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Abstract
Background Hope has been extensively studied as a predictor of college students’ academic success. Most 
previous studies used domain-general, global hope measures to gauge the association between hope and academic 
performance among college students. However, a few studies have suggested that hope is domain-specific and 
domain-specific academic hope measures should be included in related research to better assess the influence 
of hope on academic outcomes. In this study, we aimed to further examine this issue to ascertain if there is value 
in including academic hope measures when studying the link between hope and academic outcomes in college 
students.

Methods Two samples of Hong Kong college students (total N = 1321) were recruited. Each participant completed a 
set of self-reported online questionnaires.

Results In both samples, global hope and academic hope emerged as related but separate factors in confirmatory 
factor analyses. Academic hope had consistently stronger unique explanatory power on academic performance and 
goal setting than global hope did. On the other hand, global hope explained more variance in general wellbeing than 
academic hope did, but its explanatory role in academic performance was not significant.

Conclusions The findings support domain-specificity and show that hope measures explain more variance in 
outcomes in the matched domains. Therefore, academic hope measures should more routinely be included in related 
research to better evaluate the role of hope in academic pursuit among college students. Possible implications for 
hope interventions are also discussed.
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Background
Academic performance is an important predictor of col-
lege students’ future success [1–4]. Plenty of studies have 
been conducted to examine factors that can influence 
college students’ academic functioning in order to find 
ways to enhance their academic performance. Although 
intellectual capability [5] and previous academic attain-
ment [6, 7] are crucial factors in determining how much 
college students can achieve, there has been a growing 
recognition that non-intellectual dispositional factors 
are important in explaining academic success and failure. 
Among these factors, hope is an extensively studied posi-
tive psychological construct that is closely implicated in 
college students’ academic functioning. Snyder and his 
colleagues developed the widely adopted hope theory 
which defines hope based on goal-directed thinking [8, 
9]. According to this theory, hope encompasses (1) path-
way thinking in which people generate multiple strategies 
to achieve their goals and (2) agency thinking in which 
people initiate and sustain their motivations in using 
those strategies. People high in hope set clearer goals and 
are more able to find and use multiple ways to achieve 
their goals. When one way is impeded, they can flexibly 
shift to another way to continue goal pursuit [10]. There-
fore, a high level of hope can facilitate goal pursuit and 
attainment.

Given that successful goal pursuit is central to peo-
ple’s lives, hope has been found to positively influence a 
wide array of life outcomes, including physical and men-
tal wellbeing [11–14]. Similar to other activities in life, 
academic pursuit in college is a goal-directed activity 
involving goal setting and finding ways to achieve goals. 
Hope therefore can enhance college students’ academic 
achievement by strengthening their ability to pursue 
academic-related goals. A meta-analysis by Marques et 
al. [15] found that hope (93% of the studies used hope 
measures based on Snyder’s hope theory) had an average 
correlation of 0.19 with academic achievement among 
college students. More recent studies have found the 
same positive linkage between hope and academic per-
formance [16–18]. Furthermore, a handful of longitudinal 
studies show that a higher level of hope can prospectively 
predict better academic performance and outcomes in 
college [6, 7, 10, 19–21]. A few hope intervention pro-
grams for college students have been developed and their 
positive effects on promoting academic performance 
have been experimentally tested and demonstrated [22]. 
Hope also plays an important role in adaptive academic 
coping during emergency online learning in COVID-
19 [23]. Findings from these correlational, longitudinal, 
experimental, and meta-analytic studies converge to sup-
port the benefit of hopeful thinking on college students’ 
academic pursuit.

When hope was first proposed by Snyder and his col-
leagues, it was conceptualized as individuals’ general 
sense of hope across all life domains [24]. The domain-
general Dispositional Hope Scale (DHS) was developed 
to measure this global, generalized perception of hope-
ful thinking [9]. Later, the Domain-Specific Hope Scale 
(DSHS) was developed to tap into hope in each of the 
major arenas of life to better reflect hopeful thinking 
in specific life domains [25]. The Academic Hope Scale 
(AHS) is included in DSHS to measure hope specifically 
about academic work. Despite the development of an 
academic-specific hope scale, the domain-general DHS 
has been predominantly used to measure hopeful think-
ing for studying the association between hope and aca-
demic performance. The aforementioned meta-analysis 
by Marques et al. [15] revealed that over 84.5% of the rel-
evant studies used domain-general instruments to mea-
sure hope. Likewise, most recent studies have adopted 
DHS to examine how hope is related to academic perfor-
mance at different school levels [21, 26, 27]. Substantially 
fewer studies have used or included AHS in examining 
the relationship between hope and academic perfor-
mance (Gallagher et al. [20] and Feldman & Kubota [28] 
are among a few exceptions). In fact, the choice of DHS 
over AHS in previous studies appears arbitrary despite 
the recommendations by Feldman and Kubota [28] and 
Robinson and Rose [29] that hope should be measured 
at an appropriate level of specificity. There have been 
few explanations regarding when and why the domain-
general DHS is preferred over the domain-specific AHS 
when examining the association between hope and aca-
demic performance. To draw a parallel analogy, this issue 
is also observed when hope is studied as one of the com-
ponents of psychological capital (PsyCap). In examin-
ing how PsyCap is linked to academic-related outcomes, 
some studies adopted domain-general PsyCap measures 
[30–34] while others used academic-specific PsyCap 
measures [35–38]. However, the reason why a particular 
PsyCap measure was picked or preferred over the others 
is usually not explained in detail.

The choice between DHS and AHS is an important 
issue because the two scales are likely to represent hope-
ful thinking in different contexts and the association 
between hope and academic performance of college stu-
dents may differ substantially depending on which scale 
is used to operationalize hope. Although DHS and AHS 
are positively correlated, an individual’s domain-gen-
eral or global hope and academic-specific hope may not 
always and perfectly correspond. Hope can be context-
dependent and domain-specific. A high level of hope 
in a general context may not correspond to a high level 
of hope in the context of a particular life domain, and 
being hopeful in one life domain may not mean being 
hopeful about life overall. For example, Snyder et al. [10] 
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observed that some college students who were in gen-
eral hopeful scored quite low in hope in academic work. 
This implies a student who is able to generate and use 
multiple strategies to achieve life goals in general may 
not be equally able to do the same when it comes to aca-
demic work. This makes intuitive sense because the abil-
ity to pursue a goal probably depends on what the goal is 
about. For example, some students may believe they are 
able to pursue goals in a non-academic domain that they 
are interested in, but they may not think the same regard-
ing their academic work for reasons such as a lack of pas-
sion or interest. It is possible that a student who scores 
high on DHS is hopeful in domains other than academic 
work, and this high level of global hope may therefore 
not necessarily make this student more capable of pur-
suing academic goals [39]. On the other hand, a student 
who scores high on AHS is clearly hopeful in academic 
work, which should enable him or her to perform better 
academically.

