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Introduction

Climate change, caused by anthropogenic activities, impacts 
ecosystems (Findlay & Turley, 2021; Habibullah et al., 
2022) and is acknowledged as the greatest threat to global 
health in the twenty-first century (Costello et al., 2009). 
While several studies have warned that the psychosocial 
consequences of climate change are impactful across popu-
lations (Abbass et al., 2022; Cianconi et al., 2023; Hickman 
et al., 2021), a line of research has stressed the importance 
of young individuals in this context, as they represent poten-
tial future policymakers. This underscores the importance of 
shedding light on the diverse factors that may influence how 
younger generations engage with this complex issue (Ojala, 
2023; Periera & Freire, 2021).

Climate change, youth and pro-environmental 
actions

Young people are more likely to attend universities or 
nonprofit organizations that offer opportunities to acquire 
knowledge and participate in environmental discussions 
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Abstract
Climate change is one of the greatest global threats that has ecological, economic, social, and psychological conse-
quences. Nowadays, young people are the target of political agenda since they represent potential future policymakers. 
Consequently, it is crucial to identify the psychological features that contribute to engagement of young people in climate 
change issue. This study aimed at identifying and describing different configurations of youth perceiving and experienc-
ing climate change. A sample of 224 participants (61% females; Mage = 21.04, SD = 1.65) were involved in study. From 
a cluster analysis emerged three distinct profiles, Eco-Disengaged, Eco-Engaged/Oriented and Eco-Engaged/Disoriented, 
which differ in levels of climate change awareness, worry and anxiety. Findings suggest that institutions might develop 
green education programs based on young people’s individual differences.
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(Vicente-Molina et al., 2018; Wallis & Loy, 2021). Research 
also shows that young people exhibit a strong concern for 
global issues, such as climate change, often surpassing that 
of older generations (Corner et al., 2015; Ojala & Bengts-
son, 2019). Numerous studies have revealed that climate 
change heightens vulnerability among young individuals, 
affecting various aspects of their lives (Ojala, 2015).

The concept of pro-environmental behaviors (PEBs) 
effectively synthesizes the array of purposeful actions taken 
by individuals to reduce humanity’s impact on the natural 
environment (Li et al., 2019). While PEBs are identified as 
the most important dimension to curb the impact of human 
activities on the environment (Genovese et al., 2023; Maki 
et al., 2019), psychology has also identified other personal 
characteristics that may help preserve natural resources and 
offset climate change.

In this regard, the concept of green self-efficacy parsimo-
niously encompasses that set of beliefs concerning how well 
individuals think they are able to engage in environmentally 
friendly behaviors (Chen et al., 2015). Prior studies showed 
the role of green self-efficacy as a catalyst for environmen-
tal-friendly actions, showing how individuals high in this 
kind of beliefs were more likely to undertake PEBs and 
exhibit environmental knowledge (Heath & Gifford, 2006; 
Kellstedt et al., 2008). In addition, well-developed green 
self-efficacy may foster the transition from simple and eas-
ily achievable PEBs to more challenging ones (Lauren et al., 
2016). One of the core features of green self-efficacy is that 
it implies a sense of personal agency or control over one’s 
actions and their impact on the environment (Cleveland & 
Kalamas, 2015; Rotter, 1954).

Similarly, the concept of locus of control reflects a belief 
in one’s influence on contextual conditions. Specifically, 
according to Rotter’s conceptualization (1954), locus of 
control involves individuals’ assessment of event causation 
factors. In the context of sustainable actions, it pertains to 
the belief in personal control over environmental degrada-
tion, as discussed by Cleveland and Kalamas (2015). This 
factor influences PEbs and the utilization of climate change 
information (Chiang et al., 2019; Fraser et al., 2023). This 
brief overview suggests how it is possible to observe large 
individuals’ differences that may manifest in different levels 
of sustainable attitudes and behaviors.

Approaching environmental psychology via a 
person-centered approach

Evidence suggests that thoughts and attitudes related to cli-
mate change and the natural environment can vary among 
individuals (Gifford & Nilsson, 2014; Li et al., 2019). Fol-
lowing this reasoning, van der Linden (2015) aimed to pro-
vide a systematic synthesis of factors influencing climate 

change risk perception and concluded that negative affectiv-
ity toward climate change was the single largest predictor of 
all examined factors. In this regard, the concept of climate 
change anxiety (Lutz et al., 2023) has proven effective in 
encapsulating a set of negative emotional states character-
ized by feelings of stress, doom, or despair related to the 
current and future state of the environment (Passmore et 
al., 2023). More specifically, it tends to describe a relatively 
strong form of distress (Clayton & Karazsia, 2020; Pihkala, 
2020; Verplanken et al., 2020) that also involves maladap-
tive self-beliefs, ultimately causing somatic symptoms, such 
as increased heart rate and sweating (Stewart, 2021).

One of the main features of climate change anxiety is 
apprehension for the ecological crisis, which may provide 
a useful arena for understanding how it could be linked to 
other psychological dimensions encompassing unpleasant 
states in response to the degradation of the Earth’s climate, 
such as the concept of worry towards the environment (Lutz 
et al., 2023; Stewart, 2021). Indeed, the concept of worry 
towards the environment refers to fearful thoughts about 
the changing climate (Stewart, 2021) that do not necessarily 
interfere with individuals’ functioning but may potentially 
prepare for future eco-related threats (Doherty & Clayton, 
2011; Pihkala, 2020; Verplanken & Roy, 2013). Hence, 
while climate change anxiety and worry towards the envi-
ronment share a common core of apprehension towards the 
environment (Lutz et al., 2023), climate change anxiety 
mainly refers to a state in which individuals are not able 
to transform their anxious feelings into action (Albrecht, 
2011), while worry towards the environment is considered 
to be less severe (Helm et al., 2018; McBride et al., 2021; 
van der Linden, 2017) and mainly represents a cognitive 
state that prepares individuals to handle ecological crises 
(Stewart, 2021).

