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Abstract

We review the existing literature on the role of parenthood as a motivator of

environmental engagement (the green parenthood effect), focusing particularly

on climate change. We find that parenthood is severely understudied as a

mechanism that may influence climate change-relevant behavior. The litera-

ture on the role of parenthood in driving environmental engagement is mixed,

due in part to the role of baseline individual and group characteristics that lead

to different impacts of parenthood on environmental engagement as well as to

the countervailing impact of intense time and budget constraints imposed by

parenthood. Some studies suggest that parenthood increases pro-

environmental engagements, while others find no effects or negative effects.

We theorize that potential mediators and moderators need to be taken into

account to get a clearer picture of how parenthood influences

pro-environmental engagement. We highlight underlying proposed mecha-

nisms that might be activated during the transition to parenthood (i.e., legacy

motives, generativity, perceived responsibility), potential moderators of the

green parenthood effect, and insights for public engagement.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

In 1990, Margaret Thatcher implored the Second World Climate Conference to act swiftly on climate change by appeal-
ing to the sense of duty we have to leave a legacy for our children and grandchildren, “We must remember our duty to
Nature before it is too late… It will weigh on our shoulders for as long as we wish to dwell on a living and thriving
planet, and hand it on to our children and theirs.” (Thatcher, 1990). Twenty-three years later, President Barack Obama
called on Americans to consider the impact of climate change on today's children: “As a President, as a father, and as
an American, I'm here to say we need to act. I refuse to condemn your generation and future generations to a planet
that's beyond fixing” (Obama, 2013). Framing his call to action as coming from his role as a parent, in addition to his
role as the President, reflects a rhetorical approach that is often used to relate the motivations that drive people to take
action to reduce climate change. President Obama went on to pose a question that focuses his audience on their climate
legacy by envisioning the future looking back on our present-day choices: “…someday, our children, and our children's
children, will look at us in the eye, and they'll ask us, did we do all that we could when we had the chance to deal with
this problem and leave them a cleaner, safer, more stable world?” This problem frame brings together parenthood with
a focus on legacy and a call for responsibility for the future impacts of current choices as a way to spur action on cli-
mate change—but does it work? These topics are understudied in the multi-disciplinary environmental behavior litera-
ture (for a call to study these issues, see Shiel et al., 2020).

This cross-disciplinary scoping review evaluates the state of science on the role of parental status in driving climate
concern, climate-specific personal and political actions, and general pro-environmental behaviors (Section 2). The
“green parenthood effect,” as we call it in this review, is the theoretical idea that parenthood increases pro-
environmental engagement (i.e., attitudes, concerns, and behaviors). Becoming a parent may increase one's legacy
focus, generativity, and sense of responsibility for younger generations; each of these mechanisms has well-established
ties to pro-environmental engagement (Section 3); there are also important moderating factors that may increase or
decrease the green parenthood effect (Section 4). With this theoretical basis, we review the empirical literature to evalu-
ate the evidence for and against the “green parenthood effect” (Section 5). We find mixed evidence of a pattern pointing
to two critical factors in the green parenthood effect: (1) the countervailing force of the limitations parenthood places
on people's time, money, and attention, and (2) the importance of baseline environmental values and beliefs, with the
shift to parenthood intensifying latent beliefs into drivers for engagement.

Parents also have a key role in the intergenerational transmission of pro-environmental engagement with the trans-
mission of values and behaviors moving both from parents to children and from children to parents (Section 6). The
research on the topic of the green parenthood effect is quite diffuse and sparse, and we lay a framework for future
research by bringing together key themes and findings from the literature (Section 7). Parents make up a majority of
the adult population across the world, and tailored outreach efforts may help amplify the green parenthood effect and
lead to deeper public engagement in the fight against climate change (Section 8).

2 | REVIEW SCOPE

This review focuses primarily on quantitative studies that explore the intersection between parenthood and climate
change as well as legacy and/or generativity and climate change. We have attempted to compile a thorough cross-
disciplinary account of the literature at these two specific intersections. Much of the quantitative work at these intersec-
tions arises from the field of psychology; however, we also review quantitative and some qualitative work from
sociology, economics, anthropology, education, gender studies, political science, and interdisciplinary social science.
After a primary search via google scholar and web of science focusing on paired search terms: parent*, mother*, father*,
intergenerational, legacy, or generativity AND climate or environmental, we looked for additional papers not found in
the primary search but cited by relevant studies we reviewed. Although comprehensive, our search is still likely to have
missed potentially valuable published work.

All papers from reputable peer-reviewed journals that measured and reported a quantitative relationship between parent-
hood and pro-environmental behavior met our inclusion criteria. In addition, we include qualitative studies that provide addi-
tional insights into parenthood and pro-environmental behavior. We cite representative papers and discuss the much larger
literature on intergenerational considerations in climate change and other issues that span long time periods, but we do not
attempt a full review of that literature. We also discuss the connections of these topics to research on psychological distance,
identity, and gender socialization theory. However, thoroughly covering those subjects is outside the scope of this review.
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2.1 | Parenthood

Parenthood can be broadly interpreted beyond biological and adoptive parents to include long-term guardians and care-
givers regardless of their legal or biological relationship. Depending on the emotional closeness of various extended
relationships to a younger person, the concept of parenthood could extend to varying degrees to godparents, aunts and
uncles, professional caregivers, and friends. Indeed, the sense and strength of identity as a parent or guardian is poten-
tially more important than the formal nature of the relationship between the adult and child. As children grow into
adults, parenthood continues to connect older adults to younger generations even though the nature of that relationship
changes. The role of a grandparent also takes a special place under the category of parenthood. We broadly define
grandparents as elders with close emotional bonds to young people who belong to a generation at least twice removed
from the elder's generation. While we argue for a broader definition of parenthood, most studies define parenthood nar-
rowly, specifically focusing on adults with children ages 18 or younger. This is a limitation of the current literature.

Further, arguments exist proposing that having fewer children, or not having children at all, constitutes a choice
that potentially has the largest environmental impact, bigger than that of any pro-environmental behavior in which an
individual could engage (Nakkerud, 2021). Such arguments present an interesting nuance to our focus on the interac-
tion between parenthood and climate legacy. Environmentally conscious individuals may make the decision to forgo
having children to minimize their ecological impact or because of their concern for the state of the environment their
potential children would be left with in the future (Helm et al., 2021). With one out of four child-free adults citing con-
cerns about climate change as a major or minor reason contributing to their decision to not have children (Morning
Consult, 2020), it is possible that environmentally motivated decisions to refrain from parenthood could create down-
ward bias in the green parenthood effect.

3 | PSYCHOLOGICAL MECHANISMS AS PATHWAYS FOR THE GREEN
PARENTHOOD EFFECT

Before reviewing the empirical literature, we first turn to the psychological mechanisms and logistical factors that may
drive or inhibit the green parenthood effect. Some of these are fairly straightforward, such as increased time, attention,
and budgetary demands that parenthood creates, especially when children are young. Other mechanisms may be more
nuanced and indirect in their impacts, operating in part through the activation of key underlying psychological mecha-
nisms that are known antecedents of attitudes and behaviors relevant to climate change (and the environment in gen-
eral). Here, we focus on three mechanisms that have been empirically and theoretically identified in recent research
and are also related to parenthood: (1) legacy, (2) generativity, and (3) perceived responsibility towards future
generations.

Although conceptually overlapping to some extent, each of these factors constitutes a unique and distinguishable
pathway toward pro-environmental decision-making. Legacy motives are defined as “an enduring meaning attached to
one's identity and manifested in the impact that one has on others beyond the temporal constraints of the lifespan”
(Wade-Benzoni, 2019). Legacy motives focus attention on how individuals can make sense of their own mortality and
cope with said mortality in a way that is prosocial and positively impactful to (future) others.

In contrast, generativity is defined as “the propensity and willingness to engage in acts that promote the well-being
of younger generations as a way of ensuring the long-term survival of the species” (Flett, 2018). Generativity is distin-
guishable from legacy motives primarily through the exclusive focus on other-oriented action and concern, with no the-
orized connection to coping with concerns about one's own mortality (McAdams & Aubin, 1992; Wade-Benzoni &
Tost, 2009).

Perceived responsibility towards future generations is “a sense of (moral) obligation towards future generations”
(Watkins & Goodwin, 2019). Whereas generativity is theorized to focus on the desire to transfer specific skills and
knowledge to future generations and legacy motives involve both altruistic and egoistic drives to provide for future
others, perceptions of responsibility are generally theorized as less specific with respect to behavioral targets and more
all-encompassing due to their moral nature. Although these mechanisms are positively correlated with one another,
empirical evidence supports the theoretical distinctions being made among them (e.g., Zaval et al., 2015). Moreover,
and critical from a behavior-change perspective, research has illustrated that distinct factors activate each of these three
pathways.
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3.1 | How parenthood activates intergenerational psychological mechanisms

The transition to parenthood has significant and wide-ranging impacts on our psychological makeup. One relevant
impact in the context of climate change engagement is increased existential anxiety (i.e., concerns about one's mortality,
see Solomon, 2019). For example, mortality salience (i.e., being aware of one's own mortality) has been linked to
increased accessibility of parenthood-related cognition (Yaakobi et al., 2014). Given this impact of mortality salience,
parents may sometimes focus on building a lasting legacy as a method of dealing with this existential threat. Supporting
this claim, one study finds that parents have higher legacy motives than nonparents (Shrum, 2021) and experimental
studies find that mortality salience manipulations increase the endorsement of legacy concerns and subsequent
climate-friendly action (Hurlstone et al., 2020; Zaval et al., 2015).

