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Abstract

Although people have extensively studied the influencing factors of pro-environmental behaviors

(PEBs) on individuals and society, there is still a lack of a unified and reasonable explanation among

individuals, society, and nature. We explore the relationship among social class cognition (SCC), public

service satisfaction (PSS), environmental risk perception (ERP), media use (MU), and citizens’ PEBs.

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used for evaluating the causal chain from SCC, PSS to citizens’
PEBs in the Chinese General Social Survey 2013 (CGSS2013, n=673), and the mediating role of ERP
in the transition from SCC, PSS to citizens’ PEBs. The results show that SCC and PSS significantly

influence citizens’ PEBs. From the perspective of impact mechanism, ERP plays an important

mediating role in the impact path of SCC and PSS on citizens” PEBs. ERP is constantly spread, diffused,

and enhanced by MU, and contributes to the formation of citizens’ PEBs. This research is helpful to get

a reasonable explanation of PEBs in individual-society-nature, and thus break the boundary between

the private sphere and the public sphere to form an environmental governance pattern of co-construction,

co-governance, and sharing.

Keywords: pro-environmental behaviors, social class cognition, public service satisfaction, environmental

risk perception, structural equation model

Introduction

Recently, various environmental issues have
frequently occurred, mainly attributed to increased air,
river, and sea pollution, large-scale land degradation, a
sharp reduction of forest area, a threat to biodiversity,
etc. Simultaneously, excessive emissions of greenhouse

*e-mail: maggie zhangyu@163.com

gases lead to global warming, significantly increasing
the frequency and intensity of natural disasters. Land,
freshwater bodies, and oceans are being overexploited
for food production, infrastructure, industry, and human
settlements [1-3]. Up to 400 million tons of heavy
metals, solvents, toxic sludge, and other industrial
wastes are released annually into the world’s waters.
Urbanization and industrialization have led to many
negative impacts on ecosystems and human health,
which seriously endanger the quality of human life.
The research indicates that 25% of human diseases
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are directly related to environmental degradation, and
most of them stem from the imbalance between human
social development and ecological governance [4, 5].
Topfer (1998), the former Executive Director of the
UNEP, established that “mankind is at the crossroads of
development presently, and the future of mankind is in
its own hands. The choices of today will determine what
kind of environment current and future generations will
live in”. He emphasized that without environmental
protection, it is impossible for human society to
achieve its ideal development goals. This requires
people to change their daily behaviors and reduce the
adverse effects of their behaviors and activities on the
environment [6]. However, from what perspective can
people’s PEBs be changed to a greater extent, which is
the basis of environmental governance at this stage?

In the general explanation framework of PEBs,
scholars often regard PEBs as goal-oriented behaviors
and analyze the formation mechanism and psychological
factors of PEBs from the perspective of individual
citizens [7, 8]. Some researchers have established
that the current literature mainly studies the PEBs
of individual citizens from the internal and external
mechanisms of individual environments (cognitive
factors and population factors) or from the separation
and integration of society and nature (social and cultural
factors). For example, the early planned behavior theory
[9] and other theoretical frameworks all try to explain the
formation mechanism of PEBs [10]. However, rational
behavior theory and planned behavior theory pay
excessive attention to individual cognitive factors such
as behavior attitude and subjective norms, overlooking
the social situation of behavior formation. Although the
theory of norm activation [11] introduces responsibility
as a variable with obvious social attributes, it cannot
influence PEBs by promoting the formation of group
social norms [12]. These two types of research paths
make it difficult to obtain a reasonable explanation
from individuals, society, and nature. Currently, there is
a lack of detailed explanation of the social-individual
path in PEBs, and the influence of social subjective
cognition on citizens’ PEBs is overlooked [13].

Compared with previous studies on citizens’ PEBs,
we attempt to explore the relationship between social
subjective cognition (SCC, PSS), individual ERP [14],
and citizens’ PEBs from the perspective of social
situations and integrate social and cultural factors [15].
This study primarily aims to consider the following
questions: (1) What factors of social subjective cognition
have a significant impact on citizens’ ERP? (2) What is
the influence mechanism of social subjective cognition
on citizens’ PEBs? (3) Does media use expand citizens’
perceptions of environmental risks?

This study uses the national data set of CGSS2013
for empirical analysis. SEM is used to estimate the
impact of PSS and SCC on citizens’ PEBs [16]. Using
the bootstrap method, this paper discusses the mediating
effect of ERP and tests the “expanding effect” of MU on
ERP to PEBs.

