball sampling
via environmentalist organizations. Participaticaswot remunerated. The length of the
interviews ranged from 56 to 125 minut®& € 70.72,SD= 23.62).
2.1.2. Second Sample: On-site I nterviews at Major Strikesin Front of the Parliament

Data material consisted of 31 interviews with 24hrend 50 women (age = 16-30,
=18.72,SD= 2.31). Most of the participants were high-schmohigher education students.
The two first authors, and four research assistantsducted most of the interviews on
August 31, 2019, although some others were conduwtta later strike. One in every ten
clusters of people (both groups and individualsjenrandomly approached for consent for an
interview. Recruitment sometimes depended on tlysipal feasibility of holding the
interview (e.g., avoiding stage speakers), thudietustrict random sampling. Interview
lengths ranged from 5 to 30 minut®$ € 16.71,SD= 6.24).
2.1.3. Procedure

The present project was developed following thelglimes of The Norwegian
National Research Ethics Committee (NESH, 2004)diéct quotes, names, and identifying
features of participants of the study were cargfationymized. The 48 interviews of the 93
participants totaled roughly 25 hours of audio matewhich was transcribed verbatim. All
transcribed material was read, re-read, coded thallg line-by-line, and analyzed using

inductive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 20R813). Then, the two first authors
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collaboratively categorized the material and revedrthese broader categories into initial -
and later finalized - themes. The authors strivefind a balance between reflexivity and
methodological systematicity by reflecting on how own and the participants’ perspectives
influenced the study (Braun & Clarke, 2019; Powevé&lez, 2020; Watts, 2014). The
position of the joint first two authors as youngrivegian researchers supportive of the cause
can be seen as a source of bias (Yardley, 201baléwas a strength, as it allowed for a
broader interpretation of the material, enhanciagaapability to see and incorporate
variability in the description of the participanegperiences (Braun & Clarke, 2013,
Vestergren & Drury, 2020; Shaw, 2010). The pregsemtaand discussion of the themes were
integrated to create a congruent interpretativeatise, a common technique in qualitative
research (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Levitt et al., 2018
2.2. Analysis: Three Overarching Themes

The thematic analysis resulted in three overarcthegiesnegotiating
responsibility for climate change,” “timely actias needed to save our futureghd“shared
identity motivates protestyvith two sub-themes within each theme. The paaicts
understood the climate crisis as a complex pros@sse everyone is responsible and
consequently everyone is to blame. Negotiatingélsponsibility for addressing climate
change, the youth stressed the importance of galliéiction instead of blaming individuals.
The protesters perception of climate change amanmnent threat with global, already visible
consequences, fostered a feeling of relative dapon and urgency when they imagined their
future. This contributed to collective engagem#&vihen gathered at the school strikes, the
participants pointed to a sense of community amaeshidentity that facilitated their
understanding of protesting as their only effecto@ for change.

2.2.1. Theme 1: Negotiating Responsibility for Climate Change
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Participants described climate change as a conppteess originally caused by
technological and economic development. Althouglstnparticipants stated everyone is to
blame for causing climate change, they stressetbthus should be on how to mitigate it.
Acknowledging the Norwegian Paradox, the participaonstructed a sense of collective
responsibility, calling for measures at the systewe! given the government’s greater power
to conduct high-impact structural changes.

2.2.1.1. Shared Responsibility for Climate Change. Climate change was represented
as an unintended consequence of economic and fegicad advances that initially were
socially and materialistically beneficial. Partiaigs felt responsible for climate change as
they reaped the benefits of living in a societyt thak part in causing the crisis (see Power et
al, 2021). Climate change was seen as a strugtohlem in which everyone is embedded.

Solborg: | mean everyone is responsible. And climate chdwagehappened because of ignorance. |
don't think there is anything we could have preatidh that way, we didn't know... But |
think we're getting the idea we have to turn inright direction now, we have gone wrong for

a long time now, we have to improve it now, | theskeryone is a part of it.

Climate change was understood as something sharddot easily distributed to
specific actors. As such, respondents made a distimbetween the responsibility for having
caused, and responsibility for addressing, clincagnge (here referred to @musalversus
remedialresponsibility; Caney, 2015; Jagers & Duus-Ottératr2008). Feeling causal
responsibility for the problem was both an obstarié a necessary step in order to engage in
action to address the issue, an insight which imgagent with earlier research (Gifford, 2011;
Fritsche et al., 2018). The participants’ colleetposition made room for self-blame,
although as collective, rather than as individaatprs. In this sense, the strikers
acknowledged the Norwegian Paradox by stressingdhective responsibility for addressing

the issue (Olausson, 2011; Tvinnereim, et al., 20h7ine with research on collective guilt
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and pro-environmental behavior (Ferguson & Brande®mi010; 2014). In order to justify
their protests, the youth portrayed responsibdgysomething shared, not solely at the
individual level.
2.2.1.2. Thelneffectiveness of Individual Blame. Although the participants showed
a nuanced understanding of blame and responsjliligy stressed that the focus should be on
finding effective ways to deal with the issue.
Trine: There are so many people to blame... But alss difficult to just blame the older generation
as well, because young people live to a large éxtehe same way. It's difficult to find who

is to blame, | feel it is more important to poinit ehe problems and what we can do with them

than just to blame people ...

The participants blamed the generations before thiearpoliticians, the government,
and the capitalistic system. However, they argheddcus should be on taking action, not on
finding someone to blame. This was clear in th&ests’ disapproval for the public critique of
the striker’'s own responsibility for climate chan@gtalvorsen, 2019; Fjeld, 2019). In this
sense, the strikers seemed to challenge theic<rdirategy of blaming others, or
“scapegoating,” which has been identified as aiptedof inaction (Rothschild et al., 2012).
Respondents stressed that broad-scale systempleli@es and legislation can have a greater
effect on mitigating environmental degradation thtaa efforts of individuals alone (Ockwell
et al., 2009; Wynes & Nicholas, 2017).

In sum, participants had an awareness of a shaspamsibility for climate change,
while also being focused on finding solutions ratihan attributing blame. Understanding
climate change as a structural problem that reggo¥ernment intervention above individual
measures motivates collective action and can psrbamne of the pathways to overcome the

Norwegian Paradox. In the next theme, the partitgpahowed a sense of urgency which
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motivated protest when they imagined a future witieeg are unjustly deprived of their

anticipated lives.