The impact of parenthood on generativity is even more direct. Although generativity is thought to be a psychological
phenomenon present across different stages of life, there is some evidence to suggest that it is more salient in midlife
(McAdams et al., 1993; Newton & Stewart, 2010) and later stages of life (Gruenewald et al., 2012; Stewart &
Vandewater, 1998). Importantly, evidence has emerged linking parenthood (Aubin & McAdams, 1995; Newton &
Baltys, 2014) and grandparenthood (Newton & Baltys, 2014) with increased generativity; this highlights a fairly straight-
forward pathway from parenthood to climate change engagement. For example, Milfont et al. (2020) proposed gener-
ativity as the link between parenthood and pro-environmental engagement. With a separate study on generativity,
motivated by their work on the green parenthood effect, Milfont and Sibley (2011) found that generativity predicted
environmental attitudes and behavior even after controlling for future orientation and humanitarian values, a finding
confirmed by contemporaneous work (Urien & Kilbourne, 2011).

Although the link between parenthood and perceived responsibility towards younger generations has received rela-
tively less empirical attention, there are two main theoretical arguments for its existence. First, (most) parents exhibit a
sense of responsibility towards their children, and they strive to raise them in a responsible manner. Second, caretaking
includes the motivation to raise children in a safe and protected environment. These arguments come together and
extend into future generations to create an ethical argument for parents' special duty to address climate change
(Cripps, 2017; Gheaus, 2016; Howarth, 1992).

3.2 | Intergenerational psychological mechanisms, climate change, and pro-
environmental engagement

3.2.1 | Legacy motives

Work by Wade-Benzoni and colleagues has provided conclusive evidence for the prosocial effect of legacy motivation in
intergenerational decision-making contexts (Fox et al., 2010; Wade-Benzoni, 2019; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009). Experimen-
tal studies have shown that making legacy motives salient increases pro-environmental decisions with regard to climate
change (Bang et al., 2017; Grolleau et al., 2021; Shrum, 2021; Wickersham et al., 2020; Zaval et al., 2015) In a similar vein,
Hurlstone et al. (2020) illustrate that activating participants' legacy motives by using persuasive messages promoting death
awareness, highlighting power asymmetries, or instilling a desire for stewardship towards future generations because of the
generosity of past generations mitigates the negative effect of intergenerational discounting in a climate change goods game.

3.2.2 | Generativity

Although studies linking generativity with specific climate change attitudes are scarce, a plethora of evidence links gener-
ativity with general pro-environmental attitudes and behaviors. One line of research has determined that engaging in gen-
erative behaviors is a crucial part of forming an environmentalist identity (Alisat et al., 2014; Chan, 2009; Horwitz, 1996;
Matsuba et al., 2012). Research has also linked generativity with pro-environmental attitudes (Jia et al., 2015; Jia
et al., 2016; Milfont & Sibley, 2011; Wells et al., 2016). Generativity has also been shown to explain the effects of political
ideology on pro-environmental attitudes (Barnett et al., 2019). In terms of individual behaviors, increased generativity is
associated with increased green consumption values and purchasing behavior (Giménez García-Conde et al., 2016; Shiel
et al., 2020; Urien & Kilbourne, 2011), with this effect mediated by elevated environmental concern (Afridi et al., 2021).
Generativity in young people has also been linked to increased environmental behaviors (Pratt et al., 2013). Thus, even
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though the link between generativity and climate change has not been studied extensively, generativity has clear and well-
established impacts on pro-environmental identity, attitudes, and behaviors.

3.2.3 | Perceived responsibility

The positive effects of perceived responsibility on intergenerational stewardship and climate change engagement are similarly
consistent. Research by Syropoulos et al. (2020) illustrated that perceived responsibility towards future generations positively
relates to belief in climate change, higher pro-environmental attitudes, and elevated pro-environmental policy support. Further,
Syropoulos andMarkowitz (2021) found that increased perceptions of responsibility towards future generations related positively
to 18 different pro-environmental outcome variables. Experiments that manipulated perceptions of past generations found that
when past generations sacrificed resources for the benefit of the present generation, perceived responsibility towards future gen-
erations increased, which was linked to increased self-reports of environmental engagement (Watkins & Goodwin, 2019).

4 | MODERATORS OF THE LINK BETWEEN PARENTHOOD AND CLIMATE
ENGAGEMENT

Considering the mixed evidence for the effect that parenthood has on environmental and climate change engagement,
it is important to explore likely boundary conditions and moderating factors that can help account for the heterogeneity
in the literature.

4.1 | Demographic factors

4.1.1 | Gender

Early research on the green parenthood effect focused on the “Parental Roles Hypothesis,” which predicts that parent-
hood heightens women's environmental concerns and dampens men's environmental concerns. The hypothesis arose
from the observation that women tend to be more concerned about environmental issues than men (Stern et al., 1993)
and gender socialization theory, which focuses on how women tend to be socialized to focus on caregiving, leading to
higher sensitivity to concerns about health and safety while men are socialized to focus on providing, leading to higher
sensitivity to concerns about income and economics (Davidson & Freudenburg, 1996). A review of the literature on gen-
der and environmental concern examined the “Parental Roles Hypothesis” and found a fairly consistent positive green
parenthood effect for women and mixed results for a negative green parenthood effect for men (Davidson &
Freudenburg, 1996). This effect is more prominent in environmental justice activism, where women outnumber men
by a strong margin (Bell & Braun, 2010), but more systematic studies are needed.

4.1.2 | Socioeconomic status (income and education)

Having a child increases both the per capita environmental footprint of a family as well as the material costs of
supporting the family (Nordström et al., 2020; Poortinga et al., 2004). Families without tight income constraints have
more available resources to contribute to issues that exceed the scope of day-to-day life, such as climate change. A fam-
ily of higher socioeconomic status will be more able to afford an electric vehicle, solar panels, and organic products, but
will tend to have a higher environmental impact due to higher levels of income and consumption. However, to date,
socioeconomic status has not been well explored as a moderator of the parent-environment effect.

4.1.3 | Political affiliation and ideology

Political affiliation or ideology may influence the link between parenthood and climate change (for a review, see
Jacquet et al., 2014). Meta-analytical research conducted on 69 studies published from 1974 until 2014 illustrates that
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those who identify with a more politically right-leaning party or hold politically conservative beliefs express less con-
cern towards the environment (Cruz, 2017). In fact, political ideology has been shown to moderate the link between cli-
mate change beliefs and climate-related worry in representative samples of 23 different European countries (Gregersen
et al., 2020). The extent to which a parental identity might amplify a pro-environmental identity could be moderated by
political identity. Thus, we theorize that those who hold beliefs or identify with political groups that place less emphasis
on environmental sustainability might also be unaffected by the potential green parenthood effect on pro-environmen-
tal attitudes and behaviors.

4.2 | Culture

4.2.1 | Individualism–Collectivism and Tightness–Looseness

In a recent perspective, Eom et al. (2016) discuss how a nation's cultural orientation towards individualism versus col-
lectivism could potentially moderate the association between pro-environmental attitudes and action. On one end of
this cultural dimension is an emphasis on individual goals, behaviors, and rights (i.e., individualism), while on the
opposite end, emphasis is placed on group goals, collective well-being, and personal relationships (collectivism; Triandis
et al., 1988). In individualistic cultures, pro-environmental actions are influenced primarily by a person's environmental
attitudes, while in collectivist cultures, pro-environmental decision-making relies more heavily on expectations and
norms set by the group (Eom et al., 2016; Tam & Chan, 2017). Thus, it is possible that in nations where greater empha-
sis is placed on social relationships, group norms, and expectations, becoming a parent might elicit a greater sense of
obligation towards one's offspring, thus leading to an elevated concern for the environment. In individualist cultures,
there may be a stronger tendency for parenthood to increase a bunker mentality in response to climate change concerns
where the focus is placed on shoring up financial resources for one's own family.

A similar relationship is expected for the cultural orientation of tightness. Nations with a greater degree of cultural
tightness emphasize adherence to and punishment for deviance from norms to a greater degree than nations character-
ized by a loose culture (Gelfand et al., 2011). In fact, a study focusing on the moderating factors for the link between
personal values and pro-environmental action found that cultural tightness is a significant moderator, such that those
who place greater emphasis on adherence to group norms had a stronger association between their (self-transcendence)
values and pro-environmental behaviors (Elster & Gelfand, 2021).

4.2.2 | Existing attitudes

A final potential moderating factor is existing beliefs and concerns about the environment, legacy motivations, and gen-
erativity, as well as the individual role one has in pro-environmental efforts. It is possible that parenthood might not
elevate concerns for the environment for those who were already not concerned about such an issue. Instead, those
who had a preexisting concern about the environment could become even more concerned after the birth of their child.
For example, the impact of a climate legacy intervention was strongest for people who reported (postintervention) a
strong sense of climate action efficacy or a high level of concern that climate change would negatively impact their kids
(Shrum, 2021). Similarly, in another experimental study, the perceived efficacy of individual pro-environmental behav-
ior was found to be a critical moderator of affinity with future generations on environmental stewardship (Hensen
et al., 2016).