The marginal contributions of this study are as
follows: First, PSS and SCC are considered the main
explanatory variables, enriching the multi-dimensional
perspective research on the influencing factors of
citizens’ PEBs. It discusses the implicit relationship
among the influencing factors by using SEM. Secondly,
on the basis of theory and experience, different from
the previous pattern of dividing the nature of PEBs
between public domain and private domain, it breaks
the opposition between citizens’ PEBs in the public
domain and the private domain [17] and finds a
common explanation among individuals, society, and
nature, which is of great practical significance to the
construction of the environmental governance pattern
of “co-construction, sharing, and governance” (the
report of the 19th National Congress of the Communist
Party of China). Thirdly, the results of this study can
provide reference suggestions for deepening the precise
formulation of citizens’ PEB policies and establishing
the participation of the whole people in environmental
governance.

The rest of this article is as follows: Section
2 describes the influencing factors and research
assumptions. Section 3 introduces the data sources
and research methods. Section 4 introduces the results
of this empirical study, including the model-fitting
test, structural path analysis, mediating effect analysis,
and moderating effect test. Section 5 discusses the
research results of this paper and puts forward relevant
suggestions. Finally, it reveals the conclusions and
limitations of this paper.

Literature Review and Hypotheses
PEBs and Their Related Factors

Scholars try to define the concept of PEBs and
clarify the correlation among various influencing
factors. However, due to the diversity of environmental
problems and the multidimensional nature of
environmental behavior [18], it is difficult to define
PEBs. PEBs mainly include environmentally responsive
behaviors [19], ecological behaviors [20], conservation
behaviors [21], and ecological consumer behavior [22].
According to this study, PEBs can be defined as any
behavior that benefits the environment or minimizes
damage to the environment. Considering influencing
factors, since the 1980s, environmental psychology
scholars have identified two main sets of factors to
predict PEBs: interpersonal factors and contextual
factors [23]. Interpersonal factors include attitudes,
norms, motivations, and subjective well-being [24].
The latter includes physical infrastructure, capability,
technical facilities, and the availability of products [25].

Public Service Satisfaction (PSS)

PSS is citizens’ subjective judgment on the supply
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and construction of public services in the field of
self-interaction [26]. Public service is an important
part of public interest, and citizens’ daily behavior is
closely related to the supply of public service. From
previous studies, it is known that PSS has an important
impact on pro-environmental behavior [27]. First,
infrastructure construction in public services, such as
quantity, accessibility, and accessibility, can promote
PEBs [28]. Second, after the demand for public services
such as housing and employment has been met to a
certain extent, people tend to consider specific social
problems, such as environmental problems [29]. These
points indicate that PSS may indirectly or directly
affect citizens’ PEBs. Thus, we present the following
hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1. PSS has a positive impact on PEBs.

Social Class Cognition (SCC)

SCC is the subjective judgment of individual citizens
on their social class based on objective conditions and
external subjective perception. Various national macro-
level studies have found that environmentalists tend
to be middle-class or upper-middle-class individuals.
For example, roadside recycling research supports
this perspective [30]. In the process of PEB research,
scholars have found that the impact mechanism of the
social level on PEBs is still unclear [31]. Although it
may be due to negligence in literature research (such
as the failure to translate environmental concerns into
meaningful actions), it also provides new perspectives
[32]. SCC seems to have a positive and moderate
impact on environmental behavior [33]. The latest
research indicates that PEBs have been popularized
and implemented at all levels of American society [34],
and SCC may play an important role in determining
pro-environmental behavior [35]. Based on this, the
following research hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 2. SCC has a positive impact on PEBs.

Environmental Risk Perception (ERP)

The definition of environmental risk perception

Public Service
Satisfaction

H4a
H4b

Social Class
Cognition

Fig. 1. The theoretical model framework of determinants of PEB.

is complex and cross-cutting, and it comprises
a series of cognitive processes of environmental
risk events caused by individuals’ psychology [36].
It is a subjective judgment made by people on the
characteristics and seriousness of environmental risks
and can guide people’s pro-environmental behavior.
According to the intuitive judgment and subjective
feeling of environmental risk, individual citizens judge
subjective risk, which is used as the basis for avoiding
and changing their attitude toward environmental risk
and making PEB decisions [37]. Previous studies have
shown that there is a significant positive correlation
between risk perception and behavioral intention to
participate in environmental actions [38]. Moreover,
some scholars established that individuals with higher
environmental risk perception levels would take radical
risk response actions, such as petitions, street protests,
violent incidents, etc., while the public may ignore
potential risks when perceiving lower environmental
risks [39]. Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 3. ERP has a positive impact on PEBs.

