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Abstract
The belief that one is in a worse situation than similar others (Relative Deprivation) has 
been associated with involvement in a range of maladaptive escape behaviors, including 
excessive risk taking. Yet not everyone scoring high on measures of relative deprivation 
makes maladaptive choices. We hypothesized that hope may ameliorate the negative effects 
of relative deprivation. In two laboratory-based experiments using a novel risk-taking task 
(N = 101) we show that hope reduces risk-taking behavior in relatively deprived partici-
pants. A third study (N = 122) extended the moderating effect of hope on relative depriva-
tion to real-world risk behavior; increased hope was associated with decreased likelihood 
of loss of control of one’s gambling behavior in relatively deprived individuals. Nurturing 
hope in relatively deprived populations may protect them against maladaptive behaviors 
with potential applications for harm reduction.

Keywords Relative deprivation · Hope · Gambling · Risk · Intervention

Introduction

“Comparison is the thief of joy.”
Theodore Roosevelt

 The concept of Relative Deprivation (RD) has been widely adopted throughout the 
social sciences - from criminology (e.g., Lea and Young 1993) and economics (e.g., 
Yitzhaki 1979) to political science (Lichbach 1990) and history (Snyder and Tilly 1972) 
- to characterize the comparison between an individual and others. Operationally, Rela-
tive Deprivation (RD) is the belief that one is in a worse situation than similar oth-
ers (e.g., neighbours), an observation that triggers negative emotions such as anger and 
resentment (see Crosby 1976; Folger 1987; Stiles et  al. 2000), which in turn triggers 
achievement, escape and/or deviant behaviors (see Smith et al. 2012 for a review). Thus, 
RD is a social psychological construct; “it postulates a subjective state that shapes emo-
tions, cognitions and behavior” (Pettigrew 2016, p. 9), and is a key concept invoked to 
explain a range of behaviors across the social sciences (Walker and Smith 2002).
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The feelings of anger and resentment stemming from RD encourage the relatively 
deprived to engage in behaviors that allay or overcome negative emotions (Smith et  al. 
2012). RD has been directly associated with a range of addictive behaviors, including alco-
hol consumption and excessive gambling (see Table 1). For instance, Callan et al. (2011) 
reported that “because personal relative deprivation is an aversive state, people are often 
motivated to reduce it by engaging in various [risky] behaviors” (p. 956). Yet it is also 
the case that not all relatively deprived individuals engage in maladaptive behaviors. One 
promising construct that we hypothesise may moderate the relationship between RD and 
maladaptive behavior is the psychological construct of hope. Hope is “a positive motiva-
tional state that is based on an interactively derived sense of successful (a) agency (goal-
directed energy), and (b) pathways (planning to meet goals)” (Snyder et al. 1991, p. 287). 
The pathway component of hope reflects the ability to produce plausible alternate routes 
when pursuing desired goals (Snyder 2002). Agency-thinking represents the motivational 
component of hope theory, that is, the mental energy that is required to pursue goals (Sny-
der 2002). Although agency-thinking is important in all aspects of goal pursuit, it is espe-
cially vital when encountering obstacles (Snyder 1994, 2002).

Therefore, in the face of RD, we predict that high-hopers are likely to possess the moti-
vational energy (agency-thinking) required to overcome RD. However, low-hopers’ lack of 
agency-thinking to overcome RD is likely to encourage the use of avoidant-coping strat-
egies (i.e., gambling) that temporarily allay negative feelings that they continue to face. 
There is much evidence that remaining hopeful in the face of adversity can be advanta-
geous (see Snyder 2002; Valle et  al. 2006). For instance, when hopeful individuals face 
obstacles during goal pursuit, they show flexibility in their approach and find alternative 
pathways that they persist with (Snyder 2002). In contrast, individuals low in hope rumi-
nate about the hurdle (Michael 2000) and “engage in almost magical escape fantasies” 
(Snyder 2002, p. 261). This also showcases the overlap between hope and executive func-
tion abilities such as flexibility, planning and self-control, all of which are vital in dealing 
with adversities; research has found greater executive function is associated with greater 
pathways and agency components of hope (see Fallucca 2018; Kruger 2011; Sears 2007). 
Indeed, the overlap between hope and executive functions further suggests that higher lev-
els of hope can protect the vulnerable against maladaptive behaviors, especially as studies 
have found a relationship between poor executive functions (i.e., planning) and engage-
ment in problem behaviors (e.g., problem gambling) (von Hippel et al. 2009; Ledgerwood 
et al. 2012).

To put the above into context, imagine two relatively deprived individuals, Harry and 
Clive. Harry (a high-hope individual) and Clive (a low-hoper) both believe that participa-
tion in career development activities can lead to a better-paid job, which can help overcome 
RD and the accompanying negative emotions. Both Harry and Clive also know that gam-
bling can temporarily alleviate the negative emotions stemming from RD but is unlikely to 
help in overcoming RD altogether; instead, losing money is likely to magnify the problem. 
Nonetheless, Clive is unable to stay motivated in the face of obstacles, instead, Clive rumi-
nates over obstacles and uses gambling to forget about his problems. Harry, not fazed by 
obstacles, decides to think of several methods in which he can achieve the same outcome, 
overcoming RD. Even during moments of desperation, Harry remains hopeful and moti-
vated to continue along the path he knows is best. It is this difference in hope that indi-
cates whether an individual is likely to succeed in overcoming adversities (i.e., RD and the 
accompanying negative emotions) or instead relies on escape behaviors to cope with the 
negative emotions that they continue to face.



