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Although many young people think climate change is an important societal
issue, studies indicate that pessimism is quite common. Finding ways to instill
hope could therefore be seen as vital. However, is hope positively related to
engagement or is it only a sign of illusory optimism? The aim of the study
was to explore if hope concerning climate change has a significant relation to
pro-environmental behavior as well as an impact on behavior when controlling
for already well-known predictors such as values, social influence, knowledge,
and gender. Two questionnaire studies were performed, one with a group of
Swedish teenagers (n = 723) and one with a group of Swedish young adults
(n= 381). ‘Constructive’ hope had a unique positive influence on pro-environ-
mental behavior. Hope based on denial, however, was negatively correlated
with pro-environmental behavior in the two samples and was a significant neg-
ative predictor in the teenage group. The conclusion is that hope is not only a
pleasant feeling but could also work as a motivational force, if one controls
for denial. Implications for education concerning sustainable development are
discussed.

Keywords: hope; global climate change; pro-environmental behavior; education
for sustainable development; climate skepticism

Introduction

Global climate change is one of the most serious threats that humanity is facing
today. Since this problem is intertwined with the global pattern of production and
consumption, besides technical and political progress, it is vital to get the public
involved in the efforts to achieve an ecologically sustainable society. Because young
people are those most likely to suffer the negative consequences of climate change,
and since they are the future leaders of society, one could argue that this group is
especially important to include in societal deliberations about this issue.

Unfortunately, studies have found that although many young people show an
interest in global problems, feelings of hopelessness, pessimism, and helplessness, as
well as inactivity are common (Bentley, Fien, and Neil 2004; Connell et al. 1999;
Eckersley 1999; Fleer 2002; Hicks 1996, 2001; Tucci, Mitchell, and Goddard 2007).
For example, an Australian study found that among a group of 10–14-year-olds about
27% believed that the world may end during their lifetime due to climate change and
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other global threats (Tucci, Mitchell, and Goddard 2007). In addition, a German study
showed that although young people are optimistic about their own future, two-thirds
think climate change threatens human existence (Albert, Hurrelmann, and Quenzel
2010). Pessimism seems to be particularly strong when it comes to environmental
problems (Hicks and Holden 2007) and research has shown that education about
global issues sometimes increases these negative feelings (Hicks and Bord 2001).
Finding ways to instill hope could therefore be seen as vital.

Few empirical studies have explored how hope relates to engagement concern-
ing global environmental problems. This is regrettable because it is not certain that
all sources of hope have a positive effect on engagement since hope could also be
based on denial (for reviews, see McGeer 2004; Snyder et al. 2002). The present
study overcomes this gap in the literature by focusing on hope concerning climate
change and its relation to private-sphere pro-environmental behavior1 among two
groups of young people: one of teenagers and one of young adults. The aim was to
explore if hope has a significant impact on pro-environmental behaviors when con-
trolling for already well-known predictors and when taking into account hope based
on denial of the seriousness of climate change.

Previous studies about pro-environmental behavior

Research about private-sphere environmentally friendly behavior – such as recycling,
buying ecological products, and saving energy – has mostly focused on adults. Some
factors that seem to be important for explaining whether or not people will behave
pro-environmentally are age and gender (Biswas et al. 2000; Diaz Menses and Beerli
Placio 2005; Zelezny, Chua, and Aldrich 2000); knowledge (Barr 2004; Hornik and
Cherian 1995; Meinhold and Malkus 2005; Young et al. 2010); social influence
(Göckeritz et al. 2010; Hornik and Cherian 1995; Nolan et al. 2008); and habits
(Biswas et al. 2000; Knussen et al. 2004). Altruistic concerns have also been investi-
gated (for a review, see Kollmus and Agyeman 2002). Here, there has been a spe-
cific focus on other-oriented values of both an altruistic kind – for instance valuing
justice and equality highly – and a biospheric kind – for instance valuing environ-
mental protection and living in harmony with nature highly. Several studies have
found these values to be positively associated with different kinds of pro-environ-
mental behaviors (Nordlund and Garvill 2002; Pahl et al. 2005; Poortinga, Steg, and
Vlek 2004; Stern and Dietz 1994). When it comes to young people and factors
explaining environmental engagement and social engagement in general, social influ-
ence from parents and peers has been identified as especially important (Dostie-Gou-
let 2009; Grønhøj and Thøgersen 2009; Pancer et al. 2007; Smetana and Metzger
2005; Zaff, Malanchuk, and Eccles 2008). Thus, factors both external to the individ-
ual and residing within the individual seem to motivate pro-environmental behavior.

There is, however, a shortage of studies focusing on emotions and environ-
mental engagement. Hope, for example, could be a factor complementing values,
knowledge, and social influence in predicting engagement concerning global envi-
ronmental problems. Climate change can be seen as an existential issue closely
connected with uncertainty about the future survival of our planet and therefore
as evoking feelings of existential anxiety and hopelessness. Here, hope about a
better, alternative, future could play an important part in motivating people to
take action concerning global problems (see for instance Bentley, Fien, and Neil
2004; Hicks 2001).
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Hope as a scientific concept

The hope concept is obviously complex; including for instance emotional, cogni-
tive, existential, identity-related and social aspects. One way to make this concept
manageable for scientific investigation is presented in the most well-known psycho-
logical theory about hope developed by Snyder (2000) and Snyder, Rand, and Sig-
mon (2001). This theory proposes that hope consists of three different components:
goals – that which we want to happen; pathway thinking – an ability to come up
with routes to get to where we want; and agency thinking – the motivation to use
these pathways. Thus, hope arises when a positive goal is felt as being within reach
(Snyder, Rand, and Sigmon 2001). Hope concerns ideas of the future and therefore
includes strong cognitive dimensions, but it is also emotional. Hope is imbued with
a positive feeling about the future; it is a kind of a conviction about the unproven
(McGeer 2004). In this paper the focus will be on the cognitive and emotional com-
ponents of hope.

How, then, does hope relate to motivation? In health psychology, researchers in
empirical studies have found that people with high levels of hope take in more
information about how to protect themselves from illnesses, and use this informa-
tion in a more active way than those low on hope (Snyder, Rand, and Sigmon
2001). They have a capacity for constructive thinking about how to deal with the
problems (Drach-Zahavy and Somech 2002). People feeling a high degree of hope
take action, and have the ability to figure out ways to reach their desired goals
(Snyder 2000). The emotional character of the hope concept is a strong motivational
force which gives energy to act even in the absence of certainties (Courville and
Piper 2004; McGeer 2004). Hence, does hope perhaps also motivate social
engagement?

