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Abstract

:

Sustainable development (SD) is crucial to maintaining and preserving the planet we live on. The new paradigm of circular economy (CE) corresponds to the sustainable development goals and includes environmental, economic, and social dimensions. The United Nations has set quality education and the search for good health and well-being in the long term as tools for achieving SD. This study aims to identify the predictors of connectedness to nature in children and adolescents using knowledge of CE, pro-environmental behavior, beliefs about caring for the environment, and satisfaction with life as possible predictive variables. The exploration of the influence of these predictors on connectedness to nature, taking sex and age as covariates, was performed using a binary logistic regression model. We found that low scores on pro-environmental behavior, satisfaction with life, knowledge of waste management and CE, and beliefs about environmental behavior were related to a low degree of connectedness to nature. Thus, our findings suggest that the educational system must promote not only the assimilation of knowledge and beliefs but also satisfaction with life given its relationship with connectedness to nature.
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1. Introduction


Sustainable development (SD) is crucial to maintaining and preserving the planet we live on. Responsibility for achieving this goal is shared among stakeholders, companies, and citizens. However, the definition of SD has varied since the concept’s introduction in 1972, with the United Nations Conference on the environment in Stockholm, when international and national authorities first realized the influence of and linked issues that, up to that moment, ran along different avenues: the environment and economic development [1]. Later, and partly influenced by this, other significant studies came about, such as the Brutland report, which defined a concept of Sustainable Development that addresses the overall regeneration of ecosystems for the purpose of intergenerational equity [1]. This concept has evolved to the notion of circular economy (CE) in the last few years [2,3]. These authors agree that the three main pillars of sustainable development—environmental, economic, and social—are combined in the circular economy paradigm [4,5]. Nonetheless, Kirchehherr et al. [6], in a literature review, emphasize that the term “circular economy” is frequently depicted as “reduce, reuse, recycle” and it is rarely highlighted that CE necessitates a systemic shift. Moreover, they conclude that CE is primarily related to economic growth and only secondarily related to social development and caring for the environment. In this paper, we assume that the Circular Economy involves economic growth through the fostering of SD. It is an interdisciplinary approach that combines environmental and social sciences. It is a popular approach that helps policy-makers, governments, and scientists discuss the transition from a linear economy to a circular economy that globally contributes to SD, which now is not only perceived as economic, but as a necessity for human development in relation to the environment and as part of a society, or, furthermore, as living beings on Earth among many other living beings without hierarchies.



Since the notion of a circular economy involves sustainable development goals [7], it includes environmental, economic, and social dimensions. The SD goals, set by the UN 2030 Agenda for SD [8], include quality education and the search for good health and well-being in the long term as tools for achieving SD. Education plays a part in a citizen’s life from an early age to university. In a broad sense, education, good health, and well-being are intertwined in the circular economy, which deals with information about and knowledge of the environment, the economy, and society and how to use resources, waste, energy, and goods to optimize the quality of life of living beings and the planet. Thus, it includes pro-environmental behaviors (PEBs), which are considered to be those behaviors that intentionally or unintentionally produce a positive effect on the environment (e.g., recycling) or produce as little damage as possible (e.g., the use of public versus private transportation) [9]. In this vein, authors have established two categories of PEBs. The first category is related to the question of whether collective public transportation, walking, or cycling is involved [10], while the second category includes behaviors that improve the quality of the environment, such as planting crops and cleaning fields or beaches [11]. Other authors include alternative types of behavior such as consumption or household saving behavior in relation to supplies [12]. In any case, it would seem from our literature review that PEB is a multidimensional construct that includes several types of behaviors that both foster sustainable development and improve health [13] by increasing the quality of life [14] and satisfaction with life [15]. In addition, some authors [16] report a bidirectional relationship between satisfaction with life and pro-environmental behavior. Nonetheless, although pro-environmental behavior seems to be influenced by psychological and socio-demographical factors, the ones that specifically influence this behavior have yet to be identified [17].



Although knowledge of the environment is prioritized over the social pillar of CE in some countries [5], in the context of CE they both should be balanced. Education does not involve only content or information, but also awareness [18], sensitization and citizenship activation, and pro-environmental behavior [19]. Moreover, it is worthwhile encouraging future generations to become proactive, and, so, working with children. Although education can promote pro-environmental behaviors [20], knowledge by itself is insufficient to achieve a change in citizens’ behaviors respecting the environment, society, and themselves. Guo and Zhang [21] consider awareness to be as important as knowledge in determining the level of internalization and sensitization of CE in children. Since the last quarter of the 20th century, international and national agencies have considered education to be an important means by which to foster SD and create active citizens among students and future generations, and national and regional governments have included the aim of sustainable development in curricula for elementary and secondary education, as is the case in Spain [22].