Journal of Gambling Studies 

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
1 

 R
el

at
iv

e 
de

pr
iv

at
io

n 
as

 a
 p

re
di

ct
or

 o
f d

ev
ia

nt
, e

sc
ap

e 
an

d 
ac

hi
ev

em
en

t b
eh

av
io

rs

A
ut

ho
r a

nd
 Y

ea
r

Fi
nd

in
gs

N
eg

at
iv

e
D

ev
ia

nt
 b

eh
av

io
rs

N
ap

ol
et

an
o 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
6)

R
D

 is
 p

os
iti

ve
ly

 re
la

te
d 

to
 tw

o 
ty

pe
s o

f b
ul

ly
in

g 
pe

rp
et

ra
tio

n 
(r

el
at

io
na

l a
nd

 c
yb

er
)

St
ile

s e
t a

l. 
(2

00
0)

R
D

 in
du

ce
s n

eg
at

iv
e 

fe
el

in
gs

, w
hi

ch
 in

 tu
rn

 m
ot

iv
at

e 
pr

op
er

ty
 c

rim
es

 a
nd

 v
io

le
nc

e
H

el
ge

rtz
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

3)
A

s r
el

at
iv

e 
in

co
m

e 
in

cr
ea

se
s, 

ab
se

nc
e 

fro
m

 w
or

k 
de

cl
in

es
O

dg
er

s e
t a

l. 
(2

01
5)

C
hi

ld
re

n 
ex

pe
rie

nc
in

g 
R

D
 (i

.e
., 

th
os

e 
su

rr
ou

nd
ed

 b
y 

m
or

e 
affl

ue
nt

 n
ei

gh
bo

rs
) e

ng
ag

e 
in

 m
or

e 
an

tis
oc

ia
l b

eh
av

io
rs

 th
an

 th
ei

r p
ee

rs
 li

vi
ng

 in
 c

on
ce

nt
ra

te
d 

po
ve

rty
Es

ca
pe

 b
eh

av
io

rs
H

or
ne

 (2
00

9)
R

D
 is

 p
os

iti
ve

ly
 re

la
te

d 
to

 a
lc

oh
ol

 a
nd

 m
ar

iju
an

a 
us

e 
am

on
g 

ju
ve

ni
le

s
Ei

bn
er

 a
nd

 E
va

ns
 (2

00
5)

H
ig

he
r R

D
 is

 a
ss

oc
ia

te
d 

w
ith

 a
 h

ig
he

r p
ro

ba
bi

lit
y 

of
 sm

ok
in

g
C

al
la

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
00

8)
R

D
 is

 p
os

iti
ve

ly
 a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 d

es
ire

s t
o 

ga
m

bl
e

Si
m

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
8)

R
D

 is
 p

os
iti

ve
ly

 a
ss

oc
ia

te
d 

w
ith

 e
xc

es
s c

al
or

ie
 in

ta
ke

Po
si

tiv
e

A
ch

ie
ve

m
en

t b
eh

av
io

rs
Tu

rle
y 

(2
00

2)
 a

nd
 Z

oo
ga

h 
(2

01
0)

R
D

 is
 a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 p

os
iti

ve
 b

eh
av

io
rs

 (e
.g

., 
re

la
tiv

el
y 

de
pr

iv
ed

 a
re

 m
or

e 
se

lf-
re

lia
nt

)
W

ile
ns

ky
 (1

96
3)

So
m

e 
re

la
tiv

el
y 

de
pr

iv
ed

 a
tte

m
pt

 to
 im

pr
ov

e 
by

 w
or

ki
ng

 a
 se

co
nd

 jo
b 

(m
oo

nl
ig

ht
in

g)
Fe

ld
m

an
 a

nd
 T

ur
nl

ey
 (2

00
4)

R
D

 is
 p

os
iti

ve
ly

 re
la

te
d 

to
 e

ffo
rts

 to
 fi

nd
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
(p

ot
en

tia
lly

 b
et

te
r)

 e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t
O

ls
on

 e
t a

l. 
(1

99
5)

R
D

 is
 p

re
di

ct
iv

e 
of

 w
ill

in
gn

es
s t

o 
en

ga
ge

 in
 se

lf-
im

pr
ov

em
en

t b
eh

av
io

rs



 Journal of Gambling Studies

1 3

In summary, it is evident that the constructs of RD and hope are individually predictive 
of a range of activities, but they have not previously been considered together. Below we 
explore for the first time whether hope moderates participation in a risk-taking context both 
in the laboratory (Experiments 1 and 2) and in the field (as measured by participation in 
gambling, Experiment 3).

Experiment 1

We hypothesized that increases in hope would reduce risk-taking among relatively deprived 
individuals. To put our hypotheses to the test, Experiment 1 examined whether self-report 
measures of hope and RD predict risk-taking in a novel gambling-like risk game in the 
laboratory.

Methods

Participants

Fifty-five participants (45 females and 10 males; age range 18–22  years, M = 19.58, 
SD = 1.07) were recruited from the student population on a university campus via a vol-
unteer participant credit system. The sample consists of 82% female and 18% male partici-
pants, which is representative of the undergraduate Psychology student population at the 
university campus where data were collected. A priori power analysis (using the G*Power 
3.1 tool: Faul et al. 2009) indicated that for a regression model consisting of 7 predictor 
variables, 51 participants would be required to detect a large effect (R2 = 0.25) with 80% 
power (1-β err prob = 0.8).

Materials

The Adult Hope Scale Snyder et al.’s (1991) Adult Hope Scale was used to measure par-
ticipants’ level of hope; the scale has been shown to load reliably on two-factors across 
languages (e.g., English, French, Japanese and Portuguese)  and diverse populations (see 
Gana et  al. 2013; Kato and Snyder 2005; Marques et  al. 2014; Snyder et  al. 1991). The 
12-item scale is divided into two subscales based on Snyder’s cognitive model of hope: 
(1) Agency (i.e., goal-directed energy) and (2) Pathways (i.e., number of alternate routes 
to desired goals). Four of the 12 items make up the agency subscale (e.g., I energetically 
pursue my goals), four make up the pathway subscale (e.g., I can think of many ways to get 
out of a jam), while the remaining four were filler items (e.g., I feel tired most of the time). 
Participants were asked to rate each item on an 8-point scale (1 = definitely false—8 = defi-
nitely true).

