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Analysis of the influence of urban residents’ environmental cognition
on environmental behavior

PENG Yuanchun
(School of Public Administration, Central South University, Changsha 410083, China)

Abgract: Based on China General Social Survey of the environmental section data in 2003 and 2010, the article
analyzes the influence of urban residents’ environmental cognition on environmental behavior. The study finds that the
more urban residents know about environmental protection, the more environmental behaviors they will have.
Hypotheses of environmental protection knowledge, and of the severity of environmental problem are verified, and
hypothesis of environmental risk recognition is partly verified. Specifically speaking, urban residents with richer
environmental protection knowledge exert more environmental behaviours; daily environmental risk cognition has a
significant positive influence on the private-sphere environmental behavior, but technological environmental risk
cognition has no significant effect. The urban residents who consider environmental problem to be more serious would
implement more environmental behavior, but the effect of the recognition of the national environment severity on
environmental behavior is less than the corresponding impact of cognition of local environment severity. And the more
degraded the local environmental cognition is, the greater the impact on the environment behavior. Therefore, the article
proposes that the multi-social subjects should actively carry out various forms of environmental education,
environmental publicity activities and environmental protection experience so as to enhance the level of environmental
cognition and cultivate more environmental behavior.

Key Words: environmental behavior; environmental protection knowledge; environmental risk cognition; cognition of

environment severity