Currently, much of the research on SD is focused on understanding and explaining behaviors that promote sustainable development. It highlights the concept of connectedness to nature, which means “the emotional affinity one feels with nature”. It implies incorporating an emotional component in one’s relationship with the environment [23,24] that also addresses social identity [25]. In this sense, connectedness to nature makes a human being feel part of the planet, where it is considered to be important for life itself, both in relation to the human being and to all forms of life [26]. From this perspective, investigations have found positive relations between connectedness to nature and pro-environmental behaviors and intentions [27], specifically with regard to recycling, domestic saving and consumption behaviors [12], and participation in reforestation [28].



Other authors have found relationships between connectedness to nature and psychological health in adults in terms of a feeling of connectedness to nature and psychological restoration, particularly in rural and coastal settings compared with urban settings [29]. Along the same lines, it has been found that contact with nature can increase psychological well-being in children [30,31], emphasizing the greater benefits in rural environments compared with urban environments as well as the benefits for mental health in adolescents [32].



In this vein, connectedness to nature is a construct that is gaining importance in both the field of sustainability and health. For these reasons, researchers have tried to identify the variables that predict connectedness to nature. However, the results are controversial. Some research with children has focused on analyzing the role of experiences in natural environments and their relation to PEBs, finding positive relationships between them [33] and an increase in connectedness to nature [34]. Regarding age, connectedness to nature is related to PEBs in both adults [12,27,28] and children [35]. Moreover, rural environments and the proximity of nature to home have been associated with greater connectedness to nature and the fostering of PEBs in children [36]. Conversely, other researchers have not found relationships between rural environments and well-being or sustainability [37]. Nonetheless, these same authors report relationships between health and sustainability in the domestic setting when activities in or visits to natural environments occur at least once a week. Other studies indicate that children aged 4–11 prefer urban environments to rural ones, even those living in contact with nature, and that this preference decreases as age increases [38].



To complete the picture, another indicator related to health, and, so, to well-being, is the cognitive component of well-being: satisfaction with life [39]. Studies have found positive relationships between satisfaction with life and connectedness to nature [37,40]. In adults, this relationship has been shown without significant differences for sex, ethnicity, or age [41], emphasizing that groups that tend to be more connected to nature tend to feel more satisfaction with life compared with those who are less connected to nature [38]. In this regard, it is stressed that environmental education for children should consider environmental sensitization and beliefs about the environment in order to promote SD [35].



Taking into account the reviewed literature, it seems that connectedness to nature is a key concept in the achievement and promotion of SD. Therefore, this study aims to identify the predictors of connectedness to nature in children and adolescents using knowledge of waste management and CE, PEBs, beliefs about caring for the environment, and satisfaction with life as possible predictive variables.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Participants


The non-probabilistic convenience sample consisted of 120 young people who were enrolled in state schools in rural areas of Castilla La Mancha (Spain). Of the participants, 97% were born in Spain. Twenty-three questionnaires were excluded for different reasons (seventeen because they were incorrectly completed and six because consent from the participant’s family was not given). The final sample consisted of 97 young people (61.7% boys). The sample’s composition did not fit the national statistical proportion, which is close to a similar number of boys and girls. The average age of the participants was 14.24 years (SD = 2.71 years) and ranged between 10 and 19 years. A total of 52.6% of the participants were under 12 years of age, which corresponds to Spanish Primary Education.




2.2. Measures


Connectedness to nature. This was measured with the connectedness-to-nature scale (CNS) [40], whose authors found only one factor in the instrument. Similar findings were reported by Matas-Terrón and Elósegui-Bandera [42] with Spanish participants. Due to this fact, in this study, the one-factor structure was retained, and Matas-Terrón and Elósegui-Bandera’s Spanish adaptation was used. This scale consists of 14 items that measure the feeling of being emotionally connected to the natural word (e.g., “I think of the natural world as a community to which I belong”, “I often feel a kindship with animals and plants”). The level of agreement is indicated on a five-point Likert scale, from “totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (5), in order to respect the type of response offered by the authors of the tool [40]. The final score for connectedness to nature was taken to be the sum of the responses to all questions and items 4, 12, and 14 being reverse coded. It ranges from 14 to 70, where higher scores are associated with a stronger feeling of being connected to the natural world. The CNS showed a high degree of internal consistency in our study (Cronbach’s α = 0.89, which is higher than the value reported by Matas-Terrón and Elósegui-Barrera (2012) with Spanish participants (0.77) and similar to the one reported by Mayer and Franz [40] (0.84)).



