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Abstract: This article aims to understand better the mechanisms that connect climate change
perceptions and general willingness to engage in environmental behavior in a sample of Spanish
participants. To do this, we first developed and validated the General Willingness for Environmental
Behavior Scale (GWEBS), which includes the classical approach of voluntarily doing new actions but
also actions implying not doing things (decreasing) and actions forced by social constraints.
Participants were n = 403. The exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis showed a good fit for
the one-factor structure, which had adequate validity based on their relationship with other
variables. In second place, the study found that eco-anxiety fully mediated the relationship between
climate change perceptions and the GWEBS, making it a crucial variable to mobilize the intention
to act following the perception. However, trust in science partially mediated the relationship
between climate change perceptions and the GWEBS, suggesting that climate change perception
and trust in science are essential. This study may provide a clear direction for future research and
contributes to our understanding of the psychological mechanisms that drive pro-environmental
behavior.
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1. Introduction

The global environmental crisis is one of the most pressing issues of the 21st Century [1]. It
includes various ecological crises happening in the world today, including climate change. The
scientific evidence for anthropogenic climate change is overwhelming; 97% of peer-reviewed papers
accept that global climate change results from human activities [2,3]. Before this situation, human
reactions varied along emotional, cognitive, and behavioral dimensions, forming a complex mixture
of related variables that can be studied at different levels of abstraction, both as causes and
consequences. The ultimate goal is always to act in line with what improves or at least does not
worsen the environmental crisis, which is not always easy because when it comes to acting pro-
environmentally, there is not one behavior but many very different types. This study contributes to
this goal by developing an emotional measure of willingness for environmental behavior and
analyzing its relationships with antecedent variables such as climate change perceptions, eco-anxiety,
and trust in science.

1.1. Perception and Behavior: An Essential Path but not Sufficient

It is assumed that perceptions about climate change play a role in whether people take actions
to mitigate their environmental impacts and whether they support government climate policies [4-
9]. In this respect, reliable perceptions about climate change can be considered a success of many
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disciplines in the last decades to make us aware of the incredible variety of climate change
consequences. Such perceptions can be considered indisputably necessary, and there are good
current models to explain what variables depend on [10-12].

However, it is also well known that good perceptions of reality do not necessarily connect with
coherent behaviors [5,13]. Many other variables may also explain why good perceptions about the
situation are necessary but not enough to change behaviors and make significant impacts. To bridge
this gap, the Theory of Reasoned Action long ago proposed the behavioral intention variable as a
mediator between perception and behavior and, above all, insisted on the need to use variables at the
same level of abstraction [14,15].

An additional difficulty in the context of the climate crisis is that the pro-environmental
behaviors and their corresponding specific behavioral intentions are innumerable, of very different
scopes, and even of a different nature [16-18]. They may range from voluntarily “doing new things”
such as recycling, planting trees, protesting, eating a vegetarian diet, composting, reusing towels in
hotel rooms, participating in local politics, buying local and organic food, to “not doing other many
things” (do not bathe, do not consume, whether in general or a product, or a brand, or a service, do
not use plastics, reduce driving, use less water and electricity), passing through accepting the social
restrictions that many governments are beginning to impose, such as prohibiting air travel for short
trips, prohibiting single-use plastics, prohibiting heating or cooling spaces above or below a specific
temperature, paying extra by parking, gasoline, air or water. As a result, the authors are forced to
select as the dependent variable the set that best describes a person with a high intention to act in
favor of the environment.

The lack of general measures of behavioral willingness prevents researchers from connecting
general perceptions about the climate situation (abstract) at the same high level of abstraction with
the great diversity of pro-environmental intentions and behaviors grouped for each occasion
(specific). This also prevents the adequate study of variables, such as eco-anxiety and trust in science,
which could mediate the relationship between general perceptions about the situation and general
willingness to act accordingly.

1.2. Eco-Anxiety: An Unpleasant Consequence that Precedes Willingness for Environmental Behavior

Nowadays, feeling anxious about the state of the planet appears to be universal [19], with
evidence currently emerging from Europe [20,21], America [22], Canada [23], Pacific Islands [24] and
China [25]. Despite this, there is much to study about its role and optimal level in promoting
consistent behaviors that should resolve the causes that originate it.

Technically, eco-anxiety is described as any anxiety related to the global ecological crisis,
including climate anxiety [26-28]. This broader perspective that examines anxiety in relation to a
multitude of environmental issues places eco-anxiety at a high level of abstraction. That is why most
authors define it as an emotional reaction of concern, worry, and fear given global climate change
threats and concurrent environmental degradation [29].