Hope and pro-environmental behavior

Researchers have argued that hope ought to be important for environmental engage-
ment (Lueck 2007), however, few empirical studies have been performed in order
to test this proposition. One exception is a study which explored the relation
between hope and worry2 concerning global environmental problems and pro-envi-
ronmental behavior among 422 young adults in Sweden (Ojala 2008). This study
found that hope – measured in a simple way by asking subjects to rate how much
hope they felt about the environmental problems – had no relation to behavior.
However, an interaction effect between worry and hope was identified, showing that
for individuals highly worried about the global environmental problems, hope was
positively related to behavior, while for individuals feeling a low degree of worry,
hope was negatively related to behavior. Thus, hope combined with a low degree of
worry seemed to make the young adults reluctant to behave in a pro-environmental
fashion, perhaps because they denied the problems.

These results are in line with critical voices about the hope concept claiming
that in some cases it could be related to unrealistic optimism3 and denial (see Sny-
der et al. [2002] for a review). Here, hope is perceived as shallow, unimportant, and
in the worst case related to wishful thinking instead of agency (McGeer 2004). This
could be particularly true when it comes to global environmental problems, since
empirical studies have shown that people quite often use various cognitive strate-
gies, such as denial or externalization of responsibility, to psychologically cope with
the existence of climate change (Homburg, Stolberg, and Wagner 2007; Lorenzoni,
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Nicholson-Cole, and Whitmarsh 2007; Stoll-Kleeman, O’Riordan, and Jaeger
2001). In light of these diverging opinions about the importance of hope for agency,
it seems important to explore the underlying sources of hope concerning climate
change because they can probably have both positive and negative effects on pro-
environmental engagement.

Sources of ‘constructive’ hope concerning the global environment

In a study with 21 Swedish young people engaged in environmental organizations
(Ojala 2007a, 2007b) and a study including 10 Swedish young people highly
devoted to private-sphere environmental behavior (Ojala 2007b, 2008) semi-
structured interviews were performed in order to explore sources of hope concern-
ing global environmental problems, sources that due to the chosen sampling
strategy most probably are positively related to engagement. In accordance with
Snyder’s hope theory (Snyder 2000; Snyder, Rand, and Sigmon 2001), the sources
of hope that the young people in these two studies mentioned were perceived as
abilities to come up with alternative pathways to reach desired goals, in this case,
a future less burdened by global environmental problems.

Three main hope themes were identified (see Ojala 2007b, 105–7). The first
theme was called positive re-appraisal.4 Here, the young persons, after describing
their worries about the environmental problems, thought about them in a different
way so to also activate hope. This theme included strategies such as putting things
into a historical perspective by thinking that the awareness of climate change has
increased during recent years and forcing oneself to focus on the positive aspects
of the problem. Similar strategies used to cope with interpersonal stress have been
found to be related to positive emotions and optimism (Folkman 2008). The sec-
ond hope theme concerned trust in sources outside oneself. This covered, for
instance, trust in technology and trust in environmental organizations. This result
is in accordance with a study by Fleer (2002) showing that it is quite common
among young people to put their trust in technological solutions of environmental
problems. However, the question of whether this trust is actually beneficial for
environmental engagement, or is instead used to escape personal responsibility,
has not been investigated. Finally, the third hope theme concerned trust in one’s
own ability to influence environmental problems in a positive direction. For
instance, the young people believed in the aggregated and long-term efficacy of
everyday actions such as recycling. Although not directly mentioned in relation to
hope, researchers have argued that it is vital to teach young people action compe-
tence in order to encourage empowerment and avoid cynicism (for a review, see
Bentley, Fien, and Neil 2004).

Aims and research questions

In this paper the different sources of hope identified in the qualitative studies men-
tioned above were measured quantitatively in two questionnaire studies aimed at a
group of teenagers and a group of young adults, respectively. The aim was to
explore whether an aggregated, measure of ‘constructive’ hope concerning climate
change – based on positive re-appraisal, trust in different societal actors, and trust
in the efficacy of individual action – has a significant relation to pro-environmental
behavior, and whether it explains behavior when controlling for already known
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predictors of environmental behavior such as values, social influence, knowledge,
and gender, as well as hope based on denial. In other words, is hope an important
explanatory factor concerning environmental engagement among young people or is
it just a pleasant feeling?

Method

In this section, first the design of the study on the teenagers is described and, there-
after, the design of the study on the young adults is presented. The rationale behind
choosing these two age-groups was to explore if hope has the same relation to envi-
ronmental engagement both in a group of young people who still live together with
their parents and among young people who have moved from their childhood
homes.

It is important to mention that both studies were performed in Sweden, a country
where environmental policies in recent decades have increasingly focused on proac-
tive measures and where it is seen as vital to influence and change people’s everyday
behaviors (Gustavsson 2008). More so than many other countries, Sweden can be
classified as a climate friendly country at all levels of society (Gustavsson 2008),
although people’s worries about climate change and environmental issues in general
have decreased slightly in recent years (Holmberg, Weibull, and Oscarsson 2011).

The teenage sample

Participants and procedure

The data were taken from a questionnaire study conducted at six schools in one
medium-sized community and two small communities in central Sweden. The sam-
ple consisted of 723 students, of which 208 were senior high-school students (29%)
and 511 were junior high-school students (71%).5 The average age was 15.24
(SD= 1.61) and the sample included 366 girls (51%) and 354 boys (49%).6 To
attain a representative distribution with respect to socioeconomic factors when it
comes to the senior high-school students, both collegiate preparatory and vocational
classes were included in the study. The participation rate was 83%. Parents of the
junior high-school students were informed about the study ahead of time. The
young people filled out the questionnaires during regular school hours, and were
assured of anonymity. Participation was voluntary. Each class that participated was
paid approximately 100 Euro for collective use independent of how many of their
students that took part of the study.

Measures

Hope concerning climate change was measured with 10 items representing differ-
ent sources of hope. Hope is not seen as an either-or phenomenon, but as a con-
tinuous emotional-cognitive concept ranging from very low levels of hope to very
high levels of hope. Nine of the included items were developed from the results
of two interview studies with young people who were both highly hopeful and
actively engaged concerning the global environmental issue. The 10th item was
developed to capture a more ‘negative’ source of hope, namely denial of the seri-
ousness of climate change.7 The sources of hope were, ‘I feel hope concerning
climate change’:
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(1) ‘Because humanity has confronted complex and seemingly hopeless societal
problems before and has been able to solve them eventually’ (positive reap-
prisal).

