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This multi-sample study develops and validates the Collective Hope Scale (CHS), extending hope theory to
organizational contexts by assessing employee perception of their organization’s capacity to set and pursue goals.
In Sample 1 (N = 15,892; public sector employees across 100+ agencies), exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses (EFA/CFA) confirmed the CHS as distinct from dispositional hope, with structural modeling showing
incremental validity in predicting burnout. In Sample 2 (N = 3285; human service agency employees), EFA/CFA

distinguished the CHS from perceived organizational support, with CHS scores uniquely predicting burnout. In
Sample 3 (N = 3423; human service agency employees), CHS scores predicted variance in affective commitment
beyond perceived organizational support. Across three large samples, findings support the CHS as a reliable,
valid measure with sound psychometric properties and predictive utility, offering a novel tool for advancing

organizational research.

1. Introduction

As purposeful behavior is goal-directed, effective leaders orient
members toward achieving common goals with specific attention to
navigating pathways and sustaining motivation for goal attainment.
Given past experiences, employees have learned to expect that their
combined effort will likely lead to the attainment of organizational
goals. This expectancy-based framework, focused on goal achievement,
is a foundation of Snyder’s (2002) hope theory. According to Snyder,
hope refers to the expectation that one can engage in pathway strategies
and sustain agentic focus that is likely to result in achieving desired
goals. Snyder’s conceptualization of hope has received empirical sup-
port as a malleable psychological strength leading to important work-
place outcomes (cf. Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Youssef and
Luthans (2007) show that hope makes a meaningful contribution to
employee performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
and organizational citizenship behavior. Reichard et al.’s (2013)
meta-analytic study demonstrates positive associations of hope with
performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, employee
health, and well-being. Reichard et al. (2013) also demonstrate negative
associations of hope with both burnout and stress. While Snyder’s
conceptualization of hope shows promising results in the workplace, this

framework is based upon the cognitive appraisal processes of the indi-
vidual. Thus, the current understanding of hope has focused on in-
dividuals® belief in their own capacity to set and sustain motivation
toward their own desired goals. However, employees often work in
groups where members combine efforts toward common goals estab-
lished by an organization.

Snyder et al. (1997) theorize that when individuals are members of
groups, such groups can be future-oriented, and thus, “groups are built
with hopeful thinking as a premise” (112). When members of a group
share a common goal, working together promotes efficient and effective
strategies for success. Snyder (2002) articulates that “Any truly effective
action taken in regard to our environment conundrum must involve the
pursuit of collective rather than individual goals; that is, it necessitates a
collective rather than individual hope process” (401). While individual
hope has shown significant benefit to organizational outcomes (cf.
Reichard et al., 2013), no measure exists to estimate the employee’s
perception of the organization’s collective level of hope. The purpose of
the current study is to extend the hope self-appraisal process to the
organizational context and establish a measure that captures the em-
ployee’s perception of collective hope, which is the appraisal of the
organization’s capacity to set and pursue common goals. To the extent
this new measure produces adequate psychometric properties and
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demonstrates meaningful convergent validity, perceived collective hope
would offer a new line of inquiry to advance group and organizational
psychology.

1.1. Theoretical background: Snyder’s hope theory

A central premise of Snyder’s (2002) theory identifies hope as a
cognitive and motivational process based upon the expectation of one’s
capacity to pursue valued goals. Building upon an expectancy theory of
motivation, Snyder argued that people engage in cognitive
self-appraisals of their goal pursuit capabilities based on past learning
experiences, resulting in a developing dispositional expectation of po-
tential goal pursuits (Snyder, 2002; Snyder et al., 2001). Snyder refers to
this dispositional self-appraisal as the starting point for any goal pursuit
activity. Thus, “Hope is a positive motivational state that is based on an
interactively derived sense of successful (a) agency (goal-directed en-
ergy), and (b) pathways (planning to meet goals)” (Snyder et al., 1991,
p- 287).

Snyder (2002) argues that the individual’s desired goals represent
the cornerstone and cognitive endpoint of hopeful thinking. Consistent
with expectancy theory, Snyder (2002) argues that goals must be valued
enough to occupy conscious thought and potentially motivate action.
Goals can be either short- or long-term, with research showing that goals
with specific detail are more effective than broad, ambiguous goals
(Duncan et al., 2022). This is consistent with Snyder’s (2002) descrip-
tion that vague goals are less likely to occur in high hope thinking. Goals
must be attainable while existing within some degree of uncertainty.
Goals may also be based upon an outcome the individual wants to
achieve or an outcome to be avoided.

Once a goal has been appraised as valued, it becomes the organizing
focus for both agency and pathway self-appraisals. The individual ap-
praises their capacity to generate useable strategies to reach the desired
goal (pathway thinking). The pathway thinking component of hope re-
flects the ability to strategize routes, further identifying the perceived
subgoals representing the benchmarks or steps involved in the pathway
leading to goal attainment (Snyder et al., 2001). Pathway thinking al-
lows the individual to consider potential barriers and workable solu-
tions. In the presence of barriers, the hopeful individual is more likely to
conceive alternative pathways toward a goal. Snyder (2002) reports that
high hope individuals are more likely to embrace pathway self-talk
phrases such as I can get there from here or I can find a way around this
problem. Research supports that hopeful individuals can generate mul-
tiple pathway strategies toward goals, even in the presence of adversity
(Cheavens et al., 2019; Gallagher & Lopez, 2018). Comparatively, lower
hope individuals have difficulty with pathway thinking, often focusing
on failure as the likely outcome.

In addition to pathway self-appraisals, individuals also engage in
cognitive self-appraisal to determine their ability to begin and maintain
productive movement toward a valued goal (agentic thinking). Agentic
thinking reflects the capacity to direct mental energy and sustain
motivation to engage in pathway pursuits, especially when experiencing
barriers. Agentic cognitions are activated when the individual expects
that engagement in pathways will lead to goal attainment. Snyder
(2002) report that high hope individuals are more likely to embrace
agentic self-talk phrases such as I can do this. Agentic motivation is
especially important in the presence of barriers, providing a source of
endurance during adversity. Agency involves the willpower (mental
energy) required to regulate thoughts, emotions, and behavior during
adversity to remain goal focused.

Snyder (2002) argues that both agentic and pathway thinking are
necessary for hope but insufficient alone to produce effective goal pur-
suits. Individuals with high agency but low pathways will find difficulty
in their ability to conceive strategies to their desired goal. Likewise,
those with low agency but high pathways will find difficulty marshaling
the energy to engage and sustain pathways, especially during adversity.
Ultimately, the continuous interaction of agency and pathways thinking
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results in an outcome expectancy (hope) for a given goal (Snyder, 2002;
Snyder et al., 2001).

Research has shown hope is a malleable skill when targeting goal
setting and pathway enhancement strategies (Gallagher & Lopez, 2018).
The malleability of both pathway and agency self-appraisals is consis-
tent with Snyder’s description that learning histories produce develop-
mental lessons. As we learn new strategies and skills, both agency and
pathways can be enhanced to influence future expectations. Given the
cognitive basis of hope, Snyder argues emotion follows successful or
unsuccessful goal pursuits. These emotional sets then influence the
self-appraisal process so that when the individual has lower hope, they
are more likely to focus on the potential for failure and experience
frustration and apprehension. Comparatively, individuals with greater
hope are more likely to experience positive emotional dispositions (e.g.,
zest) when presented with new goal opportunities. Snyder (2002) ar-
ticulates hope as a cognitive model whereby perceptions of success/-
failure influence an emotional reaction. The reader is encouraged to
review Snyder (2002) for a more detailed conceptual description of the
feedforward and feedback model of hope that incorporates learning
histories, pre-event appraisals, and event sequences of goal pursuit.

