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Interest is an important factor for successful learning that has been the subject of
intensive research for decades. Although interest in nature is of great importance for
environmental education, to date there is no valid and reliable measurement tool.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to develop and test a scale for interest in
nature, the Nature Interest Scale (NIS). In study 1, nine items were selected based on the
three dimensions of the psychological interest construct to represent interest in nature.
The factor structure of this new measurement instrument, was tested using confirmatory
factor analyses. The results show that the instrument represents the three dimensions of
the interest construct well. In study 2 the validity (discriminant and convergent validity) as
well as the reliability (internal consistency, composite reliability, test-retest reliability) of the
NIS were demonstrated. In study 3, the applicability of the NIS was tested with a different
target group, students with learning disabilities. The results of this factor analysis also
confirm the factor structure of the scale. Thus, this study provides a valid and reliable
measurement tool for individual interest in nature that can be used for future research.

Keywords: Nature Interest Scale (NIS), individual interest, interest in nature, scale development, validity, reliability,
university students, special needs students

INTRODUCTION

In everyday language, “interest” is often seen as motivation to learn more about a topic. Interest has
also been an important topic in pedagogy and educational research for a long time: For example,
the educator Dewey recognized the importance of interest more than 100 years ago (Dewey, 1913).
Since that time, research on interest has evolved significantly. In particular, the examination of
the construct of interest by researchers such as Schiefele (1991), Prenzel (1992), Krapp (1999) has
greatly advanced research in recent decades.

Interest in educational psychology is often described as a dynamic relationship between a person
and an object of interest (Person-Object-Theory of Interest; Krapp, 1993, 1998, 2000). Such an
object of interest can be, for example, a topic, an idea, an activity, an event or some other content
of a person’s cognitive life space (Krapp, 2002).

Interest has been studied very intensively in the last decades and is considered a very important
factor in the context of learning (Renninger and Hidi, 2011). Thus, interest correlates positively
with learning and thereby promotes a deeper form of understanding (Schiefele and Schreyer, 1994).
Ainley et al. (2002) demonstrated that both individual interest and text titles influence learning.
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Interest is also crucial for the way we process information and
has a positive influence on cognitive functions (Hidi, 1990). As a
result, higher interest also helps to focus on tasks and to complete
them (Renninger et al., 2002). Overall, interest in a subject is a
good basis for a better learning success (Ainley et al., 2002).

Especially in the school and academic context, the positive
effects of interest become apparent. For instance, interest in a
subject is a particularly important criterion when it comes to
choosing a course. In high school, natural sciences courses in
particular are more likely to be chosen by students who are
also more interested in natural science (Boe, 2012). Physics,
for example, is chosen both as a course at school and as a
subject of study at university primarily by people who have
an intrinsic interest in the subject (Boe and Henriksen, 2013).
Similar results have been documented for mathematics (Koller
et al.,, 2000, 2001). In a longitudinal study, Harackiewicz et al.
(2002) demonstrated that university students’ interest in the
introductory course was strongly correlated with subsequent
course enrollment and academic major over a period of 4-7 years.

Consequently, interest is directly related to academic success.
Thus, interest has been shown to correlate with performance
in a subject (Krapp, 1992) and interest in a discipline
generally leads to better academic results in that area (Denissen
et al., 2007). A performance-enhancing effect due to interest
can also be assumed (Krapp, 1992). In a meta-study that
examined a total of 121 studies from 18 countries, Schiefele
et al. (1992) found an average correlation value of r = 0.31
between interest and academic success, demonstrating the
positive connection between both factors. These research findings
demonstrate the importance of interest in relation to learning and
learning success.

In terms of structure, two basic types of interest are usually
distinguished in the current literature (Krapp, 1992; Hidi et al.,
2004; Schiefele, 2012): individual or personal interest on the one
hand, and situational interest on the other. Situational interest
is a motivated state that results from the stimulus of a specific
learning situation (Krapp, 1992). Over time, situational interest
may develop into a durable and stable individual interest through
repeated engagement with the object of interest. Personality-
specific individual interest is characterized by a dispositional
internalization of a person’s interest in an object of interest.
The person-object engagement can then occur of its own accord
without external triggers or support (Hidi and Anderson, 1992;
Renninger and Hidi, 2002; Hidi and Renninger, 2006; Pawek,
2009; Ainley, 2017). In this study, special attention will be paid
to longer-term individual interest.