2.2.2. Theme 2: Timely Action is Needed to Save Our Future
Respondents expressed a feeling of being cheatibe pssibility of having lifestyles

they were brought up to believe they would haveliRg deprived of their promised future,

they saw climate change as an imminent threatigheitowing its consequences already, both
locally and globally. This awareness fostered a&seari urgency, echoing the IPCC reports

(2018), constructing a deadline narrative that wadéid protests.
2.2.2.1. Deprived of Our Promised Future. A common sentiment expressed by

participants was the feeling of being cheated efvttay of life they were brought up to expect

for their future:

Elin:  We are here because our whole generation isrigedaof not being able to live the way we
want and the way we have been raised to beliexemtghould live, and it is because of our
older generations that have taught us how we arggo live life, by destroying the planet ...
When | grow up, | really want to have the life tleatryone dreams of, with children and a
real family, but like, | start to think that mayltevon't happen because | don't want to have

kids who grow up in a world that has such extrepresequences because of what we have

done now to the weather and the environment.

Perceptions of injustice, such as those Elin deedrabove, are a well-known
predictor of collective action, although percepsiat injustice are traditionally
conceptualized asocial comparisons (Pettigrew, 2016; van Zomeren eR@08). For the
participants, engaging with the #FFF movement nsaese when the foreseeable future was
perceived as unfair, which ig@mporalcomparison. Imagining the future acted as a process
informing feelings of relative deprivation and fiaion with underlying perceptions of

unfairness (Pettigrew, 2016; Power, 2020; ZittouGidlespie, 2016). Broken expectations of
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what life should be like when imagining the futlmeking a livable planet can be seen as the
tipping point initiating social movements (Powed,18a, 2020). In this sense, when the young
generation compared their imagined futures withctimeent generation’s lifestyles, they felt
relatively deprived, which in the present galvadigemonstrations.

2.2.2.2. The Already Visible Consequences Will Affect Us All. Most participants
indirectly brought up the United Nations’ IPCC reggowhich show that the world has
limited time to prevent temperature from rising a®d.5 °C (IPCC, 2018). Respondents
showed an understanding of climate change as alegrapgstem with a wide range of
concrete consequences that interact and form attatdoth the global and local levels.

Sema: Yeah, | think it affects many areas ... we alresdg that. It will create higher temperatures,
which in turn will create poverty and even greateome gap between poor and rich. We see
that there will be less water, and that will creat@re probability of war and conflict. Not only
that, | think it will create a very big wave of ugfees ... the crops fail, but the weather is also

unstable, and we are unable to grow food ... spelyieg) out ... We already see that.

Recognizing their privileged position residing imMay did not prevent them from
worrying as they saw the interconnectedness ofatbrahange. Awareness of the
consequences of climate change is seen as an anpprerequisite in order to collectively
engage with pro-environmental action (Fritschel.e2818). Furthermore, feeling this
environmental, and existential threat, and realjzive consequences will be greater for their
own generation, seems to be a motivation for ctile@ction, as others have previously
suggested (Fritsche & Hafner, 2012; Fritsche efall8; Hornsey, et al., 2015; Ojala, 2013;
Schmitt et al., 2019). Perceiving time as presbkiagbeen pointed out to explain the rise of
social movements (Basta, 2020; Power, 2020), wivieeh present in the interviews and
frequently portrayed in posters at the demonstnat{e.g., “Time is running out,” “12 years to

save our future”). In this sense, perceiving clengttange as an imminent threat combined
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with the realization that current efforts to addrgseem insufficient, seemed to motivate
collective action with a great sense of urgency.

In their understanding of climate change havingpeal and global consequences,
participants showed their frustration about thekbropromise of their imagined future. They
saw climate change as already happening, therdfeyeprotested with a sense of urgency,
asking for political action.

2.2.3. Theme 3: Shared | dentity Motivates Protest

A recurring topic in the interviews was participsirdescriptions of themselves not as
separate individuals but as a shared collectivekiwg for change. The youth portrayed their
collective identity as being “the future” that Hasen neglected over time. The participants
legitimized their protests by understanding itlasrt“only tool” to engage with climate
change.

2.2.3.1. We, The Youth, are The Neglected Future. The participants actively used
their identity as “the youth” to legitimize theiogcerns and demands by stressing that the
consequences of climate change would have a gregtact on their lives than those of the
older generations.

Emilie: Many of us can't vote, but we stand here trym{jght for climate without having any real

power. Because even if they say that the youthdduture, they won't listen to us, that is a

problem. As a youth, | feel almost a little trapped

Although the youth are often portrayed as “the fiefuthey do not feel included in the
political debate. The voting age limit of 18 yeaas recognized as a factor restricting their
political participation. From this extract we sae burgeoning of a politicized collective
identity (Simon & Klandermans, 2001); the youth ygrieved and expressed their relatively

powerless position for influencing climate poli€ollectively identifying as the neglected
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future meant that they perceived their disadvamtggesition as the youngest generation,
justifying their call for action, a widely recogeid predictor of collective action (Fritsche et
al., 2018; Schmitt, et al., 2019; van Zomeren ¢t28108). Moreover, identifying as the future
led them to the realization that they had one toaise: their education. As such, the youth
actively utilized their position in society as dipoal means, for example in posters at
demonstrations (e.g., “Why study for a future wea’tlhave?”). Furthermore, their group
identification was expansive, encompassing the gageneration globally, expressing
solidarity with other youth led social movemenkel#Youth4Climate. Based on their socio-
political position, the youth saw their disadvamtdgtatus as legitimizing anti-climate-change
protests as this was their only effective option.

2.2.3.2. Strike as an Effective Way to Influence Politics. Respondents indicated the
strikes were useful in influencing relatives andrids and to show politicians how much the
youth care, starting discussions in the media,iafhgkencing society at large. At the
individual level, participating in the strikes wasderstood as a positive way to show
engagement and feel they are “making a difference.”
Iris.  But then you realize that it can lead to actidhink the demonstrations have had a very

positive effect because by going to a demonstrayion have already done something. It is

doing something after all. Then you have been &wisicfor the three hours you stand there. |

think it gives hope to many... Contrary to just siftialone, feeling that you are too small to

do anything. You get the feeling that together weestrong.

Joining the movement seemed to spark positive emsta sense of being part of
something bigger, and made participants feel they tould achieve change. The respondents
constructed a new identity as activists, somethiag)appeared to help sustain their
participation in the movement (Curtin, et al., 20¥6@stergren et al., 2017; 2018; van

Zomeren et al., 2013). Participants believed trayimpact politics by increasing the issue’s
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visibility when they gather forces to display theancern. At the collective level, the strikers
showed a sense of group efficacy; their strike peaseived as potentially leading to
meaningful social change (Drury & Reicher, 2005ef& Bamberg, 2014; van Zomeren et
al., 2010a). In sum, feeling cheated of their psedifuture, the youth understood striking as
their only legitimate means to influence climatdigo Engaging in protest was perceived as
a personal and collective effective way to influetite political system.