Worry towards the environment and eco-anxiety mainly 
involve the affective functioning of individuals (Coffey et 
al., 2021; Stewart, 2021), so it is important to also explore 
dimensions that are more cognitive in nature to provide 
a more nuanced description of individuals’ sustainable 
actions. In this regard, perceived psychological distance 
(geographic, temporal, social, and hypothetical) from cli-
mate change could be a worthwhile area of assessment, 
as several studies have analyzed how it may inhibit cli-
mate action (Shrum, 2021; Van Lange & Huckelba, 2021). 
However, there appears to be no consistent evidence that 
psychological distance hinders climate action (van Valken-
goed et al., 2023), that is why awareness towards climate 
change should be also considered. It refers to how individu-
als process information concerning alterations in the Earth’s 
climate and acknowledge the reality, causes, impacts, and 
potential solutions associated with climate change (Inno-
centi, 2022).
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Abundant research showed a connection between aware-
ness of climate change and environmentally friendly actions. 
When people understand the seriousness of climate change, 
they tend to participate more in activities aimed at curbing 
their carbon footprint and addressing the effects of climate 
change. Hence, it is not surprising that previous studies have 
highlighted how this condition may cluster with different 
attitudes and beliefs regarding climate change. For exam-
ple, Crawley et al. (2020) sought to observe public opinion 
on climate change and reported that the two predominant 
groups hold firm convictions that climate change is happen-
ing, yet they perceive it as a matter of low importance or 
express skepticism about governmental efforts to tackle it. 
Similarly, Hyland et al. (2016) found four different profiles 
based on levels of motivation to undertake pro-environmen-
tal action, productivism, environmental responsibility, and 
worry, and highlighted how highly aware individuals are 
likely to undertake environmentally responsible actions to 
lower their impact on the natural environment. This over-
view highlights the concept of PEBs as complex phenom-
ena encompassing a wide range of behavioral and cognitive 
patterns. Analyzing clusters of individuals according to 
their characteristic configurations may provide a nuanced 
description of potential targets for educational programs.

The present study

Prior research has emphasized how individuals may engage 
in PEBs as a strategy to manage negative thoughts, such as 
worry and anxious beliefs concerning climate change (Stan-
ley et al., 2021; Verplanken et al., 2020). Given that climate 
change poses numerous challenges in everyday life, it is 
unsurprising that many people experience unpleasant states 
in response to these changes. In this regard, both worry about 
climate change and climate change anxiety share a common 
core of apprehension regarding the alteration of Earth’s cli-
mate (Ojala et al., 2021). Since both green self-efficacy and 
locus of control vary significantly among individuals (Chen 
et al., 2015), it is reasonable to infer the existence of several 
classes of individuals. Similarly, different configurations 
of awareness regarding climate change are likely to direct 
resources toward pro-environmental actions rather than a 
state of eco-paralysis (Treen et al., 2020).

In line of these premises, the present study aims at: a) 
determining whether it was possible to detect different pro-
files of young people according to their levels of aware-
ness toward climate change, distance perception of climate 
change, climate change worry, and climate change anxi-
ety; and b) examining differences in youths’ PEBs, locus 
of control, and green self-efficacy associated with cluster 
membership.

Materials and methods

Participants

The sample consisted of 224 participants, of whom 61% 
were female. The ages of participants ranged from 19 to 26, 
with a mean age of 21.04 (SD = 1.65). Regarding educational 
level, 87.9% reported having a diploma, 8.9% reported hav-
ing a university degree, and 3.1% reported having middle 
school certification. Participants reported that their parental 
marital status was as follows: 76.8% were cohabitating or 
married, 18.8% were divorced, and 4% were widowed. Par-
ticipants also reported that their parents mostly held high 
school diplomas (father: 42.4%, mother: 47.8%). All par-
ticipants were Italian native speakers.

Measures

Awareness toward climate change

Awareness toward climate change was assessed using the 
Awareness toward Climate Change Scale developed by 
Innocenti (2022). This 13-item questionnaire (e.g., “The 
effects of climate change are already occurring right now”) 
evaluates the extent to which individuals are aware of cli-
mate change using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The mean scale 
score was computed by summing all the item scores and 
dividing by the number of items. In the current study, the 
internal consistency was good (Cronbach’s α = 0.84).

Pro-environmental behaviors

Pro-environment behaviors were assessed using the Pro-
Environment Behaviors Scale developed by Barszcz et al. 
(2023). This 11-item questionnaire (e.g., “I save water when 
I wash myself”) evaluates individuals’ endorsement of sus-
tainable behaviors using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 
0 (never) to 4 (always). The mean scale score was computed 
by summing all the item scores and dividing by the number 
of items. In the current study, the internal consistency was 
good (Cronbach’s α = 0.75).

Perceived distance from climate change

Perceived distance from climate change was assessed using 
the Perceived Distance from Climate Change Scale devel-
oped by Wang et al. (2019). It is an 18-item questionnaire 
(e.g., “Serious effects of climate change will mostly occur in 
areas far away from here”) assessing to what extent individ-
uals perceive themselves distant from the effects of climate 
change using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
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Locus of control

Participants’ perceptions of their locus of control in rela-
tion to the environment were assessed using the statement 
derived by Fielding and Head (2012) and Chiang et al. 
(2019). The 3 items were “I am only one person, I can’t 
make a difference to the environment”, “I do not have time 
to protect the environment”, “I am more concerned with 
saving money than protecting the environment”. They were 
used to investigate individuals’ beliefs about their ability 
to influence the environment using a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A 
mean scale score was computed by summing all the item 
scores and dividing by the number of items. Higher scores 
represent a higher tendency to adopt an external locus of 
control. In the present study, the internal consistency was 
good (Cronbach’s α =. 60).