Individual interest is formed of three components: An
emotional, a value-related, and a cognitive component (Prenzel
et al., 1986; Hidi, 2006; Ainley, 2017). The emotional component
can be summarized as pleasant or perceived positive feelings
that occur when engaging with the object of interest (Krapp,
2002). The cognitive component of interest is the desire to
expand and develop knowledge about the object of interest and
learn more about it (Pawek, 2009). The third component is
value-related and expresses that a high personal importance and
appreciation is attached to the object of interest (Prenzel et al.,
1986; Krapp and Prenzel, 2011).

In the biology education literature numerous attempts
to survey interest have been made (Rowland et al, 2019).
Empirically investigating the construct of interest with adequate
measurement instruments offers many opportunities for
scientific research: For example, scientific theories and constructs
can be empirically confirmed or rejected and educational
programs can also be evaluated. However, the surveys of interest
in the biology education literature are often with theoretical
and methodological limitations. For example, many interest
studies in biology education do not adequately define interest,
do not consider the theory of interest, or only cover parts of the
construct (Rowland et al., 2019).

Although there are a few general instruments for measuring
interest in science topics that have been designed with great
emphasis on meeting quality criteria (e.g., Romine et al., 2014;
Rotgans, 2015), these instruments are usually either target group-
dependent or topic-specific. As a result, validated measurement
instrument for specific topics, such as interest in nature, are rare.
To examine whether a validated and established measurement
tool for interest in nature already exists in the literature, we
searched the scientific database Education Resources Information
Center (ERIC). The search keywords used were “interest in
nature.” Although we found some publications that tried to
empirically measure interest in nature (e.g., Sjoblom and Wolff,
2017; Palmberg et al, 2019; Ahnesjo and Danielsson, 2020),
no validated instrument covering the three dimensions of
the psychological construct of interest was found. In most
cases, these were single item measurement instruments. This
leads to a research gap in environmental education research
and environmental psychology on the topic of interest in
nature. Therefore, this study will develop, test, and evaluate a
new measurement instrument for surveying interest in nature
based on interest theory: The Nature Interest Scale (NIS). The
development of a new scale is a multilevel process through which
the quality of the new instrument is to be ensured (Boateng et al.,
2018; Carpenter, 2018).

In study 1, appropriate items for measuring interest in
nature were selected on the basis of the interest construct.
The factor structure of these items was then examined with
confirmatory factor analyses (CFA). In study 2, the validity and
reliability of the measurement instrument were explored. The
third study examined whether the factor structure observed in
Study 1 is also found for another target group, namely students
with special needs.

STUDY 1

In Study 1, nine items were selected based on the interest
construct and then the factor structure of the new measurement
instrument was examined using a CFA. A CFA is a common
tool used when developing an instrument to examine the
dimensionality of a scale and the relationship of items to each
other (Brown, 2015). The advantage over a principle component
analysis (PCA) is that with a CFA, the researcher has the ability to
specify the factors and structure to fit the theory of the construct
(Worthington and Whittaker, 2006).
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Methods

In order to guarantee the content validity of an instrument,
it must represent as accurately as possible the concept that it
is intended to capture (Rusticus, 2014). Therefore, according
to the three components of the construct of interest, nine
appropriate items were created. The items were either directly
based on the definition of interest (Prenzel et al., 1986; Hidi,
2006; Ainley, 2017) or on previous interest studies on other
topics (Frey et al., 2009; Holstermann, 2009; Pawek, 2009;
Wenzel, 2016). All items were adapted to the study object
“interest in nature.” A complete item documentation can be
found in Table 1. The three components of the interest
construct [emotional (EMO), cognitive (COG), and value-related
(VALUE) component] were addressed with three items each
which is considered to be the minimum number per factor
(Raubenheimer, 2004).

Participants

A total of 688 persons (66.71% female, 31.98% male, 1.31%
no answer) were surveyed. Of these, 360 were students at
Goethe University in Frankfurt. The survey took place in
different courses of the Faculty of Biology. The questionnaire
was handed out at the beginning of the class with the
request to leave the completed survey at a collection point in
the lecture room at the end of the class. Participants were
informed prior to the survey about the project objectives and
that participation was voluntary. The remaining 328 people
were surveyed using an online questionnaire. Participants
were recruited through email, personal contacts, and social
networks. In the introductory text of the online survey, the
participants were informed about the project objectives and
data protection.