2.3. Preliminary Discussion

Participants of the #FFF movement in Norway undeiclimate change as a
structural problem that requires measures at thegablevel. They deflected individual
blame for themselves by suggesting everyone causedte change and instead focused on
finding solutions to mitigate its effects. Theytfidlatively deprived of their promised future
when imagining the dire and unfair consequencehfar future lives. The last theme
highlights the role of group efficacy and sociadity; predictive factors of the SIMCA
model (van Zomeren et al., 2008) and the adjust®iCB model for collective climate action
(Rees & Bamberg, 2014).

As opposed to past research on collective actian, (@ower & Velez, 2020; van
Zomeren, 2019), ethnographic observations alloweddntextualized, bottom-up data of the
strikes within their socio-political context (i.evjthin the Norwegian Paradox). As such, the
results from Study 1 broadly illustrate, and pr@vetologically valid, in-depth knowledge of,
the processes and motivations that lie behind trsviigian youth’s engagement in the #FFF
protests. Limitations of ethnographic and quaNainalyses lie in the subjective nature of
the interpretation, lacking formal reliability teqiCarter, 2018; Schensul et al., 1999).
Although the broad sample of participants in Stlichan be seen as a strength, we can only
speak of generalizability in the analytical sersae(Cornish, 2020; Power et al., 2018),

because we only interviewed participants in theBtFfovement. Therefore, in order to
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overcome these limitations, in Study 2, our aim weasxplore if some of the participants’
perceptions and feelings identified in Study 1 dathtistically explain future protest
behavior among a broader sample of Norwegian yatith may or may not have participated
in #FFF. Additionally, statistical analysis in Syu#@l can help us unpack the relationships
identified in Study 1 seen in relation to past aesk on the SIMCA model, and beyond.
3. Study 2

The #FFF strikes, and the environmental youth margroontinued to gain attention
and mobilization into early 2020. To investigateattter some of the concepts identified in
Study 1 could statistically explain protest papation, a survey was distributed at four
Norwegian high schools and online to gather ddtdeae to future protest intentions (as a
proxy for behavior; Ajzen, 1991; Bamberg & M6sed0Z).

In part, Study 1 confirmed past research’s focugronip identity and group efficacy.
Some studies have shown that participative efficthey belief in one’personalimpact on
achieving the group’s goal, is a stronger predittan group efficacy in general (Bamberg et
al., 2015; van Zomeren et al., 2012a). Possibiygrefficacy could be more salient during
the strikes, when the collective “we” is activatdtgn before the strikes. We also deemed
participation as a social norm from SIMCA as relg@ees & Bamberg, 2014; van Zomeren
et al., 2008; see also SIMPEA; Fritsche et al. 804s most youths participated in the strikes
in groups (see also De Moor et al., 2020; Wahlsteba., 2019). From these observations,
we hypothesized, in line with SIMCA, that groupiedicy, participative efficacy, and social
norms would mediate the relationship between gidaptification and protest intentions, as a
politicized group identity might increase positih@ughts and feelings about the group as
well as increase adherence to group norms (Massentgche, 2014).

Thus, we tested three hypotheses:
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Hi: Group identification will be positively related group efficacy, participative
efficacy, and perceived social participation norm.
H,: Group efficacy, participative efficacy, perceivaatial participation norm, and
group identification will be positively related toture protest intentions.
Hs: As a result oH, andH,, there will be three indirect effects, such thnmt t
relationship between group identification and fatprotest intentions will be
mediated in three separate paths by group effiqaanyicipative efficacy, and

perceived social participation norm.

Importantly, extending these frameworks and vaesplve assessed additional
constructs identified in Study 1. Causal (Jang3@hd remedial (Reese & Jacob, 2015)
responsibility have been connected to pro-envirartaidehavior, but not been tested
together. Therefore, from Theme 1, we assessednwasures of responsibility as possible
predictors: one measure where participants ratéereint actors’ responsibility for causing
climate change (causal responsibility), and onerevtieey rated different actors’
responsibility for reducing climate change effgegnedial responsibility). In addition, from
the same theme, we included collective guilt asediptor. This variable was included instead
of other emotions such as anger because previsaaneh has shown it to be of primary
importance in explaining collective climate actigtees & Bamberg, 2014; Rees et al., 2015)
and because it was deemed as particularly impdidaiatctivists living in a country that
contributes to global pollution (i.e., the Norwegigaradox).

From Theme 2, we included measures of perceiveatlof environmental devastation by
humans (environmental threat), and perceived tloEatiman extinction as a result of climate
change (existential threat). Although the naturthefqualitative data made it difficult to

definitely connect threat to social identity, itsva recurring topic among the climate activists.
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Provided this observation and that previous wosklhmked both variables to collective
climate action and social identity (Fritsche et 2010; Fritsche & Hafner, 2012; Johnson &
Frickel, 2011; Lubell et al., 2007; Schmitt et &019; van Zomeren et al., 2010b), we chose
to include them as predictors in our models. Frdrariie 2 we also identified participants’
temporalrelative deprivation. However, protesters’ pera@pbf temporality remains
relatively unexplored in terms of defining the pgsses involved and reliable measurement
instruments (Basta, 2020; Power, 2020: Power & X/2020). Thus, we considered it
premature to include temporal relative deprivatiothe model at this point in time.

As stated in the introduction, the directioreusation between group identity and
protest participation is contested (e.g., Thomad.e2019), and might be a self-reinforcing
cycle (Fritsche et al., 2018; Klandermans et &8l02). Engaging in activism seems to have
effects on identification with a movement (Klandams et al., 2002; Vestergren et al., 2017).
Hence, past protest participation was included @®dictor of group identity in the model.
Belief in anthropogenidi.e., human-made) climate change is a strongatigtor of
collective environmental action than belief in ciite change in general (Hornsey et al.,
2016). This belief could be related to causal eespility (Jang, 2013), but is conceptually
different (i.e., acknowledgement of the problemsusrattribution of blame). Also, we
believed the importance of such beliefs might Iss iscernible in engaged protesters (from
Study 1), hence, it was included as a predictor.