1.2. Snyder’s Dispositional Hope Scale

Operationalizing the psychological theory of hope, Snyder developed
the Dispositional Hope Scale (DHS) to measure an individual’s capacity
to engage in pathway and agentic cognition (Snyder et al., 1991). Snyder
distinguishes hope from similar goal-oriented constructs such as opti-
mism and self-efficacy, with both lacking the pathway component of the
cognitive self-appraisal process. The DHS, as an individual difference
measure, has demonstrated acceptable psychometric support, including
internal consistency and test-retest score reliability across multiple
sample characteristics (cf. Hellman et al., 2013). Studies have demon-
strated that scores obtained from the dispositional hope measure pro-
vide sound structural validity estimates distinct from measures of
self-efficacy and optimism (cf. Rand, 2018). Researchers have used
Snyder’s DHS to establish hope’s importance in predicting physical,
psychological, and social wellbeing outcomes (Gallagher & Lopez,
2018). Additionally, DHS scores have been associated with work-related
outcomes such as performance, job satisfaction, and commitment
(Peterson & Byron, 2008). Hope has also been associated with lower
burnout and secondary traumatic stress, and higher work-related
meaning (Einav et al., 2024; Mouton, 2023; Passmore et al., 2020;
Pharris et al., 2022). Higher hope managers have been associated with
higher-performing units, better retention, and higher team satisfaction
(Luthans & Peterson, 2002). Indeed, Snyder’s hope theory and subse-
quent measure of dispositional hope have resulted in positive outcomes
for both employees and organizations (Luthans & Jensen, 2002; Snyder
& Lopez, 2002).

1.3. Refining hope theory: perceived collective hope

The central aim of this research is to extend Snyder’s (2002) hope
theory by introducing perceived collective hope, in which the capacity to
pursue goals is appraised for the group rather than the individual.
Perceived collective hope builds on Snyder’s recognition that hope can
be supported by external sources, in this case through the perceived
capacity for pathways and agency of group members (Snyder et al.,
1997). Snyder envisioned this extension, noting that “hope theory also is
applicable to people in larger units ... where people can work together to
meet shared goals” (Snyder et al., 2018, p. 37).

Consistent with Snyder’s expectancy framework, we argue that em-
ployees engage in a cognitive appraisal of their group’s capacity to
pursue goals. This appraisal, shaped by prior experiences, creates a
dispositional expectation of collective agency and pathways. Employees
assess both the group’s ability to strategize and overcome barriers and
its determination to mobilize toward shared goals. Accordingly, self-talk
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shifts from “I can do this” to “we can do this” and from “I can find a way”
to “we can find a way.” Just as individual hope emerges when goals
activate pathways and agency cognitions, perceived collective hope
reflects the belief that a group can set clear goals and work together to
achieve them. Importantly, goals that may be perceived as over-
whelming or unattainable individually can become achievable through
collective effort.

Perceived collective hope also benefits from Snyder’s earlier dis-
tinctions between hope, self-efficacy, and optimism. Group efficacy
(Gibson, 1999), for example, parallels the appraisal of collective agency
but lacks the pathways component central to hope. Moreover, group
efficacy is typically conceptualized at the group level, whereas
perceived collective hope is an individual-level perception. Similarly,
although related to collective future orientation (Aspinwall & Leaf, 2002;
Chernyak-Hai & Cohen-Chen, 2022), perceived collective hope is
differentiated by its focus on present appraisals of pathway and agency
capacities. Snyder emphasized that hope is inherently future-oriented
only insofar as it reflects current evaluations of these capacities (cf.
Shorey et al., 2002). Thus, perceived collective hope is distinguished
from collective future orientation by its emphasis on actionable,
goal-directed appraisals.

Our refinement of Snyder’s theory incorporates employees’ appraisal
of their organization’s capacity to set meaningful goals. Taken together,
this dispositional appraisal represents the starting point for group goal
pursuit. We define perceived collective hope as the individual’s perception
that the group or organization can (a) articulate a shared vision by
setting clear and meaningful goals, (b) identify and navigate pathways
to achieve these goals, and (c) sustain the agency necessary to endure
their pursuit toward the common goal.

The unique contribution of this study is the development of a new
measure of perceived collective hope. We further examine its relation-
ships with individual hope, perceived organizational support, burnout,
and affective commitment (cf. Chernyak-Hai et al., 2024) to establish its
incremental validity. By offering a reliable and valid measure, we pro-
vide researchers and practitioners with a tool to extend the benefits of
hope theory to organizational and group contexts.

2. Current study

Theory suggests that successful groups are grounded in collective
hope, where shared efforts are perceived to be more efficient and
effective when pursuing organizational goals (Snyder, 2002; Snyder
et al., 1997). Consistent with Snyder’s hope theory, we hypothesize the
existence of perceived collective hope as a psychological state distinct
from individual hope. Additionally, we hypothesize that perceived col-
lective hope will make a unique contribution to both burnout and af-
fective commitment, over and above individual hope and perceived
organizational support. To the extent that these hypotheses are sup-
ported, perceived collective hope may offer a new line of research to
advance organizational and applied psychology of effective goal pursuit
strategies.

In the first phase, item generation and reduction strategies were used
to develop a new measure of perceived collective hope. The second
phase of this research used three large samples to test the psychometric
validity and reliability of perceived collective hope and test the
convergent validity of this new measure with burnout and affective
commitment as target variables. In sample 1, exploratory and confir-
matory factor analysis strategies were used to test if perceived collective
hope is distinct from Snyder’s individual hope. Structural equation
modeling was used to examine the incremental validity of perceived
collective hope over-and-above individual hope with burnout as the
target variable. In sample 2, exploratory factor analysis was used to
investigate the distinction between perceived collective hope and
perceived organizational support. Structural equation modeling exam-
ined the incremental validity of perceived collective hope to burnout
over-and-above perceived organizational support. In sample 3,
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structural equation modeling was used to test further the incremental
validity of perceived collective hope to affective commitment over-and-
above perceived organizational support.

To test the potential value of perceived collective hope, we selected
burnout and affective commitment as target variables to examine the
incremental validity of perceived collective hope relative to the well-
established predictor variable of perceived organizational support.
Burnout refers to an adverse psychological response to a broad range of
ongoing occupational demands that exceed the internal and external
resources needed to buffer the demands, resulting in prolonged psy-
chological stress (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2003).
Job burnout is characterized by emotional exhaustion and disengage-
ment from one’s work (Demerouti et al., 2003). Research using mea-
sures of job burnout has consistently shown associations with lower
productivity, worse job attitudes, and/or increased withdrawal behavior
(Demerouti et al., 2003). Job burnout is thought to be of particular
concern, as high job demands combined with limited resources and/or
uncertain environments can result in prolonged stress across diverse
organizational contexts (Sciepura & Linos, 2022). Job burnout is a
relevant reference variable for the current study because research has
also linked Snyder’s conception of individual hope with lower job
burnout (Pharris et al., 2022; Reichard et al., 2013). Furthermore, in-
dividual hope and perceived collective hope are potential resources that
leaders can nurture to buffer stress associated with job demands (Ong
et al., 2006).