5 | EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE ON PARENTHOOD AND ENVIRONMENTAL
ENGAGEMENT

Our review of the evidence suggests that while becoming a new parent does not necessarily increase general environ-
mental concerns and pro-environmental behaviors, it may increase the intensity or priority of existing environmental
concerns. We review five areas of pro-environmental engagement: environmental health concerns, general environ-
mental and climate change concerns, support for environmental policy, household pro-environmental behavior, and
participation in environmental movements.
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5.1 | Children's health risks and environmental concern

Early research on the green parenthood effect on environmental engagement began with a series of studies focused on
the rising concern about toxic waste exposure, with parents identified as a key driver of public demand for remediation
(Hamilton, 1985a, 1985b; Howe, 1990). (Table 1 provides a summary of studies with findings related to children's envi-
ronmental health risks). Similarly, parents have been shown to have heightened risk perceptions of asbestos exposure
(Johnson, 2004). Research has consistently found that parents are more willing to purchase sustainable food products
(Laroche et al., 2001; Loureiro et al., 2002), possibly driven by concerns about their children's exposure to harmful
chemicals. Drawing from risk perception theory (Slovic, 1987), it may be that dread risks, like nuclear exposure, or
unknown risks, like pesticide exposure, interact with a parent's urge to protect their children's health from “the
unimaginable” and lead to heightened concerns (Table 1).

However, not all studies have linked parenthood to increased concern about environmental health risks (Blocker &
Eckberg, 1997; George & Southwell, 1986). These studies found that the link between concerns about environmental
pollution and risks was moderated by gender, with women showing increased environmental concern with parenthood
(George & Southwell, 1986) and men showing decreased environmental concern with parenthood (Blocker &
Eckberg, 1997; George & Southwell, 1986). Additionally, “environmental pollution,” the focus of the U.S. General Social
Survey underlying both Blocker and Eckberg studies, may be too vague to evoke a connection to children's health, thus
decreasing the potential green parenthood effect.

5.2 | General environmental and climate change concern

Studies that measure the relationship between parenthood and concern or worry about climate change are concentrated
on survey data from the period 2000–2010, with the most recent survey data from 2011 and 2015 (See Table 2, which is
sorted by data collection year). No studies using survey data from before 2010 found a connection between parenthood
and climate change or environmental concerns (Blocker & Eckberg, 1997; McCright, 2010; McCright & Dunlap, 2013;
Price & Bohon, 2019; Sundblad et al., 2007; Xiao & McCright, 2014, 2015), but more recent surveys from Turkey and
Sweden have found a positive green parenthood effect on climate change concerns (Ekholm, 2020; Ekholm &
Olofsson, 2017; Ergun & Rivas, 2019).

TABLE 1 Summary of published literature on the green parenthood effect on environmental health

Parenthood and Environmental Health Risks

Citation Years
Population
(sub-population) Outcome variable

Parenthood
effect

Hamilton, 1985a 1984 United States Toxic waste concerns +

Hamilton, 1985b 1984 United States Toxic waste concerns +

(Female) Toxic waste concerns +

(Male) Toxic waste concerns +

Howe, 1990 1985 United States Concern for child exposure to toxic waste +

George & Southwell, 1986 1986 United States (Male) Opposition to proposed nearby nuclear plant �
(Female) Opposition to proposed nearby nuclear plant +

Blocker & Eckberg, 1997 1993 United States (Male) Worries about effects of pollution �
(Female) Worries about effects of pollution 0

Laroche et al., 2001 Unknown North America WTP for environmentally friendly products +

Loureiro et al., 2002 2000 United States WTP for eco-labeled products +

Note: + affirms a positive green parenthood effect, 0 indicates insignificant and/or null results, � indicates a negative parenthood effect, and ^ indicates a
positive green parenthood finding in a qualitative study.
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While more research is needed to clarify this relationship, the pattern in the available research points to existing
attitudes and concerns as a key moderator of the relationship between parenthood and climate/environmental con-
cerns. In addition to more recent surveys finding a connection between parenthood paired with some, albeit mixed, evi-
dence that climate concern has risen over time (Funk et al., 2020), there are also geographical patterns in the green
parenthood effect that align with underlying differences in overall levels of climate concern. Both Turkey
(Barker, 2013) and Sweden (Funk et al., 2020; Poushter & Huang, 2019) have shown much higher levels of concern
about climate change than the United States (Barker, 2013), and studies in Turkey and Sweden found a green parent-
hood effect on climate concern while studies in the United States found no such relationship.

5.3 | Support for environmental policy and collective action

While it is unclear from the existing literature whether becoming a parent increases climate concern, there are indica-
tions that parenthood may drive people to increase the priority they give to existing climate concerns, providing further
support for the importance of existing attitudes and beliefs as a key moderator of the green parenthood effect. For
example, a New Zealand study found that support for pro-environmental policies predicts intentions to vote for the
main pro-climate-action party for parents but not for nonparents (Milfont et al., 2012). This indicates that while many
people support pro-environmental policies, it is not often a top priority when it comes to voting; however, the voting

TABLE 2 Summary of published literature on the green parenthood effect on environmental concern

Parenthood and Environmental or Cimate Concern

Citation Years
Population
(sub-population) Outcome variable

Parenthood
effect

Blocker & Eckberg, 1997 1985 United States Environmental concern 0

Lack of concern for economic impact
of existing environmental protection

0

(Male) Lack of concern for economic impact
of existing environmental protection

0

(Female) Lack of concern for economic impact
of existing environmental protection

+

Sundblad et al., 2007 2005 Sweden Perception of climate change risk 0

McCright, 2010 2001–2008 United States Climate change concern 0

Xiao & McCright, 2014 2001–2008 United States Environmental concern 0

Xiao & McCright, 2015 2000, 2010 United States Environmental concern 0

McCright & Dunlap, 2013 2001–2010 United States Environmental concern 0

Price & Bohon, 2019 2010 United States (Female) Climate concern 0

(Female � number of children) Climate concern �
(Male � number of children) Climate concern 0

Ekholm & Olofsson, 2017 2010 Sweden Climate worry for self +

Climate worry for future generations +

Ekholm, 2020 2011 Sweden Climate concern +

(Female) Climate concern +

(Male) Climate concern 0

(Female) Climate concern for next generation 0

(Male) Climate concern for next generation +

Ergun & Rivas, 2019 2015 Turkey Concern for climate change +

Note: + affirms a positive green parenthood effect, 0 indicates insignificant and/or null results, – indicates a negative parenthood effect, and ^ indicates a
positive green parenthood finding in a qualitative study.
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priority of climate concerns rises when people become parents. Once again, the research here is extremely limited. To
the best of our knowledge, only four other studies measured the relationship between parenthood and environmental
policy support; two found no relationship (Blocker & Eckberg, 1997; Teal & Loomis, 2000) and two found positive
impacts on the increased willingness to pay for environmental improvements (Dupont, 2004) and donations to a cli-
mate mitigation nonprofit (Shrum, 2021; Table 3).

5.4 | Household pro-environmental behavior

The focus on parenthood in environmental behavior began in the field of consumer research. First, Brooker (1976) found that
having children was the strongest demographic predictor of demand for socially and environmentally conscious consumer
products. This finding has remained consistent for sustainable food products (See Section 5.1), but in other areas of
household-level pro-environmental behaviors, the green parenthood effect is either null or negative in most studies (Table 4).

If a person already has higher than average levels of environmental concerns, the birth of a first child appears to
increase the desire to perform pro-environmental behaviors (Thomas et al., 2018). Yet, the higher motivation may be
countered with higher barriers. The increased time constraints and higher mental load that come with parenthood,
especially when children are young, tend to decrease parents' willingness to perform pro-environmental behaviors,
especially those that are logistically challenging (e.g., taking public transportation), require additional mental load
(e.g., bringing reusable bags), or reduce household comfort (e.g., reducing winter heating) (Nordström et al., 2020;
Thomas et al., 2018). A comprehensive analysis found that in Sweden, parents have a higher carbon footprint than non-
parents due to more carbon-intensive food options (e.g., kid-friendly meals tend to have more meat) and local travel
methods, likely to save time and reduce stress (Nordström et al., 2020).

5.5 | Environmental movement participation

Traditional gender roles place women as caretakers, and for some, that role has been extended to include care of the
environment, especially in advocating for environmental action to protect children's health (Bell & Braun, 2010). Even
in the late 1800s, women-led environmental campaigns and their involvement were seen as an “extension of tradition-
ally feminine responsibilities” (Rome, 2006, p. 442). Mothers who are environmental activists often point to mother-
hood as a transformative driver of their activism (Logsdon-Conradsen & Allred, 2010), with examples in campaigns
related to the Three Mile Island disaster (Culley & Angelique, 2003), toxic wastes (Brown & Ferguson, 1995; Peeples &
DeLuca, 2006), and a dam project in Africa (Braun, 2008). Parent organizations that focus on mobilizing political action
on air pollution and climate change have proliferated in the past decade. Nearly 500 parent organizations signed on to

TABLE 3 Summary of published literature on the green parenthood effect on support for environmental policy or other collective

mitigation action

Parenthood and Support for Policy and Collective Mitigation

Citation Years
Population
(sub-population) Outcome variable

Parenthood
effect

Blocker &
Eckberg, 1997

1993 United States Support for environmental regulations 0

Willingness to bear costs to protect the
environment (higher prices, taxes,
lower living standard)

�

Teal & Loomis, 20001990 United States - California WTP for wildlife protection programs 0

Dupont, 2004 1995 Canada WTP for environmental goods improvements +

Milfont et al., 2012 2007 New Zealand (High support—climate action)Voting intentions for pro-climate party +

(Low support—climate action) Voting intentions for pro-climate party 0

Shrum, 2021 2015–2016United States Willingness to donate to a CO2-mitigating charity+

Note: + affirms a positive green parenthood effect, 0 indicates insignificant and/or null results, – indicates a negative parenthood effect, and ^ indicates a
positive green parenthood finding in a qualitative study.
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a letter “on behalf of the children [they] love” to leaders of the COP26 climate summit urging for an end to new fossil
fuel financing (Do�gru et al., 2021; Flynn et al., 2021). The historical, anthropological, and sociological literature makes
a strong case for the role of motherhood in environmental movement participation.