Pro-environmental behavior. This was measured with the pro-environmental behaviors scale (PEBS) [43]. From this scale, the instrument was created through the selection and adaptation of items based on those behaviors that children and adolescents can perform autonomously on a daily basis. The answers were offered with a frequency scale that ranged from 1 (meaning “never”) to 5 (meaning “always”). The items used were: “How often do you turn off the lights when leaving a room?”, “How often do you switch off the standby mode of appliances or electronic devices?”, “How often do you turn off the TV when leaving a room?”, “How often do you limit your time in the shower in order to conserve water?”, “How often do you separate out the different recyclable components of your garbage, such as glass, cans, plastics, or newspapers, for recycling?”, “How often do you travel on foot or by bike?”, “How often do you participate in actions in favor of the environment (cleaning beaches, cleaning parks, planting trees)?”, “How frequently do you watch television programs, movies, or internet videos about environmental issues?”, and “How often do you talk to others about their environmental behavior?”. The final score was taken to be the sum of the responses to all questions and ranged from 9 to 45, where higher scores indicate more pro-environmental behavior. The PEBS showed a high degree of internal consistency in our study (Cronbach’s α = 0.72).



Satisfaction with life. The satisfaction with life scale (SWLS) [44] was used to measure this variable. This scale is widely used as a measure of judgments of subjective well-being and it consists of five items (e.g., “In most ways my life is close to my ideal” and “If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing”). The level of agreement was indicated on a five-point Likert scale that ranged from “totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (5). The final score for satisfaction with life was taken to be the sum of the responses to all questions and ranged from 5 to 25, where higher scores indicate greater satisfaction with life. The SWLS showed a high degree of internal consistency in our study (Cronbach’s α = 0.84).



Beliefs on environmental behavior (CIS) [45]. Seven items were chosen from the survey on the development of environmental behavior carried out by the Spanish Sociologic Research Center in 2010 [46]. Each item’s wording was adapted to the vocabulary and comprehension structures of children. The answers were offered on a five-point Likert scale that ranged from “totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (5). The items were: “Young people like me can do things for the environment”, “I do everything that is good for the environment, even if it costs me more money or takes me longer”, “Protecting the environment is one of the most important things in life”, “Even if others do not do the same, I personally have to do everything I can for the environment”, “Statements about threats to the environment are based on research”, “It is easy for me to know if my way of life is good or bad for the environment”, and “Environmental problems have a direct effect on my daily life”. This scale showed a high degree of internal consistency in our study (Cronbach’s α = 0.83).



Knowledge on circular economy. This questionnaire consists of 31 items that evaluate knowledge of key aspects of the circular economy on a scale that ranges from “nothing” (1) to “totally known” (5). Specifically, 21 items were developed ad hoc (e.g., “climate change”, “ecosystem”, and “sustainable development”), and 10 items were taken from Almeida et al. [47] (e.g., ”I am aware of the repercussions of my way of life on the planet” and “The media encourages consumption”). The final score was taken to be the sum of the responses to all questions and ranged from 31 to 155, where higher scores indicate more knowledge of the CE. The global scale showed a very high degree of internal consistency in our study (Cronbach’s α = 0.93).




2.3. Procedure


The pilot study described in this paper is part of a wider project called “Creactive Science: Scientists in the Circular Economy”, which is currently in force. The overall objective of the project is to raise awareness in society of the circular economy and women involved in research and the development of technology in this field. The data we present correspond to the evaluation performed prior to the project. Firstly, the project and the tests were presented to the teacher training center (the institution in charge of offering, coordinating, and providing training to teachers in the region). This institution informed the schools, and those who were interested signed up to participate in the project and informed families about both the project’s aim and the evaluation. Finally, the participating students were informed that participation was voluntary and that they could freely withdraw by a family or an individual decision. A form was prepared with the described instruments using Google Forms, and demographic information was collected. To guarantee that students would understand the instruments, a comprehensive trial was carried out with 12 of the youngest students, and the wording of each item was adapted when needed. The study was conducted in compliance with the Declaration of Helsinki.