Procedure

The protocol was implemented using an online survey, 
and participants were recruited by soliciting students and 
research assistants to distribute the survey among their 
friends and acquaintances, thus creating a snowball sample. 
All data were collected in a single session, and each ques-
tion in the survey was set as mandatory. Prior to completing 
the questionnaires, individuals were informed of the gen-
eral purpose of the study and provided signed consent. Data 
collection was conducted anonymously, and all participants 
agreed to take part in the study voluntarily, without receiv-
ing any form of compensation or monetary grant. The pres-
ent study received approval from the Ethics Committee for 
Scientific Research of the University of Messina and was 
conducted in accordance with the ethical standards outlined 
in the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki.

Plan of data analysis

The data analysis proceeded through several steps. First, 
descriptive statistics and correlation analysis were con-
ducted for all study variables. Second, to investigate gender 
differences in awareness toward climate change, distance 
perception of climate change, climate change worry, and 
climate change anxiety, a multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) was conducted. Third, a hierarchical cluster 
analysis was performed to identify distinct profiles of young 
adults based on their awareness toward climate change, dis-
tance perception of climate change, climate change worry, 
and climate change anxiety. Finally, to assess gender and 
cluster differences in pro-environmental behaviors, green 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). It consists of four different 
subscales: geographical distance (4 items), social distance 
(4 items), temporal distance (5 items), and hypothetical 
distance (5 items). A mean scale score was computed by 
summing all the item scores and dividing by the number 
of items. In the current study, the internal consistency was 
good (Cronbach’s α = 0.87).

Climate change anxiety

The Climate Change Anxiety Scale (Clayton & Karazsia, 
2020; Italian adaptation by Innocenti et al., 2021) was used 
to assess individuals’ levels of anxiety about climate change. 
This 13-item questionnaire (e.g., “My concerns about cli-
mate change interfere with my ability to get work or school 
assignments done”) assesses the extent to which individu-
als experience anxiety in response to climate change using 
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (almost 
always). A mean scale score was computed by summing all 
the item scores and dividing by the number of items. The 
internal consistency was good (Cronbach’s α = 0.92).

Climate change worry

The Climate Change Worry Scale (Stewart, 2021; Italian 
adaptation by Innocenti et al., 2023) was used to assess indi-
viduals’ worries about climate change. It is a 10-item ques-
tionnaire (e.g., “I worry that I might not be able to cope with 
climate change”) assessing to what extent individuals are 
worried about climate change using a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). A mean scale score 
was computed by summing all the item scores and dividing 
by the number of items. The internal consistency was good 
(Cronbach’s α = 0.87).

Green self-efficacy

People’s beliefs concerning their capabilities to undertake 
sustainable activities were assessed using the Green Self-
Efficacy Scale by Chen et al. (2015). It is a 6-item ques-
tionnaire (e.g., “we feel competent to deal effectively with 
environmental tasks”) assessing to what extent individuals 
perceive themselves as able to undertake pro-environmen-
tal behaviors using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A mean scale score 
was computed by summing all the item scores and dividing 
by the number of items. In the present study, the internal 
consistency was good (Cronbach’s α = 0.90).
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Hierarchical cluster analysis

To determine whether it was possible to distinguish several 
profiles of young adults based on their levels of aware-
ness toward climate change, distance perception of climate 
change, climate change worry, and climate change anxiety, 
a hierarchical cluster analysis was performed. In the clus-
ter analysis, standardized scores were employed to control 
for gender differences in the scales. We determined con-
figurations through Ward’s (1963) clustering algorithm. The 
similarity between young adults’ eco profiles was measured 
by squared Euclidean differences. The number of configu-
rations to retain was decided by examining a scree plot of 
distance coefficients as a function of the number of configu-
rations at each agglomerative step (Aldenderfer & Blash-
field, 1984). Three configurations were retained because the 
scree plot indicated that the presence of additional configu-
rations (more than three) did not reduce distance coefficients 
more than a minimal amount. Table 4 gives the number and 
percentage of young adults in each configuration, along 
with mean, standard deviations, and semantic labels for the 
configurations. A cutoff of ≥|0.30| was used to distinguish 
above and below average mean scores for descriptive pur-
poses. The configurations were labeled as follows:

 – Eco-Disengaged (n = 118; 53%): Mean scores below 
average on awareness toward climate change, climate 
change worry, and climate change anxiety. Mean scores 
above average on distance perception of climate change.

 – Eco-Engaged/Oriented (n = 56; 25%): Mean scores be-
low average on distance perception of climate change, 

self-efficacy, and locus of control, a series ANOVAs were 
conducted.

Results

Preliminary analyses

Table 1 presents mean, standard deviation, skewness, and 
kurtosis of all study variables. All the variables showed 
acceptable skewness and kurtosis values, except for climate 
change anxiety.

Pearson correlation coefficients of study variables are 
reported in Table 2. All the variables related to climate 
change showed a moderate association with each other 
except for climate change anxiety, which was not correlated 
with the distance perception of climate change. In addition, 
they showed an association between PEBs, locus of control, 
and green self-efficacy with the exception of the association 
between climate change anxiety and locus of control. No 
study variables was significantly correlated with the age of 
participants.

To evaluate gender differences in awareness toward cli-
mate change, distance perception of climate change, climate 
change worry, and climate change anxiety, a MANOVA was 
performed. Results showed significant gender differences, 
Wilks’ λ = 0.93, F (4, 219) = 4.12, p = 0.003, η2 = 0.07 (see 
Table 3). Univariate tests showed that women reported 
slightly higher levels of awareness toward climate and cli-
mate change worry, and lower levels of distance perception 
of climate change than men.