(2) ‘Because I do not think that climate change is as big of a problem as certain
researchers claim’ (denial).

(3) ‘Because we as individuals can change our behavior; together we can influ-
ence climate change in a positive direction’ (trust-self).

(4) ‘Because I believe that research and technical solutions will contribute to the
improvement of the climate change problem’ (trust-others).

(5) ‘Because the awareness about this problem has increased considerably during
recent years’ (positive reappraisal).

(6) ‘Because politicians in more and more countries take climate change seri-
ously’ (trust-others).

(7) ‘Because even though there is a risk that humanity will go under due to this
problem, nature will survive’ (positive reappraisal).

(8) ‘Because as long as there are people who are active in environmental organiza-
tions there is a possibility that the climate issue will be solved’ (trust-others).

(9) ‘Because I know that there are a number of things that I myself can do to
contribute to the improvement of the climate change problem’ (trust-self).

(10) ‘Because I try to focus on positive news about climate change in the media’
(positive reappraisal).

In response to the question: ‘To what extent do these statements correspond to
how you are thinking?’ respondents rated each source of hope on a 7-point Likert-
scale ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘very well.’

Thereafter, an aggregated ‘constructive’ hope scale was constructed. First, a
principle component analysis with a Varimax rotation was performed in order to
create a consistent scale. In this process two items were removed (items 1 and 7).
With these items excluded a two-factor structure was suggested by the Eigenvalue
criterion. This factor solution accounted for 65% of the total variance and the factor
loadings were also satisfactory (± .50 or greater) (see Table 1). One factor contained
the item about not believing that climate change is a big problem and the other fac-
tor contained all the other items. By taking the mean of these seven items a con-
structive hope scale was developed. The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .89.

Table 1. The two-factor solution of the hope scale with rotated factor loadings.

Factor labels and sub-scales

Principal component analysis

Hope (constructive) Hope (denial)

Hope: denial .02 .98
Hope: we can influence .84 �.07
Hope: trust in technology .74 .19
Hope: awareness has increased .82 .07
Hope: trust in politicians .81 .11
Hope: trust in environmental organization .79 �.05
Hope: I can contribute .77 �.12
Hope: focusing on positive news .63 .02
Percent of variance explained 52.20 12.88

Note: Principal component analysis has been used as the extraction method, the rotation method is
Varimax.
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Altruistic values was measured with four items based on the well-validated Sch-
wartz (1994) value survey and the ‘Portrait value scale’ version of this scale used
in the European Social Survey:8 ‘I think it is important that every person in the
world should be treated equally’; ‘It is important to me to listen and try to under-
stand people who are different from me’; ‘I want everyone to be treated justly, even
people I don’t know’; and ‘I wish that all the world’s people could live in peace
and harmony.’ Each item was followed by a 5-point scale ranging from ‘does not
apply at all’ to ‘applies exactly.’ The Cronbach’s alpha was .85.

Biospheric values was measured with four items based on the biospheric value
scale created by de Groot and Steg (2008):9 ‘I strongly believe that people should care
for the environment’; ‘It is important to me to adapt to and try to fit into nature’; ‘I
believe that it is important to respect nature’; and ‘I believe that it is important to stop
the pollution of our environment.’ Each item was followed by a 5-point scale ranging
from ‘does not apply at all’ to ‘applies exactly.’ The Cronbach’s alpha was .86.

Social influence from parents was captured by two items (YeS 2009): ‘Do your
parents try to encourage you to become more aware of environmental issues?’, and
‘Have your parents tried to make you do more for the environment (recycling, sav-
ing energy, and so on)?’ Answering the question ‘How often does this happen?’ the
students rated each item on a 4-point scale (very seldom, sometimes, rather often,
very often). The Cronbach’s alpha was .80.

Social influence from peers was captured by two items (YeS 2009): ‘Do your
friends try to encourage you to become more aware of environmental issues?’ and
‘Have your friends tried to make you do more for the environment (recycling, sav-
ing energy, and so on)?’ Answering the question ‘How often does this happen?’ the
students rated each item on a 4-point scale (very seldom, sometimes, rather often,
very often). The Cronbach’s alpha was .77.

Reported pro-environmental behavior, the scale was developed from a pilot study
where teenagers were asked to write what they themselves can do to help when it
comes to climate change. In the present study the participants were asked to rate how
often they do the following things out of environmental concern:10 ‘help my parents
to recycle packages,’ ‘buy environmentally friendly products,’ ‘bicycle or walk
instead of being driven by car,’ ‘choose to take public transportation instead of being
driven by car,’ ‘save water in the household (such as by not showering so long, not
letting the tap run),’ ‘think about not buying unnecessary things that I do not really
need,’ ‘turn off the light when leaving an empty room,’ and ‘turn off the TV and
other home electronics with the circuit breaker not only the stand-by button.’ Each
item was assessed on a 5-point scale (almost never, seldom, sometimes, often, almost
always). An aggregated measure of pro-environmental behavior was constructed from
the mean of the eight ratings. The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .81.

Subjective knowledge and interest about societal issues. Knowledge about global
environmental problems was not measured directly in the questionnaire, however,
knowledge/interest about societal issues in general was captured by three items
about how often the young searched for information about societal issues. These
items are revised questions from Livingstone and Markham (2008): ‘You could
describe me as a person who tries to keep myself informed about what is happening
in the world’; ‘It is my duty to know what is happening in the world’; and ‘I try to
keep myself informed about what is going on in the world by following the news.’
Each item was followed by a 5-point scale ranging from ‘does not apply at all’ to
‘applies exactly’ and the Cronbach’s alpha of the aggregated scale was .80.
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The young adult sample

Participants and procedure

The purpose was to reach young adults between the ages of 20 and 30 years, who
had moved from their childhood homes, to explore one specific form of pro-envi-
ronmental behavior: household energy conservation. Since children are separated
from their parents at the age of 16 in all official records in Sweden, the best sam-
pling frame available was the registry of landline telephone accounts. The target
group was restricted to young people who live in the Gothenburg area of Sweden.

A questionnaire was mailed to 772 persons. After two reminders, the first by
telephone and the second by mail, 386 persons had answered the questionnaire giv-
ing a response rate of 50%. Five persons were excluded from the analysis: two
because they still lived at home, three because they had not answered the survey in
a serious manner. Thus, the following analyses are performed on 381 persons. The
mean age of the respondents was 26.5 years (SD= 2.5). The sample contained
54.6% (n= 208) women, 45.1% (n= 172) men.11 Of the respondents, 60.4% had
some form of university education, 35.7% had a high-school degree, and finally
3.4% had their highest degree from nine-year compulsory school. Compared to the
education level of this age group in the area as a whole, the respondents consisted
of more people with a university education and fewer with only nine years of com-
pulsory school.

