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Abstract

Based on the theory of planned behavior and the theory of normative focus, we construct a model
of factors influencing college students’ garbage sorting behavior from the perspective of social
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norms, and analyze the influence of variables such as social norms on college students’ garbage
sorting behavior by using structural equation modeling through a questionnaire survey of college
students in national universities. The results show that: 1) College students’ attitudes and wil-
lingness to sort garbage are high, but there is still a certain gap in their behaviors, showing a “lack
of unity between knowledge and action”; 2) College students’ personal moral norms have signifi-
cant positive effects on both willingness and behavior to sort garbage, and the garbage sorting
behavior was most affected by descriptive norms, while the prohibitive norms have no significant
influence; 3) The mediating effect study showed that personal moral norms and descriptive norms
can influence the intention and behavior of waste classification through attitude and perceived
behavior control. Accordingly, the article makes suggestions for pro-environmental education in
colleges and universities from the perspective of social norms.
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1. 518

2022 4, SRR KRR, EHEESEORRE, R T NS BRI AR SRR R, B
A E SR TAETEO AR s I TR T — e IR, SR TS5 35 Rl 3k 1) PRI 85 e R A e, b3 oy 2RI A7
EHIX TAEZ SRR BRSVBHERNME . /3 RBiA TE 3555 )/, b R Sk B3 43 AN Sl 2 ™ 5]
By 2RAOR . HRHE 2022 SEHE MR E P RAT G455, 2021 4E4s [ m R e S AR 5] 4430 75 A LL L,
KFE R G A RIS M EAT, TR AR AR BRI E T R S G 7y, HBR A AT A
IR AR AR AR, I F A A S SO B e AT R AR o SR, ) LAk 2 T30 4 2 HEAT T,
ARG BATEAE, SRVENE N, A E MR R BN AGEGE . ik, IRARSE
TR AR Ay FAT RIS 2, (3 RS2 IR B3 00 A7 e T B30 o R I K AT ZE e B 2

THRIAT ABAR RO ORI RAT N S MBS, 8 E 9 TR E RIGBLIR 7 KA i . k2
BT UHRIAT MBI R TR MRS IR 5 AT AR P R 5T, D& TR0 53 S-AT N R e R 3 AR AT 4
HFNANRA T, WERER AR &5, FURNE. BT (R, 2017), BBk (1E
HHISE, 2021). 43 JENEn(Wang et al., 2020)%%; AMBIH 2 R B AR LR BORR R (LR, Y%y,
2021) MEEEH(ELAK L, FE00T, 2020)% . SR, TERIAT N ER TS 3 LA R WAL S 7 2R TH 2
BEAMEIAT NI, BT R B BEAR B S BRAT A T AMA R, RS A O G = R N T
i NAT A B TR (4= I i 5, 2022), AR FFARIS AN F 4L 2 0TE ) s i gk AT A 38, Cialdini 58 N R
WA R ZRB A 20T, EPRER PEANAE S VERVE X 23 HF R, A RRIE 4 PP Al A 2 TS 52 0 (Cialdini et al,
1990). FHAME W FLRBAAHLL T B, TEAERTERTMA ISR I AT = A T 58 Z Y 5% (Botetzagias et all.,
2015), [FIEY, 1R ZHEFE I ATHRIAT N ER 1S SN At A% & LS iy 647 9 (0 Fl 4 A (Domina & Koch,
2002), PUCAHFFE TN T HYEAE s BRI o RS, KRS A R PERIE  AR BRI AIAS A
W, FERAE S PR AT AR R RAT I — PR . FET O, ASCAETFRAT IR I R |
FINAESHEAR &, MBS AR FAT AR ESARAY, JE ) A AN A b XK 2 AR R AT ) o 1

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.133156 1304 LB A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.133156
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

k=

K FH 2546 T R AR AR TR A B oy AT AR R 3R, DL T S K 22 AR B 0 o R SRR AT
RUERR S E WL
2. MREESEILER

HRAT ABAE PR mAT A E B =N RS . I DL BT il . AR AT 3 A
TR —F ARG, SFAAAREEEA T KA RAT N e R 220 B3R 5 JAT IVEAN BA
FOAT NG R T, AT A2 B e 5 K22 2R (R 30 AT R A AR AT R R
PIRE A RS FEX R R R B A BB R s (E A 5, 2021). fEARMEFLF, BEIT AR K2
AT B SR B AR S RE ) KM G FREE I SR AT AR BERT LA AT AR AT AR
[EHEH, WA LB WAT R, MR B0 o R A S, (FEEVERR ST, BT RS H Rk
347 R(Meng et al., 2019). FETHRIAT RER R, 1T R B 7 AMEPATR EAT R E AT RelE, 24T
Sy A SE TR R T (Gollwitzer et al., 1998). B, #RHIMEE H1. H2. H3 F1 H4.