The distinction between DHS and AHS discussed 
above implies academic hope measured by AHS may 
have a stronger relationship with or effect on academic-
related outcomes than global hope measured by DHS. 
The results of the meta-analysis by Marques et al. [15] 
provide some indirect evidence for this speculation. The 
average correlations of hope (mostly domain-general) 
with academic outcomes (ranging from 0.13 to 0.27 
in absolute value) were much weaker than those with 
assets and liabilities which include variables pertaining 
to general wellbeing (ranging from 0.32 to 0.64 in abso-
lute value). This implies the correlation is stronger when 
hope and outcomes are measured in a matched context 
(a domain-general context here). Furthermore, findings 
from other studies show that domain-specific hopes 
were more strongly related to outcomes in their respec-
tive domains [40]. The most direct evidence is provided 
by a handful of studies that examined DHS and AHS 
together in college students [28, 29]. They showed that 
AHS was more strongly associated with academic perfor-
mance than DHS, and only AHS significantly and posi-
tively predicted academic performance while DHS was 
not a significant predictor when both were considered 
together. These support domain-specificity and suggest 
AHS is a more relevant hope measure and predictor for 
college students’ academic performance. The predictive 
power of DHS is likely to stem from the academic-hope 
component embedded in it, which, when statistically 
controlled, rendered DHS a non-significant predictor. 
Given the generally weaker correlation between DHS and 
academic performance, the predominant use of DHS as 
the hope measure in previous studies might not be able 
to accurately reflect the relationship between hope and 
academic performance of college students. There may be 
a need to incorporate AHS in related research to provide 

a better evaluation and understanding of how academic 
pursuit and outcomes in college are influenced by hope-
ful thinking.

The aforementioned matters concerning DHS and AHS 
can more generally be understood as an issue of domain-
generality and -specificity. Some scholars have called for 
research efforts to address this issue because it has impli-
cations regarding how hope functions differently in dif-
ferent circumstances and contexts [41, 42]. In the case of 
DHS and AHS, if hope is domain-general, there should 
be a strong hope “factor” underlying both DHS and AHS 
(the “general-factor” model), implying that a general 
“hopeful outlook” is driving hopeful thinking across dif-
ferent contexts. In this case, the domain-general DHS 
may be sufficient in tapping into this generalized per-
ception of hope and in studying how hope is related to 
academic pursuit. However, if hope is to a certain extent 
domain-specific, DHS and AHS should emerge as dis-
tinct factors (the “distinct-factor” model) in factor analy-
ses. This would mean academic hope may not simply be a 
reflection of global hope and DHS may therefore not fully 
capture the kind of hopeful thinking specifically related 
to academic pursuit. In this situation, it would be neces-
sary to include AHS when examining how hope is related 
to academic pursuit. The issue of domain-generality 
and -specificity also pertains to whether DHS and AHS 
would be differentially related to outcomes in different 
contexts. If hope is best conceptualized as being domain-
general, DHS should explain a significant portion of vari-
ance in outcomes in all contexts and AHS should make 
little additional contributions even for academic-related 
outcomes. If domain-specificity is present, there should 
be “context-matching” explanatory power of DHS and 
AHS, which means they should explain outcomes in the 
matched context better. DHS should explain outcomes 
in the general context (such as general wellbeing or pur-
suit of life goals in general) better whereas AHS should 
explain more variance for outcomes specifically in the 
academic context. In that case, AHS would be a more 
relevant measure for studying how hopeful goal-directed 
thinking matters to academic goal pursuit of college stu-
dents. Therefore, the issue of domain-generality and 
-specificity speaks to whether AHS should be more regu-
larly used and incorporated in research related to hope 
and academics in college.

Domain-generality and -specificity have been an 
important topic for many psychological constructs 
because they have implications regarding how constructs 
should be conceptualized and measured. For example, 
this topic has been widely explored for self-efficacy [43–
45], perfectionism [46–48], creativity [49–51], and grit 
[52, 53]. However, it has not been adequately examined 
for global hope and academic hope. Feldman and Kubota 
[28] and Robinson and Rose [29], as reviewed above, 
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are the few studies that attempted to address this issue 
by studying DHS and AHS together. Their findings, as 
described above, support domain-specificity. However, 
they have caveats that make a more extensive study war-
ranted. For Robinson and Rose [29], academic self-effi-
cacy was not controlled when examining the predictive 
power of DHS and AHS on academic performance. Aca-
demic self-efficacy has been shown to be closely related 
to academic hope and academic performance [20]. 
Therefore, it is not clear whether the significant “context-
matching” effect of AHS above and beyond DHS found 
in this study reflected the effect of academic-specific 
hope or academic self-efficacy. For Feldman and Kubota 
[28], the sample size (N = 89) was small which might have 
contributed to unclear conclusions and implications of 
some of the results. This study found a statistically non-
significant unique direct effect of DHS on academic per-
formance with a standardized coefficient of − 0.18. The 
size of this effect is quite substantial considering that it 
was a unique effect with many highly relevant predictors 
including AHS and academic self-efficacy statistically 
controlled. With a larger sample size, this effect of DHS 
might have become significant, and an unexpected nega-
tive effect of DHS might have been obtained. This would 
have led to the conclusion that global hope is negatively 
associated with academic performance when the aca-
demic-hope component has been considered. This would 
imply DHS and AHS could have opposite unique effects 
on college students’ academic performance and a more 
thorough consideration of how domain-general and aca-
demic-specific hopes are related to academic outcomes 
would be necessitated. This in turn would have implica-
tions regarding which measures should be used to opera-
tionalize hope in related research.