Affective commitment refers to the emotional bond employees hold
toward their organizations (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Employees who
develop affective commitment tend to have a higher level of identifi-
cation with their organizations and willingness to pursue their goals
(Rhoades et al., 2001). Affective commitment has shown significant
associations to burnout, performance, turnover, citizenship behavior,
job satisfaction, and job involvement (Meyer et al., 2002).

Perceived organizational support (POS) refers to the employee’s
perception that the organization values their contribution and is con-
cerned with their well-being (Eisenburger et al., 1986). Previous
research has shown POS as an important variable in the context of
workplace well-being, as POS is significantly correlated with lower
burnout and greater affective commitment (Kurtessis et al., 2017;
Rockstuhl et al., 2020). Rhoades and Eisenberger’s (2002)
meta-analyses identified affective commitment as one of the strongest
consequences of POS.

Given the established recognition of burnout, affective commitment,
and perceived organizational support to research and practice, these
variables were selected to test the incremental validity estimates using
the new measure of perceived collective hope. Chernyak-Hai et al.
(2024) provide an empirical foundation showing significant effects of
hope in relation to both perceived organizational support and affective
commitment. More specifically, Chernyak-Hai et al. (2024) found that
the pathways and agency elements of hope were complementary me-
diators between perceived organizational support and affective
commitment.

3. Collective hope scale development
3.1. Item generation

A panel of two university faculty and seven graduate students from
public administration, urban design, social work, and psychology was
recruited to generate and evaluate survey items based on the perceived
collective hope definition. Prior to item generation, each panel member
was asked to read Snyder’s (2002) “Rainbows in the Mind” conceptual
article and engaged in a group discussion to ensure familiarity with hope
theory. Panel members were then instructed to generate as many items
as possible independently toward a collective perspective on goals,
pathways, and agency. This item generation process resulted in 63
statements grouped into the following categories: 19 items related to
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goals, 24 pathway items, and 20 items representing agency.

3.2. Item reduction and content validity process

The panel was again presented with the definition of perceived col-
lective hope and asked to evaluate the 63 items independently. Panel
members were instructed to identify redundant items and/or items that
lacked content validity toward the definition of perceived collective
hope. Upon completing individual evaluations, the panel members met
as a group to discuss items and achieve consensus on those items that
best represented the construct of perceived collective hope. The result of
this content validity process is a six-item Collective Hope Scale (CHS)
consistent with Snyder’s hope theory. Two goal questions include the
following: Our organization can identify shared goals and Our organization
can achieve its goals. Two pathway questions consist of the following: Our
organization can identify one or more ways to attain its goals and Our or-
ganization can find resources to achieve its goals. Two agency questions
were Our organization has the willpower to achieve its goals, even when times
are tough and Our organization will actively pursue its goals. Individual
differences on each item are captured using a six-point Likert-type
response format (1 = definitely false; 2 = mostly false; 3 = slightly false;
4 = slightly true; 5 = mostly true; 6 = definitely true), with total scores
ranging from a low of six to a high of 36. Higher scores represented a
greater sense of perceived collective hope.

4. Sample 1: testing the factor structure and incremental
validity of the collective hope scale with dispositional hope and
burnout

4.1. Procedure

To begin evaluating the existence of perceived collective hope as a
distinct psychological state, the Collective Hope Scale (CHS) was tested
using a large sample of employees (N = 15,892). All participants were
public sector employees from a single state in the South Central region of
the United States. Participants represented all 110 state departments and
were recruited to participate as part of an anonymous annual employee
climate survey. Participants represent a diverse workforce in the areas of
agriculture, education, human services, health and mental health, public
safety, transportation, and wildlife/tourism. Surveys were distributed in
the internal email system by the state department workgroup respon-
sible for the state’s annual employee climate survey. The researchers for
this study were provided with an anonymized electronic database of
responses. Participants provided consent in the survey and could decide
to end participation at any point. The total size of the target population
was unknown due to position vacancies, absences, etc.; the state man-
agement system estimated a workforce of approximately 30,000 em-
ployees. Thus, we estimate approximately a 50 % response rate.

A data-sharing agreement was reached with the research team, and
the survey was approved by the state IRB and the research team’s uni-
versity IRB (IRB no. 064032021). Statistical analyses were computed
with IBM SPSS (version 26.0) using the Amos add-on (Arbuckle, 2010).
The study was not preregistered. Data and research materials are
available upon request from the authors.

4.2. Participants

Most participants reported their sex as female (64.0 %), and a ma-
jority of participants reported their race as Caucasian (74.1 %; African
American = 8.9 %; American Indian = 8.0 %; Asian = 2.0 %; Hispanic =
4.0 %; Other = 3 %). Most participating employees (66.9 %) reported
working in the public sector 5+ years, with 33.1 % reporting working in
the public sector for less than 5 years. Thirty percent of employees re-
ported being in supervisory positions, and 70 % working in non-
supervisory roles.
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4.3. Instruments

Perceived collective hope was measured using the six-item Collective
Hope Scale (CHS) developed for this study. Perceived collective hope
refers to the employee’s perception that the organization set sclear goals
and that members of the group can identify pathways strategies and
possess the agency to engage in organizational goals. Higher scores
reflect higher perceived collective hope.

Individual hope was measured using Snyder’s Dispositional Hope
Scale (DHS; Snyder et al., 1991). The DHS is an 8-item scale scored with
an eight-point Likert response format (1 = definitely false; 8 = definitely
true). Consistent with hope theory, the DHS measures hope across the
dimensions of agency and pathways thinking, with four items capturing
pathways thinking and four items measuring agency (Snyder et al.,
1991). Total hope scores on the DHS are obtained by summing the four
pathways thinking and four agency items, with higher scores reflecting
higher levels of hope. A reliability generalization study indicated that
the DHS has produced good reliability estimates across samples
(Hellman et al., 2013). The DHS has also shown good validity, with DHS
scores negatively correlating with variables associated with dysphoria
and positively correlating with an array of other variables associated
with wellbeing in various samples (Ong et al., 2018; Snyder et al., 1991).

Job burnout was measured using the Oldenberg Burnout Inventory
(OLBI; Demerouti et al., 2003). The OLBI is a 16-item self-report scale
that uses a five-point rating scale (1 = strongly disagree; to 5 = strongly
agree) to measure job burnout across two dimensions, disengagement
and exhaustion (Demerouti et al., 2003). The disengagement dimension
refers to distancing oneself from work and developing cynical and
negative attitudes and behavior toward one’s job (Bakker & Demerouti,
2008). The exhaustion dimension relates to feelings of fatigue and
emptiness concerning work (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). The OLBI has
been used extensively, exhibiting good psychometric properties of both
reliability and validity (Demerouti et al., 2003).

4.4. Missing data

Before performing any statistical analyses, we assessed the degree of
missing responses for each of the variables. No variable had more than
10 % missing data, a threshold that has been referenced as a cutoff over
which the missing data can bias parameter estimates (Bennett, 2001).
Although the rate of missing data was low, we employed full information
maximum likelihood analysis (FIML) to estimate the missing values.
Research has consistently established that FIML is an effective tool for
treating missing data while minimizing bias (Enders & Bandalos, 2001;
Graham, 2009).