However, focusing on empirical studies of general population surveys may lead to skepticism that motherhood or parent-
hood is a widespread driver of environmental activism, as most find no significant increase in environmental activism
among parents (Gillham, 2008; Park & Raridon, 2017; Xiao & McCright, 2014). Similar to private pro-environmental behav-
iors, the countervailing forces of increased time and energy demands of parenthood reduce the likelihood that parents will
engage in activism, which in the context of the social movements is called biographical availability (McAdam, 1986).

Instead of looking for a singular impact of parenthood on activism, studies need to examine interactions between
environmental concern and parenthood as well as other potential moderating factors, especially identity, characteristics
of environmental threats, and the framing of the issue and associated movements. Alignment between a person's iden-
tity and the collective identity of a movement is seen by social movement scholars as a central prerequisite for activat-
ing movement participation (Polletta & Jasper, 2001; Snow & McAdam, 2000). Alignment can occur through identity
convergence (Snow & McAdam, 2000)—those who identify as environmentalists are more likely to see a natural align-
ment with the identity of the environmental movement. Alignment can also occur through identity construction
(Snow & McAdam, 2000)—people who have environmental concerns or pro-environmental values but do not see them-
selves as environmentalists may develop an environmentalist identity when they become parents by amplifying or
extending a nascent environmentalist identity if it converges with their highly salient role as parents. The hypothesis
that people who hold pro-environmental values are activated by parenthood or parent-environment appeals to engage
in public pro-environmental behaviors remains untested in quantitative studies (Table 5).

TABLE 4 Summary of published literature on the green parenthood effect on household-level pro-environmental behavior

Parenthood and Household Pro-Environmental Behavior

Citation Years Population (sub-population) Outcome variable
Parenthood
effect

Brooker, 1976 Unknown United States—Chicago Various environmentally friendly products +

Blocker & Eckberg, 1997 1993 United States Tendency to live a “greener lifestyle”
(organic foods, reduce meat, reduce driving)

0

Personal activities (recycling, prioritizing
environment, action difficulty, petition)

0

(Women) Tendency to live a “greener lifestyle”
(organic foods, reduce meat, reduce driving)

+

(Men) Tendency to live a “greener lifestyle”
(organic foods, reduce meat, reduce driving)

�

Lutzenhiser et al., 2002 2001 United States—California Household energy conservation behaviors +

Nordström et al., 2020 2008–2009 Sweden Preference for foods with low CO2 emissions �
Preference for transportation
with lower CO2 emissions

�

Thomas et al., 2018 2009–2013 United Kingdom Household pro-environmental behaviors 0/�
(New parents) Desire to increase green lifestyle 0

(New “eco-parents”) Desire to increase green lifestyle +

Milfont et al., 2020 2009–2015 New Zealand Made sacrifices to standard of living
to protect the environment

0

Made changes in daily routine
to protect the environment

0

Xiao & McCright, 2014 2010 United States Private environmental behaviors 0

Hensen et al., 2016 2016 European Union Consumer environmental stewardship 0

Consumer environmental stewardship 0

Note: + affirms a positive green parenthood effect, 0 indicates insignificant and/or null results, – indicates a negative parenthood effect, and ^ indicates a
positive green parenthood finding in a qualitative study.
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6 | INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL
ENGAGEMENT

Beyond the impacts of the life and identity transition of becoming a parent on pro-environmental engagement, the atti-
tudes, actions, and communications between parents and children can also have strong, evolving effects throughout
parenthood. In this section, we explore how the green parenthood effect may include deeper environmental engage-
ment that is passed on to the next generation and may also be influenced by knowledge, values, and behavior learned
from children.

6.1 | Parents to children

There are countless aspects of knowledge, culture, and behavior that parents pass on to their children. Such behavior is
often conceptualized as the product of generativity, intentions to leave a positive legacy, and a sense of responsibility
towards their children. More concretely, parents' civic orientation and civic participation lead to higher levels of civic
orientation and participation in their children during both their youth and adult lives (Beck & Jennings, 1982). Studies
that have investigated the role that parents play in the formation of climate change-relevant beliefs and behaviors of
their children consistently indicate a strong connection: parents' pro-environmental attitudes and behavior tend to
increase adolescents' pro-environmental attitudes and behaviors (Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro et al., 2020;
Lawson et al., 2019; Pratt et al., 2013), including those specifically related to climate change (Lawson et al., 2019; Nche
et al., 2019). Parents, especially mothers (Pratt et al., 2013), pass on their environmental concerns and behaviors to their
children, which may affect how they parent their own children in the future (Jia et al., 2015), indicating a multi-
generational transmission of environmental engagement. Parental generativity is also related to a greater attempt to
socialize pro-environmental values in the adolescent (Pratt et al., 2013). As children today will bear more climate
impacts than their parents, Nche et al. (2019) underscore the importance of deliberate and intentional parenting regard-
ing the ecological crisis and its crucial role in raising children who are climate change actors, as opposed to climate
change victims.

6.2 | Children to parents

Pro-environmental concerns and behaviors can also be passed up to older generations from children. Studies focused
on the environmental education of children demonstrate impacts on environmental engagement and behavior for both

TABLE 5 Summary of published literature on the green parenthood effect on environmental movement participation

Parenthood and Environmental Movement Participation

Citation Years
Population
(sub-population) Outcome variable

Parenthood
effect

Rome, 2006 1890s–1920s United States Environmental Activism ^

Blocker & Eckberg, 1997 1993 United States Participation in environmental
organization or demonstration

�

Park & Raridon, 2017 2000 and 2010 United States Likeliness to sign an environmental petition ^

Xiao & McCright, 2014 2010 United States Public (political/activist)
environmental behaviors

0

Logsdon-Conradsen & Allred, 2010 – – Environmental activism ^

Culley & Angelique, 2003 1998 United States Anti-nuclear activism ^

Brown & Ferguson, 1995 – United States Activism against toxic waste ^

Peeples & DeLuca, 2006 – United States Engagement in environmental activism ^

Note: + affirms a positive green parenthood effect, 0 indicates insignificant and/or null results, – indicates a negative parenthood effect, and ^ indicates a
positive green parenthood finding in a qualitative study.
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children and their parents in energy savings (Boudet et al., 2016) and general measures of environmental attitudes and
behavior (Leeming et al., 1997). In a randomized control experiment that trained U.S. teachers in intergenerational
learning curriculum, both children and their parents showed substantial increases in climate change concern, with the
highest gains among politically conservative parents (Lawson et al., 2019). Parth et al. (2020) found that, while inter-
generational transmission of knowledge did not significantly influence behavior in Austrian and German parents, it did
increase climate change knowledge among parents whose children were in a climate change education project com-
pared to a control group. A study in Zimbabwe that sought to teach children climate adaptation methods found that
children's learning did not translate to changes in parental behavior (Chineka & Yasukawa, 2020); however, the behav-
ioral changes measured were more complex, had higher barriers, and were related to food production vital to the fami-
lies' livelihoods, quite different from the behaviors and attitudes studied in the Global North contexts. This is similar to
the more limited success of flood preparation education for young children translating to behavioral changes in house-
holds (Williams et al., 2016)—there may be a limit to the types of problems that parents will look to their children to
help solve.

Crucially, at the center of the intergenerational exchange of information, knowledge, and beliefs reside three key
psychological mechanisms: legacy motives, generativity, and perceived responsibility. These mechanisms have been
shown to drive individuals' (usually parents) intentions to engage in such behaviors (See Section 3). Further, since chil-
dren are often exposed to such intergenerational beneficence from their parents when they transition into parenthood
themselves, they may seek to reciprocate this behavior (Min Bang et al., 2017).

7 | A FRAMEWORK FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Our wide-ranging review of the parenthood–climate change engagement relationship reveals a number of critical gaps
in the existing literature, each of which is a future direction for research deserving of attention. Perhaps the most criti-
cal of these gaps is a lack of clarity regarding the key moderators of the parenthood–climate engagement relationship
(See Section 4). Our review makes clear that this relationship can take multiple forms and signs, ranging from positive
to negative. To us, these decidedly mixed findings suggest that there are likely to be key moderating factors that help
account for differences both across studies and within populations, only a few of which researchers have begun to
explore (e.g., effects of pre-existing environmental attitudes; socio-economic indicators).

Second, and in a related vein, there is a lack of research that explores plausible mechanisms that can help explain
how parental status (including the transition to parenthood) affects climate change engagement. That is, research on
the mechanisms by which parental status comes to shape climate change engagement is still in its infancy (pun
intended). Although we speculate above on some key mechanisms that are known to relate separately to both parent-
hood and to climate change engagement, almost no extant research has attempted to systematically trace these effects
in a single study or sample. In addition to exploring key moderators, work that reveals important mechanisms that
transmit the positive and negative effects of parenthood on climate change engagement represents a critical area for
future research.

Third, almost all of the work that examines the effects of parenthood on climate change engagement relies on cross-
sectional research that takes a “snapshot” approach to explore this relationship. Milfont et al. (2020) is one prominent
outlier, but even that work relies on a relatively short longitudinal design. Given the many and slowly evolving ways in
which the transition to parenthood (and then changes in parenthood over the lifespan of a child) affects household
decision-making, as well as the complexities of individual differences in parental attitudes and preferences, it seems
clear that the effects of parenthood on climate change engagement may similarly evolve over time, perhaps even
switching signs (e.g., from negative to positive) over the course of many years. Although carefully designed cross-
sectional research may be able to disentangle some of these over-time effects (e.g., by breaking parental status down
into multiple discrete periods such as prebirth, early childhood, later childhood, and adulthood), the strongest approach
will require the development of longitudinal research designs that can accurately track subtle changes in climate
change engagement over long time horizons.