Similar to reports across Western nations (De Ma@., 2020; Wahlstrom et al.,
2019), our ethnographic observations indicateddhagjority of the protesters were female,
politically liberal, and had a high socio-economackground. These demographic factors
have all been linked to pro-environmental beliatifudes and behaviors (for meta-analyses,
see Hornsey et al., 2016; McCright et al., 201Bhoaigh the cross-cultural variation is

considerable (e.g., Lewis et al., 2019). As suoby seemed like factors wherein people
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would be more likely to sympathize with the #FFFveiment and its message, and, thus, be
more likely to create a politicized identity motigd for collective action. Moreover,
including these variables in a social identity mawfecollective action might help explain
why their effects on pro-environmental action avesaried (Hornsey et al., 2016; Lewis et
al., 2019).

Hence, in line with past research, we predictetieang female (Hornsey et al.,
2016; Macias & Williams, 2016; McCright et al., )1 ewis et al., 2019, Zelezny et al.,
2000), being liberal (Hornsey et al., 2016; McCtighal., 2016; Lewis et al., 2019), and
having higher social capital (Macias & Williams,18) Moon et al., 2020), higher family
income (Hornsey et al., 2016) and more educateghpgfHornsey et al., 2016; Meyer,
McCright et al., 2016; Lewis et al., 2019) woulddmnected to stronger politicized identity
and, thus, in turn, stronger climate protest intgr®. We did not measure political party
affiliation (Hornsey, et al., 2016) due to the siers’ relative political inexperience, but
instead affiliation to an environmental party ogamization. In addition, we found it curious
that White people seemed to be over-representsttikes, contrasting past findings (e.g.,
Hornsey et al., 2016), and, hence, included ettyhad a predictor as well.

It is important to note that some previous researeldicts reversed causal directions
between the variables in this proposed mediatian,(Eritsche et al., 2018; Schmitt et al.,
2019; Thomas et al., 2009; 2012). However, thetiped identity of “school strikers” is
relatively new, whereas messages of climate chénge threats, blame, responsibility) are
not. As such, we found it likely that our predigavould, at least partially, precede the
process of politicizing youths’ identities. As aorrelational data cannot conclusively answer
this issue, we compared our predicted model tamessvhere the relationship between the

mediator and independent variables was reversgd &etivist identity having an effect on
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collective guilt), which showed that reversing ariyhe paths in the model deteriorated fit
(see SOM).

Figurel

Hypothesized path model for future protest intargio
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3.1. Methods
3.1.1. Participants and Procedure

A total of 362 participants (54.7% women, 43.1% n&nother/non-response) between
the ages of 16 and 2RI(= 17.3,SD= 1.07) were recruited. We sought to recruit aimim
of 200 participants, which would fit the conventid0:1 criteria of number of participants to
every free parameter for path modeling (Kline, 20D&ta was collected at four public high
schools in Oslo during lectures or at lunch bredke questionnaire was additionally
distributed online through convenience snowballgarg on social media pages of a
diversity of political youth parties, and environmt& youth organizations. Data collection
occurred between the 3rd and 28th of February 2020/ participants who completed all

variables of interest were included in the analySise case was excluded from the analysis
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due to a combination of mostly extreme responsegsions, and a short response time (4.80
minutes compared to the mean of 13.92).
3.1.2. Measures

All measures used a response scale ranging fratrdn(ly disagrepto 7 Gtrongly
agree, unless noted otherwise. Please note that additiariables were assessed (e.g., non-
normative protest intentions) but were not repogedhey fall beyond the scope of this
project. Computation of mean scores were suppdyachifactorial factor solutions (see
SOM).

3.1.2.1. Demographics. Participants were asked to indicate their age, geradhnicity
(western vs. non-western: “does/do one or botloof parents have a non-western
background?” as in SSB, 2014), past or current neeshitp in an environmental organization
or environmentally focused political party (i.etganized environmentalism), and political
orientation Yery liberalto very conservativen a 5-point scale, reversed in the analysis). We
did not ask for continent/country of origin, asstibbuld have jeopardized respondents’
anonymity when sampling was at school level. Samagital was measured by asking for the
number of books in the household (Sieben & Lech2@t9). Three items were excluded
from analysis due to the percentage of missingomesgs, namely; education of father
(10.4%), education of mother (9.2%), and houselmmdme (19%).

3.1.2.2. Past Participation in Protest was measured by asking participants how many
school strikes they had attended in the past 12ms@and how many other demonstrations
for the climate and/or the environment they hadratéd in the past 12 months, using a
numeric open-response format. Both items were glyarorrelated (= .64,p < .001).
Therefore, a sum score was computed across the.item

3.1.2.3. Belief in Anthropogenic Climate Change was measured with one question

from the European Social Survey (2016): “Do youmkhtlimate change is caused by natural
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processes, human activity, or both?” Responses mreesured on a 5-point scale from 1
(entirely by natural processg® 5 ntirely by human activijy

3.1.2.4. Causal Responsibility was measured using a slider scale question (0Gp 1
from the YouGov (2019) survey: “When thinking abthe causes of climate change, to what
extent do you consider the following to be respllesior causing climate change?” Six items
were adapted: “International organizations (UN, Etd,),” “The Norwegian state and
government”, “Private companies and businessest]iViduals”, “Wealthy countries”, and
“Developing countries”. Two items were added basedhe findings in the qualitative
interviews: “The Norwegian oil industry” and “Theaomic system”. Factor analyses
favored a unifactorial solution. Thus, one meanesegs computedi(= .77).

3.1.2.5. Remedial Responsibility was measured analogous to causal responsibility:
“When thinking about reducing the effect of climateange today, to what extent do you
consider the following to be responsible for redgdhe effect of climate change?” The same
items were used for remedial responsibility ascBursal responsibility, excluding “The
economic system” which was judged as a bad fitHerquestion. The reliability was
satisfactory ¢ = .87).

3.1.2.6. Perceived Environmental Threat was measured using four items (e.g., “If
humans don't dramatically change their relationshifne earth, the damage done will be
beyond repair”’) from The New Environmental Paradigoale (Schmitt et al., 2018;= .82).

3.1.2.7. Collective Guilt was measured using three questions from Rees amé&g
(2014) concerning feelings of guilt and shame f@mwlwe humans” are treating the planet
(e.g., “l feel ashamed when | realize what we |daefeind for future generationsd;= .89).

3.1.2.8. Existential Threat was measured using six items concerning the plysic

annihilation of a group (e.g., “The physical exmte of humankind is in dangeui;= .88)
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adopted from Hirschberger and colleagues (201&gventh item of the original scale was
removed because the Norwegian translation resudtedo linguistically identical items.