4.5. Data analyses

Measurement model. To test for measurement qualities of the CHS, a
randomly selected calibration subsample was drawn to conduct an
exploratory factor analysis on items theorized to represent CHS. To
establish the discriminant validity of CHS as a unique hope measure,
items from Snyder’s Dispositional Hope Scale (DHS) were used for
comparison. The DHS was selected to test the discriminant validity of
the CHS because of the DHS’s theoretical similarity to collective hope
and research demonstrating a negative relationship between DHS scores
and job burnout (Passmore et al., 2020; Pharris et al., 2022). Next, a
second randomly selected validation subsample was used to perform a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the items recovered from the
initial EFA. If the CFA produces results consistent with the EFA, this
result would add evidence of the existence of collective hope as a distinct
psychological state. Within this subsample, both the convergent and
discriminant validity of the CHS and the DHS were evaluated using
maximum likelihood fit indices, average variance extracted (AVE)
testing, and heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) testing.

Incremental validity of the CHS. After establishing the adequate
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measurement of collective hope with the calibration and validation
subsamples, we moved to test the incremental validity of collective hope
in relation to the dependent variable of burnout. Incremental validity
testing was performed using the remaining holdout sample. All calcula-
tions were performed with SPSS using the Amos 19 add on (Arbuckle,
2010).

4.6. Exploratory factor analysis for the calibration subsample

The first random subsample (n’ = 958) was used as a calibration
sample for the EFA. Prior to evaluating the results of the EFA, a KMO test
and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were used to evaluate the adequacy of
item commonalities for the performance of an EFA. Maximum likelihood
estimations were used for the EFA with an oblique rotation. Both the
pattern and the structure matrix of the oblique rotation were examined.
An a priori threshold was used to extract factors, with the threshold
being factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 and at least three items
loading >.42 (Comrey & Lee, 1992). A scree plot was also examined to
provide additional data on the number of extracted factors.

4.7. Confirmatory factor analysis for the validation subsample

The second random subsample (n’ = 958) was used for a CFA. The
CFA was used to validate the factor structure discovered in the cali-
bration subsample. Multiple commonly used fit indices were explored to
test the goodness of fit of the proposed model. The root mean squared
error of approximation (RMSEA) was used, with scores <.10 indicating
acceptable fit and <.08 indicating good fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993;
MacCallum et al., 1996). The comparative fit index (CFI) was employed
with a value of .90 considered to be the minimum for model fit (Bentler,
1992). The standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) was also
used to evaluate model fit, with a score of < .08 considered a good fit.
Finally, the 4 test with a threshold of p > .05 was also considered,
although it is well known that 42 is sensitive to larger sample sizes
(>200) and frequently exhibits a p < .05 even in the case of good fit
according to other indices (Kline, 2016). As a result, it is widely
considered acceptable to conclude that a model fits the data even if the
22 test is statistically significant so long as additional fit indices meet
their established criteria for fit (Bowen and Guo, 2011).

Average Variance Extracted. We also assessed the AVE values of the
respective latent variables of collective hope and individual hope. The
AVE is a test of convergent validity (Hair et al., 2014). The AVE of a
proposed latent variable reflects the communality, or the common
variance, shared by the items purported to measure the construct. An
AVE value of > .50 is an accepted threshold of adequate convergent
validity, with an AVE >.50 indicating that, on the average, the under-
lying latent variable of a set of items explains more than 50 % of the
common variance of those items. Correspondingly, an AVE value of >
.50 also indicates that less than 50 % of the variance of those items is
error variance (Hair et al., 2014).

The Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio. Along with the AVE, we also assessed
the HTMT ratio of the proposed items of collective hope to the items of
individual hope. The HTMT is a test of discriminant validity, operating
by comparing the average of the correlations of all the indicators with
each other to the average of the correlations of indicators theorized to
measure each respective, underlying latent variable (Henseler et al.,
2015). The result is a ratio that is used to establish discriminant validity,
with a ratio <.85 reflecting a conservative threshold of discriminant
validity (Henseler et al., 2015).

4.8. Structural model testing the incremental validity of the collective
hope scale

Identical fit indices, as described for the CFA, were used in the
holdout sample to test the stability of the factor structure of the proposed
variables. Using the holdout sample, we tested the incremental validity
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of CHS over-and-above dispositional hope with burnout as the target
variable. In addition to the fit indices, in the holdout sample (n’ =
12,630), standardized p values of the relationships between variables
were assessed. Squared multiple correlations (Rz) were also evaluated
for the dependent variable of burnout. Examining p values and R? values
allowed an assessment of the relative strength of correlations between
collective hope in the workplace and individual hope to lower burnout.
Such an analysis allowed an assessment of the utility of measuring col-
lective hope in the workplace to predict less burnout. We theorized that
perceived collective hope would account for significant unique variance
in burnout.

4.9. Exploratory factor analysis for the calibration sample

First, we performed an EFA for the calibration subsample (n’ = 958)
to determine if perceived collective hope existed independent of indi-
vidual hope. We utilized oblique rotations (direct oblimin) with
maximum likelihood estimation. An oblique rotation was chosen
because we theorized that collective hope and individual hope are
correlated. We started with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) to test
whether the variance in the sample was adequate to support interpreting
the results of an EFA. The sample’s KMO = .936, which is considered
“marvelous” for EFA interpretation (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999).
Such a result supports the conclusion that the variance within the
sample was adequate for an EFA.

We then turned to interpreting the pattern matrix of the oblique
rotation. The pattern matrix revealed a simple factor structure of two
factors with eigenvalues >1. These two factors also had all items loading
with scores >.70 on their respective factors. Factor I represented only
items of the CHS, with the factor accounting for 49 % of total variance.
Factor II consisted of the items from the Dispositional Hope Scale
(Snyder et al., 1991) and accounted for 20 % of total variance. The two
factors combined accounted for 69 % of the total variance among the
items. An examination of the structure matrix of the rotation and the
scree plot also supported the existence of the two factors. Table 1 con-
tains the empirical values of the EFA.

Table 1
A factor analysis of perceived collective hope and dispositional hope items using
oblique rotation.

Pattern Matrix Factor

Scale  Item I I

DHS I can think of many ways to get out of a jam. —.056  .666

DHS I energetically pursue my goals. .073 .692

DHS There are lots of ways around a problem. .004 .667

DHS I can think of many ways to get the things in life thatare = —.032  .793

important to me.

DHS Even when others get discouraged, I know I can find a .020 .786

way to solve the problem.

DHS My past experiences have prepared me well for the ,014 778

future.

DHS I have been pretty successful in life. .004 721

DHS I have met the goals I set for myself. .009 731

CHS Our organization can identify shared goals. .820 .052

CHS Our organization can achieve its goals. 922 —.007

CHS Our organization can identify one or more ways to 919 .006

attain its goals.

CHS Our organization can find resources to achieve its goals. ~ .889 —.009

CHS Our organization has the collective willpower to 923 —.033

achieve its goals.

CHS Even when times are tough, our organization will .841 .004

actively pursue its goals.

Percentage of Variance Explained 49.24 20.0
Notes: DHS refers to Dispositional Hope Scale; CHS refers to Perceived Collective
Hope Scale.

n’ = 958.
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4.10. Item analysis for the calibration sample

Given the results of the exploratory factor analysis demonstrating
simple structure for scores obtained from the perceived Collective Hope
Scale (CHS), the items were subsequently evaluated for internal con-
sistency reliability. Table 2 presents the results of the item analysis for
the six-item collective hope scale. [tem means ranged from 4.45 to 4.78
on a six-point Likert-type response format. Skewness for each item was
left skewed, ranging from —.796 to —1.15. Kurtosis for each item ranged
from 1.01 to 1.48. Corrected item-total correlations for each item are
large, ranging from a low of .826 to a high of .900. Finally, evaluation of
Cronbach’s « if an item is deleted shows no meaningful gains. Subse-
quently, Cronbach’s o obtained from the calibration sample scores
shows a high level of estimated reliability (« = .957). Combined, the
results of the EFA and the internal consistency reliability analyses of the
CHS present a distinct unidimensional measure extending Snyder’s hope
theory (2002).