Fourth, and as discussed in further detail below, new research is needed to identify ways in which parenthood
(especially the transition to parenthood) can be leveraged to promote greater levels of proactive engagement with cli-
mate change (including changes to household decision-making). Although some initial efforts have been made to find
ways to leverage parenthood-related factors to promote greater engagement (e.g., work on legacy motives by Shrum
(2021) and Zaval et al. (2015))—and various real-world efforts are ongoing that directly attempt to connect parental
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status with climate change engagement (e.g., DearTomorrow, OurKidsClimate, Moms Clean Air Force)—much work
remains to be done to further identify tools that can be used to promote positive effects and inhibit negative effects of
parenthood on climate engagement (see below for some initial ideas on possible tools and approaches).

Finally, there is a need to explore whether the transition to parenthood is a particularly powerful time to engage
adults on the issue of climate change (and, relatedly, how to do so in a productive rather than counterproductive man-
ner). Work on the habit discontinuity hypothesis (Verplanken et al., 2008) suggests that major life transitions—
including becoming a parent—represent key moments when individuals may be more open to changing deeply held
beliefs and behavioral patterns that shape a wide variety of daily decisions. It may even be the case that early parent-
hood represents a sort of “critical period” with respect to reorienting individuals' perspectives on what matters in life
and what risks should be taken more or less seriously; this may be particularly true with respect to affecting people's
perceptions of and orientations toward time and the future, as their new status as parents may make them newly aware
of the far-future and its implications for their own children. At the same time, early parenthood is a highly stressful
and resource-constrained time for many parents, and thus efforts to engage new parents must be carefully calibrated to
increase engagement without producing counterproductive effects.

8 | INSIGHTS FOR PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT ON CLIMATE CHANGE

For people who are already concerned about climate change, evidence suggests that parenthood could be a strong frame
to motivate engagement with climate change. A few recent studies have tested specific parent or intergenerational-
focused interventions (Hanus et al., 2018; Hensen et al., 2016; Shrum, 2021).

Empirical evidence reviewed here suggests that asking parents, especially those with young children, to take on pro-
environmental behaviors that do not have a direct health impact on their own children is unlikely to be an effective strat-
egy. Instead, advocates should focus on outreach to new parents to increase the awareness of the health impacts of house-
hold products and environmental pollution with an emphasis on how this directly affects the health of their own children.

Through an increased focus on children's health and related environmental risks, becoming a parent may lead to an
on-ramp into new environmental concerns that are closely tied to children's health. Developing an awareness of the
potential for harm from commonly used products could be a gateway to developing concern for broader environmental
issues (Logsdon-Conradsen & Allred, 2010). Moreover, the transition to parenthood is “a personally transformative
experience [that] radically changes what it is like to be you, perhaps by replacing your core preferences with very differ-
ent ones” (Paul, 2015). In this time of identity flux, many preferences, including those related to the environment, may
be more likely to shift compared to other more static periods of life (Daly et al., 2012). However, the timing and
targeting of such appeals is critical in their success (Schäfer et al., 2012).

Framing appeals in ways that align with important identities, such as that of a parent or mother, is likely to be an
effective way to increase participation in movements by aligning existing salient individual identities with the collective
identities of the movement (Snow & McAdam, 2000). Environmental communications that appeal directly to the role of
a parent in protecting the health and safety of their children are likely to be effective in both deepening engagements
from parents who are already environmentalists (identity convergence) and developing new engagement from parents
who may previously have not seen themselves as environmentalists (identity construction). The underlying identity
processes are well-established in the social movement literature but have not been well-explored in the literature on
individual-level behavior.

The literature examining legacy motives, generativity, and affinity with future generations is largely in agreement
that these are important motivators of pro-environmental behaviors and their precursors. Advocates interested in
leveraging legacy motives, generativity, and perceived responsibility to future generations to promote beneficent inter-
generational decision-making must carefully consider which pathway may be most effective in a given setting (and for
a particular target decision-maker) and then carefully design interventions that target the desired pathways. It is also
important to pair a focus on legacy with a focus on climate action efficacy (Hensen et al., 2016).

Parents tend to be focused on their legacy through their child's safety, both in the present and the future. Engage-
ment with parents that focuses their attention on the impacts that climate change may have on their children and their
roles in reducing that impact elevates support for climate change actions, especially among those who already hold cli-
mate concerns and a sense that climate actions are not futile.

Importantly, parent-based frames may have an impact among nonparents as well. One study found that anthropo-
morphizing nature as “Mother Nature” increases connection to nature and pro-environmental behavior intentions (Liu
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et al., 2019). Van Vugt and coauthors suggest that this approach may activate pro-environmental behavior via a sense
of kinship, as suggested by kin selection theory (Van Vugt et al., 2014).

9 | CONCLUSIONS

Parenthood is more likely to increase environmental engagement for people who already have environmental concerns,
values, and identities; believe that climate and environmental action can be effective; have more resources to meet the
financial and time demands of parenthood; are exposed to information about environmental health risks for children
as they enter parenthood, and engage with narrative frames that drive alignment between the role of a parent as a
potential hero of their family's part of climate history. Further study of the green parenthood effect is warranted to iden-
tify key boundary conditions and moderating factors as well as to explore effective ways to leverage parenthood to pro-
mote greater climate change and environmental engagement.

Historical and sociological analysis of environmental movements suggests that parenthood, especially for women,
may drive engagement in environmental issues. Strong theoretical and empirical links between the connection to future
generations (i.e., legacy, generativity, and perceived responsibility for future generations) and both climate change
engagement and parenthood suggest strong reasons to hypothesize that parenthood has a strong potential role in cli-
mate change engagement. However, the existing literature suffers from a lack of continuity and a failure to draw in
moderating factors such as existing beliefs about climate change and environmental health impacts. As it stands, we
are faced with many open questions that merit deeper exploration.

Parenthood is a transformative experience that a strong majority of people will experience at some point in their
lives. Understanding how this experience affects environmental and climate change behavior could add an important
element to the ongoing puzzle of climate change behavior.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Trisha R. Shrum: Conceptualization (lead); funding acquisition (lead); investigation (equal); project administration
(lead); writing – original draft (lead); writing – review and editing (equal). Natalie S. Platt: Investigation (lead); writing
– original draft (supporting); writing – review and editing (supporting). Stylianos Syropoulos: Conceptualization
(supporting); investigation (supporting); writing – original draft (supporting); writing – review and editing (equal). Ezra
Markowitz: Conceptualization (supporting); investigation (supporting); writing – original draft (supporting); writing –
review and editing (equal).

FUNDING INFORMATION
This work was supported, in part, by a grant from the KR Foundation.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
Dr Shrum and Dr Markowitz serve in unpaid advisory roles to the nonprofit project, DearTomorrow, which focuses on
parents and climate change engagement. Dr Shrum is also a co-founder of DearTomorrow.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no new data were created or analyzed in this study.

ORCID
Trisha R. Shrum https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8660-155X
Natalie S. Platt https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6091-2704
Ezra Markowitz https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8140-2970
Stylianos Syropoulos https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5622-1417

RELATED WIREs ARTICLES
Public engagement with climate change: The role of human values
How do young people engage with climate change? The role of knowledge, values, message framing, and trusted

communicators
From environmental to climate justice: Climate change and the discourse of environmental justice

14 of 19 SHRUM ET AL.

 17577799, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

ires.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1002/w
cc.818, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [09/04/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8660-155X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8660-155X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6091-2704
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6091-2704
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8140-2970
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8140-2970
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5622-1417
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5622-1417
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.269
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.353
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.353
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.451


Enfranchising the future: Climate justice and the representation of future generations
Public participation, engagement, and climate change adaptation: A review of the research literature

REFERENCES
Afridi, S. A., Shahjehan, A., Haider, M., Gul, S., & Khan, W. (2021). Generativity and green purchase behavior: The role of environmental

concern and pro-social attitudes. Humanities & Social Sciences Reviews, 9(2), 344–357. https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2021.9234
Alisat, S., Norris, J. E., Pratt, M. W., Matsuba, M. K., & McAdams, D. P. (2014). Caring for the earth: Generativity as a mediator for the pre-

diction of environmental narratives from identity among activists and nonactivists. Identity, 14(3), 177–194.
Aubin, E.d. S., & McAdams, D. P. (1995). The relations of generative concern and generative action to personality traits,

satisfaction/happiness with life, and ego development. Journal of Adult Development, 2(2), 99–112. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02251258
Bang, H. M., Koval, C. Z., & Wade-Benzoni, K. A. (2017). It's the thought that counts over time: The interplay of intent, outcome, steward-

ship, and legacy motivations in intergenerational reciprocity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 73, 197–210. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jesp.2017.07.006

Barker, C. (2013). U.S. stands out as among the least concerned about climate change. Pew Research Center. Retrieved from www.
pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2013/09/27/u-s-stands-out-as-among-the-least-concerned-about-climate-change/

Barnett, M. D., Archuleta, W. P., & Cantu, C. (2019). Politics, concern for future generations, and the environment: Generativity mediates
political conservatism and environmental attitudes. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 49(10), 647–654. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.
12624

Beck, P. A., & Jennings, M. K. (1982). Pathways to participation. American Political Science Review, 76(1), 94–108.
Bell, S. E., & Braun, Y. A. (2010). Coal, identity, and the gendering of environmental justice activism in central Appalachia. Gender & Society,

24(6), 794–813. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243210387277
Blocker, T. J., & Eckberg, D. L. (1997). Gender and environmentalism: Results from the 1993 general social survey. Social Science Quarterly,