Hypothesis 4a. ERP plays a mediating role between
PSS and PEBs.

Hypothesis 4b. ERP plays a mediating role between
SCC and PEBs.

Media Use (MU)

The current research focuses on the “amplification
effect” of mass media in the process of environmental
risk communication [40, 41]. Mass media, as
a “communication releaser”, can strengthen or
weaken people’s perceptions of environmental risks.
Meanwhile, because of its wide audience, mass media
also makes the spread of environmental risks more
convenient and rapid, making it difficult for society to
control the spread of related risks over time [42, 43].
Furthermore, the use of mass media and the behavior of
the public play a crucial role in determining the impact
of a dangerous event. While citizens use the media to
obtain information, the dissemination of environmental
risks through the media creates memories of similar
experiences, and MU may even indirectly influence

Pro—environmental
Behavior
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other members of the public [44, 45] and promote the
generation of pro-environmental behaviors. Therefore,
media may not play a role, but when environmental
risk perception is activated, media use will spread and
amplify environmental risk perception, improving
citizens’ willingness to participate in PEBs [46]. Based
on the above, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 5. MU strengthens the effect of ERP on
PEBs.

Based on the above research hypotheses, the
theoretical model framework of this study is constructed
and shown in Fig. 1.

Material and Methods
Sample and Data Collection

The data for this study is obtained from the China
General Social Survey, which is the first national,
comprehensive, and continuous academic survey
project in China. Compared with the previous data,
the environmental module contained in CGSS2013 is
more representative and comprehensive in the study of
environmental behavior; hence, it is suitable for the study
of the impact mechanism of PEBs. By eliminating the
missing values, 673 valid samples were finally obtained.

Measures
Dependent Variable: PEBs

To measure PEBs, we used 10 items in the
CGSS2013  questionnaire, including environmental
protests, actively paying attention to environmental
problems and related information through radio and
television, discussing environmental pollution problems
with relatives and friends, sorting garbage into
different garbage bins, shopping with shopping baskets,
using packaging bags repeatedly, donating money
for environmental protection, actively participating
in environmental protection activities organized by
government departments or environmental protection
non-governmental organizations, and planting forests
or green spaces at their own expense. The answer is
divided into three levels (1 = never, 2 = occasionally,
3 = often). Through this research, we can obtain
different types of PEBs by accumulating the scores of
related items on the scale. The higher the scores, the
more public participation in PEBs.

Independent Variables: SCC, PSS

SCC is the understanding and evaluation of social
individuals’ own ideas. The following question was
included in the questionnaire: “In our society, some
people are at the upper level of society, and some people
are at the lower level of society. What level do you think
you are at present?”” According to the residents’ answers,

“10” points represent the top level, and “1” points
represent the bottom level, and the scores are used as
a measure of the residents’ SCC. The higher the score,
the higher the public’s recognition of self-class.

Public service is the most relevant part of public
interest, and PSS is a comprehensive variable that
affects public behavior in daily life. According to the
questionnaire of CGSS2013, this study measures four
aspects: the adequacy of public service resources,
the balanced distribution of public service resources,
the convenience of obtaining public services, and
the inclusiveness of public services. The answers are
divided into five levels (1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = not
very satisfied, 3 = unclear satisfaction or dissatisfaction,
4 = relatively satisfied, 5 = very satisfied), implying that
the higher the score, the higher the public’s satisfaction
with public services.

Mediating Variable: ERP

ERP is an important structure to study how
individuals understand environmental risks, which
mainly refers to the degree of environmental risks
perceived by the public. Therefore, in this study, we
use the Likert scale to measure the risk perception:
“How serious are the environmental pollution problems
(such as air pollution, industrial waste pollution, water
pollution, food pollution, noise pollution, and solid
waste pollution) in your area?” ERP is divided into
7 levels (I = no problem, 2 = unimportant/difficult to
explain, 3 = average, 4 = not serious, 5 = not too serious,
6 = serious, 7 = very serious). We calculate the citizens’
environmental risk perception level by accumulating
the scale scores. The higher the score, the stronger the
public’s perception of environmental risk.