H1: SRR R 3 AT NS BERT B IR o R SR B3 IR 1] 52

H2: KEAE BT i o B o R A B3 R 1 52

H3: K2R [y I oy K B B 45 2B AT A B TE 1A 52

Ha: KA BRNAT a3 B 4 AT A B3 R 11520

FE £ SER AL 2 RGBS S A S VERE, R A HITE IR T 2 B R L — )
BB RO R, IR PERE E Fa AN AR 2 AT 5 3l 14 R i (Claldini et al., 1990) 24T AE 540/
I, AMEAR GRS SR AT AR R, B AT DL ER SRR R SR Ak B R (1) A, 2022). R,
KT T HRRR PR R R HE R A T AR ) SE BB 3 73 AT, ZE S VERIE 48 R A0 e ) oy 2%
(05 15 7 B T Je LR A 1) 0 PR P TR IR R o AL 2 RV A T & PR IR 547 9 it (Horne &  Kennedy,
2017), TEEMSITTHE, Geiger S5 NI, N AIAAFANREARAT Hyibk 2 B Al AAT R BOA AT
i, AT RIS 3% B R B P A s (Geiger et al., 2019). IHt4h, Schultz 25 AT B AT N HIAIE 58 25 B
MATRAT ARl E 52 B3R BT A 5200 (Schultz et al., 2007), BRIRANNT AR =45 K AT A ) S2IERTF 58t
BOAE T AR VRS XS AT D9 6 I [ 004 F (MR, 2019) o

FRARESE AT 78 AL HVE N R, KRR RN . SR ERIE . N ARG SRR SRR RIS
(TkAREE, 2016), AN NIEEILTE RS E M P9 46 5 TE B B 345 & (Sunita et al., 2017). 7EARBFFLH, A
N TE BRI A8 R AR T AT B30 7 AT A (0 155 [ [ R S 5% TR . AN NI AR A SR N AT S )
BHES ), A NTEEREEEE R, MASIRZ B —FIEEE T M NIEE ), HERBEEHREAT AN,
] P ) — Se B FUAE L T AN N TE BRI X T B8 o0 S R ) TF ) SOAE A (CE RS, 2021). DR, PR
H5. H6. H7 1 H8.

H5: 3R 11 R I [ s R A )3 3 4 R

H6: A5 PERINE IE m g2 m K5 AR b o R e
H7: AN NTEEERIE I [ 500 K5 AR i3 3 o R

H8: i 11 K I 17 52 M K2 A )3 3R 43 2R AT R

WHUR ST, MRS E SR Z 205 SR m N & AE SR . Wan 25 NFIIFFe R, 0
05 ] AR T A 2 T 8 5 A 1) [ 0 7 (Wan et al., 2017). IR, Conner 25 A& AN AR TG AT DA
TMAT 97 B (Conner & Armitage, 2010). 53 7h— L6} 5 K AL 23 TG BANAT Jo 2 il 1 . s, 43
Fornara %5 N[SZUERTFE R BE, il v 3 2 o TR T A4 il 7= 26 B i) AT A U AR (R i IR B3 AT A
(Fornara et al., 2011), A {8 i) A 0 50 R I 43 A7 IR0t T B R ik e+ k2 380FH AT 35 )
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TR

(BE45, 2018). BLAh, A BT BURANEFIAE 4 2 S 5 BT 9 A4 F (Sorkun, 2018). H
I, FEHRE H9. H10. H1l. H12, H13 fil H14.