Personal Relative Deprivation Scale (PRDS) Callan et al.’s (2011) 5-item PRDS (α = 0.78) 
was designed to measure participants’ general beliefs and feelings of their outcomes rela-
tive to similar others. Example items include: I feel deprived when I think about what I 
have compared to what other people like me have and I feel privileged compared to other 
people like me. Each item is rated on a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree—6 = strongly 
agree).
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Risk Game The task used to measure participants’ risk-taking is a novel game that was 
created on UNITY software. In the game, a cannon fires a ball that could land anywhere 
between 0 and 100 m from the cannon (see Fig. 1); participants are asked to bet on where 
they think the ball will land (see Fig. 2). For instance, a participant may feel that the ball 
will land between 20 and 30 m, thus covering this ground in their bet. When choosing a 
distance to cover, participants are given a choice of three range groups to choose from (as 
shown in Fig. 2): the high-risk option allows participants to cover less ground (5-m range) 
than both the moderate (10-m range) and low-risk (20-m range) alternatives. However, 
greater potential returns (larger incentives for winning) may make the high-risk option 
more appealing than the moderate and low-risk alternatives. That is, although the low-risk 
option covers more distance and thus increases one’s chance of winning, the larger incen-
tives (potential returns) accompanying the moderate and high-risk options may be more 
attractive to participants.

The risk game consisted of ten experimental rounds which comprised five loss rounds 
(rounds 1, 2, 6, 8 and 9); and five win rounds (rounds 3, 4, 5, 7 and 10). Unaware that 
the game is rigged (until debrief, participants were told that this is a game of chance), 
in each round, participants were asked to choose a distance range to cover from one of 
the three risk options. Each bet deducted 10 points from participants’ credit (partici-
pants started the game with 100 points in credit—no real money was being bet); par-
ticipants selected their range from the dropdown menu which also indicated potential 
returns (i.e., points credited for winning). 210 points were credited for winning on the 

Fig. 1  A cannon (left image) fires a ball that could land anywhere between 0 and 100 m from the cannon 
(11.25 m in this example)

Fig. 2  Place your bet page (risk 
decreasing from left to right)
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high-risk option, 110 points for winning on the moderate-risk option, and 60 points for 
winning on the low-risk option, thus higher potential returns indicate greater risk-tak-
ing. Consequently, the sum of participants’ potential returns throughout the ten experi-
mental rounds were used as a measure of risk-taking (higher figures indicate greater 
risk-taking).

Task‑Comprehension Questionnaire A four-item task-comprehension questionnaire 
was produced to test participants’ understanding of the risk game. Once participants had 
received a detailed explanation of the risk game and played one trial round, they were 
asked to complete the first two questions of the task-comprehension questionnaire: (1) how 
many points could you potentially win by choosing the low-risk option?; and (2) when 
placing a bet, selecting which of the following odds will lead to a better chance of win-
ning? Participants were able to choose one of the three options given in the risk game 
(see Fig. 2). After completing questions one and two, feedback was given to participants to 
ensure that they understood the game. Participants were then asked to complete questions 
three and four, which were similar to questions one and two; participants were excluded if 
they failed to answer questions three and four correctly.

Procedure

Participants first completed an online questionnaire, prior to attending a laboratory-
based session one week later. The online questionnaire comprised demographic ques-
tions (age and gender), the Adult Hope scale and the PRDS. During the laboratory-
based session, participants initially received a detailed explanation of the risk game 
and were given one trial round to play, after which, they were asked to complete the 
task-comprehension questionnaire. Upon completion of the task-comprehension ques-
tionnaire, participants were asked to play the risk game for real monetary incentives cal-
culated as £1 for every 200 points gained, though payment was dependent on the rolling 
of a die. That is, once participants were informed of their score on the risk game, they 
were asked to choose a number between one to six and to roll a die; payment was made 
only if the die landed on the participant’s chosen number. The payment structure in this 
study was due to budgetary/financial constraints. However, research findings indicate 
that the approach to paying only some participants for their choices does not influence 
behavior (see Bolle 1990; Charness et al. 2016). Finally, participants were debriefed and 
thanked for their contribution.

Data Analyses

The outcome variable was calculated as the sum of potential returns across the ten 
experimental rounds (greater figures indicate greater risk-taking). A three-stage hier-
archical regression model was used to examine whether the relation between RD and 
risk-taking was moderated by either the agency or pathway components of hope, when 
controlling for age and gender. The rejection level for all analyses was set at p = 0.05.
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Results

Four participants failed the task-comprehension questionnaire and were thus excluded from 
analyses. The remaining fifty-one (43 females and 8 males) participants’ data were used 
for analyses; participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 22 years old (M = 19.45, SD = 0.97). A 
three-stage hierarchical regression was conducted with the sum of potential returns as the 
outcome variable (labelled risk-taking from this point on). The covariate variables age and 
gender were entered at stage one of the regression model as research has shown these to 
influence gambling behavior (see Johansson et al. 2009). The predictor variables agency, 
pathway and RD were entered at stage two of the regression and two interaction variables 
(Agency x RD and Pathway x RD) were computed and entered at stage three. Significant 
results indicate that the agency component of hope played a moderating role in the relation 
between RD and risk-taking (see Table 2 and Fig. 3).

Discussion

Our results indicate that agency-thinking (i.e., goal-directed energy) is positively correlated 
with risk-taking when RD scores are low (i.e., when feeling relatively privileged) and neg-
atively correlated with risk-taking when RD scores are high (i.e., when feeling relatively 
deprived). However, our results show that pathway-thinking (i.e., number of plausible 
alternate routes to desired goals) and RD, in interaction, do not predict changes in risk-tak-
ing. Therefore Experiment 1 provides correlational evidence in support of our hypotheses, 

Table 2  Summary of hierarchical regression analysis for variables predicting risk-taking

Note. N = 51; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limit of a Confi-
dence Interval (for B); A post hoc power analysis indicated that our results produced a power of 97.7%, (1-β 
err prob = 0.977) indicating that this study had an adequate sample size