Analysis

The CFA was performed using AMOS 27. Missing values were
replaced by series means and maximum likelihood estimation
was used as fitting function. Common fit indices were selected
to test model goodness of fit (Boateng et al., 2018). Chi-square
test (x?), Chi square/degrees of freedom (x2/df), Root Mean
Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Tucker Lewis Index
(TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Standardized Root Mean
Square Residual (SRMR).

Two different models were tested. In Model 1, all interest
items were attributed to a single latent factor. This view is
based on prior research in which interest was often treated as a
unidimensional construct (Rotgans, 2015; Rowland et al., 2019).
In Model 2, the interest items were assigned to three latent factors.
This was based on the literature on the interest construct (Prenzel
etal., 1986; Krapp, 2002; Figure 1).

Results

The CFA revealed a high correlation between the three higher-
order factors of the construct of interest (>0.7). The regression
weights are also high for all items (>0.5), with an average of 0.75
(Figure 1). The fit indices differ slightly between the two models.
However, Model 2 obtained slightly better values for all indices.
The exact fit indices for both models can be found in Table 2.

Discussion

In previous studies in which the construct of interest was
measured, the factor structure of the instruments was treated
differently: For example, some studies that surveyed the different
aspects of the interest construct treated them as different factors
(Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2010; Holstermann et al., 2012). In
contrast, other research that also cover the different aspects of
the construct treat their instruments unidimensional (Schiefele,
1990; Schiefele and Krapp, 1996; Kleespies et al., 2021). For a
very thorough review on this topic, we recommend Rowland
et al. (2019). To assess whether the NIS is rather unidimensional
(Model 1) or multidimensional (Model 2), different fit indices
were used to evaluate the models.

Since the significance of the Chi-square test depends strongly
on the sample size (Marsh et al., 1988), other indices are now
often used. There are no exact guidelines for the assessment of
these fit indices, only rules of thumb to help in the evaluation
of models. For example, the y2/df ratio should be less than 5
for a sufficient model fit (Wheaton et al., 1977). Hu and Bentler
(1999) recommend values close to 0.95 for the TLI and CFI,
values around 0.08 for the SRMR, and values close to 0.06 for
the RMSEA. However, there are also scientists who set the cutoff
values slightly lower. Thus, for CFI and TLI, values greater
than 0.90 may still be within the acceptable range (Browne and
Cudeck, 1992; Awang, 2015), and for RMSEA values up to 0.08
or 0.10 can be tolerated (Browne and Cudeck, 1992; MacCallum
etal.,, 1996; Awang, 2015).

Both models show a reasonable model fit. However, in a direct
comparison, Model 2 shows a better model fit than Model 1.
Especially the x%/df and the RMSEA show differences in favor
of Model 2. Therefore, the results of the CFA suggest that the NIS
consists of an emotional, value-related and cognitive factor. This
makes it one of the few measurement instruments in the biology
education literature that is based on the theoretical construct
of interest and also measures this construct multidimensionally
(Rowland et al., 2019).

STUDY 2

After the factor structure of the newly developed test instrument
was examined in study 1, the reliability and validity of the
items will be tested in study 2. To test for validity, discriminant
and convergent validity were examined. To examine reliability,
Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability was calculated and test-
retest reliability of the three subscales was examined.

Methods

Procedure and Participants

Convergent and discriminant validity

To test the convergent validity of the NIS, it was compared to
another interest measurement instrument, the Individual Interest
Questionnaire (IIQ) by Rotgans (2015). Instead of interest in
biochemistry, as in the original instrument, we asked about
interest in nature. Since our survey groups were not high
school students, one question was excluded in the process, as it
asked about interest in school lessons on the topic. The same
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TABLE 1 | The nine items selected based on the construct of interest.