In addition, neither of the two studies addressed the 
issue of domain-generality and -specificity by directly 
testing whether DHS and AHS are better represented by 
a common hope factor or two distinct factors. Robinson 
and Rose [29] attempted to address this issue through 
exploratory factor analyses (EFA). However, the conclu-
sion is still unclear because EFA does not provide enough 
information as to whether the distinct-factor model had 
a significantly better fit than the general-factor model. 
Another limitation is that both studies only examined 
academic performance as the outcome. While this pro-
vides information about how DHS and AHS are differ-
entially related to academic-related outcomes, including 
domain-general outcomes such as general wellbeing and 
adjustment would give a clearer picture of the “context-
matching” explanatory power of DHS and AHS through 
testing how the two scales are differentially related to 
outcomes in different situations and contexts. This would 
provide greater insight into the relevance of different 
hope measures for outcomes in different domains, and 

inform researchers about the choice of hope measures 
for different research contexts. Last but not the least, 
the samples of these two studies were very limited in 
terms of diversity since each of them only consisted of 
students from a psychology course in a particular col-
lege or university. A study with a more diverse sample 
of students from different faculties/departments and 
colleges is needed to better test the research questions. 
All in all, research into the distinction between global 
hope and academic hope and their domain-generality 
and -specificity is very scarce. Despite the recommen-
dations by Feldman and Kubota [28] and Robinson and 
Rose [29], AHS has not yet been routinely incorporated 
in hope research related to academics. Given the above-
mentioned unaddressed issues and the widespread prob-
lem of the “replication crisis” in psychological research 
[54], more replications and extensions in this area are 
needed to elucidate how hope should be conceptualized 
(i.e., domain-general or domain-specific) and which hope 
measure(s) should be included when examining the link 
of hope with academic performance as well as outcomes 
in other life domains among college students.

The main objective of the present study was to con-
duct a systematic examination into the issue of domain-
generality and -specificity of DHS and AHS. This was 
aimed to further ascertain the need and value of routinely 
including AHS in studying the association between hope 
and academic-related outcomes in college students. To 
address the limitations of previous studies, we recruited a 
much larger and more diverse sample of college students 
than Feldman and Kubota [28] and Robinson and Rose 
[29], conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) to 
directly compare the model fit of the “general-factor” and 
“distinct-factor” models, and tested the “context-match-
ing” explanatory power of DHS and AHS on academic-
related outcomes as well as general wellbeing while 
statistically controlling for the effects of relevant covari-
ates. Note that we recruited two independent samples of 
college students and conducted analyses on them sepa-
rately. This serves two purposes. First, it can show the 
degree of replicability and consistency of results across 
two different samples. Second, the two samples com-
pleted different measures related to academic-related 
outcomes, general wellbeing, and some of the covari-
ates. This allowed us to test the hypotheses with a wider 
range of variables for better generalization and replica-
tion while keeping the questionnaire short to increase the 
response rate.

In this study, we operationalized academic-related out-
comes as (1) academic performance in terms of grade-
point average (GPA) and (2) academic goal setting in 
terms of expected GPA [55, 56]. These two variables have 
been widely studied in research on hope and academic 
achievement [28, 57]. We chose to include academic goal 
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setting because it has been demonstrated as an important 
factor in explaining the effect of hope on academic per-
formance [21]. It also allows us to understand how global 
hope and academic hope may differentially influence the 
process whereby students formulate goals for their stud-
ies. Regarding general wellbeing, in line with Diener’s 
[58] definition of subjective wellbeing, we included sev-
eral variables encompassing positive and negative affec-
tive/psychological states and life satisfaction. Concerning 
the covariates, in addition to academic self-efficacy as 
explained above, we also included general self-efficacy 
and optimism. These two variables were typically con-
trolled in previous studies that examined the unique role 
of hope on academic achievement [7, 21, 29].

Based on previous findings that support domain-spec-
ificity of hope [28, 29], we hypothesized that (1) DHS 
and AHS would represent factorially distinct factors and 
the “distinct-factor” model would have a significantly 
better fit than the “general-factor” model, and (2) when 

covariates were statistically controlled, AHS would be 
more strongly related to academic-related outcomes 
than DHS while DHS would be more strongly related to 
general wellbeing than AHS, supporting domain-spec-
ificity and the “context-matching explanatory power” 
hypothesis.

Methods
Participants
We recruited two samples (Nsample 1: 947, Nsample 2: 374) 
of college students in Hong Kong as participants for this 
study. The main analyses of this study involved factor 
analyses, and the sample size of each of the two samples 
(> 300) was considered adequate for “good” factor analy-
ses [59]. Participants of sample 1 were recruited from 
three local tertiary institutes. Those of sample 2 were 
recruited from four other institutes. Each sample con-
sisted of students from high-tier and low-tier institutes 
so as to increase diversity. All participants were local col-
lege students, 18 years old or above, and competent in 
Chinese. The characteristics of the sample are summa-
rized in Table 1. As an incentive for participation, one in 
every 20 participants who completed the questionnaire 
was randomly selected and awarded HKD400.

Measures
The two samples completed different sets of measures. 
Measures on demographic background, global hope, 
academic hope, academic self-efficacy, and general self-
efficacy were completed by both samples. Sample 1 
completed the Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale – 
21 items (DASS 21), Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS), 
and the revised Life Orientation Test (LOT). They also 
reported their cumulative grade-point average (CGPA). 
Sample 2 completed the Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule (PANAS), the Satisfaction with Life Scale 
(SWLS), and the short form of the Beck Hopelessness 
Scale (BHS). They were also asked to write down their 
expected GPA for the current semester.

Demographic background
Participants answered several questions about their 
demographic background, including their gender, age, 
place of birth, family income, work status, the institute 
and department that they were studying in, year of study, 
and whether they had a religion.

Domain-general/global hope
The Dispositional Hope Scale (DHS) [9] was used to 
measure participants’ domain-general/global hope. The 
scale consists of 12 items. Four measure pathway think-
ing (e.g., “I can think of many ways to get out of a jam”), 
another four measure agency thinking (e.g., “I energeti-
cally pursue my goals”), and the remaining four are filler 

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of the sample
Characteristics Sample 1

(N = 947)
Sample 2
(N = 374)

Gender N (%) N (%)
 Male 240 (25.3) 123 (32.9)
 Female 689 (72.8) 246 (65.8)
 Not disclosed 18 (1.9) 5 (1.3)
Age (Years)
 18 159 (16.8) 65 (17.4)
 19 185 (19.5) 71 (19.0)
 20 182 (19.2) 85 (22.7)
 21 195 (20.6) 71 (19.0)
 22 145 (15.3) 47 (12.6)
 23 or above 81 (8.6) 35 (9.4)
Family Monthly Income (HKD)
 9,999 or below 44 (4.6) 22 (5.9)
 10,000 to 19,999 153 (16.2) 68 (18.2)
 20,000 to 29,999 194 (20.5) 69 (18.4)
 30,000 to 39,999 128 (13.5) 55 (14.7)
 40,000 to 49,999 71 (7.5) 26 (7.0)
 50,000 to 59,999 49 (5.2) 15 (4.0)
 60,000 or above 85 (9.0) 22 (5.9)
 Not sure 223 (23.5) 97 (25.9)
Year of Study
 First 296 (31.3) 95 (25.4)
 Second 237 (25.0) 173 (46.3)
 Third 213 (22.5) 46 (12.3)
 Fourth 180 (19) 51 (13.6)
 Fifth or above 21 (2.2) 9 (2.4)
Work status
 Had a full-time or part-time job 625 (66.0) 221 (59.1)
 Did not have a full-time or part-time job 322 (34.0) 153 (40.9)
Religion
 Had a religion 208 (22.0) 85 (22.7)
 Did not have a religion 739 (78.0) 289 (77.3)
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items. Each item was rated on an eight-point scale from 
1 to 8. A higher score indicated a higher level of global 
hope.