Variable β 95% CI (LL, UL) t SE R R2 ΔR2 F ΔF ΔF p p

Model 1 0.34 0.12 0.12 3.15 3.15 0.052 0.052
Age 0.30 (5.64, 169.78) 2.15 40.82 0.037*
Gender 0.12 (−123.40, 308.15) 0.86 107.32 0.394
Model 2 0.37 0.14 0.02 1.40 0.33 0.804 0.241
Age 0.32 (7.97, 178.59) 2.20 42.35 0.033*
Gender 0.14 (−113.59, 335.06) 0.99 111.38 0.325
Agency − 0.01 (−23.92, 23.23) − 0.03 11.71 0.977
Pathway − 0.15 (−30.44, 11.58) − 0.90 10.43 0.371
RD − 0.04 (−26.59, 20.29) − 0.27 11.64 0.788
Model 3 0.61 0.37 0.24 3.60 8.00 0.001*** 0.004**
Age 0.39 (38.09, 189.33) 3.03 37.50 0.004**
Gender 0.11 (−111.81, 285.82) 0.88 98.59 0.382
Agency 0.07 (−16.71, 26.38) 0.45 10.68 0.653
Pathway − 0.27 (−37.08, 1.80) − 1.83 9.64 0.074
RD − 0.22 (−37.97, 5.71) − 1.49 10.83 0.144
Agency X RD − 0.51 (−14.26, − 3.28) − 3.22 2.72 0.002**
Pathway X RD − 0.04 (−6.30, 4.76) − 0.28 2.74 0.780
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but it does not determine whether feelings of relative deprivation cause changes in risk-
taking among low and high-hope individuals.

Experiment 2

To test the causal effect of relative deprivation on risk-taking moderated by hope this 
study employed an experimental manipulation to induce feelings of relative deprivation 
and privilege. This experimental manipulation was a modified version of that validated by 
Callan et al. (2008). In short, the aim of this study was to test whether feeling relatively 
deprived—elicited by the knowledge that one has less discretionary income than similar 
others—causes greater risk-taking among low-hope persons and decreased risk-taking 
among high-hope persons. As in Experiment 1, age and gender were added as covariates. 
Moreover, family income was also added as a covariate as participants’ Socioeconomic 
Status (SES) (family income is one measure of SES) may impact whether the experimental 
manipulations had the desired effect or not (i.e., individuals with high family income may 
not believe the cover story used to induce feelings of relative deprivation).

Methods

Participants

Fifty-one participants (41 females and 10 males) were initially recruited from the student 
population on a university campus. The sample, which consists of a  majority of  female 
participants, is representative of the undergraduate Psychology student population at the 
university campus where data were collected. All 51 students were Psychology students 
recruited via a volunteer participant credit system; participants’ age ranged from 18 to 
39 years old (M = 20.31, SD = 3.28). While a priori power analysis using the G*Power 3.1 
tool (Faul et al. 2009) indicated that a regression model consisting of 8 predictor variables 

Fig. 3  The effect of agency-thinking and RD (in interaction) on risk-taking in Experiment 1. Note. Points 
are plotted at ± 1 SD of the mean
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would require 54 participants to detect a large effect (R2 = 0.25) with 80% power (1-β err 
prob = 0.8), post hoc power analysis from Experiment 1 indicated that a sample size of 51 
will produce a high statistical power.

Materials and Procedure

Participants first completed an online questionnaire before attending a laboratory-based 
session a week later. The online questionnaire comprised the Adult Hope scale (as in 
Experiment 1), as well as demographic and personal information questions (i.e., age, gen-
der, home postcode and family income). During the laboratory session, to deceive partici-
pants into believing that they are relatively deprived/privileged in comparison to similar 
others, and thus induce feelings of relative deprivation/privilege, we formulated the cover 
story that answers provided in the online questionnaire were used to calculate Comparative 
Discretionary Income (CDI) index scores. We used the following text to induce feelings of 
relative deprivation/privilege:

Your Comparative Discretionary Income (CDI) index score was derived from sta-
tistical analyses using both the information from the online questionnaire you com-
pleted and the information in our database from people who matched your profile. 
From your CDI index score, we were able to figure out how deprived/privileged you 
are in comparison to similar others (i.e., similar age, gender, etc.). The scale below 
points to the range your CDI index score falls within.

Once the text was read out to the participant, they were informed of their CDI Index Score 
and where on a scale of extremely deprived to extremely privileged, their score was located 
(participants were unaware that this scale was invented for this experiment and thus not a 
true scale); the page containing this information was then handed to the participants for 
review (see Fig. 4).

Fig. 4  Experimental manipulations: inducing feelings of relative deprivation/privilege
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Once participants had reviewed the above page (Fig. 4), the procedure was the same as 
in Experiment 1.

Data Analyses

As in Experiment 1, a three-stage hierarchical regression model was used to analyze 
results; the outcome variable remained the same (potential returns across ten experimen-
tal rounds, labelled as risk-taking). In addition to age and gender, family income was also 
entered at stage one of the regression model. Agency-thinking, pathway-thinking and con-
dition (categorical variable: relatively deprived vs. relatively privileged) were entered at 
stage two of the model. Finally, two interaction variables (Agency X Condition and Path-
way X Condition) were computed and entered at stage three of the regression model. The 
rejection level for all analyses was set at p = 0.05.

Results

One participant failed the task-comprehension questionnaire and was excluded from analy-
ses. The remaining 50 (40 females and 10 males) participants’ data were used for anal-
yses; participants’ age ranged from 18 to 39  years old (M = 20.34, SD = 3.31). A three-
stage hierarchical regression was conducted to test whether feelings of relative deprivation/
privilege caused changes in risk-taking among low and high-hope individuals (see Table 3 
for regression statistics). The results indicated that among relatively privileged persons, as 
agency-thinking increases, so does risk-taking, whereas, among the relatively deprived, as 
agency-thinking increases, risk-taking reduces (see Fig. 5).