Moderating Variable: MU

MU is the key structure for investigating how
individuals perceive and assess environmental risks.
In the CGSS2013 questionnaire, it is comprehensively
measured by a scale comprising six items (such as
newspapers, magazines, radio, the Internet, and
mobile phones), of which TV items are excluded
after factor rotation. Faced with environmental risks,
individuals usually need more risk information
regarding environmental pollution issues to help assess
environmental risks. It mainly refers to the frequency
of media use by participants in the face of potential
environmental damage. Media use is a continuous
variable. The answer is divided into five levels
(I = never, 2 = very little, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often,
5 = very frequent). This means that the higher the score,
the more frequently the public uses the media.

Analytical Techniques

SEM is one of the most popular multivariate
analysis tools and has been widely used to estimate
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the structural correlation between potential variables.
There are two reasons for choosing SEM in this study.
First, in the process of changing from SCC and PSS to
PEBs, complex factors play a role simultaneously, which
requires explanation by multiple methods. We pay more
attention to the correlation between potential variables,
which is difficult to achieve with traditional regression
methods. SEM is a suitable method for discussing the
correlation between potential variables. Secondly, we
construct an intermediary model, and SEM can more
effectively reveal the relationship between variables in
the complex model.

Results
Descriptive Statistics

In this study, we describe the statistical data and
bivariate correlation of the dimensions in the model.
According to Table 1, the PEBs of most respondents
are only at a medium level. Considering the correlation
between various variables, there are significantly high
correlations among many variables, while there are
no correlations among other variables. In view of the
high enough correlation between the dimensions, we
can discuss the influence of PSS, SCC, intermediary
variables (ERP), and moderator variables (MU) on
PEBs, which will be introduced in the next section.

The Measurement Model

A Harmen single factor test was used to measure
CMV in this study [47]. The results showed that there

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Inter-correlations of the Constructs.

were five factors in factor analysis, and the first factor
accounted for 32.68% of the variance. Therefore, CMV
does not pose a threat to the current research.

Using Hair et al’s [48] test method of research
reliability and validity, Cronbach’s o coefficient and
compound reliability (C.R.) of all latent variables are
above 0.7, indicating that the internal reliability of
the scale is good. The average extraction variance
(AVE) was greater than the benchmark value of 0.5,
which indicated that the convergence validity of the
measurement model was good [49].

The square root of AVE is used to evaluate the
discriminant validity of the scale. Table 2 shows that
the scale has good discrimination validity, and each
structure is different from other structures.

The Structural Model

According to the existing research, first, the whole
fitting degree of the model is tested. Table 3 indicates
that CFI, TLI, RMRA, RMSEA, and other fitting
indices all meet the standards [50], indicating that the
whole model has a high degree of acceptability.

Fig. 2 presents the relationship between the structural
models and marks the normalized path coefficients
between the facets. The results show that PSS ( = 0.175,
p<0.001), ERP (B = 0.505, p<0.001), and SCC (B = 0.169,
p<0.001) have significant positive effects on citizens’
PEBs; hence, H1, H2, and H3 are accepted. The PSS
to ERP (B = 0.179, p<0.001) and the SCC to ERP
(B = 0.546, p<0.001) have a significant positive impact.

Variable name M SD PEB PSS SCC ERP MU
PEB 16.37 3.55 1
PSS 11.53 3.01 0.027* 1
Scc 17.80 5.92 0.049* 0.111%** 1
ERP 36.36 12.25 0.233%** -0.006 -0.106%* 1
MU 11.72 4.07 0.362%** -0.067* 0.272%%%* -0.246%* 1
Notes: * p<0.05;** p<0.01;*** p<0.001
Table 2. Reliability and validity tests of the constructs and correlations and square roots of AVEs.
Construct | Cronbach’s o CR AVE PEB PSS SccC ERP MU
PEB 0.778 0.795 0.644 0.802
PSS 0.839 0.866 0.687 0.166 0.829
SCC 0.720 0.778 0.606 0.061 0.178 0.778
ERP 0.899 0.903 0.706 0.368 0.207 0.199 0.840
MU 0.688 0.781 0.597 0.401 0.061 0.360 0.343 0.773
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Table 3. Test statistics for the hypothesized model.

Fit indices Definition Criteria Results
CFI Comparative ft index >0.9 good fit 0.997
TLI Tucker-Lewis index >0.9 good fit 0.984
xdf Chi-square <3 good fit 2.606

RMSEA Root mean squared error of approximation <0.08 good fit 0.049
SRMR Standardized root mean squared residual <0.09 good fit 0.018
398 (.022) —»

- ‘N

.179 (.020)

ERP

I

.546 (.041) .109 (.006)

1.096 (.067)

130 (.007) —» gcC

Fig. 2. The influence paths of pro-environment behaviors.