4.11. Convergent and discriminatory validity using the validation sample

The EFA having been completed on the calibration subsample, the
next step was a CFA on the validation subsample (n” = 958) to test the
stability of the factors recovered with the EFA. Although the EFA
recovered a simple factor structure of two distinct factors consisting of
perceived collective hope and individual hope, we elected to begin the
CFA stage by testing the fit of a single-factor model. This single-factor
model contained all the proposed collective hope items and individual
hope items loading onto a single factor. As predicted, the single-factor
model produced a poor fit (4> = 4796.6, df = 77; p > .001; RMSEA =
.214 [90 % CI: .208, .219]; CFI: .679; SRMR: .193). We then moved to
test the two-factor model suggested by the EFA. Consistent with the EFA,
the CFA two-factor model produced a fit that exceeded minimum
thresholds (4% = 906.7, df = 76; p < .001; RMSEA = .09 [90 % CI: .085,
.095]; SRMR: .044; CFI: .944). All factor loadings were >.60 and sta-
tistically significant. Fig. 1 reflects all the empirical values of the two-
factor CFA model.

Average Variance Extracted. To further test the distinctiveness of the
CHS scale items in measuring a unique psychological state, we per-
formed the AVE test of convergent validity. The AVE test also indicated
that collective hope and individual hope items, respectively, measured
two distinct latent variables. Both the AVE for the CHS items (AVE =
.78) and the DHS items (AVE = .54) exceeded the threshold of > .50,
indicating evidence of convergent validity (Hair et al., 2014).

The Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio. The HTMT ratio also indicated that
the CHS and the DHS measured distinct latent variables. The HTMT ratio
between the theorized CHS of items to the DHS items was .47, well
below the .85 cutoff for establishing discriminant validity (Henseler
et al., 2015). Table 3 contains additional empirical values of the
preferred two-factor model.

4.12. Collective hope scale incremental validity using the holdout sample
Having established the measurement stability of CHS scores and DHS

scores in measuring two distinct factors, we turned to modeling each as
an antecedent of job burnout (n = 13,588) to test the incremental

Table 2
Item analysis of perceived collective hope scale.
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validity of CHS over-and-above DHS. Prior to testing the model, we
examined the internal consistency of all the measures. The three
respective measures produced adequate reliability, with the CHS = .956,
the DHS = .901, and the OLBI = .862. Also, an examination of the zero-
order correlation table indicated that all measures were correlated in the
expected directions. Table 4 contains the correlations, means, standard
deviations, and o for scores obtained from the measures.

The model containing CHS and DHS as distinct predictors of lower
job burnout produced fit that exceeded minimum thresholds (¥? =
8198.27, df = 101; p < .001; RMSEA = .077 [90 % CI: .075, .078];
SRMR: .039; CFI: .951). The R? of the model indicated that both CHS and
DHS scores accounted for robust variance in job burnout (R? = .465).
Incremental-validity-wise, an f2 test indicated that the addition of CHS
as a predictor of lower burnout relative to DHS produced an f2 = .10.
According to the heuristics of the f2 test (Cohen, 1988), CHS’s f2 scores
were approaching the “moderate” category in terms of variance
accounted for in lower job burnout over and above DHS scores. An ex-
amination of the standardized p values indicated that CHS had a strong
negative association (p = —.53, p < .001) with lower burnout relative to
individual hope (p = —.25, p < .001). Fig. 2 reflects the numerical values
of the structural model used to test the incremental validity of CHS.

4.13. Multi-group analysis testing for measurement invariance across race
and gender

To test for measurement invariance between the demographic
groups of gender and race on the model testing the incremental validity
of CHS in relation to DHS and lower job burnout, we performed two
separate multi-group analyses. These analyses compared the fit of the
model between participants who reported their race as White/Caucasian
and participants who reported their race as non-White and between the
male and female groups. First, we compared the parameter estimates of
a model of CHS as a unique predictor of lower job burnout over DHS
scores between a group of those self-reporting as non-White (n = 3133)
and a group of those self-reporting as White (n = 10,078). We made the
comparison by fixing the parameters of the model between the two
groups to be equal. When then compared the fit of the fixed model to the
fit of a model without fixed parameters. We found a A CFI = .01 between
the two. Accepted heuristics suggest that a ACFI <.01 indicates mea-
surement invariance between groups (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). We
then performed the same A CFI comparison between a group reporting
female gender (n = 4812) and a group reporting male gender (n = 8614).
We again found a A CFI = .01. The results of both tests suggest mea-
surement invariance of the model across both race and gender
groupings.

5. Sample 2: test of incremental validity of the collective hope
scale to burnout over and above perceived organizational
support

While the first sample established that CHS scores were distinct from
DHS in relation to burnout, we sought to distinguish CHS scores further
from perceived organizational support given its established theoretical
and empirical value in organizational research. Thus, to further validate
the Collective Hope Scale (CHS), we collected data from a second large

Item Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach’s o if Item Deleted
CH1 4.45 1.11 —-.796 1.05 .826 .953
CH2 4.63 1.10 —.965 1.21 .896 .946
CH3 4.69 1.08 -1.05 1.57 .900 945
CH4 4.63 1.13 —1.06 1.50 .844 .952
CH5 4.61 1.20 -1.05 1.15 .895 .946
CH6 4.78 1.12 -1.15 1.72 .835 952

Notes: N = 958; scale mean 27.79 (SD = 6.12); Cronbach’s a = .957.
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Fig. 1. Confirmatory factor analysis using the validation subsample (N = 958). Notes: *p < .001; x2 =906.64, df = 76; p < .001; RMSEA = .09 [90 % CI: .085, .095];

SRMR: .044; CFI: .944.

Table 3
Result summary for reflective measurement model of a two-factor solution
(DHS; CHS).

Latent Items Outer Indicator Reliability AVE
Variable Loadings Reliability (Cronbach’s
(Common alpha)
Variance)
DHS Items DHS1 .62 .38 .90 .54
(Individual DHS2 .76 .58
Hope) DHS_3 .67 .45
DHS 4 74 .55
DHS5 .79 .63
DHS_6 .80 .64
DHS_7 74 .55
DHS 8 74 .55
CHS Items CHS_1 .81 .66 .95 .78
(Collective CHS_2 .91 .83
Hope) CHS_3 .92 .85
CHS 4 .90 .81
CHS_5 .90 .81
CHS6 .82 .67

Note: The HTMT ratio between DHS items and CHS items was .47.

Table 4

Sample 1 zero-order correlations and descriptive statistics.
Variable 1 2 3
1. Perceived Collective Hope -
2. Hope 424 -
3. Burnout —.576 —.440 -
Mean 27.64 54.49 36.30
Std. Dev. 6.04 6.82 7.70
Almno .956 901 .862

Notes: Holdout sample (N = 13,588); All correlations statistically significant (p
<.001).

sample of public services employees (N = 3285). As stated, perceived
organization support (POS) was included to further validate the CHS.
Should the results of sample 2 indicate CHS is both independent of POS
and accounts for significant unique variance in burnout, this would
provide additional empirical evidence that perceived collective hope is a
psychological state that offers a new line of inquiry in organizational
behavior.