Discussion

In Experiment 2, we found the same pattern of results as in Experiment 1, though by exper-
imentally inducing feelings of relative deprivation/privilege, our results confirm that feel-
ings of relative deprivation cause greater risk-taking among individuals with low agency, 
while higher agency ameliorates the damaging effect of RD. Therefore, across Experiments 
1 and 2, we have shown that an interplay between hope and RD predict changes in risk-tak-
ing. More specifically, our findings indicate that hope (specifically, the agency component 
of hope) can buffer against risk-taking among the relatively deprived. Next, we wanted to 
examine whether a similar effect was found in a gambling population, thus testing whether 
these two constructs together have the predicted effect on a real-world risk behavior, prob-
lem gambling severity.

Experiment 3

There is some evidence that people rely on excessive gambling to compensate for feelings 
of resentment stemming from RD (e.g., Callan et al. 2008, 2011). Studies have also shown 
that Problem Gambling often appears when individuals use gambling as a means of avoid-
ing, coping with and/or escaping negative emotions (see Blaszczynski and Nower 2002). 
However, our findings from Experiments 1 and 2 provide some indication that hope can 
buffer against excessive gambling among individuals who view risk-taking (e.g., gambling) 
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as a means of allaying negative feelings. Accordingly, we predict that among relatively 
deprived individuals, increases in hope will decrease gambling severity, as measured by 
the Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI: Ferris and Wynne 2001). Therefore, while 
Experiments 1 and 2 examined risk-taking in the laboratory, Experiment 3 aims to examine 
real-world risk behavior (gambling severity among gamblers).

Methods

Participants

We were targeting a sample of at least 51 participants necessary to uncover a large effect size 
(R2 = 0.25) in a regression model which includes seven predictor variables, on the basis of 
an alpha of 0.05% and 80% power (1-β err prob = 0.8). However, to overcome low response 
rates common with Web surveys (see Couper 2000), we used snowball sampling to recruit 
participants over 20 days, which led to 236 participants starting the survey (advertised on 
Twitter), of which a total of 122 participants (52%) completed the survey and were included 
in analyses. While snowball sampling has some drawbacks (e.g., little control over the 
demographic/number of participants recruited), it is a useful approach for overcoming low 
response rates common with Web surveys and recruiting from hard-to-recruit populations 
(Berndt 2020; Sharma 2017). Indeed, the drawbacks of the employed snowball sampling 
method may be one key reason why the majority of the participants recruited were male 
(i.e., male participants may have engaged more with the study and in turn recruited more 
male friends to complete the study). Participants consisted of 17 females and 105 males, 
whose age ranged from 18 to 60 years old (M = 28.80, SD = 9.25). All 122 participants who 
completed the online questionnaire had gambled at least once in the past 12 months.

Materials and Procedure

A survey created on Qualtrics was advertised online (Twitter). The post included a link to 
the survey and an invitation letter that highlighted, to complete the questionnaire study, 
one must be 18 years of age or over and have gambled at least once in the past 12 months; 
these two conditions were again specified on the consent form. Moreover, a clear statement 
on the consent form emphasised that responses to this survey will be kept confidential and 

Fig. 5  The effect of relative deprivation/privilege (experimentally induced) and agency-thinking (in interac-
tion) on risk-taking in Experiment 2. Note. Points are plotted at ±1 SD of the mean
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anonymous; empirical evidence indicates that individuals disclose sensitive information 
more accurately under anonymous conditions (see Ong and Weiss 2000; Werch 1990).

On the online survey, participants were asked to provide demographic information (age 
and gender) and whether they had gambled at least once in the past 12 months. Participants 
were then asked to complete The Adult Hope scale, the PRDS (both identical to Experi-
ments 1) and the Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI).

Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI) Ferris and Wynne’s (2001) 9-item PGSI 
(α = 0.94) is an assessment tool that was constructed to measure problem gambling severity 
in the general population. Each of the nine items (e.g., when you gambled, did you go back 
another day to win back the money you lost?) require respondents to answer on a four-point 
likert scale (0 = never, 1 = sometimes, 2 = most of the time, 3 = almost always). The total 
score is interpreted as: no gambling problem (score of 0); low level of problems with few 
or no identified negative consequences (score of 1 or 2); moderate level of problems lead-
ing to some negative consequences (scores between 3 and 7); or problem gambling with 
negative consequences and a possible loss of control (scores of 8 or more).

Typically, absolute PGSI scores are converted into four categories (no-problem, low-
risk, moderate-risk and problem gambling) and are treated as a continuous measure of 
problem gambling severity (see Currie et al. 2013). However, the numerical scoring sys-
tem of the PGSI is more consistent with the characteristics of an ordinal scale than a ratio 
scale (i.e., the equivalency between scale points is not assumed). Therefore, the range of 
scores for each category varies considerably; a 1-point range is used for the non-problem 
gambling category, a 2-point range for the low-risk, a 5-point range for the moderate-risk 
and a 19-point range for the problem gambling category, which could impact the temporal 
stability of the PGSI classifications (Currie et al. 2013). Nevertheless, evidence suggests 
that the PGSI is psychometrically stronger than similar screening tools including the South 
Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS), the Victorian Gambling Screen and DSM-IV based scales 
(McMillen and Wenzel 2006; Orford et al. 2010).

Data Analyses

As recommended, the outcome variable (PGSI) was converted to a categorical variable. 
The four categories included: non-problem (score of 0), low-level (scores of 1 or 2), mod-
erate-level (scores between 3 and 7), or problem (scores of 8 or more) gambling (Ferris and 
Wynne 2001). A three-stage hierarchical regression model was used to examine whether 
the relation between RD and gambling severity was moderated by either the agency-think-
ing or pathway-thinking components of hope, when controlling for age and gender.1 The 
rejection level for all analyses was set at p = 0.05.