Abbreviation

Item

Explanation for content validity

Origin of the item

EMO_1 | find it exciting to deal with nature

EMO_2 Learning about nature is fun for me

EMO_3 When | am engaged in nature, | am very
concentrated and forget everything around me

COG_1 | would like to know much more about nature

COG_2 | would like to learn more about nature

COG_3 In my free time | often deal with topics related to
nature

VALUE_1 | find it meaningful to be involved with nature

VALUE_2 | think it's important to be well informed about
nature

VALUE_3 The subject of nature is important to me

“Exciting” as a positive feeling

“Fun” as a positive feeling

If someone is so intensively involved with a
subject, the person must also associate
positive feelings with it

Desire to obtain more knowledge

Desire to obtain more knowledge

Wanting to spend free time on a subject implies
that there is a desire to know more
“Meaningful” assigns a personal value to nature

“Important” assigns a personal value to nature

“Important to me” assign a value to nature

(Frey et al., 2009) | find the content really
exciting

(Mang et al., 2018) Learning mathematics is
simply fun for me

(Mang et al., 2019) | quickly forget the time
when | use digital devices

(Wenzel, 2016) | would like to know more
about some topics

(Pawek, 2009) | would like to learn more
about the experiments [.. ]
(Holstermann, 2009) In my free time, | also
deal with the structure of the heart
(Wenzel, 2016) | find it meaningful to be
involved with animals

(Wenzel, 2016) | think it’s important to be
well informed about animals
(Holstermann, 2009) To understand the
function of the heart is important to me

The last column shows the origin and the English translation of each item. The items were adapted by the authors to the topic “interest in nature” and partly modified.

emotional
interest

cognitive
interest

72

FIGURE 1 | Path diagram showing the standardized results of the
confirmatory factor analysis of model 2. The values between the three factors
are correlations. The values between the factors and items are standardized
regression weights.

360 biology students that were surveyed in study 1 served as
the survey group.

To test discriminant validity, the NIS was contrasted with
four questions that asked people to rate the benefits of nature
to humans based on ecosystem services (Table 3). While

TABLE 2 | Results CFA for models 1 and 2.

x2 p df x2/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA
Model 1 196.60 <0.001 27 7.282 0952 00935 0.034  0.096
Model2 115.80 <0.001 24 4.825 0974 0961 0032 0075

Both models used the same sample of 688 participants.

TABLE 3 | Questions for testing discriminant validity.

Ecosystem services (ES)

1 Nature has a benefit because it regulates processes such as the climate, the
degradation of pollutants or the pollination of plants

2 Nature has a benefit in that it provides food, water, raw materials, etc., for
humans

3  Nature has value because it is responsible for processes such as recycling of
nutrients, soil formation or production of biomass

4 Nature has meaning as it can serve as a place for recreation or spiritual
experiences

Since these questions do not measure a construct related to interest, there should
be very little correlation between the constructs.

these measurement questions are also related to nature, the
assessment should not be directly related to interest in nature.
A comparatively low correlation would therefore give indications
of discriminant validity. The survey group used for this purpose
was the people in the online survey from study 1.

Test-retest reliability

To determine the minimum sample size for the test-retest
reliability, a power analysis with GPower (Faul et al., 2009)
was performed. For a large effect (r = 0.7), which can be
expected for test-retest reliability and a power of 0.95 (two tailed
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TABLE 4 | AVE, CF, and Cronbach'’s alpha for the three subscales of
the interest scale.

EMO COG VALUE
AVE 0.542 0.558 0.635
CF 0.773 0.788 0.839
Cronbach’s alpha 0.792 0.737 0.840

test, alpha = 0.05), there must be at least a sample size of
20 participants.

Therefore, 50 students who had taken a course in biology at the
Goethe University in Frankfurt were surveyed at the beginning
of the summer semester 2021 using an online questionnaire.
The students were informed about the voluntary nature of their
participation and the objectives of the study. Three months later,
the second questionnaire was sent to the students via email.
The time period of 3 months was chosen because the study
participants should not remember the questions of the first test
when taking the second test, otherwise the result would be biased.
A total of 25 people participated in both surveys.

Analysis

All analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS 27 and Excel. To
determine convergent and discriminant validity, the Pearson
correlation between the NIS and the four ES items was calculated.
To evaluate convergent validity, the Pearson correlation between
the NIS and Rotgans (2015) IIQ scale was calculated. In addition,
to test convergent validity, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
was calculated according to Fornell and Larcker (1981):

SIaM
25'):1 )\12 + Zf:l Var(g;)

AVE =

To test the three subscales of the interest scale for reliability
and initial consistency, in addition to the Cronbach’s Alpha,
the composite reliability (CR) according to Fornell and Larcker
(1981) was calculated:

_ (i m)?
P w2+ 3P Var(e:)

CR

To test the test-retest reliability, the Pearson correlation
between the two test time points was calculated (Vilagut, 2014).