2.4. Data Analysis


Data were analyzed using IBM’s Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) v24. First, an internal consistency analysis was performed using Cronbach’s alpha in order to verify the reliability of each instrument. To check the data’s normality, the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test was performed and p values less than 0.05 were obtained for all of the variables. As a result, non-parametric statistics were applied. Therefore, the correlation of the variables was obtained using Spearman’s Rho coefficient. The variables’ connectedness to nature, pro-environmental behavior, satisfaction with life, beliefs about environmental behavior, and knowledge on circular economy were then categorized by taking into account the median as a cut-off point. Finally, a binary logistic regression was performed with connectedness to nature as a dependent variable in order to identify the predictors of it among the studied variables and the covariates (sex and age). The results are expressed with the odds ratio (OR) and the 95% confidence interval for each predictor. The Hosmer–Lemeshow test was undertaken to model goodness-of-fit.





3. Results


Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the demographics and all study variables according to the degree of connectedness to nature, and Table 2 shows the categorized variables according to the dependent variable levels.



Spearman’s correlation coefficients for connectedness to nature are presented in Table 3. The results show that higher scores on connectedness to nature are related to higher scores on pro-environmental behaviors, satisfaction with life, beliefs about the environmental behaviors, and knowledge on circular economy (all p < 0.001). Thus, in the high degree of connectedness-to-nature category, most of the analyzed predictors also exhibit a higher mean value. Therefore, a positive relationship can be inferred.



For our main exploration, we conducted a binomial logistic regression analysis with connectedness to nature as our categorical outcome and the high-level group as our contrast group. The differences between connectedness to nature and the high–low groups, obtained with the non-parametric Mann–Whitney test, were significant (U = 2.34, p = 0.000). The rest of the variables (i.e., pro-environmental behavior, satisfaction with life, beliefs about environmental behavior, and knowledge on circular economy) were included as predictors with the high-level group as the reference. Table 4 presents the results of the analysis, including the ORs and the 95% confidence interval for each predictor. ORs reflect the increase (or decrease) in the odds of a participant being in the contrast group relative to the high level of connectedness-to-nature group based on the change among categories for each predictor. For the predictors, the high degree of connectedness-to-nature category was taken as the reference.



The results reveal that there were significant differences between participants in the high vs. low degree of connectedness-to-nature group on pro-environmental behavior, satisfaction with life, beliefs about environmental behavior, and knowledge on circular economy. Specifically, compared with participants with a high level of pro-environmental behavior, the odds of being in the low degree of connectedness-to-nature group were higher in participants with a low level of pro-environmental behavior, low satisfaction with life, a low number of beliefs about environmental behavior, and little knowledge of circular economy (p = 0.005, p = 0.003, p = 0.003, and p = 0.001, respectively). Finally, neither age nor sex were associated with a low or high degree of connectedness to nature (both p > 0.05).



We will illustrate the interpretation of the OR for satisfaction with life via a comparison of the high degree of connectedness-to-nature group to the low degree of connectedness-to-nature group. The OR is 7.018 and represents the change in the odds of being in the low compared with being in the high degree of connectedness-to-nature group. In other words, a participant with low satisfaction with life is 7.018 times more likely to belong to the low degree of connectedness-to-nature group than a participant with high satisfaction with life.



The Nagelkerke coefficient shows that our model explained 60% (maximum likelihood) of the total variance among groups in relation to the degree of connectedness to nature and demonstrated significant differences in the chi-squared distribution (χ2 = 54.164, p < 0.001). Moreover, our model accurately classified participants into the correct connectedness-to-nature group (see Table 5), with 80% of the participants correctly classified overall. Our model had a good fit when using the Hosmer–Lemeshow statistics (p = 0.787).




4. Discussion


This pilot study aimed to identify whether demographics, knowledge of CE, PEBs, beliefs about caring for the environment, and satisfaction with life are predictors of connectedness to nature in children and adolescents. For that purpose, we used a convenience sample of 97 Spanish students from rural schools.



Rural environments have not been widely analyzed in European countries. Nonetheless, in this respect the results are controversial. The positive relationships found in this study between PEBs, knowledge of CE, beliefs about environmental behavior, satisfaction with life, and connectedness to nature in a rural environment support the recent study of Collado [33] and the previous ones of Cheng and Monroe [36] and Otto and Pensini [34], where correlations between sustainability, PEBs, and connectedness to nature in a rural environment were found. Our results also support studies in which an association between sustainability and experiences in natural environments was found, both in adults [30,31] and in children [32]. Conversely, our results contrast with those of Martina et al. [37], where no association between well-being and sustainability was found.