The Mediating Effect of ERP

According to Fig. 2, ERP has mediating effects
on PSS, SCC, and PEBs. Therefore, this section will
analyze the intermediary role of ERP. Compared with
the Sobel test method, the Bootstrap method is more
powerful in testing multiple mediators and can be used
for non-normal parameter estimation. It is the most
recommended mediation effect test method in academic
circles at present. Table 4 displays the validation results
in both bias-corrected and percentile modes. The results
show that ERP plays an intermediary role in PSS and
PEBs (indirect effect = 0.084; 95% CI [0.098, 0.143],

.175 (.026)

«—— .166 (.009)

.169 (.057)

[0.091, 0.138]), and ERP also plays an intermediary
role in SCC and PEBs (indirect effect = 0.039; 95% CI
[-0.150,-0.009], [-0.148,-0.035]). Simultaneously, the
results show that the direct effect of the model does
not include the value 0 in the range of 95% CI; hence,
ERP plays a partial intermediary role in PSS, SCC, and
PEBs, and H4A and H4B hold true.

The Moderating Effect of MU
From the results of Model 1 of Table 5, it can be

observed that MU has a significant positive effect on
PEBs (B = 0.185, P<0.01). It can also be observed from

Table 4. The mediation effect test of environmental risk perception.

Mediation path Types of mediating Estimate Product of coef. Bias-corrected Percentile
effects SE Z Lower Upper Lower Upper
Indirect effect 0.084 0.012 9.956 0.098 0.143 0.091 0.138
PSSE:};{P_ Direct effect 0.175 0.016 9.235 0.081 0.118 0.078 0.116
Total effect 0.259 0.006 8.326 0.072 0.102 0.059 0.094
Indirect effect 0.039 0.032 6.365 -0.150 -0.009 -0.148 -0.035
SCC;E%Rpi Direct effect 0.169 0.014 5.329 0.015 1.039 0.025 0.104
Total effect 0.208 0.038 5.986 0.030 1.118 0.049 1.137
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Table 5. The moderation effect test of media use.

Non-normalized coefficient Normalized coefficient
Model P value R? Adjusted R?
B S.E. B
(Constant) 2.994 0.050 — Hokk
1 ERP 0.567 0.075 0.349 ok 0.146 0.175
MU 0.180 0.045 0.185 ok
(Constant) 2.973 0.051 — HkE
ERP 0.574 0.075 0.353 wk
2 0.190 0.183
MU 0.176 0.045 0.181 *k
Interactive item 0.153 0.067 0.103 *

Notes: * p<0.05;** p<0.01;*** p<0.001

Model 2 that the interaction between ERP and MU is
significant, i.e., in the process of ERP acting on PEBs, if
MU changes, the amplitude of this effect will also show
significant differences, and the normalized regression
coefficient f = 0.103, indicating that the regulation
of MU is positive. Simultaneously, the R* of model
2 is larger than that of model 1 (0.190>0.146), so the
regulatory effect exists, and the P value is 0.023<0.05,
which indicates that the positive regulatory effect
between MU and ERP and PEBs reaches a significant
level. Based on the above analysis, it is assumed that HS
is acceptable.

Discussion
Relationships between SCC, PSS, and PEBs

According to the results, SCC and PSS directly
determine individual PEB patterns. Subjectively, people
get cognition of the relative position of their class
status through comparison. Individuals who are rising
to the comparative advantage position have an upward
flow track, which brings people an optimistic attitude,
and on this basis, the expectation of social governance
level increases. However, groups that subjectively
believe that they have a higher social status may have
more resources and channels. They may have more
confidence that their actions can have an impact on the
environmental governance process, their awareness of
rights and responsibilities is constantly strengthening,
and their drive to participate in environmental
protection behavior is stronger. This is consistent with
the survey results of other large international samples
[51, 52]. Similarly, the improvement of citizens’ PSS
makes citizens more willing to participate in the process
of PEBs. Just as the government provides the public
with good environmental protection infrastructure
(such as classified garbage bins), it promotes citizens’
awareness of environmental protection, such as garbage
classification, to directly implement PEBs.