Academic hope
The Academic Hope Scale (AHS) from the Domain-
specific Hope Scale (DSHS) [25] was used to measure 
participants’ academic hope. Similar to DHS, there are 
four items measuring pathway thinking (e.g., “I can think 
of lots of ways to make good grades”) and another four 
items measuring agency thinking (e.g., “I energetically 
pursue my school work”). The items were rated on an 
eight-point scale from 1 to 8. A higher score indicated a 
higher level of academic hope.

Academic performance and goal setting
Participants of sample 1 were asked to report their lat-
est CGPA as a measure of their academic performance. 
We used self-reported GPA because it has been shown 
to be very strongly correlated (r = .90) with actual GPA 
[60, 61]. Since participants were recruited from more 
than one institute and there might be differences in the 
GPA system across institutes, CGPAs were standardized 
within the respective institutes to account for potential 
between-institute differences. A higher standardized 
CGPA indicated better academic performance relative to 
other participants from the same institute.

Participants of sample 2 were asked to write down the 
GPA that they expected to get in the current semester as 
a measure of their academic goal setting. Expected GPAs 
were also standardized within the respective institutes, 
and a higher standardized expected GPA indicated that 
the participant expected better performance than other 
participants from the same institute.

General wellbeing
Affective/psychological states Participants’ affective 
and psychological states were assessed by several scales. 
The first one is DASS 21 [62], which taps into participants’ 
depressive, anxiety, and stress symptoms (e.g., “I was 
unable to become enthusiastic about anything”). This was 
completed by participants of sample 1. They responded to 
each item by recalling their experience in the past week. 
The items were rated on a four-point scale from 0 to 3. 
Averages were calculated for the three subscales sepa-
rately, and a higher average indicated more frequent expe-
riences of the corresponding psychological state.

The second scale is SHS [63], which measures partici-
pants’ experience of happiness. This was completed by 
participants of sample 1. They responded to each of the 
four items (e.g., “In general, I consider myself…) using a 
seven-point scale (e.g., from 1 “not a very happy person” 

to 7 “a very happy person”). A higher average indicated a 
higher level of happiness.

The third scale is PANAS [64], which assesses par-
ticipants’ positive and negative affective states. This was 
completed by participants of sample 2. They were pre-
sented with 20 affective states (e.g., nervous) and asked 
to rate how often they experienced those states on a five-
point scale from 1 to 5. Averages were calculated for pos-
itive and negative affective states separately, and a higher 
average indicated more frequent experiences of the cor-
responding affective state.

Life satisfaction Participants’ levels of life satisfaction 
were measured by SWLS [65], a five-item inventory (e.g., 
I am satisfied with my life) rated on a seven-point scale 
from 1 to 7. This was completed by participants of sample 
2. A higher average indicated a greater sense of satisfac-
tion with life.

Other variables
To statistically control for the effects of relevant covari-
ates when assessing the explanatory power of DHS and 
AHS, the following variables were measured.

Academic self-efficacy Academic self-efficacy was mea-
sured by the Academic Self-efficacy Scale developed by 
Chemers et al. [66]. Participants responded to eight items 
(e.g., “I usually do very well in school and at academic 
tasks”) using a seven-point scale from 1 to 7. A higher 
average indicated a higher level of self-efficacy in aca-
demic work.

General self-efficacy General self-efficacy was mea-
sured by the General Self-efficacy Scale [67], which con-
sists of ten items (e.g., “I can always manage to solve dif-
ficult problems if I try hard enough) rated on a four-point 
scale from 1 to 4. A higher average indicated a higher level 
of self-efficacy in general.

Optimism Optimism was measured by the Chinese 
version of the revised LOT [68]. This was completed by 
participants of sample 1. Each of the six items (e.g., “In 
uncertain times, I always expect the best”) was rated on a 
five-point scale from 1 to 5. A higher average indicated a 
higher level of optimism.

Pessimism and hopelessness Hopelessness was mea-
sured by the short form of BHS [69], which consists of 
four items (e.g., My future seems dark to me) rated on a 
six-point scale from 1 to 6. This was completed by par-
ticipants of sample 2 as an alternative to optimism, which 
served to replicate the results using a distinct but con-
ceptually similar covariate. A higher average indicated a 
greater sense of pessimism and hopelessness.
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Procedure
We obtained ethics approval for this study from the first 
author’s institute. Scales and inventories that are in Eng-
lish and do not have a Chinese version were translated 
into Chinese (Cantonese in traditional Chinese) using 
the back-translation procedure. Only the Chinese ver-
sion was used in this study. Data were collected during 
the spring semester in 2019. Recruitment of participants 
was done through campus-wide emails in different local 
tertiary institutes. A link to the online survey of this 
study (administered on Qualtrics) was included in the 
emails. In the survey, participants first completed an 
informed consent form and some questions to confirm 
their eligibility. Those who met the inclusion criteria and 
consented to participate then filled out a set of question-
naires comprising the measures described above. The two 
samples underwent the same data collection procedure.

Data analyses
Firstly, we conducted CFAs on the two core measures, 
DHS and AHS, to assess their factorial validity. Their 
respective one-factor structure was tested. Coefficient 
omega was calculated to check the internal reliability of 
the two scales. We also computed coefficient omega for 
all other scales to assess their internal reliability. Sec-
ondly, another set of CFAs were conducted to test the 
“general-factor model” and the “distinct-factor model” 
of DHS and AHS. In the first CFA, the “general-factor 
model” was tested by specifying the items of both scales 
as indicators of the same latent factor. In the second CFA, 
the “distinct-factor model” was tested by specifying the 
items of DHS as indicators of global hope and those of 
AHS as indicators of academic hope. Chi-squared dif-
ference tests were conducted between the two models 
to assess if the “distinct-factor model” had a significantly 
better fit than the “general-factor model”. The analyses 
above were conducted separately on the two samples 
to assess the degree of replicability of the results. In all 
CFAs, the diagonally weighted least square (DWLS) esti-
mator was used because it has been suggested as a better 
estimator for ordinal variables (e.g., Likert-scale items) 
with less than nine ordered categories [70, 71]. The fol-
lowing was adopted as criteria for assessing model fit: 
Comparative Fit Indexes (CFI) > 0.95, Root Mean Square 

Errors of Approximation (RMSEA) < 0.05, and Standard-
ized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) < 0.06 [72] indi-
cate an acceptable model fit.