3.1.2.9. Activist I dentification was measured by adapting four items from van
Zomeren, and colleagues (2010a) about the panitspperceptions and feelings of being a
school striker (e.g., “I see myself as a schodkestt; o = .94).

3.1.2.10. Social Participation Norm was measured by adapting two items from Rees
and Bamberg (2014), one measuring descriptive lsooians (“People who are personally
important to me would participate themselves iglzosl strike”) and one measuring
injunctive social norms (“People who are personitigortant to me expect me to participate
in a school strike”). The items were strongly ctated ¢ = .72,p <.001), hence, one mean
score was calculated for the two items.

3.1.2.11. Group Efficacy and Participative Efficacy. Group efficacy (e.g., “I believe
that school strikers, together, can influence thigipians to improve the current climate
change policies”) and participative efficacy (e‘ghelieve that I, as an individual, can
provide an important contribution so that schookets, together, can influence the
politicians to improve the current climate changéqgees”) were measured by adapting each
of two items from van Zomeren and collaboratorsL@®tudy 2; also see Rees & Bamberg,
2015). The two group efficacy items were very sgtgrcorrelated (= .91,p < .001) as were
the two participative efficacy items £ .93,p < .001), hence mean scores were calculated for
each scale.

3.1.2.12. Future Protest Intentions. Future protest intentions were measured by
adapting the format of previous research (Hornsey.e2006). Three items asked about
intentions to participate in a school strike (ajtrieriday, (b) within the next 6 months, or (c)
to participate in other protests for the climatéhm the next 6 months (7-points Likert scale

from very unlikelyto very likely a = .91).
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3.1.3. Analytic Strategy

After providing some descriptive analyses of thendgraphic distributions of past
strikers and non-strikers, the model was developédo steps. First, to identify predictors to
be included in the model, a linear regression veeslacted to test the effect of the twelve
exogenous variables on the mediator group ideatiba. Independent variables that had a
significant relationship with group identificatiovere then added to a path model as
conceptualized in Figure 1. The full model waseadsh R version 3.6.2 (R Core Team, 2019)
usinglavaan(Rosseel, 2012). Robust maximum likelihood parametémates (MLR; Yuan
& Bentler, 2000) were calculated to correct for thiguence of non-normality on the chi-
square test and the standard errors. Indirecttefieere estimated using maximum likelihood
bootstrapping with 5,000 random resamples. Dubdg“test sensitivity to sample size
(Barrett, 2007), model fit was assessed using that Rlean Square of Approximation
(RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFl), and the Stamlized Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMR).
3.2. Results
3.2.1. Descriptive Analyses

For the chi-square analyses, the past school giakigcipation item was dichotomized
into “have attended” versus “have not attended’alnse of extreme non-normalityl(= 1.71,
SD = 3.35; skew = 4.99, kurtosis = 47.70), resulimg distribution of 52.5% having
attended and 47.5% not having attended previous$ig

A chi-square test of independence was performedamine the relation between past
participation in school strikes and gender, orgadhignvironmentalism and ethnicity (see
Figure 2). Women (as compared to megA)1, N = 354) = 7.80p = .005,¢ = 0.14, members
of environmental organizationg’ (1, N = 360) = 45.58p < .001,¢ = 0.35, and members of

environmentally focused political parties were #igantly more likely to have participated
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in a strikey® (1, N = 360) = 41.45p < .001,¢ = 0.33. By contrast, past participation did not
differ by ethnicity,x*(1, N = 359) = .02p = .879,¢ = 0.02.

Figure2

Percentages of Past Participation by Demographicatdes
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Note. **p < .01, **p < .001

3.2.2. Regression

The correlations, means, and standard deviatiotiseofariables in the analysis are
shown in Table 1. The hypothesized relationshipa/éen the independent variables and
group identification were first tested using lineagression. The results of the linear
regression can be seen in Table 2. Six variabléslsgnificant relationship with group
identification at the .05 significance thresholdtlective guilt, environmental threat, past
protest participation, political orientation, orggad environmentalism, and social capital, and

were included in further analysis.
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Tablel

28

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations of Bddariables.
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1. Future protest intentions 77 51 .56 .59 5144 . .39 .36 .32 21 -43 .52 -.52 .18 .23 -.03
2. Group identification .49 .60 .68 .54 .50 35 35. .32 .26 -42 A7 -.48 .24 .26 .06
3. Group efficacy .67 .35 46 .38 .29 .28 25 6.1 -.23 21 -.23 .10 .26 -.05
4. Participative efficacy .49 .55 .33 .29 25 3.2 11 -.23 .30 -.28 .08 .24 -.10
5. Participation norms 40 .37 .27 .25 .24 11-.28 -32 -.39 .26 A7 -.01
6. Collective guilt .50 .49 .34 .26 .26 -.27 .26 -.27 .03 .38 -.15
7. Environmental threat .53 .39 .38 41 -.34.27 -31 .24 .28 .02
8. Existential threat .29 .23 24 =21 22-14  -08 .32 -.18
9. Causal responsibility .57 15 -22 .25-.23 .02 .10 -.09
10. Remedial responsibility 17 -.27 .24 -.22 13 .09 .02
11. Belief in anthropogenic CC -.27 19-.21 .20 14 .10
12. Political affiliation -.36 .34 -.09 -.20 .05
13. Past protest participation -55 2.1 .09 .06
14.0rganized environmentalism -25 17-. -12
15. Social capital .07 .34
16. Gender -.08
17. Ethnicity
Mean 358 373 496 404 327 518 561 432 505969 404 255 171 080 418 058 0.72
SD 1.79 184 151 169 167 147 111 128 1742 2361 100 335 035 141 052 045

Note.Estimates over .10 were significanpat .05, those over .14 were significanpat .01, and estimates over .20 were significapt<at001
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Table?2

Regression Analysis Summary for Group ldentificatio

Variable B 95% CI B t p
Collective guilt 0.38  [0.26, 0.51] 31 612 <.001
Environmental threat 0.26  [0.08,0.43] 16 280 .005
Causal responsibility 0.00 [-0.01, 0.01] .04 0.7 474
Remedial responsibility 0.00 [-0.01, 0.01] .03 .60 525
Existential threat 0.03 [-0.11, 0.17] .02 0.38 .701
Past protest participation 0.10 [0.05,0.16] 19 402 <.001
Political orientation 0.27 [0.11,043] 15 3.33 .001
Organized environmentalism 0.76  [0.26, 1.26] A5 301 .003
Social capital 0.16  [0.04,0.27] 12 271 .007
Belief in anthropogenic climate change  -0.14 [-0@Q2] -.05 -1.05 292
Ethnicity 0.03 [-0.31, 0.37] .01 0.16 .870
Gender 0.02 [-0.28, 0.32] .01 0.11 .909