Results

The correlations between Rotgans (2015) IIQ scale and the
three components of the NIS are high (rqu-gmo = 0.836; rqu
—coG = 0.723; rqu —varug = 0.720). The correlation between the
ecosystem services and the three dimensions of interest scale are
small (rgs_gmo = 0.173; rgs—cog = 0.136; rgs_varug = 0.198).
AVE, CR, and Cronbach’s alpha for the three interest subscales
are shown in Table 4. The correlation between the two test time
periods was r = 0.711 for the emotional component, r = 0.700
for the cognitive component, and r = 0.900 for the value-related
component. All correlations were significant (p < 0.05).

Discussion

In the first step, the validity of the new measurement instrument
should be further examined. In addition to content validity, on
which special focus was already placed in study 1 (Table 1),
discriminant and convergent validity, which also belong to
construct validity, are particularly important (Ginty, 2012).

An instrument is considered to have convergent validity if
it has a high statistical correlation to other instruments that
measure something similar. Discriminant validity, on the other
hand, means that an instrument is unrelated to measurement
instruments of other constructs (Campbell and Fiske, 1959).
To test both types of validity the Pearson correlation can be
used (Lehmann, 1988). For convergent validity, the correlation
should be as high as possible so that it can be assumed
that the two instruments measure the same construct (Chin
and Yao, 2014). As a general guideline, the correlation for
demonstrating convergent validity should be greater than r = 0.7
(Carlson and Herdman, 2012).

For all three factors a very high correlation (r > 0.7)
to the IIQ scale of Rotgans (2015) could be found. This
indicates that the NIS and the IIQ are very similar and
presumably measure the same underlying construct (individual
interest). Additionally, to verify convergent validity, the AVE
was calculated. To confirm the validity of a scale, the AVE
should be <0.5 (Ahmad et al.,, 2016). For all three subscales
of the newly developed scale, the AVE is above this cutoft
value. Therefore, the results confirm the presence of sufficient
convergent validity.

For testing discriminant validity, there is no specific cut
of value for correlation. However, the correlation should be
significantly lower than for convergent validity (Hubley, 2014).
All three levels of the interest scale show only a small correlation
with the ES items. Because interest in nature and the ES ratings
are distinct, unrelated constructs, the low correlation provides
evidence of discriminant validity.

A common method to test the reliability and initial
consistency of a scale is the calculation of the CR (Hatcher
and O’Rourke, 2013) and the Cronbach’s alpha (Field, 2013).
However, both indicators are very similar (Peterson and Kim,
2013). For the Cronbach’s alpha, values above 0.7 should
be achieved (Tavakol and Dennick, 2011), for the composite
reliability at least values of 0.6 (Ahmad et al., 2016). The results
of both reliability measures are in an acceptable range for all
three subscales. The alpha scores obtained are similar to those of
other scales in the environmental field (Mayer and Frantz, 2004;
Nisbet et al., 2009). Thus, reliability, internal consistency, and
inter item homogeneity can be confirmed for the three subscales
of the instrument.

When examining the test-retest reliability, it was found that
for all three subscales a sufficiently high correlation exists
between the two test times to indicate an acceptable test-
retest reliability (Domino and Domino, 2006). The value-related
component is shown to be particularly stable. This could be
explained by the fact that the appreciation and personal valuation
of nature is rather constant and almost does not change over a
short period of time. It can be assumed that with a shorter survey
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interval (e.g., 2 weeks between the two survey dates) the test-
retest reliability would have been even higher (Bithner, 2011).

STUDY 3

To test whether an instrument is also suitable for a different target
group, a CFA should be used (Costello and Osborne, 2005). Since
the instrument should also be used with, for example, students
with learning disabilities, it should be tested on a group of special
needs students in study 3 and the factor structure should be re-
examined.

Methods

Participants
A total of 214 students (53.74% male, 44.39% female, 1.87% no
answer) at three different special needs schools were surveyed.
These are schools for students with learning disabilities, for
whom attendance at a regular school would not be possible.
Before the study was conducted approval was obtained from
the relevant school authority (Hessian Ministry of Education
and Religious Affairs). As part of this approval process, the
consent of the school administration and the school conference
was also obtained. The legal guardians of the surveyed students
were informed about the study and asked for their written
consent. Both parents and study participants were informed
of the voluntary nature of the study. The data were collected
anonymously and used for research purposes only.