Relationships between SCC, PSS, and ERP

ERP is constructed by social subjective cognition.
ERP can be regarded as a kind of social construction
that is based on personal experience and life experience,
local memory, moral beliefs, and personal judgment
discourse in daily life rather than the social reality that
social individuals meet. In environmental governance,
environmental risk and environmental risk perception
are also an active social construction process, which is
not independent and internal. People in different cultural
environments (etc.) have obvious differences in their
perception of different kinds of risks, and the degree and
type of citizens’ perception of environmental risks are
jointly determined by their PSS and SCC.

Relationships between ERP and PEBs

ERP and PEBs are interrelated and inseparable.
In the ecosystem, various internal and external
processes are intricate and intertwined. Individuals
promote the generation of PEBs through embodied risk
perception embedded in the environment; i.e., physical
participation. Simultaneously, the reflection brought
by behavior reversely reshapes the previous ERP [53].
In perception and action, the participation of the body
makes perception and action form a loop. Therefore,
environmental protection actions should first effectively
mobilize citizens’ physical participation and obtain full-
embodied perception through physical participation
before promoting psychological participation based
on embodied perception to promote the continuous
development of PEBs.

Amplification Effect of MU on ERP

From the perspective of the social process of risk
construction, the MU, which constitutes the social
amplification component, is an important factor for
determining the risk and scale. MU is the activator,
through which various social factors affecting
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environmental risks are activated from the potential
state and become the signal to strengthen or weaken the
environmental risk information received by individuals
[54, 55]. When the amount of information about an
environmental risk event is larger, it indicates that the
new risks are becoming more serious. Simultaneously,
in the absence of direct personal ERP experience, people
generally identify risks through mass media. Therefore,
the mass media plays an important role in regulation.
Environmental risks are often dealt with and transmitted
by mass media (newspapers, networks, communications,
etc.), and finally, subjective risks are constantly spread,
diffused, and enlarged in the form of information.

Suggestions

The above research conclusions provide relevant
policy enlightenment, and the possible policy suggestions
are as follows: First, with the help of technical tools, we
should change from “manual” guidance to “scenario”
environmental practice. Simulating PEBs through the
visual process, live video, demonstration animation, and
other means, and promoting scene-based environmental
public services in communities and public places can
facilitate various groups to acquire the ability of PEBs.

Secondly, the reality of “re-delocalization” promotes
environmental cooperative governance between citizens
and the government. The “re-delocalization” of post-
industrial society makes the public sphere and private
sphere gradually merge. Therefore, considering the
reality of domain integration, non-governmental
organizations, and many socially autonomous forces
participate in the process of social environmental
governance, thus breaking the boundary between
public domain and private domain, changing the
static governance structure of separation between
the governor and the governed, and launching
environmental cooperative governance based on
voluntary consciousness.

Finally, the mutually beneficial and symbiotic
development between humans and the environment
is considered. This mutually beneficial symbiotic
relationship not only refers to the common existence
between citizens and the environment but also refers
to the common development of citizens and the
environment, i.e., the two sides grow and evolve on the
premise and condition of each other. The environment
provides the necessary materials and resources for
the survival and development of citizens. Conversely,
citizens also inject new vitality into the sustainable
development and benign construction of the environment
and add richer and more diverse environmental elements
to the environment as producers. While the environment
shapes human beings, people are also transforming the
environment, and they depend on each other and live
together.

Conclusions and Limitations
Conclusions

Based on the data from CGSS2013, this study
analyzes the influence mechanism of social subjective
cognition on citizens’ pro-environmental behavior by
using structural equation modeling and intermediary
and moderating effect tests. We can draw the following
main conclusions: First, SCC and PSS have a significant
positive impact on citizens’ PEBs; i.e., the more
optimistic the citizens’ SCC and higher the PSS, the
more frequent the citizens’ PEBs. Secondly, from
the perspective of impact mechanisms, ERP plays an
important intermediary role in the impact of SCC and
PSS on citizens’ PEBs. Third, ERP is significantly
affected by the risk amplification effect of MU.
Fourth, it integrates and unifies personal perception,
social cognition, and PEBs under the same theoretical
framework and better explores the influence mechanisms
of citizens’ PEBs.

Limitations

However, some limits should be considered. First,
we consider cross-sectional data, which may have
endogenous problems and are common problems
in empirical research based on single survey data.
Therefore, the scale used to measure variables in this
study was not developed for the purpose of this study.
Although the internal consistency, reliability, and
structural validity of each questionnaire have been
tested.
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