Note.R?adjusted = .49. Rchange = .51. CI = confidence interval RyrEstimates withp <
.05 in bold.
3.2.3. Path Model

Path analysis with serial mediation was condudtst, it tested the adjusted SIMCA
model for climate change action (Rees & Bamber@420specifically, whether group
efficacy, participative efficacy and participatioorms would mediate the relationship
between group identification and future protestmiibns. Second, it tested whether group
identification mediated the relationships betweenstructs identified in Study 1 and protest
intentions. Covariances were added between theeexng variables, and additionally
between group efficacy and participative efficaegduse of the strong correlation between
them ¢ = .67,p <.001). However, to keep presentation as pardsongras possible, these
covariates are not presented in the figure (see &Estimates).

The initial estimation of the model indicated atjadlly acceptable fit to the datg?
(26,N =347) =139.17p < .001, CFI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.111, 90% CI [0.003,30], sSRMR
= 0.059. Madification indices were calculated te séhether additional paths could improve
this fit. Three of the exogenous variables weregssted to have a direct, unmediated effect

on future protest intentions: past protest parditgn, organized environmentalism, and
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political orientation. When adding these variablasdel fit was satisfactory? (23,

N =347)=91.02,p< .001, RMSEA = 0.092, 90% CI [0.073, 0.113], CF).85, SRMR =
0.050. The final model is displayed in Figure 3.

Figure3

Standardized Estimates of Direct Effects
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As hypothesized by SIMCA, group identification wassitively related to group
efficacy 3 = .48, 95% CI [.40, .56} < .001), participative efficacy(= .59, 95% CI [.52,
.67],p <.001), and perceived social participation noprs (68, 95% CI [.61, .74 < .001),
as well as to future protest intentiofis.45, 95% CI [.34, .55 < .001). Of the SIMCA
mediators, group efficacy & .16, 95% CI [.07, .24] < .001) and social participation norm
(B =.09, 95% CI [.00, .17} = .049) were in turn positively related to futym®test
intentions. However, there was an unexpected, mgmfigant relationship between

participative efficacy and future protest intensidp = .05, 95% CI [-.05, .15] = .318).
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Given these results, we next tested for indirefetot$. Standardized estimates of indirect
effects are shown in Table 3. Group identificatieas indirectly related to higher future
protest intentions as it was related to higher grefficacy. Participative efficacy and
perceived social participation norm did not emageignificant mediators.

All the six exogenous variables that were adde@édas Study 1 were significantly
related to group identification. That is, colleetiguilt 3 = .32, 95% CI [.21, .42} < .001),
perceived threat of humans to the environmpnt (16, 95% CI [.07, .25 < .001), number
of attended climate demonstrations in the past 20, 95% CI [.10, .43} = .010), being
more liberal than conservativg € .14, 95% CI [.06, .22} = .001), social capitapj(= .11,
95% CI [.03, .19]p = .008), and being/having been a member of arremviental
organization or partyp(= .15, 95% CI [.03, .25 =.005) were all positively related to
identification as a school striker. Given theseiitss we explored whether any of the six
exogenous variables were indirectly related torkifrotest intentions.

Three of the exogenous variables were also dirastpciated with protest intentions.
That is, the number of attended climate demonstratin the pasf(= .14, 95% CI [.08, .26],
p <.001), being more liberal than conservatfe (08, 95% CI [.02, .14 = .009), and
being or having been a member of an environmemnggrazation or political partyp(= .11,
95% CI [.04, .18]p = .001) was positively related to future proteséntions.

Table3

Table of Indirect Effects in the Path Analysis

Indirect Effect B 95% ClI p

Simple Mediations with Group Efficacy, Participaiv
Efficacy, and Perceived Social Participation Nosn a
Mediators (SIMCA)

GroupID— GroupEff— Protest .08 [.03,.12] .001
GrouplD— ParEff— Protest .03 [-.03,.09] .326
GrouplD— ParNorm— Protest .06 [.00,.12] .055
Simple Mediations with Group Identification as Maiir

Collective Guilt— Group ID— Protest 14 [.09,.20] <.001

Environmental Threat> Group ID— Protest .07 [.03,.12] .001
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Past Protest Participatier Group ID— Protest 09 [.01,.17] .026
Political Orientation— Group ID— Protest 07 [.02,.11] .002
Organized environmentalism Group ID— Protest 07 [.01,.12] .018
Social capital> Group ID— Protest 05 [.01,.09] .013

Serial Mediations with Group Identification and
Group Efficacy as Mediators

Collective Guilt— Group ID— GroupEff— Protest .03 [.01,.04] .004
Environmental Threat> Group ID— GroupEff— Protest 01 [.00,.02] .012
Past Participatior> Group ID— GroupEff— Protest .02 [.00, .03] .073
Political Orientation— Group ID— GroupEff— Protest 01 [.00,.02] .015
Organized environmentalism» Group ID— GroupEff— .01 [.00,.02] .033
Protest

Social capital> Group ID— GroupEff— Protest .01 [.00,.02] .045

Serial Mediations with Group Identification and
Participation Norm as Mediators

Collective Guilt— Group ID— ParNorm— Protest .02 [.00, .04] 071
Environmental Threat> Group ID— ParNorm— Protest .01 [.00, .02] .086
Past Participatior> Group ID— ParNorm— Protest .01 [.00, .03] 136
Political Orientation— Group ID— ParNorm— Protest .01 [.00, .02] .102
Organized environmentalism Group ID— ParNorm— .01 [.00,.02] .121
Protest

Social capital> Group ID— ParNorm— Protest .01 [.00, .02] .140

Serial Mediations with Group Identification and
Participative Efficacy as Mediators

Collective Guilt— Group ID— ParEff— Protest .01 [-.01,.03] .332
Environmental Threat> Group ID— ParEff— Protest .01 [-.01,.02] .343
Past Participatior> Group ID— ParEff— Protest .01 [-.01,.02] .363
Political Orientation— Group ID— ParEff— Protest .00 [-.01,.01] .343
Organized environmentalism Group ID— ParEff— .00 [-.01,.01] .363
Protest

Social capital> Group ID— GroupEff— Protest .00 [.00, .01] .356

Note Estimates bootstrapped with 5,000 resamples. Corfidence Intervals.
Abbreviations: Group ID = Group Identification, GiEff = Group Efficacy, ParNorm =
Participation Norm, ParEff = Participative Efficacy

Estimates witlp < .05 are presented in bold.