5.1. Procedure

Participants were human service employees in a public sector. Em-
ployees were administered an anonymous web-based survey as part of
their annual employee climate survey. The researchers were not part of
the recruitment, selection, or consenting of participating employees and
were provided with de-identified data. Participation in the survey was
voluntary, and the protocol was approved by the institution’s IRB as a
modification described in Section 4.1.

5.2. Participants

The participants comprised a large sample (N = 3285) of human
service public sector employees from a single state in the South Central
United States. Most participants (77.4 %) reported as non-supervisors.
Regarding tenure in the organization, 13.1 % reported employment of
less than one year; 25.4 % have been employed between one and five
years; 21.1 % employed six to 10 years; 15.8 % employed 11-15 years;
and 24.6 % employed 16 or more years. No other demographic data
were provided to the research team.

5.3. Instruments

For sample 2, in addition to the CHS and the OBI described for
sample 1 (see Section 4.2), we also administered the Survey of Perceived
Organizational Support (SPOS, Eisenberger et al., 1986). The 8-item
Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger et al., 1986)
was used to measure the employees’ perception that the organization
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Fig. 2. Incremental validity of perceived collective hope with individual hope and burnout with standardized p values using the holdout sample (N = 13,558). Notes:
*p < .001; y* = 8198.27, df = 101; p < .001; RMSEA = .077 [90 % CI: .075, .078]; SRMR: .039; CFI: .951.

valued their contributions and was concerned with their well-being.
Each item in the SPOS was scored based on a 7-point Likert scale (0
= strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree). The scale is a unidimensional
measure, with the scores for the 8 items summed to produce total SPOS
scores, with higher scores indicative of greater perceptions of organi-
zational support. A reliability generalization study of the SPOS has
demonstrated that the SPOS has consistently produced adequate o scores
across a variety of samples (Hellman et al., 2006). Results from a variety
of studies have also supported the validity of the SPOS (Caesens et al.,
2019; Shore & Tetrick, 1991).

5.4. Data analysis

Before performing any statistical analyses, we assessed the degree of
missing responses for each variable using the method described in Sec-
tion 4.3. We again employed a data split to test CHS as a distinct measure
and its incremental validity relative to SPOS. With a calibration sample
(n = 1644), we performed an EFA to determine if the items of the CHS
loaded on a distinct factor independent of the items of the SPOS. We
tested for the adequacy of variance for an EFA using the KMO test. We
employed an oblique rotation using maximum likelihood estimations.
Subsequently, we then used a validation sample (n = 1641) to test a
structural model to determine if CHS accounted for unique variance in
lower burnout independent of POS. We employed SEM using the same fit
statistics and thresholds described previously.

5.5. Exploratory factor analysis for the calibration sample

Before interpreting the results of the EFA, we reviewed the KMO test
to determine if the variance in the sample was adequate for an EFA. The
KMO results (.951) indicated that the variance in the sample was
“marvelous” (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999) and thus well-suited for
interpretation of EFA results. Turning to interpreting the EFA, exami-
nation of the pattern matrix of the oblique rotation resulted in a simple
factor structure of two factors with eigenvalues >1. All items loaded
with scores >.70 on their respective factors. Factor I represented all the
items of the SPOS, accounting for 60 % of total variance. Factor II
consisted of all items of the CHS, accounting for 11 % of total variance.
The two factors combined accounted for 71 % of the total variance. An
examination of the structure matrix of the oblique rotation and a scree
plot also supported the existence of the two factors. Finally, Cronbach’s
o values were robust for both Factor I, the SPOS («x = .942), and for
Factor II, the CHS (o = .937). Overall, the EFA supported a simple factor
structure of the two latent factors of CHS and SPOS. Table 5 contains the
empirical values of the EFA.

Table 5
A factor analysis of perceived collective hope and perceived organizational
support using oblique rotation (direct oblimin).

Pattern Matrix Factor

Scale  Item I I

SPOS  This organization shows very little concern for me. .930 .065

SPOS  Even if I did the best job possible, the organization .891 .058
would fail to notice.

SPOS  The organization would ignore any complaint from .815 .013
me.

SPOS  This organization takes pride in my accomplishments .815 —.057
at work.

SPOS  The organization cares about my general satisfaction .796 —.088
at work.

SPOS  The organization really cares about my well-being. .760 —.116

SPOS  This organization fails to appreciate any extra effort 747 .072
from me.

SPOS  This organization values my contribution to its well- .728 —.157
being.

CHS Our organization can achieve its goals. —.031 —.904

CHS Our organization has the collective willpower to —.019 —.894
achieve its goals.

CHS Our organization can identify one or more ways to —.013 —.878
attain its goals.

CHS Even when times are tough, our organization will .008 —.817
actively pursue its goals.

CHS Our organization can find resources to achieve its .034 —.804
goals.

CHS Our organization can identify shared goals. .080 —.747

Percentage of Variance Explained 59.6 10.8

Notes: SPOS refers to the survey of perceived organizational support; CHS refers
to the perceived collective hope scale. n = 1644.

Having completed the EFA on the calibration subsample, we subse-
quently performed a CFA on the validation subsample (n’ = 1641). Once
again, although the EFA recovered a simple factor structure of two
distinct factors, the CHS and SPOS, we elected to begin the CFA stage by
testing the fit of a single-factor model. This model contained all the
proposed CHS items and SPOS items, loading onto a single factor. As
predicted by the results of the EFA, the single-factor model of the pro-
posed CHS items and the SPOS items produced a poor fit (32 = 5559.72;
df =77;p > .001; RMSEA = .208 [90 % CI: .204, .213]; CFI: .734; SRMR:
.11). We then tested the two-factor model suggested by the EFA.
Consistent with the EFA, the CFA modeling a two-factor model produced
fit values that exceeded minimum thresholds (x? = 1286.74, df = 76; p
<.001; RMSEA =.099 [90 % CI: .094, .103]; CFI: .941; SRMR: .039). All
factor loadings were also >.70 and statistically significant.
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Average Variance Extracted Test. The AVE test also indicated that the
proposed CHS items and SPOS items, respectively, were measuring two
distinct latent variables. The AVE for both the proposed CHS items (AVE
=.72) and the SPOS items (AVE = .65) exceeded the threshold of > .50,
indicating convergent validity (Hair et al., 2014).

The Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio. The HTMT ratio test also indicated
that the CHS and the SPOS items measured distinct latent variables. The
HTMT ratio of correlations between the theorized CHS items to one
another versus the correlation of the CHS to the SPOS items was .675,
well below the .85 cutoff for establishing discriminant validity (Henseler
etal., 2015). Table 6 contains additional empirical values for the testing
of the model.

5.6. Incremental validity testing using the validation sample

Having established that the measures of perceived collective hope
(CHS) and perceived organizational support (POS) were distinct, we
subsequently tested the incremental validity of the CHS in accounting
for variance in burnout over and above POS via a structural model.
Examination of the zero-order correlation table indicated that all mea-
sures were correlated in the expected directions. Table 7 contains the
correlations, means, standard deviations, and « for scores obtained from
the measures. The results shown in Fig. 3 indicated that the structural
model containing the CHS and SPOS as distinct predictors of burnout
produced fit statistics that exceeded minimum thresholds (X2 =1295.7,
df =101; p < .001; RMSEA = .085 [90 % CI: .081, .089]; SRMR: .035;
CFI: .942). An examination of the R indicated that the model accounted
for robust variance in burnout (R?> = .552). An f2 test indicated that the
addition of CHS as a predictor for burnout accounts for significant
variance over and above POS (f2 = .07). A further examination of the
standardized f values indicated that CHS has a significant negative
relationship with job burnout (B = —.30, p < .001) with POS also
showing a negative association (f = —.50, p < .001).