78(4), 841–858. https://www.jstor.org/stable/42863735
Boudet, H., Ardoin, N. M., Flora, J., Armel, K. C., Desai, M., & Robinson, T. N. (2016). Effects of a behaviour change intervention for girl

scouts on child and parent energy-saving behaviours. Nature Energy, 1(8), 16091. https://doi.org/10.1038/nenergy.2016.91
Braun, Y. A. (2008). How can I stay silent?: One Woman's struggles for environmental justice in Lesotho. Journal of International Women's

Studies, 10(1), 5–20 Retrieved from http://vc.bridgew.edu/jiws/vol10/iss1/2
Brooker, G. (1976). The self-actualizing socially conscious consumer. Journal of Consumer Research, 3(2), 107–112. https://doi.org/10.1086/

208658
Brown, P., & Ferguson, F. I. T. (1995). “MAKING a BIG STINK”: Women's work, Women's relationships, and toxic waste activism. Gender &

Society, 9(2), 145–172. https://doi.org/10.1177/089124395009002002
Chan, T. S. (2009). Environmental sustainability as a generative concern: An exploratory study of the narrative identities of leaders in the envi-

ronmental sustainability movement [Doctoral Dissertation]. Northwestern University Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED535245
Chineka, R., & Yasukawa, K. (2020). Intergenerational learning in climate change adaptations; limitations and affordances. Environmental

Education Research, 26(4), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2020.1733494
Cripps, E. (2017). Do parents have a special duty to mitigate climate change? Politics, Philosophy & Economics, 16(3), 308–325. https://doi.

org/10.1177/1470594x17709038
Cruz, S. M. (2017). The relationships of political ideology and party affiliation with environmental concern: A meta-analysis. Journal of Envi-

ronmental Psychology, 53, 81–91. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.06.010
Culley, M. R., & Angelique, H. L. (2003). Women's gendered experiences as long-term three Mile Island activists. Gender & Society, 17(3),

445–461. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243203017003009
Daly, K. J., Ashbourne, L., & Brown, J. L. (2012). A reorientation of worldview: Children's influence on fathers. Journal of Family Issues,

34(10), 1401–1424. https://doi.org/10.1177/192513X12459016
Davidson, D. J., & Freudenburg, W. R. (1996). Gender and environmental risk concerns. Environment and Behavior, 28(3), 302–339. https://

doi.org/10.1177/0013916596283003
Do�gru, B., Bagatır, B., & Pultar, E. (2021). Climate perception in Turkey. Konda Research Retrieved from https://www.iklimhaber.org/wp-

content/uploads/2019/07/ClimatePerceptionTurkey.pdf
Dupont, D. P. (2004). Do children matter? An examination of gender differences in environmental valuation. Ecological Economics, 49(3),

273–286. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2004.01.013
Ekholm, S. (2020). Worrying about the consequences of climate change. Climate behaviour and the meaning of caring for future generations.

Sociologisk Forskning, 57(1), 7–24. https://doi.org/10.37062/sf.57.18842
Ekholm, S., & Olofsson, A. (2017). Parenthood and worrying about climate change: The limitations of previous approaches. Risk Analysis,

37(2), 305–314. https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12626
Elster, A., & Gelfand, M. J. (2021). When guiding principles do not guide: The moderating effects of cultural tightness on value-behavior

links. Journal of Personality, 89(2), 325–337. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12584
Eom, K., Kim, H. S., Sherman, D. K., & Ishii, K. (2016). Cultural variability in the link between environmental concern and support for envi-

ronmental action. Psychological Science, 27(10), 1331–1339. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616660078
Ergun, S. J., & Rivas, M. F. (2019). The effect of social roles, religiosity, and values on climate change concern: An empirical analysis for

Turkey. Sustainable Development, 27(4), 758–769. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1939

SHRUM ET AL. 15 of 19

 17577799, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

ires.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1002/w
cc.818, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [09/04/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.598
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.645
https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2021.9234
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02251258
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.07.006
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2013/09/27/u-s-stands-out-as-among-the-least-concerned-about-climate-change/
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2013/09/27/u-s-stands-out-as-among-the-least-concerned-about-climate-change/
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12624
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12624
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243210387277
https://www.jstor.org/stable/42863735
https://doi.org/10.1038/nenergy.2016.91
http://vc.bridgew.edu/jiws/vol10/iss1/2
https://doi.org/10.1086/208658
https://doi.org/10.1086/208658
https://doi.org/10.1177/089124395009002002
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED535245
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2020.1733494
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470594x17709038
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470594x17709038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243203017003009
https://doi.org/10.1177/192513X12459016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916596283003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916596283003
https://www.iklimhaber.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/ClimatePerceptionTurkey.pdf
https://www.iklimhaber.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/ClimatePerceptionTurkey.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2004.01.013
https://doi.org/10.37062/sf.57.18842
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12626
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12584
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616660078
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1939


Flett, G. L. (2018). Mattering: Definitional considerations and historical advances. In The Psychology of Mattering, Understanding the Human
Need To Be Significant, pp. 31–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-809415-0.00003-7

Flynn, C., Yamasumi, E., Fisher, S., Snow, D., Grant, Z., Kirby, M., Browning, P., Rommerskirchen, M., & Russell, I. (2021). Peoples' climate
vote. United Nations Development Programme Retrieved from https://www.undp.org/publications/peoples-climate-vote

Fox, M., Tost, L. P., & Wade-Benzoni, K. A. (2010). The legacy motive: A catalyst for sustainable decision making in organizations. Business
Ethics Quarterly, 20(2), 153–185. https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201020214

Funk, C., Tyson, A., Kennedy, B., & Johnson, C. (2020). Concern over climate and the environment predominates among these publics. Pew
Research Center Retrived from https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2020/09/29/concern-over-climate-and-the-environment-
predominates-among-these-publics/

Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., Duan, L., Almaliach, A., Ang, S., Arnadottir, J., Aycan, Z.,
Boehnke, K., Boski, P., Cabecinhas, R., Chan, D., Chhokar, J., D'Amato, A., Ferrer, M., Fischlmayr, I. C., … Yamaguchi, S. (2011).
Differences between tight and loose cultures: A 33-nation study. Science, 332(6033), 1100–1104. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.
1197754

George, D. L., & Southwell, P. L. (1986). Opinion on the Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant: The effects of situation and socialization. Social
Science Quarterly, 67(4), 722.

Gheaus, A. (2016). The right to parent and duties concerning future generations. Journal of Political Philosophy, 24(4), 487–508. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jopp.12091

Gillham, P. F. (2008). Participation in the environmental movement: Analysis of the European Union. International Sociology, 23(1), 67–93.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580907084386

Giménez García-Conde, M., Marín, L., & Ruiz de Maya, S. (2016). The role of generativity in the effects of corporate social responsibility on
consumer behavior. Sustainability, 8(8), 815. https://doi.org/10.3390/su8080815

Gregersen, T., Doran, R., Böhm, G., Tvinnereim, E., & Poortinga, W. (2020). Political orientation moderates the relationship between climate
change beliefs and worry about climate change. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 1573. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01573

Grolleau, G., Mzoughi, N., Napoléone, C., & Pellegrin, C. (2021). Does activating legacy concerns make farmers more likely to support con-
servation programmes? Journal of Environmental Economics and Policy, 10(2), 115–129. https://doi.org/10.1080/21606544.2020.1807410

Grønhøj, A., & Thøgersen, J. (2009). Like father, like son? Intergenerational transmission of values, attitudes, and behaviours in the environ-
mental domain. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 29(4), 414–421. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.002

Gruenewald, T. L., Liao, D. H., & Seeman, T. E. (2012). Contributing to others, contributing to oneself: Perceptions of generativity and health
in later life. The Journals of Gerontology. Series B, Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences, 67(6), 660–665. https://doi.org/10.1093/
geronb/gbs034

Hamilton, L. C. (1985a). Who cares about water pollution? Opinions in a small-town crisis*. Sociological Inquiry, 55(2), 170–181. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1475-682x.1985.tb00857.x

Hamilton, L. C. (1985b). Concern about toxic wastes. Sociological Perspectives, 28(4), 463–486. https://doi.org/10.2307/1389229
Hanus, N., Wong-Parodi, G., Hoyos, L., & Rauch, M. (2018). Framing clean energy campaigns to promote civic engagement among parents.

Environmental Research Letters, 13(3), 034021. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aaa557
Helm, S., Kemper, J. A., & White, S. K. (2021). No future, no kids–no kids, no future? Population and Environment, 43, 108–129. https://doi.

org/10.1007/s11111-021-00379-5
Hensen, N., Keeling, D. I., Ruyter, K., & Wetzels, M. (2016). Me, myself, and future generations: The role of affinity and effectiveness in the

creation of consumer environmental stewardship (CENS). Psychology & Marketing, 33(5), 389–406. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20882
Horwitz, W. A. (1996). Developmental origins of environmental ethics: The life experiences of activists. Ethics & Behavior, 6(1), 29–53.

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327019eb0601_3
Howarth, R. B. (1992). Intergenerational justice and the chain of obligation. Environmental Values, 1(2), 133–140. https://doi.org/10.3197/

096327192776680124
Howe, H. L. (1990). Predicting public concern regarding toxic substances in the environment. Environmental Health Perspectives, 87, 275–

281. https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.9087275
Hurlstone, M. J., Price, A., Wang, S., Leviston, Z., & Walker, I. (2020). Activating the legacy motive mitigates intergenerational discounting

in the climate game. Global Environmental Change, 60, 102008. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.102008
Jacquet, J., Dietrich, M., & Jost, J. T. (2014). The ideological divide and climate change opinion:“top-down” and “bottom-up” approaches.