Regarding demographics, our data indicate that neither the age nor the sex of the participants was a predictor of connectedness to nature, thus confirming the results of other authors who did not find significant differences in sex or age in the relationships between satisfaction with life and connectedness to nature [41]. These data are interesting because they suggest, at least in this pilot study with young people, that gender roles do not affect the prediction of connectedness to nature, and, therefore, it can be assumed that there are no stereotypes associated with gender in this area. This finding contrasts with those of Liu et al. [48], who found a closer relation to nature for women. In relation to age, we did not find any studies conducted with children and adolescents with which to compare the age effect. Perhaps, due to the maturation process itself, a hypothesis could be that age has greater predictive power in older adolescents. Nonetheless, our results indicate that age lacks predictive power. This finding suggests that it would be convenient to work on connectedness to nature from as early an age as possible, since the simple passage of time does not seem to favor or create a link between adolescents and nature, thus requiring reinforcement via educational measures in order to increase such connectivity [48].



Knowledge of CE was the most significant factor in the studied sample, with an OR of 9, followed by beliefs about the environment, with an OR of 7.6. Our interpretation of the OR for knowledge is that the members of the group with the highest scores on knowledge are 9 times more likely to feel a higher degree of connectivity to nature than the members of the group with the lowest scores. These results emphasize the important role of education involving CE in the promotion of sustainable behaviors and pro-sustainable citizenship among children and adolescents to foster well-being, as reflected in the objectives of the 2030 Agenda [7] and reported by Rajapaksa et al. [20]. The requisite balance between knowledge and the social pillars of CE can be achieved through education [5,48], which also contributes to the development of responsible citizenship in children and adolescents with suitable and internalized knowledge and beliefs related to CE [19,21].



Regarding satisfaction with life, we found that the members of the group with the highest scores were 7 times more likely to feel a higher degree of connectivity with nature. Considering that satisfaction with life is an indicator of well-being and, therefore, of health, this finding supports the positive and significant relationships between well-being, health, and connectivity with nature found in both adults [37,40,49] and children [35], although, in contrast with Wang and Kang’s findings [16], it is only a reciprocal influence. In this vein, the results indicate that well-being is a relevant aspect to be considered in both public health agendas [50] and the United Nations SD agenda, i.e., the 2030 Agenda. It seems that human health is perceived by participants in a global sense and fully related to the health of the planet. For that reason, given the importance of connectivity with nature in children and adolescents, the educational system, social policies, and society in general must promote not only the internalization of beliefs and knowledge but also satisfaction with life.



In relation to beliefs about environmental behavior, the results obtained with this sample are positive and align with those presented in the general Spanish report [45]. Our analysis introduces the avenue of the connection of beliefs and connectedness to nature that was missing in the literature. Regarding pro-environmental behavior, the selected items refer to the choice of transportation, savings in supply and waste management, and involvement in activities that benefit the environment, thus following the definitions of PEBs provided by different authors [9,10,11] and included in the CE approach. This conceptualization of PEBs refers to behaviors that promote not only SD but also health, since the relationships found between PEBs and satisfaction with life involve a global perspective as outlined in the literature [13,14,15]. On the other hand, our results highlight the predictive capacity of PEBs, as an OR of 6.3 was obtained in relation to connectedness to nature. This finding coincides with research on adults that indicates a positive relationship between both variables [27], emphasizing the association between aspects of CE, i.e., recycling and waste management behavior [12], as well as participation in group activities that benefit the environment [28].




5. Conclusions


This pilot study produced two main findings. Firstly, we found relationships between knowledge of SD and CE, beliefs about caring for the environment, PEBs, satisfaction with life, and connectedness to nature. Secondly, we determined the predictive capacity of these variables in explaining connectivity with nature in a sample of children and adolescents from rural environments. All of the studied variables showed a high capacity for predicting the degree of connectedness to nature.



The relationships among the studied variables will be taken into account to establish a program of awareness and implement strategies related to the circular economy in educational and family settings, aimed primarily at children and adolescents and their educational and family environment. In addition, future studies will seek to obtain more psychometric data on the instruments used, study the possible theoretical models of the relationship between variables, and check the effectiveness of the implemented programs.



However, there are several limitations to our study that should be taken into account before generalizing the results. One limitation is the sample size, which has been indicated to be a limitation by authors in studies with a similar sample size [51,52], sample composition, and age range. Moreover, the lack of control over strange variables, such as socio-economic data on families, limits the generalizability of our results.