The context-matching explanatory power of DHS and 
AHS was then tested by path analyses in the third step. 
For sample 1, DHS and AHS were specified as predictors, 
CGPA, DASS (anxiety, depressed mood, and stress), and 
SHS as outcomes, and academic self-efficacy, general self-
efficacy, and optimism as covariates. For sample 2, DHS 
and AHS were specified as predictors, expected GPA, 
PANAS, and SWLS as outcomes, and academic self-
efficacy, general self-efficacy, and hopelessness as covari-
ates. For both samples, institutional affiliations were also 
included as a covariate to statistically control for pos-
sible between-institute differences. Averages of the cor-
responding scales or subscales were used in the analyses 
and so all variables were observed variables (and the path 
models were therefore just identified). Since averages of 
multiple Likert-scale items are routinely taken as interval 
and continuous [73], the maximum likelihood (ML) esti-
mator was used in the path analyses. Bootstrapping (with 
1000 bootstrapped samples, using the bias-corrected and 
accelerated (BCa) 95% confidence intervals (CI)) was 
used to assess statistical significance.

Descriptive statistics of the study variables (means, 
SDs, and bivariate correlations) were calculated by the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences Version 26. All 
other analyses were conducted using the “lavaan” [74] 
and “MBESS” [75] packages on R.

Results
Factorial validity of DHS and AHS
Results from CFAs (see Table 2) showed that the one-fac-
tor structure of DHS had an acceptable model fit in both 
samples. The standardized factor loadings ranged from 
0.49 to 0.77 and they were all statistically significant at 
p < .001. Similarly, the one-factor structure of AHS had an 
acceptable model fit in both samples. The standardized 
factor loadings were all significant at p < .001 and ranged 
from 0.68 to 0.89. The coefficient omega were 0.88 (sam-
ple 1) and 0.89 (sample 2) for DHS, and 0.93 (sample 1) 
and 0.94 (sample 2) for AHS. Given these, the one-fac-
tor structure of each of the two scales was supported in 

Table 2 Results of CFAs on the one-factor structure of DHS and AHS
X2 df (p) CFI SRMR RMSEA 90% CI for RMSEA

LL UL
DHS
 Sample 1 47.77 20 (< .001) .993 .048 .038 .024 .052
 Sample 2 11.20 20 (.941) 1.000 .036 .000 .000 .000
AHS
 Sample 1 33.72 20 (.028) .998 .041 .027 .009 .042
 Sample 2 11.95 20 (.918) 1.000 .042 .000 .000 .016
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both samples, and DHS and AHS were hence respectively 
treated as unidimensional1 in subsequent analyses.

“General-factor” vs. “distinct-factor” models
CFAs (see Table  3) revealed that the model fit of the 
general-factor model did not reach an acceptable level 
in both samples. On the other hand, the distinct-factor 
model had an acceptable model fit in both samples and 
the model fit indices were consistently better than those 
of the general-factor model. The chi-squared differ-
ence tests also revealed that the distinct-factor model 
had a significantly better model fit than the general-fac-
tor model in both samples (sample 1: ΔX2(1) = 456.28, 
p < .001; sample 2: ΔX2(1) = 96.99, p < .001). The 

1  We also examined the two-factor structure of DHS and AHS. The results 
indicated very high correlations (ranging from 0.86 to 0.97) between the 
pathway and agency components. This further justified our choice of treat-
ing the two hope constructs as unidimensional.

inter-factor correlation between DHS and AHS was 0.71 
in sample 1 and 0.79 in sample 2 (ps < 0.001). Consistent 
with our hypotheses, DHS and AHS were better concep-
tualized as two related but distinct factors of hope than a 
common, general factor. In both general-factor and dis-
tinct-factor models, all standardized factor loadings had 
substantial magnitudes (ranged from 0.39 to 0.86) and 
were statistically significant at p < .001 level.

Context-matching explanatory power of DHS and AHS
Descriptive statistics of the study variables, including 
their internal reliabilities (coefficient omega), are pro-
vided in Table 4. Their bivariate correlations are provided 
in Table  5. The context-matching explanatory power of 
DHS and AHS was tested by a series of path analyses 
(with covariates as mentioned above) in each sample. In 
the first path analysis, DHS was entered as the predic-
tor. In the second path analysis, AHS was entered as the 
predictor. These were aimed at assessing the explanatory 
power of DHS and AHS separately. In the third path anal-
ysis, DHS and AHS were simultaneously entered as pre-
dictors. When comparing the results of the third analysis 
with those of the first and the second analyses, we could 
(1) assess the percentage of variance uniquely explained 
by DHS and AHS, and (2) gauge how the explanatory 
power of DHS or AHS changed when the other scale 
was added into the model. The results can be found in 
Table 6. For supplemental information, the results of the 
covariates (academic self-efficacy, general self-efficacy, 
and optimism/hopelessness) are provided in Appendix A.

In sample 1, the first path analysis revealed that DHS 
significantly and negatively predicted anxiety and 
depressed mood and positively predicted SHS. However, 
it did not significantly predict CGPA and stress. In the 
second path analysis, AHS significantly and positively 
predicted CGPA and negatively predicted depressed 
mood, but its explanatory role on SHS, anxiety, and stress 
was not significant. In the third path analysis, DHS still 
significantly predicted anxiety, depressed mood, and SHS 
in the presence of AHS. On the other hand, AHS still sig-
nificantly predicted CGPA in the presence of DHS, but its 
explanatory role on depressed mood became non-signif-
icant. The percentage of variance uniquely explained by 
DHS was < 0.1% for CGPA, 0.9% for SHS, 0.3% for stress, 

Table 3 Results of CFAs on the “general-factor” and “distinct-factor” models
X2 df (p) CFI SRMR RMSEA 90% CI for RMSEA