HO: il PERIVE IE R MR 22 2 AT NS

H10: iR R I e S K 2 A I RAT T 1 o

H11: NAEREE L AR AR AT N

H12: AN AJERERLE L A 20K A2 AT A

H13: 25 VERIVE IE RS2 ma K22 A AT NS L

H14: ZE& VR RINE IE P RAME RS2 A (I RAT o2 o

ST UL BT ARG, AW ORI AT N R AR, A 1 R

EHE W

AT Tl

Figure 1. Research hypothesis model of college students’ waste sorting behavior

B 1 REERRSEIT RN R ERIZER

3. Wtsuiit
3.1 [\t

B =AY, B R AN HE R, GRFEREENMEN. 0. Tl =A 80, 5
SR KA B KRR AT A I AT AR BT SN e tERieS% 174
(BT, 2022) EBHTH(IZEHAE, 2021). & FI8(& 710, 2020 FiEsR; MR MHEMEERAA
MG 7 RABGKAR, J300, 2021). lIssock (Issock et al., 2020). White (White et al., 2009)FJHfF 5% &
Ty BRI REEEN IR RRIBIATAMEE. MESTEXAZERERIIOIER, N “IE
HANE” B CHERINFE” 510N 1~5 4. TER A RT, XN 10 2 RFAERAT T8k,
PAT fif K5 AR SR AT A s 5%, RIS VRS B, i iR iR E ok “RE RS L “ 2007

o
it
s
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iR

“IRl T SEENNG S R AR R . RN, FEIERORBE AT, XGRS AT B AT, AR 84 4y il
BT ZE 300 R BT 768, RETBREE-EMEE, 21 MEUIIENER. BAREIINE 2 fiox.

3.2. BIBFKIR

1A RBTIE Credamo 1 & [ 4 B RS E R MR, vizEhlgal e, KyaslE o >80%, st
KINZE > 80%E NFEA A, FFHEAT R BEAT Jy QB0 AIE o W I b 28 F P B0 AL, B A5 B A3 439 1y
AR 371 47, RAEINCR 84.5%, JoR i 2 B R ARG U] DA S B AR RIS A2 1 2 Bl 1) 4

X R AL R BT IR G T e M B, AEVES L, B 155 44, %2216 44 fESEP b, AR 307 44,
WHFAE 47 4, LREE LT 4 L EFTRL 176 44, ORI 158 4, HAhK 37 44, fE2MPfEdh |,
B3 oy JER T 263 44, AR AT 108 445 WL IP KRG, FEAE LR UL, R wEcEe
H 2 E0 kERX, BIFAAR T RAERAROLE 1).

Table 1. Characteristics of the questionnaire sample

® 1 EERHEAREHE

At T Pk Tyt
5 155 41.8%
4 5]

§’8 216 58.2%

AR 307 82.7%

2217 T 47 12.7%
LR 17 4.6%

TR 176 47.4%

Ll R 158 42.6%

HAh 2 37 10%

BRI 263 70.9%

R T TEHL

W AR IR T 108 29.1%

3.3. fmidk Mg

XA AR B YR B AT LU, R ERAT NS (4.312) Budk syl (4.023), AT N
1) (3.905) HEAE AT =40, 241 HIE(3.806) N NIEEMYE(3.727) AV MYE(3.314)HE(E Lk, Sk sy
FAT N2 R G, BRI SRR R EAL, RFE MBI FAT AARB R ROEAEAE — 8
ZPE. fRTESGHER R 2 FiR.

34. EFMRE

RAMASIEEAR T R4 KRR T 20 E, DR ARAN OG5 R eE A E LR GHEE
5, SRR L, S TENESAFIEREZER( > 0.05), [FFEH, 7E%)) LB RNEN
AFIEZE S (p > 0.05). SR1fT, TEAFEFERFTIEM I, AR5 AU T 78 &8 AR S I E 5 B B R T Rk o 2%
BRI (WL 3).
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Wik =