As a future line of research, it would be interesting to carry out longitudinal studies to verify whether the relationships found in childhood and adolescence are maintained or evolve in adulthood. Moreover, a larger sample is needed in order to explore by advanced estimation methods, such as the structural equations model, the relations among these variables. It would also be interesting to add other psychosocial variables in order to determine which ones have direct effects and which variables act as modulators in the possible predictive models. Additionally, it would be useful to consider all of this information when designing educational programs that could promote active methodologies involving CE, and to check, on the one hand, whether they improve the degree of connectedness to nature in childhood and adolescence and, on the other, if they promote short-term behaviors in citizens that guarantee sustainable development and well-being, which are important aspects of the survival of the planet and human beings.
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Table 1. Demographics of the participants and study variables.






Table 1. Demographics of the participants and study variables.





	

	
Degree of Connectedness to Nature




	
Low (N = 51)

	
High (N = 46)




	
Mean

	
SD

	
Min–Max

	
Range

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Min–Max

	
Range






	
Age (years)

	
14.04

	
2.77

	
10–19

	
10–19

	
14.46

	
2.66

	
11–19

	
10–19




	
Sex (M:F)

	
33:16

	

	

	

	
25:20

	

	

	




	
Pro-environmental behavior

	
29.47

	
5.03

	
18–40

	
9–45

	
33.91

	
5.19

	
20–45

	
9–45




	
Satisfaction with life

	
15.53

	
4.24

	
5–23

	
5–25

	
19.96

	
3.27

	
12–25

	
5–25




	
Beliefs about environmental behavior

	
23.43

	
5.27

	
10–32

	
7–35

	
29.22

	
3.22

	
22–35

	
7–35




	
Knowledge on circular economy

	
91.29

	
19.47

	
31–127

	
31–155

	
111.50

	
14.59

	
91–153

	
31–155




	
Connectedness to nature

	
39.09

	
6.6

	
18–46

	
28

	
55.73

	
6.16

	
47–69

	
22
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Table 2. Mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) of categorized variables using the median as a cut-off point.






Table 2. Mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) of categorized variables using the median as a cut-off point.





	

	
Low Level

	
High Level




	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD






	
Age (years)

	
11.98

	
.85

	
17.07

	
1.14




	
Pro-environmental behavior

	
27.40

	
3.49

	
36.40

	
2.94




	
Satisfaction with life

	
14.68

	
3.37

	
21.32

	
2.15




	
Beliefs about environmental behavior

	
22.22

	
4.24

	
30.20

	
2.32




	
Knowledge on circular economy

	
86.85

	
15.84

	
115.18

	
12.11




	
Connectedness to nature

	
39.09

	
6.60

	
55.70

	
6.16
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Table 3. Spearman’s correlations between connectedness to nature and other variables of interest.
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	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6





	1. Connectedness to nature
	−
	
	
	
	
	



	2. Pro-environmental behavior
	0.397 **
	−
	
	
	
	



	3. Satisfaction with life
	0.590 **
	0.196
	−
	
	
	



	4. Beliefs about environmental behavior
	0.695 **
	0.295 **
	0.445 **
	−
	
	



	5. Knowledge on circular economy
	0.619 **
	0.387 **
	0.296 **
	0.488 **
	−
	



	6. Age
	0.090
	−0.072
	0.174
	0.246 *
	−0.017
	−







Note: * <0.05 (bilateral); ** <0.001 (bilateral).
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Table 4. Binomial logistic regression based on the high level of connectedness-to-nature group as the reference group.
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High vs. Low Connectedness to Nature




	
OR

	
95% CI

	
p






	
Pro-environmental behavior

	
6.313 *

	
1.725–23.106

	
0.005




	
Satisfaction with life

	
7.018 *

	
1.163–25.084

	
0.003




	
Beliefs about environmental behavior

	
7.568 *

	
2.028–28.242

	
0.003




	
Knowledge on circular economy

	
9.077 *

	
2.483–33.180

	
0.001




	
Age

	
1.429

	
0.420–4.865

	
0.568




	
Sex

	
1.097

	
0.327–3.687

	
0.880








Note: * Statistically significant relationship.
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Table 5. Our model’s classification performance.






Table 5. Our model’s classification performance.





	

	
Predicted




	
Low Degree of Connectedness to Nature

	
High Degree of Connectedness to Nature

	
Percentage Correct






	
Low degree of connectedness to nature

	
38

	
9

	
80.9%




	
High degree of connectedness to nature

	
9

	
35

	
79.5%




	
Overall percentage

	

	

	
80.2%
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