Table 1 Mean (M), Standard Deviation (SD), Skewness (S), Kurtosis (K), Minimum and Maximum values of study variables (n = 224)
M SD S K Range Observed range

Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum
Awareness toward Climate Change 4.28 0.45 -0.56 0.13 1 5 2.69 5.00
Distance Perception of Climate Change 2.05 0.56 0.47 -0.44 1 5 1.11 3.67
Climate Change Worry 2.94 0.75 -0.06 -0.43 1 5 1.00 4.70
Climate Change Anxiety 1.49 0.62 1.90 3.64 1 5 1.00 4.08
Pro-Environmental Behaviors 2.89 0.57 -0.59 1.06 0 4 0.36 4.00
Locus of Control 2.35 0.85 0.44 0.20 1 5 1.00 5.00
Green Self-Efficacy 3.71 1.21 0.02 -0.11 1 7 1.00 7.00

Table 2 Pearson correlation coefficients of study variables (n = 224)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Awareness toward Climate Change
2 Distance Perception of Climate Change -.50**
3 Climate Change Worry .44** -.37**
4 Climate Change Anxiety .14* .00 .55**
5 Pro-Environmental Behaviors .31** -.24** .47** .28**
6 Locus of Control -.18** .36** -.35** -.04 -.35**
7 Green Self-Efficacy .21** -.22** .38** .31** .45** -.36**
8 Age -.09 .13 -.02 -.04 .09 -.05 .01
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001
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Cluster and gender differences in pro-
environmental behaviors, locus of control, and 
green self-efficacy

To examine differences in young adults’ pro-environmental 
behaviors, locus of control, and green self-efficacy asso-
ciated with cluster membership, a series of 2 (gender) × 3 
(cluster) ANOVAs was performed (see Table 5).

With regard to pro-environmental behaviors, results 
showed significant effects of cluster membership, while 
gender and interaction effects were not significant. Scheffè 
post hoc tests showed that young adults classified as Eco-
Disengaged reported significantly lower levels of pro-
environmental behaviors than young adults classified in the 
other two clusters.

Regarding green self-efficacy, results showed significant 
effects of cluster membership and gender, while the interac-
tion effect was not significant. Scheffè post hoc tests found 
that young adults classified as Eco-Disengaged reported 
significantly lower levels than participants classified as 
Eco-Engaged Oriented, and men reported higher levels than 
women.

For locus of control, results showed significant effects 
of cluster membership, while gender and interaction effects 
were not significant. Scheffè post hoc tests found that young 
adults classified as Eco-Disengaged reported significantly 
higher levels than participants classified as Eco-Engaged 
Oriented.

average score on climate change anxiety. Mean scores 
above average on awareness toward climate change and 
climate change worry.

 – Eco-Engaged/Disoriented (n = 50; 22%): Mean scores 
above average on climate change worry and climate 
change anxiety. Average scores on awareness toward cli-
mate change and distance perception of climate change.

To assess the existence of an association between cluster 
membership and gender, a 3 (cluster) × 2 (gender) chi-
square analysis was performed. Results showed a significant 
and strong association: χ2 (2) = 14.07, p < 0.001, Cramer’s 
V = 0.25 (see Fig. 1). To follow up on this result, we exam-
ined standardized residuals for each cell. A standardized 
residual greater than ≥|2| indicates that there were signifi-
cantly more (or fewer) participants in a profile than would 
be expected if each profile were equally composed across 
gender. Results showed a high rate of men in the cluster 
Eco-Disengaged.

To examine age differences between clusters, an ANOVA 
was performed. Results showed significant small age differ-
ences among profiles: F (2,221) = 4.13, p = 0.017, η2 = 0.04. 
Scheffè post hoc tests revealed that young adults classified 
as Eco-Disengaged (M = 21.27, SD = 1.67) were signifi-
cantly older than young adults classified as Eco-Engaged/
Oriented (M = 20.52, SD = 1.52).

Table 3 Means and standard deviations of awareness toward climate change, distance perception of climate change, climate change worry, and 
climate change anxiety for men (n = 88) and women (n = 136), and F tests

Men Women F(1, 222) η2

M SD M SD
Awareness toward Climate Change 4.17 0.48 4.35 0.42 9.01** .04
Distance Perception of Climate Change 2.19 0.59 1.96 0.52 9.41** .04
Climate Change Worry 2.73 0.64 3.07 0.79 11.51*** .05
Climate Change Anxiety 1.42 0.63 1.53 0.60 1.69 .01
**p <.01. ***p <.001

Table 4 Means and standard deviations of standardized scores of awareness toward climate change, distance perception of climate change, climate 
change worry, and climate change anxiety by clusters (n = 224)

Eco-Disengaged Eco-Engaged/Oriented Eco-Engaged/
Disoriented

M SD M SD M SD
Awareness toward Climate Change -0.42 0.89 0.93 0.46 -0.06 1.00
Distance Perception of Climate Change 0.40 0.92 -0.88 0.52 0.05 0.98
Climate Change Worry -0.70 0.71 0.71 0.58 0.85 0.71
Climate Change Anxiety -0.54 0.29 -0.16 0.48 1.45 1.11
n 118 56 50
% 53 25 22
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pro-environmental behaviors. However, the two configura-
tions of the Eco-Engaged have some differences between 
them, so they have been distinguished into Oriented and 
Disoriented. Differences are present in the levels of per-
ceived distance, awareness, and climate change anxiety.