Frontiers in Psychology, 5, 1458. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01458
Jia, F., Alisat, S., Soucie, K., & Pratt, M. (2015). Generative concern and environmentalism: A mixed methods longitudinal study of emerging

and young adults. Emerging Adulthood, 3(5), 306–319. https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696815578338
Jia, F., Soucie, K., Alisat, S., & Pratt, M. (2016). Sowing seeds for future generations. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 40(5),

466–470. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415611260
Johnson, B. B. (2004). Varying risk comparison elements: Effects on public reactions. Risk Analysis, 24(1), 103–114. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.

0272-4332.2004.00415.x
Katz-Gerro, T., Greenspan, I., Handy, F., & Vered, Y. (2020). Environmental behavior in three countries: The role of intergenerational trans-

mission and domains of socialization. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 71, 101343. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101343
Laroche, M., Bergeron, J., & Barbaro-Forleo, G. (2001). Targeting consumers who are willing to pay more for environmentally friendly prod-

ucts. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 18(6), 503–520. https://doi.org/10.1108/eum0000000006155

16 of 19 SHRUM ET AL.

 17577799, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

ires.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1002/w
cc.818, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [09/04/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-809415-0.00003-7
https://www.undp.org/publications/peoples-climate-vote
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201020214
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2020/09/29/concern-over-climate-and-the-environment-predominates-among-these-publics/
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2020/09/29/concern-over-climate-and-the-environment-predominates-among-these-publics/
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopp.12091
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopp.12091
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580907084386
https://doi.org/10.3390/su8080815
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01573
https://doi.org/10.1080/21606544.2020.1807410
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbs034
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbs034
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-682x.1985.tb00857.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-682x.1985.tb00857.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1389229
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aaa557
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11111-021-00379-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11111-021-00379-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20882
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327019eb0601_3
https://doi.org/10.3197/096327192776680124
https://doi.org/10.3197/096327192776680124
https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.9087275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.102008
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01458
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696815578338
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415611260
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0272-4332.2004.00415.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0272-4332.2004.00415.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101343
https://doi.org/10.1108/eum0000000006155


Lawson, D. F., Stevenson, K. T., Peterson, M. N., Carrier, S. J., Seekamp, E., & Strnad, R. (2019). Evaluating climate change behaviors and
concern in the family context. Environmental Education Research, 25(5), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2018.1564248

Leeming, F. C., Porter, B. E., Dwyer, W. O., Cobern, M. K., & Oliver, D. P. (1997). Effects of participation in class activities on Children's
environmental attitudes and knowledge. The Journal of Environmental Education, 28(2), 33–42. https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.1997.
9942821

Liu, T., Geng, L., Ye, L., & Zhou, K. (2019). “Mother nature” enhances connectedness to nature and pro-environmental behavior. Journal of
Environmental Psychology, 61, 37–45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.12.003

Logsdon-Conradsen, S. C., & Allred, S. L. (2010). Motherhood and environmental activism: A developmental framework. Ecopsychology,
2(3), 141–146. https://doi.org/10.1089/eco.2010.0027

Loureiro, M. L., McCluskey, J. J., & Mittelhammer, R. C. (2002). Will consumers pay a premium for eco-labeled apples? Journal of Consumer
Affairs, 36(2), 203–219. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6606.2002.tb00430.x

Lutzenhiser, L., Gossard, M. H., & Bender, S. (2002). Crisis in paradise: Understanding household conservation response to California's 2001
energy crisis. Proceedings of the 2002 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings, 8, 153–166 Retrieved from https://www.
eceee.org/static/media/uploads/site-2/library/conference_proceedings/ACEEE_buildings/2002/Panel_8/p8_13/paper.pdf

Matsuba, M. K., Pratt, M. W., Norris, J. E., Mohle, E., Alisat, S., & McAdams, D. P. (2012). Environmentalism as a context for expressing
identity and generativity: Patterns among activists and uninvolved youth and midlife adults. Journal of Personality, 80(4), 1091–1115.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2012.00765.x

McAdam, D. (1986). Recruitment to high-risk activism: The case of freedom summer. American Journal of Sociology, 92(1), 64–90. https://
doi.org/10.1086/228463

McAdams, D. P., & Aubin, E.d. S. (1992). A theory of generativity and its assessment through self-report, behavioral acts, and narrative
themes in autobiography. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62(6), 1003–1015. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.62.6.1003

McAdams, D. P., de St Aubin, E. D., & Logan, R. L. (1993). Generativity among young, midlife, and older adults. Psychology and Aging, 8(2),
221–230. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.8.2.221

McCright, A. M. (2010). The effects of gender on climate change knowledge and concern in the American public. Population and Environ-
ment, 32(1), 66–87. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11111-010-0113-1

McCright, A. M., & Dunlap, R. E. (2013). Bringing ideology in: The conservative white male effect on worry about environmental problems
in the USA. Journal of Risk Research, 16(2), 211–226. https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2012.726242

Milfont, T. L., Harré, N., Sibley, C. G., & Duckitt, J. (2012). The climate-change dilemma: Examining the association between parental status
and political party support. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 42(10), 2386–2410. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00946.x

Milfont, T. L., Poortinga, W., & Sibley, C. G. (2020). Does having children increase environmental concern? Testing parenthood effects with
longitudinal data from the New Zealand attitudes and values study. PLoS One, 15(3), e0230361. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0230361

Milfont, T. L., & Sibley, C. G. (2011). Exploring the concept of environmental generativity. International Journal of Hispanic Psychology, 4(1),
21–30.

Min Bang, H. M., Koval, C. Z., & Wade‐Benzoni, K. A. (2017). It's the thought that counts over time: The interplay of intent, outcome, stew-
ardship, and legacy motivations in intergenerational reciprocity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 73, 197–210. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jesp.2017.07.006

Morning Consult. (2020). National Tracking Poll #200926, September 8–10, 2020. Retrieved from https://assets.morningconsult.com/wp-
uploads/2020/09/28065126/200926_crosstabs_MILLENIAL_FINANCE_Adults_v4_RG.pdf

Nakkerud, E. (2021). “There are many people like me, who feel they want to do something bigger”: An exploratory study of choosing not to
have children based on environmental concerns. Ecopsychology, 13(3), 200–209. https://doi.org/10.1089/eco.2020.0057

Nche, G. C., Achunike, H. C., & Okoli, A. B. (2019). From climate change victims to climate change actors: The role of eco-parenting in
building mitigation and adaptation capacities in children. The Journal of Environmental Education, 50(2), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00958964.2018.1553839

Newton, N., & Stewart, A. J. (2010). The middle ages: Change in women's personalities and social roles. Psychology of Women Quarterly,
34(1), 75–84. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2009.01543.x

Newton, N. J., & Baltys, I. H. (2014). Parent status and generativity within the context of race. The International Journal of Aging and Human
Development, 78(2), 171–195. https://doi.org/10.2190/AG.78.2.e

Nordström, J., Shogren, J. F., & Thunström, L. (2020). Do parents counter-balance the carbon emissions of their children? PLoS One, 15(4),
e0231105. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0231105

Obama, B. (2013). Remarks by the president on climate change at Georgetown University. Retrieved from https://obamawhitehouse.
archives.gov/the-press-office/2013/06/25/remarks-president-climate-change

Park, S. S., & Raridon, A. (2017). Survivor: Spectators and gladiators in the US environmental movement, 2000–2010. Social Movement Stud-
ies, 16(6), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2017.1331121

Parth, S., Schickl, M., Keller, L., & Stoetter, J. (2020). Quality child–parent relationships and their impact on intergenerational learning and
multiplier effects in climate change education. Are we bridging the knowledge-action gap. Sustainability, 12(17), 7030. https://doi.org/
10.3390/su12177030

Paul, L. A. (2015). What you can't expect when you're expecting. Res Philosophica, 92(2), 149–170. https://doi.org/10.11612/resphil.2015.92.
2.1

SHRUM ET AL. 17 of 19

 17577799, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

ires.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1002/w
cc.818, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [09/04/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2018.1564248
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.1997.9942821
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.1997.9942821
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1089/eco.2010.0027
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6606.2002.tb00430.x
https://www.eceee.org/static/media/uploads/site-2/library/conference_proceedings/ACEEE_buildings/2002/Panel_8/p8_13/paper.pdf
https://www.eceee.org/static/media/uploads/site-2/library/conference_proceedings/ACEEE_buildings/2002/Panel_8/p8_13/paper.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2012.00765.x
https://doi.org/10.1086/228463
https://doi.org/10.1086/228463
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.62.6.1003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.8.2.221
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11111-010-0113-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2012.726242
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00946.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0230361
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0230361
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.07.006
https://assets.morningconsult.com/wp-uploads/2020/09/28065126/200926_crosstabs_MILLENIAL_FINANCE_Adults_v4_RG.pdf
https://assets.morningconsult.com/wp-uploads/2020/09/28065126/200926_crosstabs_MILLENIAL_FINANCE_Adults_v4_RG.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1089/eco.2020.0057
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2018.1553839
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2018.1553839
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2009.01543.x
https://doi.org/10.2190/AG.78.2.e
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0231105
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2013/06/25/remarks-president-climate-change
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2013/06/25/remarks-president-climate-change
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2017.1331121
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12177030
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12177030
https://doi.org/10.11612/resphil.2015.92.2.1
https://doi.org/10.11612/resphil.2015.92.2.1


Peeples, J. A., & DeLuca, K. M. (2006). The truth of the matter: Motherhood, community and environmental justice. Women's Studies in
Communication, 29(1), 59–87. https://doi.org/10.1080/07491409.2006.10757628

Polletta, F., & Jasper, J. M. (2001). Collective identity and social movements. Annual Review of Sociology, 27(1), 283–305. https://doi.org/10.
1146/annurev.soc.27.1.283