6. Sample 3: additional testing of the collective hope scale
incremental validity alongside perceived organizational support
as predictors of greater affective commitment

In the first two samples, the results indicated that CHS scores pro-
duced a factor that was distinct from both DHS scores and SPOS scores,
with CHS exhibiting a distinct significant negative relationship with
burnout. In the third sample, we sought to evaluate the potential of
perceived collective hope further by adding an additional target vari-
able. Specifically, to further validate the CHS, we included affective
commitment as a target variable to further examine the incremental
validity of the CHS relative to SPOS scores. Should CHS scores operate
according to our theoretical understanding, the results would reflect a
significant positive relationship between CHS scores and employees’
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Table 7

Sample 2 zero-order correlations and descriptive statistics.
Variable 1 2 3
1. Perceived Collective Hope -
2. Perceived Organizational Support 629 -
3. Burnout —.565 —.626 -
Mean 29.60 31.37 36.29
Std. Dev. 5.23 10.13 8.89
o 937 942 .898

Notes: N = 1644; all correlations statistically significant (p < .001).

affective commitment to their organization, distinct from perceived
organizational support.

6.1. Procedure

For sample 3, participants consented to an anonymous web-based
survey as part of their annual employee climate survey. As with the
previous samples, the researchers did not participate in the recruitment,
consent, or data collection processes and were provided a de-identified
database by the public sector department. The research protocol was
approved as a modification by the IRB, as described in Section 4.1.

6.2. Participants

The third sample again consisted of public sector employees (N =
3423) from a single state in the South Central United States. Most par-
ticipants (77.0 %) reported as non-supervisors. Regarding tenure in the
organization, 12.2 % reported employment of less than one year, 25.8 %
were employed between one and five years, 20.5 % were employed six to
10 years, 17.2 % were employed 11-15 years, and 24.3 % were
employed 16 or more years. No other demographic data were provided.

6.3. Instruments

For sample 3, in addition to the proposed CHS and the SPOS
(Eisenberger et al., 1986) described in sections 4.2 and 5.3, sample 3
consisted of scores collected from the Affective Commitment Scale (ACS;
Meyer & Allen, 1984).

Affective Commitment Scale. The ACS is an 8-item measure used to
capture individual differences in respondents’ perceptions of positive
feelings of identification with, attachment to, and involvement in their
work organization (Meyer & Allen, 1984). The ACS employs a 7-point
Likert-type response format (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree). Items are scored so that higher scores reflect higher levels of
affective commitment.

Table 6
Results summary for reflective measurement model of a two-factor solution (SPOS; CHS).
Latent Variable Items Outer Loadings Indicator Reliability (Common Variance) Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) AVE
SPOS (Organizational Support) SPOS_1 .83 .69 .94 .65
SPOS_2 71 .50
SPOS_3 77 .59
SPOS_4 .84 71
SPOS_5 .83 .69
SPOS_6 .86 74
SPOS_7 .86 .74
SPOS_8 .84 71
CHS Items (Collective Hope) CHS_1 .81 .66 .94 72
CHS_2 .88 .77
CHS_3 .89 .79
CHS_4 .84 71
CHS_ 5 .88 .77
CHS_6 .82 .67

Note: The HTMT ratio between DHS items and CHS items was .68.
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Fig. 3. Incremental validity of perceived collective hope with perceived organizational support and burnout using standardized values (N = 1641). Notes: *p < .001.
2 =1295.7, df = 101; p < .001; RMSEA = .085 [90 % CI: .081, .0891; SRMR: .035; CFIL: .942.

6.4. Data split

Before performing any statistical analyses, we assessed the degree of
missing responses for each of the variables as described in Section 4.3.
We performed a random data split to establish calibration and validation
subsamples. In both models, we tested a model that consisted of the
proposed CHS and the POS as distinct, independent latent variables with
the dependent variable of affective commitment. If, alongside the SPOS,
the CHS accounted for unique variance in ACS scores, this would add
further evidence of the incremental validity of the CHS.

6.5. Sample 3 results

As theorized, in the calibration subsample (n = 1755), the model of
the CHS as a unique predictor of variance in greater affective commit-
ment provided fit that surpassed minimunm fit statistics thresholds (2 =
1277.39, df = 167; p = .000; RMSEA = .062 [90 % CI: .058, .065]; CFIL:
.957). CHS scores had a unique positive relationship with affective
commitment (f = .20; p < .001). Together, CHS and POS accounted for
significant variance in affective commitment (R? = .583). A subsequent
f? test indicated that the addition of CHS accounted for significant
variance in affective commitment over and above POS (f = .05). In the
validation subsample (n = 1748), the results of testing the same model
produced similar fit statistics (x? = 1661.5, df = 167; p = .000; RMSEA
=.072 [90 % CI: .068, .075]; CFI: .942). CHS scores again exhibited a
positive relationship with affective commitment (f = .25; p < .001),
with the overall model accounting for an R? = 591 of variance (see
Fig. 4). An f? test on the validation sample again indicated that the

Table 8

Sample 3 zero-order correlations and descriptive statistics.
Variable 1 2 3
1. Perceived Collective Hope -
2. Perceived Organizational Support .658 -
3. Affective Commitment .569 .656 -
Mean 28.56 33.18 22.08
Std. Dev. 5.74 12.78 6.55
o .952 .950 .813

Notes: N = 3104. All correlations statistically significant (p < .001).

addition of CHS accounts for significant variance in affective commit-
ment over-and-above POS (fz =.09). Table 8 contains the correlations,
means, standard deviations, and alpha for scores obtained from the
measures.

7. Discussion

The purpose of the current study was to present the development and
validation results of a new measure of perceived collective hope (CHS).
Perceived collective hope refers to the employees’ perception that the
organization can set clear goals, the members possession of the capacity
to identify and pursue pathways to those goals, and the shared agency
toward attaining these organizational goals. The results for the three
large samples indicate that perceived collective hope is a psychological
process independent of both individual hope and perceived organiza-
tional support. In addition, scores obtained using the Collective Hope

Perceived
Collective
Hope

Perceived
Organizational
Support

Affective
Commitment
R2=59

Fig. 4. Incremental validity of perceived collective hope with perceived organizational support and affective commitment using standardized values (N = 1748).
Notes: *p < .001. y*> = 1661.5, df = 167; p = .000; RMSEA = .072 [90 % CIL: .068, .075]; CFIL: .942.
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Scale demonstrated significant incremental validity in accounting for
variance in burnout over and above both individual hope and perceived
organizational support. Additionally, perceived collective hope
accounted for significant incremental validity in affective commitment
over and above perceived organizational support. Based upon the
findings from these three large samples of employees, we argue that
perceived collective hope adds to the organizational literature and can
be measured efficiently with good psychometric properties.

