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Media Use and Chinese Public’s Pro-environmental Behavior .
Analyzing the Multiple Mediation Effects of Environmental

Knowledge and Environmental Risk Perception
ZHOU Quan, TANG Shu-kun

Abstract: In modern society, the media is an important environmental information source for the pub-
lic. Whether media use promotes actual positive actions contribute to environmental improvements is one
of the core issues of media effects research in environmental communication area. Based on the Chinese
General Social Survey 2013 (CGSS2013) data, the paper analyzes how the media use affects pro-environ-
mental behavior. A multiple mediation model is proposed, in which environmental knowledge and envi-
ronmental risk perception serve as mediations between media use and pro-environmental behavior based
on theoretical analysis, and the hypothesis is verified with CGSS2013 data. Further analysis finds that
traditional media use has more significant influence on promoting pro-environmental behavior than new
one; the use of specific types of media (except television), including newspaper, magazine, radio, in-
ternet and mobile phone has mobilization effects upon pro-environmental behavior in various degree.

Key words: media use; environmental knowledge; environmental risk perception; pro-environmental

behavior; environmental communication
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