LL UL
Sample 1
 General 678.04 104 (< .001) .965 .091 .076 .071 .082
 Distinct 221.75 103 (< .001) .993 .052 .035 .029 .041
Sample 2
 General 171.20 104 (< .001) .990 .074 .042 .030 .053
 Distinct 74.21 103 (.985) 1.000 .048 .000 .000 .000

Table 4 Descriptive statistics of the study variables
Variables M SD ω
Sample 1
 DHS 5.61 0.98 .88
 AHS 5.39 1.16 .93
 Anxiety (DASS) 1.94 0.67 .87
 Depressed Mood (DASS) 1.98 0.72 .90
 Stress (DASS) 2.27 0.66 .84
 SHS 4.18 1.17 .84
 CGPA 0 1.00 /
 Optimism 3.07 0.63 .71
 GSE 2.64 0.53 .91
 ASE 4.42 1.01 .90
Sample 2
 DHS 5.70 1.01 .89
 AHS 5.40 1.21 .94
 PA 3.27 0.59 .88
 NA 2.97 0.74 .89
 LS 4.24 1.33 .93
 Expected GPA 0 1.00 /
 Hopelessness 3.19 0.92 .77
 GSE 2.67 0.55 .92
 ASE 4.42 0.99 .90
Note. ω = Coefficient omega (internal reliability). DHS = Dispositional Hope 
Scale. AHS = Academic Hope Scale. SHS = Subjective happiness. GSE = General 
self-efficacy. ASE = Academic self-efficacy. PA = Positive Affect. NA = Negative 
Affect. LS = Life Satisfaction
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0.7% for anxiety, and 2.3% for depressed mood, and that 
by AHS was 4.3% for CGPA, 0.1% for SHS and stress 
respectively, and < 0.1% for anxiety and depressed mood 
respectively.

In sample 2, the first path analysis indicated that DHS 
significantly and positively predicted positive affect 
and life satisfaction but not expected GPA and negative 
affect. The second path analysis showed that AHS sig-
nificantly and positively predicted expected GPA but not 
positive affect, negative affect, and life satisfaction. In the 
third path analysis, DHS still significantly predicted posi-
tive affect and life satisfaction in the presence of AHS. 
Surprisingly, when AHS had been considered, DHS nega-
tively predicted expected GPA. On the other hand, AHS 
still significantly predicted expected GPA in the presence 
of DHS. The percentage of variance uniquely explained 
by DHS was 1% for expected GPA, 0.4% for positive 
affect, 0.2% for negative affect, and 1.9% for life satisfac-
tion, and that by AHS was 6.3% for expected GPA, 0.1% 
for positive affect and life satisfaction respectively, and 
< 0.1% for negative affect2.

We also computed the variance inflation factors (VIFs) 
to assess if there was excessive multicollinearity among 
global hope, academic hope, and the covariates. The VIFs 
ranged from 1.43 to 3.34 in sample 1 and from 1.60 to 
3.33 in sample 2. Since all VIFs were below the conven-
tional threshold of 5, there was no concern for excessive 
multicollinearity [76].

In sum, when optimism (or hopelessness), general self-
efficacy, academic self-efficacy, and institutional affili-
ations had been statistically controlled, AHS predicted 
academic-related variables more strongly than DHS, 
while its explanatory power on general wellbeing was 
much weaker and became non-significant when DHS 
had been considered. On the other hand, when the same 
covariates were statistically controlled, DHS predicted a 
range of general wellbeing indicators more strongly than 
AHS. Its explanatory power on CGPA was not signifi-
cant, and, surprisingly, it became a negative predictor of 
expected GPA when AHS had been considered. Overall, 
the results supported our hypotheses regarding the con-
text-matching explanatory power of DHS and AHS.

2  We reran the analyses using structural equation modelling in which DHS, 
AHS, and the general wellbeing variables were modelled as latent variables 
with their respective items as indicators (CGPA and expected GPA, as well 
as the covariates, were modelled as observed variables). Although the over-
all model fit indices did not reach a satisfactory level (which was likely due 
to the less-than-optimal factor structure of some of the general wellbeing 
variables), the results pertaining to the path coefficients were mostly the 
same as those from the path analyses. When DHS and AHS were considered 
together, the former significantly predicted general wellbeing while the lat-
ter did not. On the other hand, AHS significantly and positively predicted 
CGPA and expected GPA, while DHS significantly and negatively predicted 
expected GPA.Ta
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Discussion
Across two college student samples, our results showed 
that DHS and AHS were better conceptualized as two 
related but distinct factors than a global, general factor. 
This is consistent with our first hypothesis and supports 
the notion that hope is to a certain extent domain-spe-
cific. Global hope and academic hope can be differenti-
ated, and they represent hopeful thinking in different 
contexts (a general vs. an academic context here) [29, 40]. 
Path analyses provided support to our second hypothesis 
regarding the “context-matching” explanatory power of 
DHS and AHS. When relevant covariates were statisti-
cally controlled, DHS predicted general wellbeing better 
than AHS, while AHS was a more relevant predictor of 
academic-related variables than DHS. DHS significantly 
predicted various indicators of general wellbeing in the 
expected direction when examined alone and with AHS, 
while AHS significantly and positively predicted aca-
demic performance and goal setting when examined 

alone and with DHS. On the other hand, AHS signifi-
cantly predicted depressed mood when examined alone, 
but this explanatory power became non-significant when 
DHS had been considered. DHS was not significantly 
related to academic performance and goal setting when 
examined alone, and it became a significant negative 
predictor of academic goal setting when AHS had been 
considered. In the following sections, we will explain the 
reasons and implications of these patterns of results.

DHS and AHS as distinct hope factors
When comparing the “general-factor” and “distinct-fac-
tor” models, the latter had a significantly better model fit 
in both samples. This suggests DHS and AHS should be 
regarded as separate factors in college students. The for-
mer captures one’s global and generalized perceptions of 
pathway and agency across all life domains [9], while the 
latter denotes one’s pathway and agency thinking specifi-
cally about academic work and studies [25]. This is in line 

Table 6 Explanatory power of DHS and AHS
Without the other scale With the other scale
B (β) BCa 95% CI B(β) BCa 95% CI

CGPA1

 - DHS .08 (.08) [-.01, .18] − .02 (-.02) [-.11, .06]
 - AHS .32 (.38)* [.24, .42] .33 (.38)* [.24, .43]
Anxiety1

 - DHS − .09 (-.13)* [-.16, − .02] − .09 (-.13)* [-.16, − .01]
 - AHS − .02 (-.04) [-.08, .04] .01 (.01) [-.06, .07]
Depressed Mood1