The Eco-Engaged/Oriented are very aware of climate 
change (with low levels of perceived distance), have high 
levels of worry, and average levels of climate anxiety. In 
comparison, the Eco-Engaged/Disoriented are moderately 
aware of climate change (average levels of awareness and 
perceived distance of climate change) but have high levels 
of worry and anxiety. Differences between these configura-
tions relate to climate change awareness and levels of cli-
mate worry and anxiety. The Oriented are likely to be better 
able to manage personal resources and climate information 
by enacting pro-environmental behaviors, which may help 
them manage climate change-related worry and anxiety 
(Innocenti et al., 2023; Stanley et al., 2021; Verplanken et 
al., 2020). The Disoriented, who also enact pro-environ-
mental behaviors like the Oriented, are likely to have dif-
ficulty navigating climate change resources and information 
(they know climate change is happening, but it may still 
be something that will impact their lives hypothetically or 

Discussion

This study used a person-centered approach to identify 
and describe different configurations of youth experienc-
ing climate change. The results showed three main con-
figurations: Eco-Disengaged, Eco-Engaged/Oriented, and 
Eco-Engaged/Disoriented.

Eco-Disengaged individuals are predominantly unaware 
of climate change and, for this reason, are likely to expe-
rience low climate change worry and anxiety. People in 
this configuration also do not engage in pro-environmental 
behaviors and have low levels of green self-efficacy with 
an external locus of control. They probably do not believe 
climate action to be necessary (given their levels of worry 
and anxiety) and view climate change as something that 
cannot be mitigated by human actions. Finally, consistent 
with other studies, Eco-Disengaged individuals appear to 
be older than Eco-Engaged individuals and are prevalently 
male (Poortinga et al., 2019).

At the opposite pole, we found two configurations of the 
Eco-Engaged who, in general, are mostly climate change 
aware, worried, anxious (mostly women), and adopt 

Table 5 Means and standard deviations of pro-environmental behaviors, green self-efficacy, and locus of control by clusters (n = 224)
Eco-Disengaged Eco-Engaged/Oriented Eco-Engaged/Disoriented F (2, 218) η2

M SD M SD M SD
Pro-Environmental Behaviors 2.69a 0.50 3.12b 0.47 3.10b 0.65 16.36*** .13
Green Self-Efficacy 3.32a 1.20 4.02b 1.15 4.25b 0.99 17.42*** .14
Locus of Control 2.56a 0.87 1.98b 0.68 2.28ab 0.82 8.36*** .07
In rows, means with different superscripts differ at the p =.05 level by Scheffé post-hoc test
***p <.001

Fig. 1 Gender composition of the three clusters
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and institutions may want to develop various preventive and 
educational programs based on this heterogeneity. In addi-
tion, future studies may further explore how the difficulty of 
orienting among the multitude of information about climate 
change may make it difficult to evaluate the phenomenon 
and influence the emotional response by impacting well-
being (Brosch, 2021). This shows the need for improved 
ways of communicating about a complex phenomenon such 
as climate change.
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in distant times/locations) and experience high levels of 
climate-related worry and anxiety. However, it should be 
highlighted that there is no consistent information in the 
literature regarding the relationship between individuals’ 
information about climate change and climate anxiety. Indi-
viduals with lower information on climate may still experi-
ence high levels of worry and anxiety (Asgarizadeh et al., 
2023).

The results of our study show that worried and anxious 
individuals act pro-environmentally; in fact, these behaviors 
are often helpful in mitigating climate anxiety and worry 
(Innocenti et al., 2023; Stanley et al., 2021; Verplanken et 
al., 2020). However, those who are concerned and anxious 
about climate are not always very aware of climate change 
and its consequences. We might hypothesize that the aver-
age levels of awareness presented by some individuals may 
be related to some modes of climate change communication 
that lead to emotional responses (Liga et al., 2024; Ojala et 
al., 2021) in relation to the language used (technical-scien-
tific language) or the way the news is shared in a doomsday 
manner (Stoknes, 2014). Many individuals exhibit pro-
environmental behaviors (which could also be emitted in 
relation to external factors related to the living context), but 
they do not perceive themselves as aware of climate change 
and its consequences due to the difficulty in processing the 
information provided by the media, or they may be imple-
menting avoidance strategies (Pavani et al., 2023). This 
might suggest that individuals worried and anxious about 
climate change may need support in information manage-
ment (Baudon & Jachens, 2021; Heeren et al., 2023), as 
well as necessary attention to the ways in which the media 
share information about climate change (Shao & Yu, 2023).

Conclusions

It should be noted that this study had a number of notable 
drawbacks that should be addressed in the future. First of 
all, it is a cross-sectional study, and therefore, it was not 
possible to generate conclusions about the direction of 
effects. Moreover, it relied solely on self-report instru-
ments, which may foster measurement bias. Future studies 
may consider using a multi-source approach to decrease the 
risk of measurement distortions. Additionally, the current 
study relied on a convenience sample, which requires cau-
tion when generalizing the results. Despite these shortcom-
ings, the results provide relevant insights on a practical and 
theoretical level. Firstly, these results highlight how differ-
ent individual characteristics may cluster together to reflect 
differential behavioral and thinking patterns toward climate 
change, as previously observed in other studies adopting a 
person-centered approach (Helm et al., 2021). Policymakers 

1 3



Current Psychology

and University College London Institute for Global Health Com-
mission. Lancet,373(9676), 1693–1733. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0140-6736(09)60935-1

Crawley, S., Coffé, H., & Chapman, R. (2020). Public opinion on 
climate change: Belief and concern, issue salience and sup-
port for government action. The British Journal of Poli-
tics and International Relations,22(1), 102–121. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1369148119888827

Doherty, T. J., & Clayton, S. (2011). The psychological impacts of 
global climate change. American Psychologist,66(4), 265–276. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023141