Measures

Reported pro-environmental behavior: household energy conservation. The partici-
pants were asked how often they ‘turn off the light when leaving an empty room,’
‘think about not showering too long or too often,’ ‘save energy when preparing a
hot meal,’ ‘turn off the TV and other home electronics with the circuit breaker not
only the stand-by button,’ ‘pull out the mobile-phone charger from the wall socket,’
‘buy and use energy saving light bulbs,’ ‘wash the laundry in lower temperatures
(for instance 40 instead of 60 degrees centigrade),’ ‘lower the indoor temperature
when you are on vacation.’ Each item was assessed on a 5-point scale (almost
never, seldom, sometimes, often, and almost always). A global measure of house-
hold energy conservation was derived from the mean of the eight ratings, and the
Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .67, which is a bit low but still acceptable.

Hope concerning climate change was, for comparative purposes, assessed with
the same items as when it comes to the teenage sample and the aggregated scale
also consisted of the same seven items. The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .77.

Altruistic values was in this case measured with three items concerning justice
(social justice, correcting injustice, and care for the weak), equality (equality, equal
opportunity for all), and peace (a world at peace, free of war and conflict) taken
from Stern, Dietz, and Guagnano’s (1998) brief inventory of values. In response to
the question: ‘How important are these values as guiding principles in your life?’
respondents rated each value on a 5-point scale ranging from ‘not important’ to
‘very important.’ The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .70.

Biospheric values was in this case measured with three items about living in
unity with nature (unity with nature and fitting into nature), respecting nature
(respecting the earth, living in harmony with other species), and protecting our
environment (protecting the environment and preserving nature), taken from Stern,
Dietz, and Guagnano’s (1998) brief inventory of values. In response to the question:
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‘How important are these values as guiding principles in your life?’ respondents
rated each value on a 5-point scale ranging from ‘not important’ to ‘very impor-
tant.’ The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .77.

Social influence was measured with one item: ‘Many people who are important
to me think I ought to save energy in the household.’ The item was followed by a
7-point scale ranging from ‘does not apply at all’ to ‘applies very well.’

Subjective knowledge was measured with one item: ‘I have good knowledge
about how the energy I use in my household relates to different environmental
problems.’ The item was followed by a 7-point scale ranging from ‘does not apply
at all’ to ‘applies very well.’

Energy conservation in the childhood home was assessed by one item: ‘In my
childhood home one always thought about saving energy.’ The item was followed
by a 7-point scale ranging from ‘does not apply at all’ to ‘applies very well.’

Results

Hope and reported pro-environmental behavior among the teenage sample

Correlation analyses were first conducted between, on the one hand, pro-
environmental behavior and, on the other hand, the constructive hope measure, hope
based on denial, biospheric values, altruistic values, social influence from friends,
social influence from parents, knowledge/interest about societal issues, and age (see
Table 2). All factors besides age had a significant relation to pro-environmental
behavior. Hope based on denial had a negative relation to behavior while all the
other factors were, as expected, positively correlated with pro-environmental behav-
ior. That is, the more constructive hope, biospheric values and so on the young peo-
ple possess, the more likely it is that they will behave environmentally friendly,
while the opposite is true for hope based on denial. To determine what proportion
of pro-environmental behavior that can be explained by each of these factors, inde-
pendently of the others, they were then included in a multiple regression analysis
with gender as a control variable.

As can be seen in Table 3, taken alone gender was a significant negative predictor;
that is, girls were more likely to behave pro-environmentally than boys. However, this
gender effect disappeared almost entirely when the other factors were included in the
model. In step two of the model, the other control variables were entered and finally

Table 2. Pearson correlations in the teenage sample between, on the one hand, reported
pro-environmental behavior, and, on the other hand, age, biospheric values, altruistic values,
hope based on denial, constructive hope, knowledge, friends’ influence, and parents’
influence.

Reported pro-environmental behavior

Age .06 (n = 715)
Biospheric values .51⁄⁄⁄ (n= 711)
Altruistic values .41⁄⁄⁄ (n= 714)
Hope based on denial �.11⁄⁄ (n= 711)
Constructive hope .49⁄⁄⁄ (n= 704)
Knowledge/interest in societal issues .39⁄⁄⁄ (n= 701)
Friends’ influence .35⁄⁄⁄ (n= 713)
Parents’ influence .45⁄⁄⁄ (n= 711)
⁄p6 .05; ⁄⁄p6 .01; ⁄⁄⁄p6 .001.
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in step three, constructive hope was inserted. In this final step all the included vari-
ables were independent significant predictors of pro-environmental behavior. Feeling
a high degree of constructive hope does explain pro-environmental behavior when
controlling for the more well-known factors. Hope was the strongest predictor
together with parental influence. In addition, hope based on denial was a weak signifi-
cant negative predictor. Biospheric values and altruistic values independently had an
impact on environmentally friendly behavior, with biospheric values being the more
important explanatory factor of the two. The proportion of variance accounted for by
the full model was 46%, F (8, 630) = 65.64; p< .001.

Hope and reported energy conservation among the young adult sample

First, correlation analyses were conducted between, on the one hand, reported
energy conservation and, on the other hand, the constructive hope measure, hope
based on denial, biospheric values, altruistic values, energy saving in the childhood
home, social influence, knowledge, age, and income12 (see Table 4). All the factors
besides age, income, and, surprisingly, social influence were significantly correlated

Table 4. Pearson correlations in the young adult sample between, on the one hand, energy
saving, and, on the other hand, income, age, biospheric values, altruistic values, hope based
on denial, constructive hope, knowledge, social influence, and habits in the childhood home.

Reported energy conservation

Income �.07 (n= 363)
Age .01 (n= 380)
Biospheric values .28⁄⁄⁄ (n = 380)
Altruistic values .23⁄⁄⁄ (n = 380)
Hope based on denial �.19⁄⁄⁄ (n = 379)
Constructive hope .23⁄⁄⁄ (n = 380)
Subjective knowledge/interest .25⁄⁄⁄ (n = 378)
Social influence .08 (n= 377)
Habits in the childhood home .16⁄⁄ (n = 380)

⁄p6 .05; ⁄⁄p6 .01; ⁄⁄⁄p6 .001.