The results indicated that all of the six exogenaargables were indirectly related to
future protest intentions through group identificat Higher experiences of collective guilt,
higher perceptions of environmental threat, haliagn to protests in the past, being more
liberal than conservative, higher social capita] &eing/having been in an environmental

organization or political party were indirectlyagtd to higher intentions to participate in
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protests because of their positive relationshif veentification with the strike movement.
We also explored whether the six exogenous vasabtaild be indirectly related to future
protest intentions by two stages of mediation. Fodirect paths were significant,
specifically; collective guilt, environmental thtepolitical liberalism, and organized
environmentalism were indirectly related to futpretest intentions because of their positive
relationship with in-group identification, and,turn, group efficacy. No paths including
participative efficacy or perceived social partatipn norm as second-stage mediators were
significant at the .05 threshold.

3.3. Preliminary Discussion

The results to a large degree supported the applcaf SIMCA to environmental
protests among Norwegian youth. In line withipothesis lidentification as a school striker
was positively related to collective efficacy, pafative efficacy, and participation norms. In
turn, partially confirmingHypothesis 2identification as a school striker, group efficaagd
participation norms were positively related to fetprotest intentions, whereas participative
efficacy was not. Possibly, self-efficacy needbdédearned through successful achievement
(Bandura, 1995). Young people might not have aeguaxperiences as impactful political
agents yet, thus making participation less depearnaleparticipative efficacy in youths than in
adults.

Identification was indirectly related to protesteintions as it was positively related to
group efficacy, indicateing that identifying witlher school strikers is a process of
recognizing the in-group’s disadvantaged positBimon & Klandermans, 2001; Tajfel &
Turner, 1979), which enables a sense of empowerbssmind the personal self (Drury &
Reicher, 1999; Reicher, 1996; Simon et al., 19%&n%er & Simon, 2004), which motivates
action (Drury & Reicher, 2005; Rees & Bamberg, 204&h Zomeren Leach, & Spears,

2010a).
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However, contrary to previous research (Bamberl.e2015; Rees & Bamberg,
2014; van Zomeren et al., 2013), participativecalfly and participation norms could not
explain the relationship between group identifieatand protest intentions. Possibly, high
identifiers’ are more influenced by group normattihaw identifiers (Bamberg et al., 2015;
Sturmer and Simon, 2004; van Zomeren et al., 2@8).sample had a heavier tail for low
scores on identification (kurtosis = -1.04), thusemtially concealing a relationship for high
identifiers. Also, norms may be more importantdollective action in small communities
(Bamberg et al., 2015 see also van Zomeren é2(#3), whereas we tested it within a global
social movement.

Our second exploratory goal was to extend the SIM@Alel by connecting twelve
novel paths to identification with the school striknovement. Collective guilt,
environmental threat, organized environmentalisiberél political orientation, number of
attended climate protests, and social capital wdisactly related to protest intentions by
being positively related to group identificationokdover, modification indices suggested that
organized environmentalism, liberal political ot&on, and past participation were
positively related to protest intentions — even whecounting for mediations. This suggests
that participants might have connected with the @neent by other means than the school
striker identity, for example through personal eswr other social identities.

However, existential threat, causal responsibiktyedial responsibility, belief in
anthropogenic climate change, ethnicity and gendee not related to group identification,
and thus not tested in the path model. It is péss$iat blaming different actors for climate
change activates “scapegoating” instead, wherebplpdeel less personally involved in the
issue (Rothschild et al., 2012). Also, The emoti@aaponent of responsibility (guilt) might
be more important than the cognitive componenséasns to be the case for perceptions of

injustice; van Zomeren et al., 2008). Existentiaéat itself might be a source of apathy
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because people are faced with the severe consexpiehclimate change (Rothschild et al.,
2012). Environmental threat, on the other hand,lesizes the actions of humans which
stresses the need for (collective) action. Adddalbyn both environmental threat and
collective guilt explicitly distribute blame to dlumans. This could act as a buffer for apathy
over personal wrong-doings (and thus denial anctior@ and instead inspire ingroup
identification and collective action tendencies.

Belief in anthropogenic climate change might hagedme non-significant because
environmental threat is a more nuanced measursiofiiar belief. Ethnicity shows varying
importance world-wide for climate change issueg.(é.ewis et al., 2019), but should here be
interpreted with caution, as recruiting in pre-bBthed groups like in our sample (i.e., school
classes, political groups) might access peopleateimore similar to each other than in the
general population. Gender and past protest haghdisant relationship in the chi-square
test, but gender was not related to identificatiothe regression. This suggests that more
women than men have participated in school strigesthat other variables controlled for in
the model may explain this variation (e.g., gerated collective guilt were moderately
correlated; see Table 1).

In summary, our path model was successful in extgritie SIMCA model.

Collective guilt, environmental threat, being liakand involved in organized
environmentalism, social capital and having attena®tests in the past were positively
related to protest intentions as they were allteel@o identification as a school striker, which
in turn was related to group efficacy beliefs armhsequently, future protest intentions.

4. General Discussion

The main goal of our investigation was to providsights into the processes that
motivate youth to participate in environmental psitin a privileged context. From a socio-

cultural psychological perspective, we found thattgized social identity, perceptions of
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environmental threat, and shared responsibilitpessed as collective guilt) are important
aspects of youths’ decision to participate in emwnental protest.

First, in Study 1, we used an inductive ethnograpinid qualitative approach to
understand youths’ motivations for climate striletgipation. The analysis suggested that
social identity permeates all three identified tlesmJsing their age and position, the youth
constructed a politicized identity (Simon & Klandens, 2001) justifying their non-
compliance towards the government. Due to theingoage, some being below voting age,
striking was seen as the only effective means heeae political change. These findings are
consistent with a vast body of theoretical and eitgdiwork on the connection between
politicized social identity, group efficacy, andleative action (see van Stekelenburg &
Klandermans, 2017; van Zomeren et al., 2008) antt@mmental activism (Bamberg et al.,
2018; Fritsche et al., 2018; Rees & Bamberg, 201H4¢. survey results from Study 2 were
able to validate the findings, thus supportingwhkdity of social identity models to explain
environmental collective action among youth.