1 Although it is suggested that the PGSI scale—once converted into categories of non-problem, low-risk, 
moderate-risk, and problem gambling—should be treated as a continuous scale, it remains a concern that 
the scale shares more characteristics with an ordinal scale than a ratio scale. As such, we conducted an 
ordinal regression (all variables remained the same) and a multiple linear regression that included all the 
same predictor variables but substituted the outcome variable (from the typical categorical processing of 
the PGSI) to absolute PGSI scores. Results from both the ordinal regression [X2 (7, N  =  122)  =  33.41, 
p < 0.001, Nagelkerke R2 = 0.26] and the multiple linear regression with absolute PGSI entered as the out-
come variable [F(7, 114) = 5.92, p < 0.001, R2 = 0.27] reveal the same pattern of significant results (i.e., 
model and Agency X RD interaction term are significant).
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Results

A total of 122 participants’ data were used for analyses: as identified by PGSI scores, 33 
participants had no gambling problems (27%), 32 had low level of problems with few or 
no identified negative consequences (26%), 46 had moderate level of problems leading to 
some negative consequences (38%) while 11 participants were problem gamblers with neg-
ative consequences and a possible loss of control (9%). A three-stage hierarchical regres-
sion was conducted with categorized PGSI scores as the outcome variable (see footnote 1). 
The covariate variables age and gender were entered at stage one of the regression model. 
The predictor variables agency, pathways and RD were entered at stage two of the regres-
sion and two interaction variables (agency X RD and pathways X RD) were computed and 
entered at stage three. Significant results indicate that hope (agency component) plays a 
moderating role in the relation between RD and gambling severity (see Table 4 for regres-
sion statistics). Although categorized PGSI scores were used to run the regression analysis, 
absolute PGSI scores were used to visually demonstrate the relation between RD and gam-
bling severity among low and high agency-thinking persons (see Fig. 6).

Discussion

Consistent with our predictions, an inverse correlation between hope (agency compo-
nent) and problem gambling severity existed among relatively deprived individuals, indi-
cating that high agency-thinking individuals are less likely to gamble problematically in 

Table 4  Summary of hierarchical regression analysis for variables predicting gambling severity

Note. N = 122; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limit of a Con-
fidence Interval (for B); A post hoc power analysis indicated that our results produced a power of 99.8%, 
(1-β err prob = 0.998) indicating that this study had an adequate sample size

Variable β 95% CI (LL, UL) t SE R R2 ΔR2 F ΔF ΔF p p

Model 1 0.20 0.04 0.04 2.46 2.46 0.090 0.090
Age − 0.11 (− 0.03, 0.01) − 1.17 0.01 0.245
Gender − 0.17 (− 0.95, 0.04) − 1.83 0.25 0.069
Model 2 0.46 0.21 0.17 6.13 8.27 0.001*** 0.001***
Age − 0.06 (− 0.02, 0.01) − 0.77 0.01 0.445
Gender − 0.13 (− 0.83, 0.11) − 1.51 0.24 0.134
Agency − 0.28 (− 0.10, − 0.02) − 2.69 0.02 0.008**
Pathways − 0.07 (− 0.07, 0.03) − 0.63 0.03 0.528
RD 0.17 (− 0.01, 0.08) 1.86 0.02 0.065
Model 3 0.49 0.24 0.04 5.27 2.68 0.073 0.001***
Age − 0.07 (− 0.02, 0.01) − 0.82 0.01 0.412
Gender − 0.12 (− 0.79, 0.14) − 1.37 0.24 0.173
Agency − 0.30 (− 0.11, − 0.02) − 2.92 0.02 0.004**
Pathways − 0.05 (− 0.06, 0.04) − 0.47 0.03 0.643
RD 0.15 (− 0.01, 0.07) 1.70 0.02 0.091
Agency X RD − 0.24 (− 0.02, − 0.01) − 2.32 0.01 0.022*
Pathways X RD 0.14 (− 0.01, 0.02) 1.35 0.01 0.178
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the face of RD. However, our results indicate that there is no significant relation between 
hope (either component) and gambling severity among relatively privileged persons. In 
sum, findings from this experiment support the notion that hope—specifically the agency 
component of hope—can act as a buffer against excessive gambling among the relatively 
deprived, a population known to participate in a range of maladaptive behaviors to cope 
with feelings of resentment stemming from RD (see Smith et al. 2012).

General Discussion

While there is evidence that some RD individuals engage in maladaptive activities (i.e., 
gambling) to temporarily alleviate negative feelings stemming from RD (Callan et  al. 
2008), not all RD individuals engage in maladaptive behaviors (Zoogah 2010). This paper 
posited that hope—a unique form of positivity that looms during negative circumstances 
to help improve the future—would predict whether individuals engage in maladaptive 
behaviors to cope with RD or not. Consistent with our predictions, in Experiment 1, we 
found an inverse correlation between agency-thinking (i.e., goal-directed energy) and risk-
taking among the relatively deprived. Employing an experimental design, Experiment 2 
demonstrated that feelings of relative deprivation cause greater risk-taking among low 
agency-thinking individuals, providing further confirmation that hope—specifically the 
agency component of hope—can buffer against excessive risk-taking among the relatively 
deprived. Building on the first two experiments, results from Experiment 3 showed that 
hope and RD have the predicted association on real-world risk behavior (gambling behav-
ior). While Snyder et al. (1991) suggested that both components of hope are fundamental 
in goal pursuit, our results indicate that only agency-thinking impacts risk-taking. These 
findings are consistent with Snyder’s (1994, 2002) view that agency-thinking is especially 
vital when encountering difficulties. Taking our findings into account, we encourage future 
research to examine whether factors that enrich agency-thinking are particularly useful in 
protecting at-risk individuals from participating in illicit behaviors.

Although this paper’s primary focus was to explore the impact of relative deprivation on 
risk behavior, our findings that relatively affluent individuals take greater risks when high 

Fig. 6  The effect of agency-thinking and RD (in Interaction) on PGSI  in Experiment 3. Note. Points are 
plotted at ±1 SD of the mean
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in hope (as found in Experiments 1 and 2) requires further interpretation. It is the case that 
affluent individuals also engage in illicit behaviors (e.g., Racz et al. 2011), but we specu-
late that unlike their relatively deprived counterparts, their desire to engage in maladaptive 
behaviors does not root from their need to allay negative feelings. Instead, the relatively 
affluent engage in illicit behaviors for recreational purposes (see Sterk-Elifson 1996; see 
also Blaszczynski and Nower 2002 for discussion of multiple pathways to problem gam-
bling). Thus, characteristics of hope, such as the enhanced ability to cope with negative 
events, may cause the relatively affluent to appraise risks more positively (i.e., not ruminate 
on potential adverse consequences), in turn encouraging these individuals to take greater 
risks. However, as the relatively affluent participate in maladaptive behaviors for recrea-
tional purposes, they are likely to stop when the fun stops, which would suggest that hope 
would not influence their real-world risk behavior (as found in Experiment 3). Although 
findings across this paper are supportive of our interpretation, further research is required 
to confirm these claims.