Poortinga, W., Steg, L., & Vlek, C. (2004). Values, environmental concern, and environmental behavior: A study into household energy use.
Environment and Behavior, 36(1), 70–93. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916503251466

Poushter, J., & Huang, C. (2019). Climate change still seen as the top global threat, but cyberattacks a rising concern. Pew Research Center
Retrieved from https://www.pewresearch.org/global/2019/02/10/climate-change-still-seen-as-the-top-global-threat-but-cyberattacks-a-
rising-concern/#table

Pratt, M. W., Norris, J. E., Alisat, S., & Bisson, E. (2013). Earth mothers (and fathers): Examining generativity and environmental concerns in
adolescents and their parents. Journal of Moral Education, 42(1), 12–27. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057240.2012.714751

Price, C. E., & Bohon, S. A. (2019). Eco-moms and climate change: The moderating effects of fertility in explaining gender differences in con-
cern. Social Currents, 6(5), 422–439. https://doi.org/10.1177/2329496519852691

Rome, A. (2006). ‘Political hermaphrodites’: Gender and environmental reform in progressive America. Environmental History, 3(11), 440–
463. https://doi.org/10.1093/envhis/11.3.440

Schäfer, M., Jaeger‐Erben, M., & Bamberg, S. (2012). Life events as windows of opportunity for changing towards sustainable consumption
patterns? Journal of Consumer Policy, 35(1), 65–84. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10603-011-9181-6

Shiel, C., do Paço, A., & Alves, H. (2020). Generativity, sustainable development and green consumer behaviour. Journal of Cleaner Produc-
tion, 245, 118865. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118865

Shrum, T. R. (2021). The salience of future impacts and the willingness to pay for climate change mitigation: An experiment in inter-
generational framing. Climatic Change, 165(1–2), 18. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-021-03002-6

Slovic, P. (1987). Perception of risk. Science, 236(4799), 280–285. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3563507
Snow, D. A., & McAdam, D. (2000). Identity work processes in the context of social movements: Clarifying the identity/movement nexus. In

S. Stryker, T. J. Owens, & R. W. White (Eds.), Self, identity, and social movements (Vol. 13, pp. 41–67). University of Minnesota Press.
Solomon, S. (2019). From cradle to grave: A terror management theory analysis of parenthood. In O. Taubman-Ben-Ari (Ed.), Pathways and

barriers to parenthood. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-24864-2_11
Sundblad, E.‐L., Biel, A., & Gärling, T. (2007). Cognitive and affective risk judgements related to climate change. Journal of Environmental

Psychology, 27(2), 97–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.01.003
Stern, P. C., Dietz, T., & Kalof, L. (1993). Value orientations, gender, and environmental concern. Environment and Behavior, 25(5), 322–348.
Stewart, A. J., & Vandewater, E. A. (1998). The course of generativity. In D. P. McAdams & E. de St. Aubin (Eds.), Generativity and adult

development: How and why we care for the next generation (pp. 75–100). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/
10288-003

Syropoulos, S., & Markowitz, E. M. (2021). Prosocial responses to COVID-19: Examining the role of gratitude, fairness and legacy motives.
Personality and Individual Differences, 171, 110488. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110488

Syropoulos, S., Watkins, H. M., Shariff, A. F., Hodges, S. D., & Markowitz, E. M. (2020). The role of gratitude in motivating intergenerational
environmental stewardship. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 72, 101517. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101517

Tam, K.-P., & Chan, H.-W. (2017). Environmental concern has a weaker association with pro-environmental behavior in some societies than
others: A cross-cultural psychology perspective. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 53, 213–223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.
09.001

Teal, G. A., & Loomis, J. B. (2000). Effects of gender and parental status on the economic valuation of increasing wetlands, reducing wildlife
contamination and increasing salmon populations. Society & Natural Resources, 13(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/089419200279207

Thatcher, M. (1990). Speech at 2nd world climate conference. Retrieved from https://www.margaretthatcher.org/document/108237
Thomas, G. O., Fisher, R., Whitmarsh, L., Milfont, T. L., & Poortinga, W. (2018). The impact of parenthood on environmental attitudes and

behaviour: A longitudinal investigation of the legacy hypothesis. Population and Environment, 39(3), 261–276. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11111-017-0291-1

Triandis, H. C., Bontempo, R., Villareal, M. J., Asai, M., & Lucca, N. (1988). Individualism and collectivism: Cross-cultural perspectives on
self-ingroup relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(2), 323–338. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.2.323

Urien, B., & Kilbourne, W. (2011). Generativity and self-enhancement values in eco-friendly behavioral intentions and environmentally
responsible consumption behavior. Psychology & Marketing, 28(1), 69–90. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20381

van Vugt, M., Griskevicius, V., & Schultz, P. W. (2014). Naturally green: Harnessing stone age psychological biases to foster environmental
behavior. Social Issues and Policy Review, 8(1), 1–32. https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12000

Verplanken, B., Walker, I., Davis, A., & Jurasek, M. (2008). Context change and travel mode choice: Combining the habit discontinuity and
self-activation hypotheses. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 28(2), 121–127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.10.005

Wade-Benzoni, K. (2019). Legacy motivations & the psychology of intergenerational decisions. Current Opinion in Psychology, 26, 19–22.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.03.013

Wade-Benzoni, K. A., & Tost, L. P. (2009). The egoism and altruism of intergenerational behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
13(3), 165–193. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309339317

Watkins, H. M., & Goodwin, G. P. (2019). Reflecting on sacrifices made by past generations increases a sense of obligation towards future
generations. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 46(7), 995–1012. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219883610

18 of 19 SHRUM ET AL.

 17577799, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

ires.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1002/w
cc.818, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [09/04/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/07491409.2006.10757628
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.283
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.283
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916503251466
https://www.pewresearch.org/global/2019/02/10/climate-change-still-seen-as-the-top-global-threat-but-cyberattacks-a-rising-concern/#table
https://www.pewresearch.org/global/2019/02/10/climate-change-still-seen-as-the-top-global-threat-but-cyberattacks-a-rising-concern/#table
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057240.2012.714751
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329496519852691
https://doi.org/10.1093/envhis/11.3.440
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10603-011-9181-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118865
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-021-03002-6
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3563507
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-24864-2_11
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/10288-003
https://doi.org/10.1037/10288-003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110488
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101517
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/089419200279207
https://www.margaretthatcher.org/document/108237
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11111-017-0291-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11111-017-0291-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.2.323
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20381
https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309339317
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219883610


Wells, V. K., Taheri, B., Gregory-Smith, D., & Manika, D. (2016). The role of generativity and attitudes on employees home and workplace
water and energy saving behaviours. Tourism Management, 56, 63–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.03.027

Wickersham, R. H., Zaval, L., Pachana, N. A., & Smyer, M. A. (2020). The impact of place and legacy framing on climate action: A lifespan
approach. PLoS One, 15(2), e0228963. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0228963

Williams, S., McEwen, L. J., & Quinn, N. (2016). As the climate changes: Intergenerational action-based learning in relation to flood educa-
tion. The Journal of Environmental Education, 48(3), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2016.1256261

Xiao, C., & McCright, A. M. (2014). A test of the biographical availability argument for gender differences in environmental behaviors. Envi-
ronment and Behavior, 46(2), 241–263. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916512453991

Xiao, C., & McCright, A. M. (2015). Gender differences in environmental concern. Environment and Behavior, 47(1), 17–37. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0013916513491571

Yaakobi, E., Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2014). Parenthood as a terror management mechanism: The moderating role of attachment ori-
entations. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(6), 762–774. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214525473

Zaval, L., Markowitz, E. M., & Weber, E. U. (2015). How will I be remembered? Conserving the environment for the sake of One's legacy.
Psychological Science, 26(2), 231–236. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614561266

How to cite this article: Shrum, T. R., Platt, N. S., Markowitz, E., & Syropoulos, S. (2023). A scoping review of
the green parenthood effect on environmental and climate engagement. WIREs Climate Change, 14(2), e818.
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.818

SHRUM ET AL. 19 of 19

 17577799, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

ires.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1002/w
cc.818, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [09/04/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.03.027
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0228963
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2016.1256261
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916512453991
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916513491571
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916513491571
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214525473
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614561266
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.818

	A scoping review of the green parenthood effect on environmental and climate engagement
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  REVIEW SCOPE
	2.1  Parenthood

	3  PSYCHOLOGICAL MECHANISMS AS PATHWAYS FOR THE GREEN PARENTHOOD EFFECT
	3.1  How parenthood activates intergenerational psychological mechanisms
	3.2  Intergenerational psychological mechanisms, climate change, and pro-environmental engagement
	3.2.1  Legacy motives
	3.2.2  Generativity
	3.2.3  Perceived responsibility


	4  MODERATORS OF THE LINK BETWEEN PARENTHOOD AND CLIMATE ENGAGEMENT
	4.1  Demographic factors
	4.1.1  Gender
	4.1.2  Socioeconomic status (income and education)
	4.1.3  Political affiliation and ideology

	4.2  Culture
	4.2.1  Individualism-Collectivism and Tightness-Looseness
	4.2.2  Existing attitudes


	5  EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE ON PARENTHOOD AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENGAGEMENT
	5.1  Children's health risks and environmental concern
	5.2  General environmental and climate change concern
	5.3  Support for environmental policy and collective action
	5.4  Household pro-environmental behavior
	5.5  Environmental movement participation

	6  INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ENGAGEMENT
	6.1  Parents to children
	6.2  Children to parents

	7  A FRAMEWORK FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
	8  INSIGHTS FOR PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT ON CLIMATE CHANGE
	9  CONCLUSIONS
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	FUNDING INFORMATION
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	RELATED WIREs ARTICLES
	REFERENCES