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of variables
2. TENMEIRMSIT

RE TR HE fEHME
BN, SEtA el b 3 o3 282 A BRI LS5 (ATTL) 4.173
ITRSEATT) U MBI FRIRA B L5 (ATT2) 4.364 4.312
PR 43 AT DA R [ A4 (AT T 3) 4.399
SRS BIEATHAT R 45 25 (INL) 3.863
S HEMIE(IN) AL BRI 53 K0 E A (IN2) 3.59 3.806
A2 M SRR AT B2 7y 2R (IN) 3.965
SR BRI NS AE VR 3 34T 43 24 (DN1) 3.191
HR AT (DN) ] 561 ¥ 1) 2% A 0 B4R R AT 4325 (DN2) 3.253 3.314
SoF B M 3 (0 N A G 7 334743 25 (DN3) 3.499
PAN KA AT BT 53 254 8 F M R N (MNL) 3.585
A NEAEBTE(MN) BAATHR K, S RIRFIAK(MN2) 3.58 3727
TRHNELRRE AR, HMINECH L 4016
HATEL 53 25 (MN3)
A B E e & A bk /- 25 (PBCY) 4.094
BREIAT NI (PBC) A I (A 75 25 5210 3% 43 25 (PBC2) 3.59 3.905
AT it J1 5t 3% 43 2 (PBC3) 4.032
RIE AT 2 10 IR [ FORS 77 17 B0 53 28 (WSIL) 3.844
WIRSREIR(WSI) PRIB A HH A P ST R 3R 43 25(WSI2) 4121 4.023
EHETRWE T, RERWRZ S 55 F5(WSI3) 4.105
ER A ST, RS RHATHIR 7 25(WSB1) 3.332
B3R 5y 2R4T H(WSB) TR Aty , BABRREEATHIR S H(WSB2) 3.116 3.242
B2 2h B AT 39 3% 43 2 (WSB3) 3.278
Table 3. Independent samples t-test for different school locations in each latent variable
3. TEZRAEMAE BT EMIMIIAEN t 18I0
T %’fé\ﬁ %‘Eﬁx@é 4\)\‘%2% BAUTA B iﬁﬂéﬁ%@
GSITEN G G i g 1T H
=t ) 4.351 3.955 3.467 3.838 3.968 4.065 3.375
o Rk ikl 4.216 3.441 2.938 3.457 3.753 3.920 2.917
t {4 2.659 6.064 5.402 4.708 2.937 2.162 4.864
BEM 0.008 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.031 0.000
DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.133156 1308 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.133156

4, BRIGRE DR
4.1, FHERLE

AR SPSS 26.0 RS 10346 IS BUE AT /00T o BT 45 EoR, 9145 %4k Cronbach’s o RECN
0.939, Br 74T NAFEN o £%0(0.693)#%ir 0.7, HARWZEMN o REIINT 0.72~0.90 Z [8], FKHWIM AL
RSB I NI AR B, A 1) — B S T SRR R R . AN, FEAKLHE Y KMO 1 0.947, Bartlett
BRI Ky 2(210) = 4585.424, p =0.001 (<0.001), FEAREAKE AR, &E& B HE 704 il
Amo0s26.0 HATICUEYER T8, KGR E IR, SR AL B RECERTE 0.5 BLE. fR4E Fornell
S NHIWFE(Fornell & Larcker, 1981), 47377 ZH#iHUE(AVE) KT 0.4 His L4515 (CR) KT 0.6 K,
ERIVREE LR 2N, 4 KA 8 P57 2 mECE KT 05 HAAERE(CR)RT 0.7, &
B ) 26 LA AP RSO - RIS, AR B 1~ 38 5 2 Sl U R AR T iR R T i 2 [ A 58 &

i, RUERASBIFNX L. G, ERBEGEIERFLE 4. £5).

Table 4. Results of the reliability test
F 4 EHERBRER

28 ﬂllaif/ﬂ&?zﬁ ﬁ/ﬁﬂcﬁzﬁ 7 SE. TR HEEE
3 3 AVE {8 CR1H
ATT1 1 0.691 - - -
ATT2 0.912 0.655 10.078 0.091 0.000™" 0.428 0.691
ATT3 0.866 0.613 9.591 0.09 0.000"™"
IN1 1 0.76 - - -
IN2 1.207 0.842 14.359 0.084 0.000™" 0.593 0.809
IN3 0.784 0.664 11.972 0.066 0.000™"
DN1 1 0.873 - - -
DN2 1.04 0.92 24.866 0.042 0.000™" 0.75 0.9
DN3 0.872 0.797 19.36 0.045 0.000™"
MN1 1 0.775 - - -
MN2 1.128 0.789 15.332 0.074 0.000™" 0.615 0.826
MN3 0.909 0.788 15.318 0.059 0.000™"
PBC1 1 0.556 - - -
PBC2 1.65 0.778 10.099 0.163 0.000™" 0.502 0.744
PBC3 1.314 0.744 9.886 0.133 0.000™"
wsli1 1 0.71 - - .
WSI2 0.965 0.773 13.764 0.07 0.000™" 0.57 0.798
WSI3 1.061 0.786 13.977 0.076 0.000™"
WSB1 1 0.89 - - .
WSB2 1.032 0.873 23.544 0.044 0.000™" 0.705 0.877
WSB3 0.868 0.751 17.94 0.048 0.000™"
FE: TR p<0.001.
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Table 5. Results of distinct validity test
=5 XoHERKER