Fielding, K. S., & Head, B. W. (2012). Determinants of young Austra-
lians’ environmental actions: The role of responsibility attribu-
tions, locus of control, knowledge and attitudes. Environmental 
Education Research,18(2), 171–186. https://doi.org/10.1080/135
04622.2011.592936

Findlay, H. S., & Turley, C. (2021). Ocean acidification and climate 
change. In T. M. Letcher (Ed.), Climate change: Observed 
impacts on planet earth (pp. 251–279). Elsevier. https://doi.
org/10.1016/B978-0-12-821575-3.00013-X

Fraser, B. C., Sharman, R., & Nunn, P. D. (2023). Associations of 
locus of control, information processing style and anti-reflex-
ivity with climate change scepticism in an Australian sample. 
Public Understanding of Science,32(3), 322–339. https://doi.
org/10.1177/09636625221116502

Genovese, M., Mangano, M. C., Papa, F., Romeo, T., & Greco, S. 
(2023). Local businesses’ consumption and perception of Single-
Use Plastics: A preliminary assessment for conservation and 
mitigation plans in the Egadi Islands Marine Protected Area. 
Marine Pollution Bulletin, 194 (Part A), 115252. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2023.115252

Gifford, R., & Nilsson, A. (2014). Personal and social factors that 
influence proenvironmental concern and behaviour: A review. 
International Journal of Psychology,49(3), 141–157. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ijop.12034

Habibullah, M. S., Din, B. H., Tan, S. H., & Zahid, H. (2022). Impact 
of climate change on biodiversity loss: Global evidence. Envi-
ronmental Science and Pollution Research,29(1), 1073–1086. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-021-15702-8

Heath, Y., & Gifford, R. (2006). Free-market ideology and environ-
mental degradation. Environment and Behavior,38(1), 48–71. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916505277998

Heeren, A., Mouguiama-Daouda, C., & McNally, R. J. (2023). A 
network approach to climate change anxiety and its key related 
features. Journal of Anxiety Disorders,93, 102625. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2022.102625

Helm, S. V., Li, X., Curran, M. A., & Barnett, M. A. (2021). Coping 
profiles in the context of global environmental threats: A person-
centered approach. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping,35(5), 609–622. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.2004132

Helm, S. V., Pollitt, A., Barnett, M. A., Curran, M. A., & Craig, Z. 
R. (2018). Differentiating environmental concern in the con-
text of psychological adaption to climate change. Global Envi-
ronmental Change,48, 158–167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
gloenvcha.2017.11.012

Hickman, C., Marks, E., Pihkala, P., Clayton, S., Lewandowski, R. E., 
Mayall, E. E., et al. (2021). Climate anxiety in children and young 
people and their beliefs about government responses to climate 
change: A global survey. The Lancet Planetary Health,5(12), 
e863–e873. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(21)00278-3

Hyland, J. J., Jones, D. L., Parkhill, K. A., Barnes, A. P., & Williams, 
A. P. (2016). Farmers’ perceptions of climate change: Identifying 
types. Agriculture and Human Values,33(2), 323–339. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10460-015-9608-9

Innocenti, M. (2022). Ecoansia: I cambiamenti climatici tra attivismo 
e paura. Edizioni Centro Studi Erickson.

included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended 
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted 
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright 
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Abbass, K., Qasim, M. Z., Song, H., Murshed, M., Mahmood, H., & 
Younis, I. (2022). A review of the global climate change impacts, 
adaptation, and sustainable mitigation measures. Environmental 
Science and Pollution Research,29(28), 42539–42559. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-19718-6

Albrecht, G. (2011). Chronic environmental change: Emerging ‘psy-
choterratic’ syndromes. In I. Weissbecker (Ed.), Climate change 
and Human Well-being: Global Challenges and Opportunities (pp. 
43–56). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-9742-5_3

Aldenderfer, M. S., & Blashfield, R. K. (1984). Cluster analysis. Sage.
Asgarizadeh, Z., Gifford, R., & Colborne, L. (2023). Predicting cli-

mate change anxiety. Journal of Environmental Psychology,90, 
102087. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102087

Barszcz, S. J., Oleszkowicz, A. M., Bąk, O., & Słowińska, A. M. 
(2023). The role of types of motivation, life goals, and beliefs in 
pro-environmental behavior: The Self-determination theory per-
spective. Current Psychology,42(21), 17789–17804. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12144-022-02995-2

Baudon, P., & Jachens, L. (2021). A scoping review of interventions 
for the treatment of eco-anxiety. International Journal of Envi-
ronmental Research and Public Health,18(18), 9636. https://doi.
org/10.3390/ijerph18189636

Brosch, T. (2021). Affect and emotions as drivers of climate change per-
ception and action: A review. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sci-
ences,42, 15–21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.02.001

Chen, Y. S., Chang, C. H., Yeh, S. L., & Cheng, H. I. (2015). Green 
shared vision and green creativity: The mediation roles of green 
mindfulness and green self-efficacy. Quality & Quantity,49(3), 
1169–1184. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-014-0041-8

Chiang, Y. T., Fang, W. T., Kaplan, U., & Ng, E. (2019). Locus of 
control: The mediation effect between emotional stability and 
pro-environmental behavior. Sustainability,11(3), 820. https://
doi.org/10.3390/su11030820

Cianconi, P., Hanife, B., Hirsch, D., & Janiri, L. (2023). Is climate 
change affecting mental health of urban populations? Current 
Opinion in Psychiatry,36(3), 213–218. https://doi.org/10.1097/
YCO.0000000000000859

Clayton, S., & Karazsia, B. T. (2020). Development and validation of a 
measure of climate change anxiety. Journal of Environmental Psy-
chology,69, 101434. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101434