Table 3. Hierarchical multiple regression models predicting reported pro-environmental
behavior among the teenagers.

Reported pro-environmental behavior

Step 1
b

Step 2
b

Step 3
b

Gender (girl = 0; boy = 1) �.22⁄⁄⁄ �.09⁄⁄ �.07⁄
Biospheric values .26⁄⁄⁄ .20⁄⁄⁄
Altruistic values .14⁄⁄⁄ .12⁄⁄⁄
Friends’ influence .10⁄⁄ .09⁄⁄
Parents’ influence .24⁄⁄⁄ .21⁄⁄⁄
Knowledge .16⁄⁄⁄ .14⁄⁄⁄
Hope based on denial �.07⁄ �.08⁄⁄
Constructive hope .21⁄⁄⁄
R2 .05⁄⁄⁄ .43⁄⁄⁄ .46⁄⁄⁄
DR2 .38⁄⁄⁄ .03⁄⁄⁄

⁄p6 .05; ⁄⁄p6 .01; ⁄⁄⁄p6 .001.
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to energy conservation. All these significant correlations, besides the one between
energy conservation and hope based on denial, were positive. Hence, the more con-
structive hope, altruistic values and so on the young people possess the more likely
it is that they will behave pro-environmentally.

In order to find out their independent contributions, these factors were then
included in a hierarchical multiple regression analysis with gender as a control vari-
able (see Table 5). In this case we can see that gender was an important predictor
both alone and when the other variables were held constant. The young women
were more inclined to save energy than the men. In the second step all the other
variables except constructive hope were entered into the model. In this step feeling
that you have a good understanding of how saving energy in the household is
related to different environmental problems was the most potent explanatory factor
followed by gender and biospheric values. In contrast to the results in the teenage
sample, hope based on denial had no independent impact on energy saving. Finally,
in the third step constructive hope was entered into the model. We can see that
hope contributed uniquely to explaining pro-environmental behavior. Thus, hope
had an effect on energy saving when controlling for more distal factors such as val-
ues, more proximal factors directly associated with the specific behavior, and hope
based on denial. Constructive hope was the third most important predictor, together
with biospheric values and energy habits in the childhood home. The final model
accounted for 19% of the variance, F (7, 350) = 12.06; p< .001.

Discussion

The main questions addressed in this study were whether constructive hope con-
cerning climate change – based on trust in other actors, trust in laypeople’s effort,
and positive re-appraisal – has a significant relation to pro-environmental behavior
and has an impact on pro-environmental behavior when controlling for already
well-known explanatory factors such as values, social influence, gender, and knowl-
edge. These questions were investigated in two groups of young people: one of
teenagers and one of young adults. The results show that hope is indeed more than
just a feel-good emotion since it also seems to be important for environmental
engagement among young people. It has a unique influence on pro-environmental

Table 5. Hierarchical multiple regression models predicting reported energy conservation
among the young adults.

Reported energy conservation

Step 1
b

Step 2
b

Step 3
b

Gender (women = 0; men = 1) �.22⁄⁄⁄ �.17⁄⁄⁄ �.16⁄⁄
Biospheric values .13⁄ .12⁄
Altruistic values .09 .07
Knowledge .22⁄⁄⁄ .21⁄⁄⁄
Habits childhood home .12⁄ .12⁄
Hope based on denial �.07 �.06
Constructive hope .12⁄
R2 .05⁄⁄⁄ .18⁄⁄⁄ .19⁄⁄⁄
DR2 .13⁄⁄⁄ .01⁄

⁄p6 .05; ⁄⁄p6 .01; ⁄⁄⁄p6 .001.
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behavior and, therefore, a focus on, for instance, values in environmental education
cannot replace a focus on hope.

This study, however, also indicates that it is important to distinguish between
hope based on denial of climate change and hope based on more constructive forms
of coping with this threat. When hope is based on denial it is not a positive phe-
nomenon from the point of view of engagement, quite the contrary. Nevertheless,
the study clearly shows that to automatically judge positive emotions, such as hope,
as delusional and trivial, and as hindering people from taking climate change seri-
ously is simply not correct. Instead, one could argue that positive emotions can
facilitate engagement concerning climate change, i.e. problem-focused coping, by
providing momentary respite from the harsh reality and giving people the strength
needed to face the threat at hand and search for solutions (see Folkman 2008).

One positive way to evoke hope about climate change that was measured in this
study is positive re-appraisal, containing the more specific sources of hope about
focusing on positive news and a view that the awareness about climate change has
increased. Studies about stress at a micro level have found that these forms of cop-
ing are not the same as denial, but are rather necessary and constructive forms of
coping when the stressor, such as an illness, cannot be removed and solved at once
(Folkman 2008; Folkman and Moskowitz 2000), as is also the case when it comes
to global environmental problems (see Ojala 2007b). Positive re-appraisal is about
perceiving the threat but being able to reverse one’s perspective and also activate
positive emotions that can help one to face the difficult situation and deal with
worry constructively. The results of this study indicate that positive re-appraisal is
also beneficial when it comes to coping with climate change, promoting an active
stance toward the problems.

Another constructive source of hope is trust in other actors. This kind of hope is
necessary since climate change cannot be solved by one person alone, but only at a
collective level. This source of hope also seems to work as a motivational force,
and, thus does not imply that one places all the responsibility for solving the prob-
lem on other actors. Hence, in the context of climate change, but also when it
comes to other societal problems, it is important to extend the individualistic focus
of Snyder’s hope theory (Snyder 2000; Snyder, Rand, and Sigmon 2001) to also
include collective dimensions (Courville and Piper 2004; McGeer 2004). Finally,
that hope based on a belief that laypeople together can make a difference is posi-
tively related to pro-environmental behavior is perhaps not so surprising, but is still
a novel finding.

Some limitations of this study should be mentioned. The cross-sectional design
precludes any in-depth causal analyses. Hope can cause pro-environmental behavior,
but earlier studies also indicate that pro-environmental behavior can strengthen feel-
ings of hope concerning global environmental problems (Ojala 2007a; see also
Gough 2002). To be able to explore which comes first, future studies should be of
longitudinal or experimental designs. Thus, this is an explorative study and the
results need to be replicated and extended in studies to come.