The mixed-methods design of the study enalettd make additional
contributions to the research on social identitydeis in social movements. Specifically, by
nuancing the complex negotiations of self-blame @oitkctive guilt regarding environmental
degradation in the context of the Norwegian Para®ast research suggests that self-blame
can lead to apathy and denial (Gifford, 2011), ppghparticularly so when given the
opportunity to blame others (Rothschild et al.,205tudy 1 revealed that strike participants
recognized that the responsibility for causing addressing climate change lies on the
shoulders of everyone, at individual and structleatls. This understanding of shared
responsibility was related to a sense of self-blaané is congruent with the literature on
collective guilt, pro-environmental behavior, aradlective action (Ferguson & Branscombe,

2010; Harth et al., 2013; Mallett, 2012; Mallettaet 2013; Rees & Bamberg, 2014; Schmitt
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et al., 2019). Study 2 confirmed that collectivéltguas related to identification with school
strikers, and thus, future protest intentions, whercausal and remedial responsibility were
not. This points to the importance of collectiveations, and perhaps particularly collective
guilt, in the study of collective action (Fergus&mBranscombe, 2010; Fritsche et al., 2018;
Rees & Bamberg, 2014; van Zomeren et al., 20085u&$, rather than interpreting the non-
significance of responsibility in Study 2 as disftoning its importance, we suggest the
concept and measurement needs more refinement.

Denial has also been suggested as a strategy Niangagse to maintain an
environmentally friendly self-image in an oil-dejpent economy (Aasen et al., 2019;
Norgaard, 2006, 2011; Skarstein, 2020). We profizseNorwegian youth might overcome
this hindrance to collective climate action inedst two ways. First, the protesters were
mostly concerned with structural policy change amdividual measures, arguably because
they saw this as a more effective solution. Sectreparticipants were more focused on
trying to motivate political action rather than igesng blame to specific actors. Thus, they
seem to be overcoming personal discouragementeiggsthe responsibility for addressing
climate change as shared and contingent on pdhagge. In this sense, avoiding assignment
of blame could be a way to circumvent individualfegs of guilt and apathy. In a broader
perspective, these strategies could explain ydutiate engagement in other privileged
contexts although these youth are embedded anéspmmsible for the issue.

Another explanation for the youth’s engagementihgsow they experienced the
environment and their way of life as threateneds@g®adents discussed issues brought up by
the IPCC report, which has been shown experimegrialincrease worry and perceived threat
(Ogunbode et al., 2020). These findings suggesethdaronmental and existential threat
increases willingness to participate in collectation (Fritsche et al., 2010; Johnson &

Frickel, 2011; Lubell et al., 2007; Schmitt et 2019; van Zomeren et al., 2010b). Study 2
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enabled us to compare these two concepts and shbatetthreat of human behavior towards
the environment (i.e., environmental threat), aotithe threat of climate change to
humanity’s existence (i.e., existential threat)swelated to identification with the school
striker movement, and thus, to future protest ind@s. Our interpretation of these results is
that identifying the environmental threat that hanbahavior is, could motivate for collective
action to change it. Existential threat, on theeotand, seems to lead to apathy and a sense
of hopelessness, which could lead to inaction.

Acknowledging the environmental threat when imaggnihe future informs feelings
of relative deprivation. In this sense, imaginingufe consequences of climate change creates
a sense of unfairness and frustration (Pettigr®id62Power, 2020; Zittoun & Gillespie,
2016) that legitimizes youth’s protests and thall for political change. This was evident in
theme 2 of Study 1. We propose that participaetsigoral comparisons of themselves in the
present and in the future lead to a senderoporalrelative deprivation. Collective temporal
relative deprivation, that is, comparing one’s gratatus in the present with an imagined
group status in the past or future, has receivetesattention in psychological research on
collective action (Hawlina et al., 2020), but i&dation to collective environmental action has
drawn limited research. This implies that, to usthand the participants’ engagement in
#FFF, there is a necessity of incorporating thentextually embedded perception of urgency
(Basta, 2020; Power, 2020). Imagining the futureaastrophic and unfair (Power, 2020), as
well as temporally proximate (de Guttry et al., 20%ingh et al., 2017), seems to motivate
the #FFF movement to protest in the present. Redenmsg the role of perceptions of
injustice and relative deprivation by integratiegiporal narratives might give important
insights in future research on environmental ctillecaction.

4.1. Limitations and Future Resear ch
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The present research confirms the connection betyelicized group identification
and collective action by finding supporting evidemnusing an inductive mixed-methods
approach. Additionally, following the developmemiamew social movement from its
beginning, and by investigating youth collectivéi@t specifically, the results extend past
research by nuancing questions of individual blame paving new avenues to explore
regarding negotiations of responsibility and peticgys of future threats.

Yet, some limitations should be noted. First, theeational design of Study 2
implicates relationships between findings from $ticand protest intentions, but causation
cannot be confirmed using this design. Experimemt&bngitudinal studies derived from the
present results could address this shortcomingfifgeng causal associations between the
observed factors. Additionally, although Study biitated that rather than excluding the
injustice perspective from social identity moddisallective environmental action (Fritsche,
2018; Rees & Bamberg, 2014), it should be refraastdmporalrelative deprivation,
actually investigating this potentially complex pess remains for future research. A second
potential limitation is the generalizability of tiesults derived from the specific socio-
political context of Norway. However, the fact thed triangulated our data aided the
contextualization of our findings (Carter, 2018;i2m, 2012; Fisher et al., 2019; Power et
al., 2018) in relation to existing theory and engail research and the broader society. The
findings represent local manifestations of a glohalement that has many commonalities
internationally; for example, coordinated internatl protests, the framing of youth as the
future, demonstrating their school attendanceseefice they are willing to take, young
leader figures, and viral hashtags (de Moor e28R0; Wahlistrom et al., 2019). Thus, one
could argue that our findings apply to other cotgeaikan Norway (see Cornish, 2020). The
complex negotiations of guilt and responsibilityyniee translatable to other privileged

countries that have benefited from polluting indest(e.g. Saudi Arabia) or from oil-
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producing countries in the global south (e.g. Vere¢s). Beyond researching in different
regional, economic, and cultural contexts, tempdi@ensions (i.e. imagining possible
futures) also offer generative avenues for compreimg the motivations behind social

movements.
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Highlights

Exploring motives behind the youths’ environmeistaikes in Norway.
Perceptions of climate change seemed pressing ydhehs’ imagined — and
identified as — the future.

Politicized social identity and group efficacy weasitively related to protest
intentions.

Collective guilt and environmental threat were iedtly related to protest
intentions.

Results illuminate psychological processes behiedparadox of climate friendly

oil-nations and the importance of temporality intest research.