Cleveland, M., & Kalamas, M. (2015). Environmental Locus of con-
trol. In J. L. Robertson & J. Barling (Eds.), The Psychology of 
Green Organizations (pp. 187–212). Oxford University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199997480.003.0009

Coffey, Y., Bhullar, N., Durkin, J., Islam, M. S., & Usher, K. (2021). 
Understanding eco-anxiety: A systematic scoping review of cur-
rent literature and identified knowledge gaps. The Journal of 
Climate Change and Health,3, 100047. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
joclim.2021.100047

Corner, A., Roberts, O., Chiari, S., Völler, S., Mayrhuber, E. S., Mandl, 
S., et al. (2015). How do young people engage with climate 
change? The role of knowledge, values, message framing, and 
trusted communicators. Wires Climate Change,6(5), 523–534. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.353

Costello, A., Abbas, M., Allen, A., Ball, S., Bell, S., Bellamy, R., et 
al. (2009). Managing the health effects of climate change: Lancet 

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(09)60935-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(09)60935-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148119888827
https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148119888827
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023141
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2011.592936
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2011.592936
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-821575-3.00013-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-821575-3.00013-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625221116502
https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625221116502
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2023.115252
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2023.115252
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12034
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12034
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-021-15702-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916505277998
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2022.102625
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2022.102625
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.2004132
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(21)00278-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-015-9608-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-015-9608-9
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-19718-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-19718-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-9742-5_3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102087
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02995-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02995-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18189636
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18189636
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-014-0041-8
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11030820
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11030820
https://doi.org/10.1097/YCO.0000000000000859
https://doi.org/10.1097/YCO.0000000000000859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101434
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199997480.003.0009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joclim.2021.100047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joclim.2021.100047
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.353


Current Psychology

Periera, T., & Freire, T. (2021). Positive youth development in the con-
text of climate change: A systematic review. Frontiers in Psychol-
ogy,23(12), 786119. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.786119

Pihkala, P. (2020). Anxiety and the ecological crisis: An analysis of 
eco-anxiety and climate anxiety. Sustainability,12(19), 7836. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12197836

Poortinga, W., Whitmarsh, L., Steg, L., Böhm, G., & Fisher, S. 
(2019). Climate change perceptions and their individual-
level determinants: A cross-European analysis. Global Envi-
ronmental Change,55, 25–35. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
gloenvcha.2019.01.007

Rotter, J. B. (1954). Social learning and clinical psychology. Prentice-
Hall, Inc. https://doi.org/10.1037/10788-000

Shao, L., & Yu, G. (2023). Media coverage of climate change, eco-
anxiety and pro-environmental behavior: Experimental evidence 
and the resilience paradox. Journal of Environmental Psychol-
ogy,91, 102130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102130

Shrum, T. R. (2021). The salience of future impacts and the willing-
ness to pay for climate change mitigation: An experiment in inter-
generational framing. Climatic Change, 165(1–2). https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10584-021-03002-6

Stanley, S. K., Hogg, T. L., Leviston, Z., & Walker, I. (2021). From 
anger to action: Differential impacts of eco-anxiety, eco-
depression, and eco-anger on climate action and wellbeing. The 
Journal of Climate Change and Health,1, 100003. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.joclim.2021.100003

Stewart, A. E. (2021). Psychometric properties of the climate 
change worry scale. International Journal of Environmental 
Research and Public Health,18(2), 494. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph18020494

Stoknes, P. E. (2014). Rethinking climate communications and the 
“psychological climate paradox.” Energy Research & Social Sci-
ence,1, 161–170. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2014.03.007

Treen, K. M. D. I., Williams, H. T., & O’Neill, S. J. (2020). Online mis-
information about climate change. Wires Climate Change,11(5), 
e665. https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.665

van der Linden, S. (2015). The social-psychological determinants 
of climate change risk perceptions: Towards a comprehensive 
model. Journal of Environmental Psychology,41, 112–124. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.11.012

van der Linden, S. (2017). Determinants and measurement of climate 
change risk perception, worry, and concern. In M.C. Nisbet, M. 
Schafer, E. Markowitz, S. Ho, S. O’Neill, & J. Thaker (Eds.), The 
Oxford Encyclopedia of climate change communication. Oxford 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2953631

Van Lange, P. A. M., & Huckelba, A. L. (2021). Psychological dis-
tance: How to make climate change less abstract and closer to 
the self. Current Opinion in Psychology,42, 49–53. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.03.011

van Valkengoed, A. M., Steg, L., & Perlaviciute, G. (2023). 
The psychological distance of climate change is overesti-
mated. One Earth,6(4), 362–391. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
oneear.2023.03.006

Verplanken, B., Marks, E., & Dobromir, A. I. (2020). On the nature 
of eco-anxiety: How constructive or unconstructive is habitual 
worry about global warming? Journal of Environmental Psychol-
ogy,72, 101528. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101528

Verplanken, B., & Roy, D. (2013). “My worries are rational, climate 
change is not”: Habitual ecological worrying is an adaptive 
response. PLoS ONE,8(9), e74708. https://doi.org/10.1371/jour-
nal.pone.0074708

Vicente-Molina, M., Fernández-Sainz, A., & Izagirre-Olaizola, J. 
(2018). Does gender make a difference in pro-environmental 
behavior? The case of the Basque Country University stu-
dents. Journal of Cleaner Production,176, 89–98. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.12.079

Innocenti, M., Perilli, A., Santarelli, G., Carluccio, N., Zjalic, D., 
Acquadro Maran, D., et al. (2023). How does climate change 
worry influence the relationship between climate change anxi-
ety and eco-paralysis? A moderation study. Climate,11(9), 190. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/cli11090190