 - DHS − .18 (-.25)* [-.24, − .13] − .17 (-.23)* [-.23, − .11]
 - AHS − .07 (-.12)* [-.13, − .02] − .02 (-.03) [-.08, .04]
Stress1

 - DHS − .05 (-.08) [-.12, .01] − .05 (-.08) [-.12, .01]
 - AHS .01 (.03) [-.04, .08] .03 (.06) [-.03, .10]
SHS1

 - DHS .17 (.14)* [.07, .26] .17 (.14)* [.07, .26]
 - AHS .03 (.03) [-.06, .12] − .03 (-.03) [-.13, .07]
Expected GPA2

 - DHS − .04 (-.04) [-.21, .11] − .17 (-.18)* [-.32, − .02]
 - AHS .34 (.42)* [.20, .48] .39 (.47)* [.25, .54]
Positive Affect2

 - DHS .07 (.13)* [.01, .14] .07 (.11)* [.003, .13]
 - AHS .04 (.08) [-.02, .10] .02 (.05) [-.05, .09]
Negative Affect2

 - DHS .06 (.09) [-.04, .17] .06 (.08) [-.05, .15]
 - AHS .04 (.06) [-.05, .13] .02 (.04) [-.07, .13]
Life Satisfaction2

 - DHS .33 (.25)* [.16, .52] .31 (.24)* [.13, .50]
 - AHS .14 (.13) [-.01, .30] .06 (.05) [-.08, .22]
Note. DHS = Dispositional Hope Scale. AHS = Academic Hope Scale. SHS = Subjective happiness.

* indicates statistically significant results based on bootstrapping (α = 0.05).
1 and 2 denote results based on sample 1 and sample 2 respectively.

Statistical results of “Without the other scale” are from the first (DHS only) and second (AHS only) path analyses, and those of “With the other scale” are from the third 
path analysis (DHS and AHS together)
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with the idea that hope is to some extent domain-specific 
and hopeful thinking pertaining to academics is related 
to but not simply a reflection of global, domain-general 
hope. These results are consistent with Robinson and 
Rose [29]. Our study extends their findings by statistically 
showing the “distinct-factor” model as significantly better 
than the “general-factor” model. It should be noted that 
DHS and AHS were strongly correlated (r ranged from 
0.71 to 0.79). This implies the correspondence between 
global hope and academic hope was quite high, so col-
lege students’ levels of global hope and academic hope 
are fairly consistent. Despite this, there is still substantial 
non-shared variance (∼ 36–50%) between DHS and AHS 
and so the consistency is not absolute. This matches the 
observation of Snyder et al. [10] that students scoring 
high in hope in general could be quite low in hope about 
their academic work. Together with the findings that 
DHS and AHS represented separate latent factors, these 
imply DHS may not fully capture the kind of hope that is 
specific to academic studies. AHS, given its focus on aca-
demic goal-directed thinking, may be a more appropriate 
measure in research related to how hope matters to aca-
demic pursuit and performance in college.

Explanatory power of DHS and AHS on academic-related 
variables and general wellbeing
Our results regarding the “context-matching” explanatory 
power of the two scales provide additional support for 
incorporating AHS in studying the relationship between 
hope and academic-related variables among college stu-
dents. With relevant covariates statistically controlled, 
AHS had significant unique contributions in explaining 
the variance of academic performance and goal setting 
when it was examined alone and with DHS. DHS, how-
ever, had no significant unique explanatory power on aca-
demic performance no matter whether it was examined 
alone or with AHS. This suggests AHS is a more relevant 
and stronger predictor of academic performance than 
DHS. This is consistent with our hypothesis and findings 
in previous studies that AHS is more strongly associated 
with academic performance than DHS [28, 29]. On the 
other hand, DHS had significant and stronger explana-
tory power on general wellbeing than AHS when it was 
examined alone and with AHS. These patterns of results 
support our hypotheses and the idea that hope measures 
predict outcomes in the matched contexts more strongly. 
Given these, the predominant use of DHS in studying the 
association between hope and academic-related variables 
among college students in previous studies could have 
underestimated the strength of the role of hope in aca-
demic performance and pursuit. Future research should 
consider more thoroughly the choice of hope measures 
in related research. It may be beneficial to more rou-
tinely include or incorporate AHS in studying how hope 

is related to or influences academic-related variables 
among college students given its specific focus on and 
stronger relationship with academics. On the other hand, 
for research that focuses on the role of hope in non-aca-
demic and more domain-general outcomes such as sub-
jective wellbeing and general adjustment, DHS would be 
a better choice given its stronger explanatory power on 
these variables as demonstrated in this study.

There are two additional points that are worth men-
tioning. The first one is the finding that DHS was not 
significantly associated with academic performance 
when examined alone or with AHS. No matter whether 
the academic-hope component was partialed out or not, 
global hope explained very little variance in academic 
performance. This is contrary to previous findings that 
DHS was a significant predictor of college students’ aca-
demic performance [6, 7, 10, 19]. This inconsistency can 
possibly be explained by the inclusion of relevant covari-
ates in our study, particularly academic self-efficacy. 
Previous studies that found a significant association 
between global hope and academic performance in col-
lege students typically did not statistically control for the 
effect of academic self-efficacy [6, 7, 10, 19]. Self-efficacy 
is closely related to hope in the way that both are posi-
tive expectancy constructs [10]. Academic self-efficacy 
is about positive expectations of successfully completing 
academic tasks [77]. Given their similarity, it is possible 
that the significant association between global hope and 
academic performance found in previous studies was due 
to academic self-efficacy [20]. Hence, in our study, when 
academic self-efficacy was statistically controlled, it ren-
dered the explanatory role of global hope non-significant. 
It should also be noted that, unlike global hope, academic 
hope remained a significant predictor of academic per-
formance even when academic self-efficacy was sta-
tistically controlled. These results have two important 
implications. First, it is necessary to include appropriate 
covariates so that the unique effect of hope above and 
beyond other similar constructs can be reasonably deter-
mined. Second, academic hope measured by AHS may 
have better unique utility than global hope measured by 
DHS in predicting academic performance beyond other 
similar positive expectancy constructs. This echoes our 
earlier conclusion that incorporating AHS in related 
research would be useful, especially when researchers 
want to gauge the unique effect of hope on academic-
related variables.