In the second study in this article social influence, knowledge, and energy con-
servation in the childhood home were captured with single-item measures. This is
also the case when it comes to hope based on denial in both studies. Single-item
measures are often seen as less reliable than scales containing multiple items.
Therefore, for instance, the modest relations that were found between hope based
on denial and pro-environmental behavior could perhaps be due to the use of only
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one item to capture denial. However, for practical reasons (lack of space, response
rate), single-item measures are sometimes used in published studies based on postal
surveys (see, e.g. Göckeritz et al. 2010; Nolan et al. 2008), and research shows that
they can be as accurate as multi-item scales (Wanous and Hudy 2001; Wanous, Rei-
chers, and Hudy 1997). Nevertheless, in future studies it is important to include a
multi-item scale measuring more facets of ‘hope based on denial of the seriousness
of climate change’ since recent research has shown that ‘climate skepticism’ is a
complex and multi-dimensional world-view (see for instance Poortinga et al. 2011).

Furthermore, the focus in this study is only on private-sphere pro-environmental
engagement and in studies to come it would be interesting to look also at the rela-
tions between hope and more collective and political forms of environmental
engagement (see Courtenay-Hall and Rogers 2002). Although, private-sphere envi-
ronmental engagement does reflect social engagement, some researchers argue that
it to a certain extent depoliticizes environmental problems and also preserve tradi-
tional gender roles, since women are often the ones responsible for buying ecologi-
cal products and recycling (see Sandilands 1993).

The present study also has a number of strengths. The sample sizes in the two
partial studies are quite large and the response rate in the teenage sample was good.
But above all, this is the first study to show that hope about climate change, when
controlling for hope based on denial, is positively related to pro-environmental
engagement. Furthermore, this was found in two separate age-groups and with two
different forms of pro-environmental behaviors, which increases the validity and
generalizability of the results considerably. This study also complements earlier
studies on how people deal psychologically with climate change by focusing on the
promotion of a positive emotion (hope) instead of only concentrating on the regula-
tion of negative emotions (see for instance Homburg, Stolberg, and Wagner 2007).

Finally, the study, together with the two qualitative studies mentioned in the
introduction section (Ojala 2007a, 2008), have implications for education about sus-
tainable development. The article started by describing how young people often
experience a high degree of helplessness or even hopelessness when it comes to
global problems such as climate change. Many young people seem to lack a ‘good
story’ about the global future and are instead trapped in a discourse of threat and
gloom (Reid, Payne, and Cutter-Mackenzie 2010). Education about sustainable
development could be seen as a collective process where teachers and pupils/stu-
dents together create a story about the future. What the present study indicates is
that in this process concentrating on hope is one important aspect. This is not only
in order to make young people feel good, but also to help them use their knowledge
in a constructive manner and take an active stance concerning climate change.

In trying to co-create stories of hope concerning climate change, teachers could
take as a starting-point the three main ‘constructive’ hope themes identified as
important. Trust in one’s own ability to make a difference shows the importance
that one’s own actions have for hope. In accordance with Snyder’s (2000) hope the-
ory it here becomes vital to identify optimistic but still realistic sub-goals concern-
ing one’s own engagement, and to identify and discuss pathways, i.e. different
individual and collective pro-environmental behaviors that are effective in trying to
reach the sub-goals. It is also important to encourage a feeling of agency – that
everyone’s effort is worth something – and to help the young to take satisfaction in
small successes. When people start to do something concrete it seems as if hope is
evoked by the actions themselves. Hope, in a sense, becomes embodied.
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However, since the climate threat will not be solved directly just because a
small group of people do something, to not only encourage critical thinking but
also positive thinking, such as positive re-appraisal, could create a feeling of
hope that can help the young to maintain their engagement. This process can be
started by discussing young people’s view of the global future. If it is very pes-
simistic, are there different ways of looking at it? Are there any positive trends
to focus on? How has humanity solved large and seemingly uncontrollable prob-
lems historically? In moving beyond the popular media’s apocalyptic images,
one can also encourage young people to search for alternative stories about the
future in, for instance, art and literature, stories that could be used as a base for
critical and creative discussions (see Reid, Payne, and Cutter-Mackenzie 2010).
Teachers should also be aware of hope based on denial-like patterns of thinking.
It is important to encourage young people to put words to them so that these
ideas can be discussed critically in the classroom. Otherwise, it will be very
hard to reach out to the young people who hold them with facts and ethical
arguments.

Finally, having trust in different societal actors also seems to be an important
part of feeling hopeful concerning climate change and here teachers can help their
students in different ways. One can of course argue that teachers should not encour-
age naïve and uncritical trust; however, it is important to try to avoid extreme cyni-
cism concerning, for example, politicians, and scientists, since this often leads to
feelings of helplessness (see Colby et al. 2007, 153). Colby and colleagues empha-
size that it is important to help young people in their late teens and early adulthood
to develop a more nuanced understanding of the complexity and dilemmas that
these actors face; that it is difficult to achieve change, but that many are doing their
best. To connect the young with societal actors that have worked with the climate
issue for a long time and who have shown persistence in the face of challenge
could also be a strategy (see Colby et al. 2007, 154).

It is important to help young people to face the climate problem and bear the
negative emotions related to it. In this article it has, however, been emphasized that
in this process one also needs to encourage young people to see positive aspects
that can activate hope, a feeling that can transform worry into a constructive moti-
vational force (see Ojala 2007b). Thus, hope about climate change is more than an
illusion or a solace; it could also be an important path to engagement.
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Notes
1. In this article the word ‘behavior’ is used more or less synonymously with ‘action’ and

‘engagement’, i.e. the word ‘behavior’ does not imply action without thinking in a
behaviorist sense. Rather, it serves to describe the many different things that people do
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in their everyday life to try to help in climate change issues. The aim is to explore
whether certain ways of thinking and understanding (sources of hope) co-vary with
engagement concerning climate change. For critical comments about emphasizing
behavior over thinking see Courtenay-Hall and Rogers (2002) and Gough (2002).

2. In this study worry was defined as cognitive ruminations about uncertain future negative
events, accompanied by an anxiety-like negative affect.

3. There are researchers who emphasize that hope in a theoretical sense is not the same as
optimism, which is a concept much more related to uncritical certainty, and also some-
times to unrealistic goal setting (McGreer 2004; Snyder et al. 2001, 2002). A study per-
formed in different countries has shown that optimism about the future among
teenagers is actually negatively related to their school performance in environmental sci-
ence (OECD 2009). For a study on unrealistic optimism in an environmental context,
see Pahl et al. (2005).

4. Or cognitive restructuring.
5. Four persons did not answer the question about school-level.
6. Three persons did not answer the question about gender.
7. Pilot studies where young people of different age-groups have been asked about what

give them hope concerning climate change indicate that denial of the seriousness of the
problem is one way to activate hope.