ATT IN DN MN PBC wsl WSB

ATT 0.654

IN 0.382"" 0.77

DN 0.412"™ 0.612"" 0.866

MN 0.518™" 0.415™ 0.632"" 0.784

PBC 0.461"" 0.425™ 0.612"" 0.566"" 0.709

WSl 0.583™" 0.423™ 0.618™" 0.69™" 0.594™ 0.755
WSB 0.468™" 0.553™" 0.782"" 0.703™ 0.650™" 0.699™" 0.84

T TTHRIR p<0.001, REXHALECT NZE T AVE B SAE .

4.2, REBEEHE

izl AMOS 26.0 %} |3 (R SR oA R BEAT 36 IE , S EfhTH i F A ORISR IZ(MLY), 45 3L S s Asi 78 )
R TR bR R T AGFI #5109, H 4 EbryY/df. RMSEA. GFIl. CFI. NFI. RMR ik 5| #A84E, H
WEUEWE 6 fion, RABETIUAE R

Table 6. Results of model fitness test
< 6. RAERLERINER

BRAEELD SHAGH BRAER
x2/df <3 1.847
RMSEA <0.08 0.048
GFI >0.9 0.921
CFI >0.9 0.968
NFI >0.9 0.932
RMR <0.08 0.026
AGFI >0.9 0.895
TLI >0.9 0.960
IFI >0.9 0.968

4.3. FBERW

43.1. BEEYM

XEAE R R, BRI 14 MEBEATINE, S5R B8 10 DM EEMA R % p (E15<0.05,
DAL 4% 542 R U35 (W35 7)o TEXHI 3R 2 28 R IR (WS IS I, RS4RI NS FE(ATT) JERAITT
FEEHI(PBC). AN NGB ARG (MN)RT LI 7 28 SR R B S p (E34<0.01, &% H1. H2. H7 AL, Wt
BAT RNASEE . AT . AN BT 20 b o R R A B IR . SR, FdR
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T (DN)FIAE A RS (IN) AT 07 30 2 28 =R I B0 p {H > 0.05, {8i& H5. H6 AT

TEXF B 43 AT R (WSB) IR b, R4 A3 o SR BT g ) ANk R 9 34 5% 3 3%
SYRAT IR BER 5 p E341<0.05, 3% H3. H4 Fl H8 HI/kor, Ui B i IR ENAT Aoda i A it
RPERE IS 2 BB R b R Ay AT, HLRR MR 1 e B K

TEFE 22 FVE XS 25 B AT Al PN s i sg e b, SR MR RO B AT S il B35 R s
Wi (p < 0.001), XFAEENIAIA(p > 0.05), HHULIEAAER I HI, ik H10 oz . AN N AR 25 B Ak
KT T # A B2 IE 52 (p < 0.001), R H11. H12 fior. 24 T8 A & Emm(p
<0.01), XHERENFTAEEIEIE p > 0.05, R HI13 5oL, % H14 AT,