This paper has some limitations. It is important to recognise that the majority of par-
ticipants in the first two experiments were female psychology undergraduates, thus it is 
unclear whether (or not) the findings from these experiments can be generalised to the gen-
eral population. Similarly, the use of snowball sampling in Experiment 3 meant that we 
were unable to recruit a similar number of female and male gamblers, thus our findings 
should be interpreted with some caution. Finally, due to budgetary/financial constraints, 
not all participants in Experiments 1 and 2 received money for points gained during the 
risk game, though empirical evidence indicates that such a payment structure does not 
impact behavior (see Charness et al. 2016).

Despite these limitations, our findings across all three experiments indicate that hope 
can protect the relatively deprived from engaging in risky behaviors. More specifically, our 
findings that agency-thinking reduces risk-taking and gambling severity among a relatively 
deprived population (as demonstrated across three experiments) can have real-world impli-
cations and thus merits further discussion, especially as our results suggest that hope may 
make for positive interventions in cases of problem gambling. To conclude, we believe that 
our findings should encourage scholars to conduct intervention-based studies to examine 
whether hope can be used as an intervention in cases of problem gambling and similar 
maladaptive behaviors.

Funding This research received no external funding.

Availability of Data and Materials Materials used across Experiments 1 to 3 are either (a) referenced and can 
thus be accessed from original sources, (b) available on the Open Science Framework (osf.io/dy7cg/), or (c) 
explained in detail so that researchers are able to reproduce similar. Moreover, data used for analyses across 
all three experiments are available on the same Open Science Framework repository.

Compliance with Ethical Standards 

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

Ethical Approval All procedures performed in studies involving human participants were in accordance with 
the ethical standards of the institutional and/or national research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki dec-
laration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards.

Informed Consent Informed consent was obtained from all individual participants included in the study.



Journal of Gambling Studies 

1 3

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly 
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creat iveco mmons .org/licen ses/by/4.0/.

References

Berndt, A. E. (2020). Sampling methods. Journal of Human Lactation, 36(2), 224–226.
Blaszczynski, A., & Nower, L. (2002). A pathways model of problem and pathological gambling. Addiction, 

97(5), 487–499.
Bolle, F. (1990). High reward experiments without high expenditure for the experimenter? Journal of Eco-

nomic Psychology, 11(2), 157–167.
Callan, M. J., Ellard, J. H., Will Shead, N., & Hodgins, D. C. (2008). Gambling as a search for justice: 

Examining the role of personal relative deprivation in gambling urges and gambling behavior. Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(11), 1514–1529.

Callan, M. J., Shead, N. W., & Olson, J. M. (2011). Personal relative deprivation, delay discounting, and 
gambling. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(5), 955.

Charness, G., Gneezy, U., & Halladay, B. (2016). Experimental methods: Pay one or pay all. Journal of 
Economic Behavior & Organization, 131, 141–150.

Couper, M. (2000). Web surveys: A review of issues and approaches. Public Opinion Quarterly, 64, 
464–494.

Crosby, F. (1976). A model of egoistical relative deprivation. Psychological Review, 83(2), 85.
Currie, S. R., Hodgins, D. C., & Casey, D. M. (2013). Validity of the problem gambling severity index inter-

pretive categories. Journal of Gambling Studies, 29(2), 311–327.
Eibner, C., & Evans, W. N. (2005). Relative deprivation, poor health habits, and mortality. Journal of 

Human Resources, 40(3), 591–620.
Fallucca, B. (2018). The relationship between executive function, hope, and depression in older adults. 

Seton Hall University Dissertations and Theses (ETDs), 2568.
Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using G*Power 3.1: 

Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods, 41, 1149–1160.
Feldman, D. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2004). Contingent employment in academic careers: Relative deprivation 

among adjunct faculty. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 64(2), 284–307.
Ferris, J. A., & Wynne, H. J. (2001). The Canadian problem gambling index (pp. 1–59). Ottawa, ON: Cana-

dian Centre on Substance Abuse.
Folger, R. (1987). Reformulating the preconditions of resentment: A referent cognitions model. In J. C. 

Masters & W. P. Smith (Eds.), Social comparison, social justice and relative deprivation: Theoretical, 
empirical and policy perspectives (pp. 183–215). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Gana, K., Daigre, S., & Ledrich, J. (2013). Psychometric properties of the French version of the adult dispo-
sitional hope scale. Assessment, 20(1), 114–118.

Helgertz, J., Hess, W., & Scott, K. (2013). Relative deprivation and sickness absence in Sweden. Interna-
tional Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 10(9), 3930–3953.

Horne, A. (2009). The effect of relative deprivation on delinquency: An assessment of juveniles. Electronic 
Theses and Dissertations, 2004–2019, 4132.

Johansson, A., Grant, J. E., Kim, S. W., Odlaug, B. L., & Götestam, K. G. (2009). Risk factors for problem-
atic gambling: A critical literature review. Journal of Gambling Studies, 25(1), 67–92.

Kato, T., & Snyder, C. R. (2005). The relationship between hope and subjective well-being: Reliability and 
validity of the dispositional hope scale, Japanese version. Japanese Journal of Psychology, 76(3), 
227–234.

Kruger, G. H. (2011). Executive functioning and positive psychological characteristics: A replication and 
extension. Psychological Reports, 108(2), 477–486.