The expectation of achieving a desired goal is central to hopeful
thinking. Snyder’s (2002) conceptualization of hope as a cogniti-
ve-motivational theory comprising of pathways thinking and agentic
thinking has emerged into a robust body of research demonstrating
positive outcomes in the workplace. Numerous studies have continued
to support the psychometric viability of Snyder’s measure (Hellman
et al., 2013; Rand, 2018). Drawing from the argument of Snyder et al.
(1997) that hope is enhanced through social connections where path-
ways and agency are potentially more effective through collective ef-
forts toward a common goal, we conceptualized the possibility of
perceived collective hope. The central aim of this study was to extend
hope theory by introducing a new measure of perceived collective hope
that can advance understanding of important outcomes in both group
and organizational behavior. Results of the exploratory and confirma-
tory factor analyses as well as of testing the average variance extracted
and heterotrait-monotrait ratio indicate that scores obtained from the
Collective Hope Scale (CHS) measure a psychological variable inde-
pendent of individual hope and perceived organizational support.
Moreover, the results demonstrate that relative to individual hope,
perceived collective hope is more robustly associated with lower
burnout. This finding demonstrates perceived collective hope as an
important extension of Snyder’s individual hope conceptualization.

Furthermore, perceived collective hope can offer an important new
contribution as a malleable resource to the job demand-resource model.
Sample two also establishes the incremental validity of the new Col-
lective Hope Scale in accounting for significant variance in burnout
scores over and above perceived organizational support. Finally, we
used a third large sample with affective commitment as a target variable
to further validate the utility of perceived collective hope in relation to
perceived organizational support. Taken as a whole, the results of the
findings presented in this study demonstrate the potential of a new
measure of perceived collective hope that can have important implica-
tions for organizational research.

The incremental validity findings of perceived collective hope in
relation to perceived organizational support confirm the potential value
of the new measure. Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) state that
perceived organizational support generates the employee’s “assurance
that aid will be available from the organization when it is needed” (p.
698). The possibility that perceived organizational support can create a
supportive environment could potentially nurture the employee’s
cognitive self-appraisal of collective hope, leading to reduced emotional
exhaustion and enhanced affective commitment. The possibility that
perceived collective hope mediates the relationship between perceived
organizational support and important outcome variables is consistent
with Chernyak-Hai et al.’s (2024) findings, which suggest that individ-
ual hope mediates the relationship between perceived organizational
support and affective commitment.

7.1. Implications

This study advances organizational research by extending Snyder’s
(2002) hope theory to the construct of perceived collective hope. Although
goal-oriented motivations have long been important to organizational
theory (Argote & Greve, 2007), prior work has emphasized either
individual-level cognitions or broad structural conditions. By focusing
on employees’ appraisals of their organizations’ collective capacity to
set and pursue goals, perceived collective hope offers a novel psycho-
logical mechanism that links organizational goal pursuits to individual
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experience. Our findings demonstrate that perceived collective hope is
empirically distinct from dispositional hope, uniquely predicts burnout
and affective commitment, and maintains only a moderate correlation
with individual hope. This provides evidence that hope operates not
only as an individual disposition but also as a group-referent perception
shaped by the organizational context.

Theoretically, perceived collective hope contributes to the literature
in three ways. First, it builds directly on Snyder’s proposition that hope
applies to larger units of analysis, refining his framework to account for
group-level cognitions assessed at the individual level. Second, it dif-
ferentiates hope from related constructs such as group efficacy and
collective future orientation by emphasizing the dual appraisal of
agency and pathways capacities in pursuit of shared goals. Third, it in-
vites new lines of inquiry into antecedents of collective hope, including
goal clarity, agreement, and perceived meaningfulness. The modest as-
sociation with individual hope also raises conceptually interesting
questions about divergence between personal and organizational ap-
praisals, particularly when employees perceive strong collective will-
power despite experiencing personal barriers outside work. Collectively,
these contributions expand the boundaries of hope theory, integrating
individual motivation with organizational psychology.

Practically, perceived collective hope provides leaders with a
malleable lever for influencing workplace outcomes. Whereas individual
hope is shaped by many factors outside managerial control (e.g., health,
family, or leisure; Bernardo, 2010), perceived collective hope is directly
tied to the organizational environment and therefore subject to leader-
ship influence. The development of the Collective Hope Scale (CHS)
provides practitioners with a diagnostic tool to assess these perceptions
and identify areas where the organizational climate supports—or
undermines—shared goal pursuit.

To cultivate collective hope, leaders can adopt strategies aligned
with Snyder’s goals—pathways-agency framework. Communicating
clear and meaningful goals provides a unifying direction. Facilitating
pathway thinking through collaborative problem-solving and barrier
reduction strengthens confidence in organizational strategies. Rein-
forcing collective agency by fostering trust, recognition, and shared
ownership enhances employees’ belief that “we can do this.” Finally,
leaders can build agreement by engaging employees in goal setting or
shared decision-making in pathway design. Together, these practices
create an environment where employees believe in the group’s ability to
succeed, with potential downstream benefits including reduced burnout,
increased commitment, and sustained organizational resilience.

In summary, perceived collective hope enriches theory by situating
hope within the collective context of organizations and provides leaders
with actionable guidance to foster stronger, more resilient workplaces.

7.2. Limitations and future research

Several methodological considerations should be acknowledged.
First, while survey items were generated with input from content ex-
perts, the final six items selected represent only a sample of possible
indicators of perceived collective hope. Inter-rater reliability and other
content validity indices were not assessed, which limits confidence in
the comprehensiveness of the scale development process. Second, all
measures were collected concurrently through self-report, raising con-
cerns about common method variance. Third, although the samples
were large and diverse in terms of organizational type, they were drawn
from a single geographic region, which limits generalizability. Finally,
our analyses compared perceived collective hope primarily against
dispositional hope and perceived organizational support. Broader vali-
dation against additional organizational constructs (e.g., trust, cohesion,
communication, goal attainment) is still needed to strengthen construct
validity.

Conceptually, the construct of perceived collective hope remains in
its early stages of development. Although exploratory and confirmatory
factor analyses demonstrated discriminant validity from related
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constructs, further theoretical refinement is needed to delineate its
boundaries. For instance, the moderate correlation between individual
hope and collective hope raises interesting conceptual questions. Em-
ployees may experience high collective hope due to prior group success,
while simultaneously experiencing lower individual hope shaped by
personal barriers outside of work (e.g., health, family, leisure). This
underscores the need to clarify the interdependence—and dis-
tinction—between individual- and collective-level hope. Additionally,
differences in appraisal based on tenure highlight that newer employees
may rely more on expectations than on lived experiences, suggesting
variability in how collective hope is formed across employee groups.

Future research should build on these limitations in several ways.
First, further psychometric evaluation of the Collective Hope Scale is
needed, including item refinement, testing across different organiza-
tional structures (e.g., work units, departments, divisions), and valida-
tion in more diverse geographic and cultural contexts. Longitudinal
designs would also help further establish structural relationships be-
tween perceived collective hope and workplace outcomes such as
burnout and affective commitment. Second, scholars should investigate
antecedents of collective hope, including goal clarity, agreement on goal
value, and leader behavior that shapes collective agency and pathway
thinking. Third, exploring the relationship between collective hope and
related constructs such as organizational trust, cohesion, and collective
future orientation will further clarify its conceptual distinctiveness.
Finally, drawing on the job demands-resources model, future work
should examine perceived collective hope as a malleable organizational
resource that leaders can foster to buffer burnout and enhance
commitment. Taken together, these steps will advance both the mea-
surement utility and theoretical understanding of perceived collective
hope, providing a stronger foundation for its application in organiza-
tional research and practice.

8. Conclusions

Despite potential limitations, the results of this three-sample study
support the conclusions (1) that the Collective Hope Scale scores are
distinct from individual hope and perceived organizational support and
(2) that perceived collective hope is uniquely correlated with lower
burnout and higher affective commitment among diverse samples of
employees. Thus, perceived collective hope offers promise as a new line
of inquiry.
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