Table 7. Results of direct path test
7. HEBRERERER

AR g Estimate S.E. CR. P oy o 45
H1 ATT—WSI 0.31 0.128 3.448 £
H2 PBC—WSI 0.266 0.118 2.775 - e
H3 WSI—->WSB 0.343 0.125 4527 e
H4 PBC—WSB 0.192 0.172 2.27 ) %
H5 DN—WSI 0.1 0.065 1.068 0.285 EEEAE]
H6 IN—WSI -0.034 0.072 -0.483 0.629 T4
H7 MN—WSI 0.391 0.099 3.478 ez
H8 DN—WSB 0.486 0.067 8.236 e
H9 DN—ATT -0.21 0.059 -1.699 0.089 4
H10 DN—PBC 0.364 0.058 3.459 Bz
H11 MN—ATT 0.729 0.069 6.53 £
H12 MN—PBC 0.479 0.065 5.261 ez
H13 IN—ATT 0.277 0.069 2.93 - B2
H14 IN—-PBC 0.041 0.066 0.52 0.603 A

E: THRRp<0.001, FREFWILEE, TERp<001, FREFEHEE, HRp<0.05 FREHLE.

4.32. AR

A HIFH Amos26.0 H 1] user-defined estimand JRE, KA boostrap H 446 56 12 KA 56 45N A8 B 6T
B AT AR A RON,  1EE A IRER BN 5000 Yk, BASIX AN 95%. Bootstrap ARG I L KIS
bR, WERX A TEAEE 0, WA SIEEE . B 728 PERTE (IN) X B 73 2847 A ) TR 28
()N FRAE(-0.075, 0.184)E4E 0, HARAZE XS bR 73 24T i IR R BAS X A A EFEE . PRI)
HoAt AR & (1) 5E A RO E— DA 5

B 8 WA, AN NTEAE RN I8 3 80 43 28 R B BN AT sl (Rl s i A7 A ) i A RSB - 0.134
A10.092, HEGXIEETFRHAEE 0, B NTEEA @SSR B BAAT A R )
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Wik =

SO Ay 24T N . AN, AT A E (MN—ATT—WSI—WSB) AR E11T A2 (MN—PBC—WSI—WSB)
MR AR B R BR AN EEE 0, Ui BN NGB AR 22 38 5 R by 3% 43 25 P AR AT g il ik i 5
i) 738 S SR T AR 1A 52 MR AT o R PRI I8 e BN AT g il T2 R A7 9 I LA X R ANEEE 0, 2
RAE 0.07, RIHRGR R E 2 8 i BEnAT A4l gk im E [ sgma b 0 2847, I B il AT s
) 5 M A 35 7 2 7 S 1T P2 4T 9 (DN—PBC—WSI—>WSB). SRTT, il k0 v 8 et 245 8 s 3 2
BIBXHAT AR E R JEAREE . Bhah, A7 25 BERBRAAT Foda it 4 35 23 2847 4 1) TB) 42 1 42 R 50503l
4 0.107 #10.09, HEEXM ERRIAE 0, BLEHAT A FERUBAIAT Ay il 35 R it 43 268 =t i 1
L5200 53 AT N

Table 8. Analysis of intermediary effects

* 8. PAMBI

Bt HORE e o ORI
- TR R

B MN—WSB - - - - .
MN—WSI->WSB 0.134 0.066 - 0.029 0.294
MN—PBC—WSB 0.092 0.066 - 0.005 0.225

IE I
MN—ATT—WSI-WSB 0.078 0.034 - 0.031 0.160
MN—PBC—WSI->WSB 0.032 0.028 - 0.007 0.062
YTk I 0.347 0.059 p <0.05 0.330 0.682
PER A 0.347 0.059 p <0.05 0.330 0.682
HERRL DN—WSB 0.485 0.066 p < 0.05 0.402 0.701
DN—WSI—->WSB 0.035 0.037 - -0.034 0.12
DN—PBC—WSB 0.070 0.050 - 0.009 0.178
[BE I

DN—ATT—WSI->WSB -0.022 0.019 - -0.083 0.002
DN—PBC—WSI—-WSB 0.033 0.027 - 0.006 0.102
SNV 0.116 0.059 p <0.05 0.009 0.266
PRSI 0.601 0.069 p <0.05 0.520 0.846

B ATT—WSB - - - - -
EIEZYIS ATT—-WSI->WSB 0.107 0.041 p <0.05 0.101 0.531
RN 0.107 0.041 p <0.05 0.101 0.531
BN PBC—WSB 0.193 0.109 p <0.05 0.008 0.843
gV PBC—WSI->WSB 0.090 0.057 p <0.05 0.033 0.498
BN 0.284 0.085 p <0.05 0.123 0.455
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