Before the study began, the students were explained how
a Likert scale works using everyday examples. The individual
questions were read out loud to the students and a moment was
waited after each question to allow the students to answer the
questions. This procedure served as a supportive measure so that
students with learning limitations could participate in the survey.

Analysis

As in study 1, a CFA was conducted to test the factor structure
of the NIS for this group as well. A model was tested in which
the three levels of the interest construct were represented (as
in study 1 in model 2). Again, missing values were replaced
by series means and maximum likelihood estimation was
used as fitting function. CFI, TLI, SRMR, and RMSEA were
selected as fit indices.

In the analysis of the data sets, questionnaires that
showed straightlining were excluded. Straightlining refers to
questionnaires in which the same answer option was selected for
each question. It is conceivable, for example, that a respondent
may want to express a very strong interest in nature. However,
such ticking behavior can also be an expression of inattention
or disinterest in the task. Since straightlining occurs particularly
in younger participants (Schonlau and Toepoel, 2015), the
conservative approach was chosen and these data sets (n = 9) were
not included in the analysis.

Results
The CFA with the data of the 205 special needs students shows
a significant x? test for the performed model (p < 0.001). The

ratio of chi-square to degree of freedom was 2.998 (x2 = 71.72;
df = 24). The remaining fit indices were slightly lower than the
scores obtained by the university students in from study 1, with a
value of 0.932 for the CFI, 0.898 for the TLI, 0.0561 for the SRMR,
and 0.099 for the RMSEA.

Discussion

The results of the CFA with the data of the special education
students show a slightly worse model fit than the data of the
university students. The CFI is still in the acceptable range, while
the TLI is slightly below the desired cut off value of 0.90 (Browne
and Cudeck, 1992). The SRMR is in the acceptable range of below
0.08 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) and the RMSEA slightly exceeds the
desired value of 0.08 but is still below 0.10 (Browne and Cudeck,
1992; MacCallum et al., 1996; Awang, 2015). Since these are
only indicative values and the values obtained are still within the
tolerance range of some authors, it can be assumed that the model
for special needs students, although not a perfect fit, still is within
an acceptable range. One explanation for the slightly worse model
fit could be that the young special education students do not
perceive the different levels of interest as differentiated as adults.
Therefore, the distinction between value-related, emotional, and
cognitive interests might be less pronounced in this group. This
would have the consequence that the distinction in three levels
represented by the model would not be perceived as well by
the special needs students as it is by adults. Nevertheless, some
points speak for the usability of the scale also with special
needs students. For example, the instrument is comparatively
short, so that it can be completed in a relatively short time. In
addition, the items are easy to understand and even students with
cognitive limitations can easily comprehend what is meant by the
individual items.

LIMITATIONS

Despite the fact that the study was conducted with great care,
some limitations of the research have to be considered. For
example, in study 1 the scale was tested for the most part on
a very homogeneous sample (university students). For future
studies, it would therefore be desirable to test the scale on
a more generalized group of people (e.g., other age groups
or social milieus). When testing the test-retest reliability, a
time period of 3 months between the two test time points
was selected. It is possible that a change in interest may
have occurred during this time. Interest is less stable than,
for example, personal values (Feather, 1995). Nevertheless, it
can be assumed that the basic interest in a topic has not
changed fundamentally over a period of 3 months and thus the
measurement is valid.

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Because of the high influence and relevance of interest, the
assessment of the interest construct is still an important approach
for research. However, current research often uses instruments
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that have not been tested for their
quality or do not adequately cover the construct of
interest (Rowland et al, 2019). For this reason, no
validated instrument for measuring interest in nature has
existed in environmental psychology and environmental
education research until now. This research gap shall be
addressed with the NIS.

The instrument developed and tested here on interest in
nature shows sufficient model fit, validity, and reliability.
Thus, it offers starting points for further research. For
example, it can be used to investigate the relationship
between interest in nature and other environmental variables
such as nature connectedness or environmental attitudes.
It would be particularly useful, to compare interest in
nature among individuals of different age groups. For
other variables in environmental psychology such as nature
connectedness or environmental attitudes, age effects have
in fact already been observed (Wiernik et al, 2013;
Hughes et al.,, 2019).

The success of environmental education programs in relation
to interest in nature can also be assessed with the new
measurement tool. It is already common in the evaluation
of environmental education programs, for example, to look
at changes in attitude, knowledge, or behavior (Braun et al,
2018). Interest in nature as a possible factor would be a
useful addition here.

psychological
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