Lea, J., & Young, J. (1993). What is to be done about law and order? London: Pluto.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 Journal of Gambling Studies

1 3

Ledgerwood, D. M., Orr, E. S., Kaploun, K. A., Milosevic, A., Frisch, G. R., Rupcich, N., & Lundahl, L. H. 
(2012). Executive function in pathological gamblers and healthy controls. Journal of Gambling Stud-
ies, 28(1), 89–103.

Lichbach, M. I. (1990). Will rational people rebel against inequality? Samson’s choice. American Journal of 
Political Science, 34, 1049–1076.

Marques, S. C., Lopez, S. J., Fontaine, A. M., Coimbra, S., & Mitchell, J. (2014). Validation of a Portuguese 
version of the Snyder Hope Scale in a sample of high school students. Journal of Psychoeducational 
Assessment, 32(8), 781–786.

McMillen, J., & Wenzel, M. (2006). Measuring problem gambling: Assessment of three prevalence screens. 
International Gambling Studies, 6(2), 147–174.

Michael, S. T. (2000). Hope conquers fear: Overcoming anxiety and panic attacks. In Handbook of hope 
(pp. 301–319). New York: Academic Press.

Napoletano, A., Elgar, F. J., Saul, G., Dirks, M., & Craig, W. (2016). The view from the bottom: Relative 
deprivation and bullying victimization in Canadian adolescents. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 
31(20), 3443–3463.

Odgers, C. L., Donley, S., Caspi, A., Bates, C. J., & Moffitt, T. E. (2015). Living alongside more afflu-
ent neighbors predicts greater involvement in antisocial behavior among low-income boys. Journal of 
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 56(10), 1055–1064.

Olson, J. M., Roesesc, N. J., Meen, J., & Robertson, D. J. (1995). The preconditions and consequences of 
relative deprivation: Two field studies 1. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 25(11), 944–964.

Ong, A. D., & Weiss, D. J. (2000). The impact of anonymity on responses to sensitive questions 1. Journal 
of Applied Social Psychology, 30(8), 1691–1708.

Orford, J., Wardle, H., Griffiths, M., Sproston, K., & Erens, B. (2010). PGSI and DSM-IV in the 2007 Brit-
ish Gambling Prevalence Survey: Reliability, item response, factor structure and inter-scale agreement. 
International Gambling Studies, 10(1), 31–44.

Pettigrew, T. F. (2016). In pursuit of three theories: Authoritarianism, relative deprivation, and intergroup 
contact. Annual Review of Psychology, 67, 1–21.

Racz, S. J., McMahon, R. J., & Luthar, S. S. (2011). Risky behavior in affluent youth: Examining the co-
occurrence and consequences of multiple problem behaviors. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 
20(1), 120–128.

Sears, K. (2007). The relationship between hope, executive function, behavioral/emotional strengths and 
school functioning in 5th and 6th grade students (Doctoral dissertation, The Ohio State University).

Sharma, G. (2017). Pros and cons of different sampling techniques. International Journal of Applied 
Research, 3(7), 749–752.

Sim, A. Y., Lim, E. X., Forde, C. G., & Cheon, B. K. (2018). Personal relative deprivation increases self-
selected portion sizes and food intake. Appetite, 121, 268–274.

Smith, H. J., Pettigrew, T. F., Pippin, G. M., & Bialosiewicz, S. (2012). Relative deprivation: A theoretical 
and meta-analytic review. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 16(3), 203–232.

Snyder, C. R. (1994). The psychology of hope: You can get there from here. New York: Simon and Schuster.
Snyder, C. R. (2002). Hope theory: Rainbows in the mind. Psychological Inquiry, 13(4), 249–275.
Snyder, C. R., Irving, L. M., & Anderson, J. R. (1991). Hope and health. Handbook of Social and Clinical 

Psychology: The Health Perspective, 162, 285–305.
Snyder, D., & Tilly, C. (1972). Hardship and collective violence in France, 1830 to 1960. American Socio-

logical Review, 37(5), 520–532.
Sterk-Elifson, C. (1996). Just for fun?: Cocaine use among middle-class women. Journal of Drug Issues, 

26(1), 63–76.
Stiles, B. L., Liu, X., & Kaplan, H. B. (2000). Relative deprivation and deviant adaptations: The mediating 

effects of negative self-feelings. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 37, 64–90.
Turley, R. N. L. (2002). Is relative deprivation beneficial? The effects of richer and poorer neighbors on chil-

dren’s outcomes. Journal of Community Psychology, 30(6), 671–686.
Valle, M. F., Huebner, E. S., & Suldo, S. M. (2006). An analysis of hope as a psychological strength. Jour-

nal of School Psychology, 44(5), 393–406.
von Hippel, W., Ng, L., Abbot, L., Caldwell, S., Gill, G., & Powell, K. (2009). Executive functioning and 

gambling: Performance on the Trail Making Test is associated with gambling problems in older adult 
gamblers. Aging, Neuropsychology, and Cognition, 16(6), 654–670.

Walker, I., & Smith, H. (Eds.). (2002). Relative deprivation: Specification, development and integration. 
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Werch, C. E. (1990). Two procedures to reduce response bias in reports of alcohol consumption. Journal of 
Studies on Alcohol, 51(4), 327–330.



Journal of Gambling Studies 

1 3

Wilensky, H. L. (1963). The moonlighter: A product of relative deprivation. Industrial Relations: A Journal 
of Economy and Society, 3(1), 105–124.

Yitzhaki, S. (1979). Relative deprivation and the Gini coefficient. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 91, 
321–324.

Zoogah, D. B. (2010). Why should I be left behind? Employees’ perceived relative deprivation and partici-
pation in development activities. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(1), 159.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.


	Relative Deprivation and Hope: Predictors of Risk Behavior
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Experiment 1
	Methods
	Participants
	Materials
	Procedure
	Data Analyses

	Results
	Discussion

	Experiment 2
	Methods
	Participants
	Materials and Procedure
	Data Analyses

	Results
	Discussion

	Experiment 3
	Methods
	Participants
	Materials and Procedure
	Data Analyses

	Results
	Discussion

	General Discussion
	References