8. For more information about the theoretical structure, validity, and reliability of this
scale, see Schwartz (2003).

9. This scale is partly based on items from Stern, Dietz, and Guagnano (1998) and Sch-
wartz (1994). In this study it has been transformed into ‘I’ form to fit with the wording
of the altruistic values scale and the age-group in focus. For the original scale see pages
16–7 in this article.

10. Even though most published studies about pro-environmental behavior use self-
report measures and although some studies show that self-reported pro-environmen-
tal behavior have a satisfactory correspondence with actual behavior (Gamba &
Oskamp 1994; Warriner, McDougall, & Claxton 1984), one should be aware that
social-desirability could cause self-reported behavior to be slightly overrated com-
pared to actual behavior.

11. One person classified himself/herself as both male and female.
12. Reported income of the household was included here since this factor could possibly be

related to energy use.

Notes on contributor
During the collection of the data and the writing of the article Maria Ojala was a
postdoctoral researcher in psychology at Örebro University, Sweden, where she was
affiliated with two research centers: Youth & Society and Centre for Urban and Regional
Studies. She is a principal investigator of a project supported by The Swedish Research
Council Formas: ‘Learning about global environmental problems: Emotional aspects,
emotion regulation, and a sense of purpose among children, adolescents, and young adults.’
From September 2011 she holds a position as assistant professor, financed by Formas, at the
Department of Education, Uppsala University. Her latest publication is in Environmental
Values (Ojala and Lidskog 2011).

References

Albert, M., K. Hurrelmann, and G. Quenzel. 2010. Shell Jugendstudie. Jugend 2010. Shell
Deutschland.

Barr, S. 2004. What we buy, what we throw away and how we use our voice. Sustainable
household waste management in the UK. Sustainable Development 12: 32–44.

Bentley, M., J. Fien, and C. Neil. 2004. Sustainable consumption: Young Australians as
agents of change, NYARS 2004 Paper Series, Canberra.

Biswas, A., J.W. Licata, D. McKee, C. Pullig, and C. Daughtridge. 2000. The recycling
cycle: An empirical examination of consumer waste recycling and recycling shopping
behaviors. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing 19, no. 1: 93–105.

Environmental Education Research 639



Colby, A., E. Beaumont, T. Ehrlich, and J. Corngold. 2007. Educating for democracy. San
Fransisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Connell, S., J. Fien, J. Lee, H. Sykes, and D. Yencken. 1999. If it doesn’t directly affect
you, you don’t think about it: A qualitative study of young people’s environmental atti-
tudes in two Australian cities. Environmental Education Research 5, no. 1: 95–113.

Courtenay-Hall, P., and L. Rogers. 2002. Gaps in the mind: Problems in environmental knowl-
edge–behaviour modeling research. Environmental Education Research 8, no. 3: 283–97.

Courville, S., and N. Piper. 2004. Harnessing hope through NGO activism. The Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social Science 592: 39–61.

de Groot, J.I.M., and L. Steg. 2008. Value orientations to explain beliefs related to environ-
mental significant behavior: How to measure egoistic, altruistic, and biospheric value ori-
entations. Environment and Behavior 40: 330–54.

Dostie-Goulet, E. 2009. Social networks and the development of political interest. Journal of
Youth Studies 12: 405–21.

Diaz Menses, G., and A. Beerli Placio. 2005. Recycling behavior. A multidimensional
approach. Environment and Behavior 37: 837–60.

Drach-Zahavy, A., and A. Somech. 2002. Coping with health problems: The distinctive rela-
tionships of hope sub-scales with constructive thinking and resource allocation. Personality
and Individual Differences 33: 103–17.

Eckersley, R. 1999. Dreams and expectations: Young people’s expected and preferred futures
and their significance for education. Futures 31: 73–90.

Fleer, M. 2002. Curriculum compartmentalisation?: A future perspective on environmental
education. Environmental Education Research 8, no. 2: 137–54.

Folkman, S. 2008. The case for positive emotions in the stress process. Anxiety, Stress &
Coping 21, no. 1: 3–14.

Folkman, S., and J.T. Moskowitz. 2000. Positive affect and the other side of coping. American
Psychologist 55, no. 6: 647–54.

Gamba, R.J., and S. Oskamp. 1994. Factors influencing community residents’ participation
in commingled curbside recycling programs. Environment and Behavior 26: 587–612.

Gough, S. 2002. Whose gap? Whose mind? Plural rationalities and disappearing academics.
Environmental Education Research 8, no. 3: 273–82.

Grønhøj, A., and J. Thøgersen. 2009. Like father, like son? Intergenerational transmission of
values, attitudes, and behaviours in the environmental domain. Journal of Environmental
Psychology 29: 414–21.

Gustavsson, E. 2008. Mellan det lokala och det globala – klimat, kommuner, nätverk [Between
the local and the global: Climate, local governments, networks], Örebro Studies in Human
Geography 2. PhD diss., Örebro universitet, Örebro.

Göckeritz, S., P.W. Schultz, T. Rendón, R.B. Cialdini, N.J. Goldstein, and V. Griskevicius.
2010. Descriptive normative beliefs and conservation behavior: The moderating roles of
personal involvement and injunctive normative beliefs. European Journal of Social Psy-
chology 40, no. 3: 514–23.

Hicks, D. 1996. A lesson for the future. Young people’s hopes and fears for tomorrow.
Futures 28, no. 1: 1–13.

Hicks, D. 2001. Re-examining the future: The challenge for citizenship education. Educa-
tional Review 53, no. 3: 229–40.

Hicks, D., and A. Bord. 2001. Learning about global issues: Why most educators only make
things worse. Environmental Education Research 7, no. 4: 413–25.

Hicks, D., and C. Holden. 2007. Remembering the future: What do children think? Environ-
mental Education Research 13: 501–12.

Holmberg, S., L. Weibull, and H. Oscarsson. 2011. Lycksalighetens ö. SOM-Report 52,
Gothenburg, Sweden.

Homburg, A., A. Stolberg, and U. Wagner. 2007. Coping with global environmental prob-
lems: Development and first validation of scales. Environment and Behavior 39: 754–78.

Hornik, J., and J. Cherian. 1995. Determinants of recycling behavior: A synthesis of research
results. Journal of Socio-Economics 24: 105–27.