The second point is that DHS was found to be a nega-
tive predictor of academic goal setting when AHS had 
been considered. At the zero-order level, DHS was posi-
tively associated with expected GPA (r = .21). However, 
when AHS had been statistically controlled, DHS nega-
tively predicted students’ expected GPA. Although this 
contradicts most of the previous findings that global hope 
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predicted better expected academic performance [21, 
57], it is consistent with Feldman and Kubota [28] which 
found a non-significant but substantial negative direct 
effect of global hope on GPA (when academic hope had 
been considered). One possible explanation is that the 
positive explanatory power of global hope found in pre-
vious studies stems from the academic-hope component 
embedded in it. When this component has been consid-
ered (by including AHS as an additional predictor), the 
unique relationship between global hope and expected 
GPA probably represents the relationship between non-
academic hope and academic goal setting. It is possible 
that college students who have higher hope in non-aca-
demic domains put more effort in these domains than 
in academic work, so they may not expect very good 
performance in their studies and therefore set a lower 
goal for their academic work. In short, global hope is 
likely to include a mix of academic and non-academic 
hopes [39]. The academic-hope component has a more 
consistent positive influence on academic pursuit, but 
the non-academic component may have a different and 
unexpected effect. These contrasting effects are probably 
one of the reasons why global hope overall has a sub-
stantially weaker explanatory power on academic-related 
variables. These again highlight the importance of includ-
ing hope measures at an appropriate level of specificity 
for uncovering a more consistent relationship between 
hope and academic pursuit. Incorporating AHS would be 
necessary to achieve this and to differentiate between the 
effects of academic hope and non-academic hope on col-
lege students’ academic pursuit.

Implications
As discussed in the introduction section, research on 
domain-generality and -specificity of global hope and 
academic hope has been extremely scarce. The predomi-
nant use of domain-general DHS in gauging the associa-
tion between hope and academic performance among 
college students also renders it unclear as to whether 
there is value in including domain-specific AHS in 
related research. This study is one among the very few 
that attempt to address these issues. By addressing the 
limitations in previous studies, our findings provide fur-
ther empirical support for domain-specificity of hope and 
demonstrate that there is value in regularly incorporating 
AHS in research on the link between hope and academic 
pursuit in college students. AHS, which has stronger and 
more consistent positive associations with college stu-
dents’ academic performance and goal setting than DHS, 
should more routinely be included in related research to 
better elucidate and estimate the strength of the influ-
ence of hope on college students’ academic pursuit.

It should be noted that we are not advocating exclu-
sively using AHS. Some studies may investigate the 

relationship between hope and outcomes in differ-
ent domains and academic pursuit may only be one of 
these domains (e.g., Rand et al. [21], which investigated 
academic performance and subjective wellbeing as out-
comes). As our study shows, hope measures have “con-
text-matching” explanatory power and so DHS is also 
needed if domain-general outcomes such as general well-
being are among the outcomes that are being studied. In 
addition, some studies may conceptualize global hope as 
a more distal predictor of academic performance whose 
influence is mediated by academic hope [28]. Clearly, 
AHS and DHS should both be used in these two cases. 
What we would like to advocate is to regularly include 
academic hope measures in addition to global hope 
measures in related research. This allows researchers 
to measure hope at a level appropriate for its respective 
outcomes. Our suggestion is in line with those by Feld-
man and Kubota [28] and Robinson and Rose [29], and 
we hope the findings from this study will encourage 
researchers to consider more thoroughly the hope mea-
sures to be used in related studies. It would also be desir-
able if researchers routinely justify the choice of hope 
measures used in their studies so that the reason why a 
certain hope measure is preferred over the others is made 
clear. All in all, measuring hope at a level appropriate for 
its respective outcome would offer a better understand-
ing of how hope influences outcomes in different life 
domains.

Our findings also have potential implications regard-
ing how hope interventions should be conducted. A few 
hope intervention programs for college students have 
been developed [22, 78]. They tend to target pathway and 
agency thinking regarding general goal pursuit and aim at 
enhancing global hope. These programs are expected to 
work well with general wellbeing. However, if the aim is 
to promote academic performance, it may be necessary 
to focus on pathway and agency thinking specifically con-
cerning academic work because, as suggested by our find-
ings, enhancing academic hope would work better with 
academic performance. Similarly, if the aim is to promote 
functioning in multiple domains, the programs would 
work better if elements to enhance global hope as well 
as hope in specific domains are included. In short, we 
anticipate that hope interventions would be more effec-
tive if they are administered at a level specific enough 
and appropriate for their intended outcomes. Further 
research should be conducted to verify this speculation.

Limitations and directions for future research
Despite the contributions, this study has several caveats 
that warrant attention. First, although the results support 
the context-matching explanatory power of global hope 
and academic hope, the amount of variance explained is 
quite small. Future research should explore factors that 
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may affect the strength of hope’s explanatory power. It 
will also be necessary to compare hope’s effect with those 
of other predictors to assess whether hope would play 
a more or less important role in explaining individual 
variations in wellbeing and academic pursuit. Second, we 
focused only on college students. Hence, it is not known 
whether the distinction between global hope and aca-
demic hope and their “context-matching” explanatory 
power would be generalizable to students at other school 
levels. Robinson and Rose [29] suggested that the percep-
tion of hope may be more differentiated when students 
enter college. This is probably because the life of col-
lege students is more diversified and their perceptions 
of different life domains may differ more. On the other 
hand, for elementary and secondary school students, aca-
demic work is likely the most important part of their life 
and their perceptions may center on this domain more. 
Therefore, the correspondence between global hope and 
academic hope may be stronger for these students. Con-
sidering these, it is necessary to replicate this study in 
elementary and secondary school students to examine 
the developmental trend of the differentiation of global 
hope and academic hope.

Third, we analyzed global hope and academic hope as 
unidimensional constructs. This was done considering 
their satisfactory one-factor structure and the high cor-
relations between the pathway and agency components. 
Nonetheless, this precluded us from examining the dif-
ferential explanatory power of the two components. 
Future research should adopt a different conceptualiza-
tion of hope and explore the effects of the two compo-
nents separately. Fourth, this study was conducted in a 
Chinese context, so the findings may not be generalizable 
to college students in other cultures. Subsequent research 
should replicate this study in students of other ethnicities 
and cultural backgrounds. Fifth, although we statistically 
controlled for the effects of various relevant covariates, 
there are other possible confounding variables, such as 
parental expectations which are known to influence stu-
dents’ academic pursuit and wellbeing [79, 80], that need 
to be considered in future studies. Lastly, this study is a 
cross-sectional study, so it remains unclear whether hope 
is an antecedent or outcome of academic performance 
and wellbeing. Longitudinal research should be con-
ducted to better understand how hope may predict col-
lege students’ academic pursuit and adjustment and how 
the level of hope may fluctuate over time.
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