Innocenti, M., Santarelli, G., Faggi, V., Castellini, G., Manelli, I., 
Magrini, G., et al. (2021). Psychometric properties of the Ital-
ian version of the climate change anxiety scale. The Journal of 
Climate Change and Health,3, 100080. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
joclim.2021.100080

Kellstedt, P. M., Zahran, S., & Vedlitz, A. (2008). Personal efficacy, 
the information environment, and attitudes toward global warm-
ing and climate change in the United States. Risk Analysis,28(1), 
113–126. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2008.01010

Lauren, N., Fielding, K. S., Smith, L., & Louis, W. R. (2016). You 
did, so you can and you will: Self-efficacy as a mediator of spill-
over from easy to more difficult proenvironmental behaviour. 
Journal of Environmental Psychology.,48, 191–199. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2016.10.004

Li, D., Zhao, L., Ma, S., Shao, S., & Zhang, L. (2019). What influences 
an individual’s proenvironmental behavior? A literature review. 
Resources, Conservation and Recycling,146, 28–34. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.03.024

Liga, F., Cannavò, M., Papa, F., & Cuzzocrea, F. (2024). The rela-
tionship between emotions, beliefs, and pro-environmental 
behaviors in young adults through the lens of self-determination 
theory. International Journal of Emotional Education, 16(1), 
88–105. https://doi.org/10.56300/srff1178

Lutz, P. K., Passmore, H., Howell, A. J., Zelenski, J. M., Yang, Y., & 
Richardson, M. (2023). The continuum of eco-anxiety responses: 
A preliminary investigation of its nomological network. Collabra: 
Psychology, 9(1), 67838. https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.67838

Maki, A., Carrico, A. R., Raimi, K. T., Truelove, H. B., Araujo, B., & 
Yeung, K. L. (2019). Meta-analysis of pro-environmental behav-
iour spillover. Nature Sustainability,2(4), 307–315. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41893-019-0263-9

McBride, S. E., Hammond, M. D., Sibley, C. G., & Milfont, T. L. 
(2021). Longitudinal relations between climate change concern 
and psychological wellbeing. Journal of Environmental Psychol-
ogy,78, 101713. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101713

Ojala, M. (2015). Young people and global climate change: Emotions, 
coping, and engagement in everyday life. In N. Ansell, N. Klocker, 
& T. Skelton, (Eds.), Geographies of global issues: Change and 
threat (pp. 1–19). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-4585-95-8_3-1

Ojala, M. (2023). How do children, adolescents, and young adults 
relate to climate change? Implications for developmental psy-
chology. European Journal of Developmental Psychology,20(6), 
929–943. https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2022.2108396

Ojala, M., & Bengtsson, H. (2019). Young people’s coping strate-
gies concerning climate change: Relations to perceived com-
munication with parents and friends and proenvironmental 
behavior. Environment and Behavior,51(8), 907–935. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0013916518763894

Ojala, M., Cunsolo, A., Ogunbode, C. A., & Middleton, J. (2021). 
Anxiety, worry, and grief in a time of environmental and cli-
mate crisis: A narrative review. Annual Review of Environ-
ment and Resources,46(1), 35–58. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-environ-012220-022716

Passmore, H., Lutz, P. K., & Howell, A. J. (2023). Eco-anxiety: A cas-
cade of fundamental existential anxieties. Journal of Constructiv-
ist Psychology,36(2), 138–153. https://doi.org/10.1080/1072053
7.2022.2068706

Pavani, J. B., Nicolas, L., & Bonetto, E. (2023). Eco-Anxiety moti-
vates pro-environmental behaviors: A two-wave longitudinal 
study. Motivation and Emotion,47(6), 1062–1074. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11031-023-10038-x

1 3

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.786119
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12197836
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1037/10788-000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102130
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-021-03002-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-021-03002-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joclim.2021.100003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joclim.2021.100003
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18020494
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18020494
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2014.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.665
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.11.012
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2953631
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2023.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2023.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101528
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0074708
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0074708
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.12.079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.12.079
https://doi.org/10.3390/cli11090190
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joclim.2021.100080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joclim.2021.100080
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2008.01010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2016.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2016.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.03.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.03.024
https://doi.org/10.56300/srff1178
https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.67838
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0263-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0263-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101713
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-4585-95-8_3-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2022.2108396
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916518763894
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916518763894
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-012220-022716
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-012220-022716
https://doi.org/10.1080/10720537.2022.2068706
https://doi.org/10.1080/10720537.2022.2068706
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-023-10038-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-023-10038-x


Current Psychology

Ward, J. H. (1963). Hierarchical grouping to optimize an objective 
function. Journal of the American Statistical Association,58(301), 
236–244. https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1963.10500845

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to juris-
dictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Wallis, H., & Loy, L. S. (2021). What drives pro-environmental activ-
ism of young people? A survey study on the Fridays For Future 
movement. Journal of Environmental Psychology,74, 101581. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101581

Wang, S., Hurlstone, M. J., Leviston, Z., Wlaker, I., & Lawrence, C. 
(2019). Climate change from a distance: An analysis of construal 
level and psychological distance from climate change. Frontiers 
in Psychology,10, 230. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00230

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1963.10500845
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101581
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00230

	Psychological dimensions associated with youth engagement in climate change issues: a person-centered approach
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Climate change, youth and pro-environmental actions
	Approaching environmental psychology via a person-centered approach
	The present study

	Materials and methods
	Participants
	Measures
	Awareness toward climate change
	Pro-environmental behaviors
	Perceived distance from climate change
	Climate change anxiety
	Climate change worry
	Green self-efficacy
	Locus of control


	Procedure
	Plan of data analysis
	Results
	Preliminary analyses
	Hierarchical cluster analysis
	Cluster and gender differences in pro-environmental behaviors, locus of control, and green self-efficacy

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	References