Knussen, C., F. Yule, J. MacKenzie, and M. Wells. 2004. An analysis of intention to recycle
household waste: The roles of past behaviour, perceived habit, and perceived lack of
facilities. Journal of Environmental Psychology 24, no. 2: 237–46.

640 M. Ojala



Kollmuss, A., and J. Agyeman. 2002. Mind the gap: Why do people act environmentally
and what are the barriers to pro-environmental behavior? Environmental Education
Research 8, no. 3: 239–60.

Livingstone, S., and T. Markham. 2008. The contribution of media consumption to civic par-
ticipation. British Journal of Sociology 59, no. 2: 351–71.

Lorenzoni, I., S. Nicholson-Cole, and L. Whitmarsh. 2007. Barriers to engaging with climate
change among the UK public and their policy implications. Global Environmental
Change 17: 445–59.

Lueck, M. 2007. Hope for a cause as cause for hope: The need for hope in environmental
sociology. American Sociologist 38, no. 3: 250–61.

McGeer, V. 2004. The art of good hope. The Annals of the American Academy of Political
and Social Science 592: 100–27.

Meinhold, J.L., and A.J. Malkus. 2005. Adolescent environmental behaviors: Can knowl-
edge, attitudes, and self-efficacy make a difference? Environment and Behavior 37:
511–32.

Nolan, J., P.W. Schultz, R.B. Cialdini, V. Griskevicius, and N. Goldstein. 2008. Normative
social influence is under detected. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 34:
913–23.

Nordlund, A., and J. Garvill. 2002. Value structures behind pro-environmental behavior.
Environment and Behavior 34: 740–56.

Ojala, M. 2007a. Confronting macrosocial worries. Worry about environmental problems
and proactive coping among a group of young volunteers. Futures 39, no. 6: 729–45.

Ojala, M. 2007b. Hope and worry: Exploring young people’s values, emotions, and behavior
regarding global environmental problems, Örebro Studies in Psychology 11. PhD diss.,
Örebro University.

Ojala, M. 2008. Recycling and ambivalence: Quantitative and qualitative analyses of house-
hold recycling among young adults. Environment and Behavior 40: 777–97.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 2009. Green at fifteen?
How 15-year-olds perform in environmental science and geoscience in PISA 2006. Pro-
gramme for International Student Assessment.

Pahl, S., P.R. Harris, H.A. Todd, and D.R. Rutter. 2005. Comparative optimism for environ-
mental risks. Journal of Environmental Psychology 25, no. 1: 1–11.

Pancer, S.M., M. Pratt, B. Hunsberger, and S. Alisat. 2007. Community and political involve-
ment in adolescence: What distinguishes the activist from the uninvolved? Journal of
Community Psychology 35: 741–59.

Poortinga, W., A. Spence, L. Whitmarsh, S. Capstick, and N.F. Pidgeon. 2011. Uncertain cli-
mate: An investigation into public skepticism about anthropogenic climate change. Global
Environmental Change 21, no. 3: 1015–24.

Poortinga, W., L. Steg, and C. Vlek. 2004. Values, environmental concern, and environmental
behavior. A study into household energy use. Environment and Behavior 36, no. 1: 70–93.

Reid, A., P.G. Payne, and A. Cutter-Mackenzie. 2010. Openings for researching environment
and place in children’s literature: Ecologies, potentials, realities and challenges. Environ-
mental Education Research 16, no. 3–4: 429–61.

Sandilands, C. 1993. On ‘green consumerism’: Environmental privatization and ‘family
values’. Canadian Women Studies 13, no. 3: 45–7.

Schwartz, S.H. 1994. Are there universal aspects in the structure and contents of human
values? Journal of Social Issues 50: 19–45.

Schwartz, S.H. 2003. A proposal for measuring value orientations across nations. Chapter 7
in the Questionnaire Development Report, ESS, www.europeansocialsurvey.org.

Smetana, J.G., and A. Metzger. 2005. Family and religious antecedents of civic involvement
in middle class African American late adolescents. Journal of Research on Adolescence
15: 325–52.

Snyder, C.R. 2000. Genesis: The birth and growth of hope. In Handbook of hope, ed. C.R.
Snyder, 25–38. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Snyder, C.R., K.L. Rand, E.A. King, D.B. Feldman, and J.T. Woodward. 2002. ‘False’ hope.
Journal of Clinical Psychology 58, no. 9: 1003–22.

Environmental Education Research 641



Snyder, C.R., K.L. Rand, and D.R. Sigmon. 2001. Hope theory. A member of the positive
psychology family. In Handbook of positive psychology, ed. C.R. Snyder and S.J. Lopez,
257–75. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Stern, P.C., and T. Dietz. 1994. The value basis of environmental concern. Journal of Social
Issues 50, no. 3: 65–84.

Stern, P.C., T. Dietz, and G.A. Guagnano. 1998. A brief inventory of values. Educational &
Psychological Measurement 58: 984–1001.

Stoll-Kleeman, S., T. O’Riordan, and C.C. Jaeger. 2001. The psychology of denial concern-
ing climate change mitigation measures: Evidence from Swiss focus groups. Global
Environmental Change 11: 107–17.

Tucci, J., J. Mitchell, and C. Goddard. 2007. Children’s fears, hopes and heroes: Modern
childhood in Australia. Melbourne: Australian Childhood Foundation.

Wanous, J.P., and M.J. Hudy. 2001. Single-item reliability: A replication and extension.
Organizational Research Methods 4: 361–75.

Wanous, J.P., A.E. Reichers, and M.J. Hudy. 1997. Overall job satisfaction: How good are
single-item measures? Journal of Applied Psychology 82: 247–52.

Warriner, G.K., G.H.G. McDougall, and J.D. Claxton. 1984. Any data or none at all?:
Living with inaccuracies in self-reports of residential energy consumption. Environment
and Behavior 16, no. 4: 503–26.

YeS. 2009. Unpublished instrument. The political socialization program (PSP), pilot study,
spring 2009. Örebro University. Sweden.

Young, W., K. Hwang, S. McDonald, and S.J. Oates. 2010. Sustainable consumption: Green
consumer behaviour when purchasing products. Sustainable Development 18, no. 1:
20–31.

Zaff, J.F., O. Malanchuk, and J.S. Eccles. 2008. Predicting positive citizenship from adoles-
cence to young adulthood: The effects of a civic context. Applied Development Science
12: 38–53.

Zelezny, L.C., P.-P. Chua, and C. Aldrich. 2000. Elaborating on gender differences in
environmentalism. Journal of Social Issues 56: 443–57.

642 M. Ojala