Such a general perspective does not prevent eco-anxiety from being understood as a multi-
faceted concept [30]. At least four dimensions have been studied: affective symptoms, behavioral
symptoms, negative emotionality, and rumination [31]. Because these underlying dimensions seem
to be distinct from stress and depression, there is some consensus when considering eco-anxiety as a
rational reaction to the enormity of the ecological threat humanity and the planet is facing [31]. In
this respect, it would be considered a “practical anxiety” [32], leading to problem-solving attitudes
[28,33] and pro-environmental actions [34].

Although experiences of anxiety relating to environmental crises include negative emotions and
feelings of uncertainty, unpredictability, and uncontrollability, all of which are classic ingredients in
anxiety disorders [28], most forms of eco-anxiety can be considered non-pathological. This non-
pathological eco-version of anxiety is currently being associated with pro-ecological worldviews,
green self-identity, and specific pro-environmental behaviors such as saving energy in the household,
trying to influence family and friends to act pro-environmentally, taking public transportation
instead of the car, or avoid food waste [18,35]. These initial results suggest that eco-anxiety would
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not always be a state to be resolved or avoided but rather a desirable state that, together with other
variables, such as trust in science that provides cognitive security to the unpleasant atmosphere
created by eco-anxiety, can play an active and positive role in promoting a wide range of pro-
environmental behaviors.

1.3. Trust in Science as a Metacognition of Confidence in One’s Own Beliefs about the Climate Crisis

Science is the most trusted source of information about climate change [36,37]. It is estimated
that there is 98% agreement amongst climate scientists that it is real and human-caused [41,42].
Although skepticism about climate change seems to be a prevalent answer that also tries to find
support on scientific arguments [37,40], it is estimated that climate change denial or skepticism is less
widespread than often assumed (Steg, 2018; van Valkengoed et al., 2021). So, trust in science mostly
means confidence about one’s own climate change beliefs, that is, the existence and danger of climate
change.

Additionally, when people’s ability and motivation to carefully process scientific information is
limited, which is the case for most people most of the time [43,44], it is expected people to use message
source as a heuristic cue in evaluating the message, with more congruent change in response to
scientist sources [45,46]. Since trusting in science can exempt us from thinking carefully, it is possible
to suggest that it can work as a metacognition that provides cognitive confidence and security in
one’s own perceptions about climate change that may be positively related to willingness to act.

Generally, trust in science has been associated with more significant concerns about
environmental issues [37,47]. It has also been associated with political ideology, where Liberals are
more likely than Conservatives to trust in science as a source of information about climate change
[48]. These connections are promising, but much remains to be done to outline the role of trust in
science concerning other variables. In this respect, we anticipated that trust in science could be the
perfect partner for eco-anxiety, adding cognitive security to the emotional discomfort provided by
eco-anxiety.

1.4. Objectives and Hypothesis

In this paper, we aim for two objectives: 1) developing a general measure of willingness for
environmental behavior that makes it possible to connect at a high level of abstraction psychological
variables and 2) testing two indirect paths that, through the unpleasant emotion of eco-anxiety and
the metacognition of trust in science, allow to connect climate change perceptions with willingness
for environmental behavior (see Figure 1). These two related objectives may be useful in designing
policies and communication strategies to join increasingly individual efforts against climate change.

GENERAL WILLINGNESS
CLIMATE CHANGE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL

PERCEPTION BEHAVIOR

Trust in
Science

Figure 1. The mediating role of eco-anxiety and trust in science in the desired relationship between
climate change perceptions and general willingness for environmental behavior.
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Regarding objective 1, we started from the idea that using a single item to evaluate the intention
to act in favor of the environment can be simple and very common [49,50] but perhaps also
insufficient to capture its true meaning, especially if we take into account the great diversity of pro-
environmental behaviors. These behaviors may imply doing and the opposite, not doing, and also
accepting doing and accepting not doing at the request of governments that begin to legislate in this
way, forcing and prohibiting the entire population from doing and not doing. So, we tested only four
items precisely to tap our idea of a general willingness for environmental behavior, which was
emotional and not reducible to any particular behavior but open to all. The items were initially
written in Spanish. Their translation into English can be seen in Table 1. A one-factor structure was
hypothesized, meaning we propose a latent concept composed of four observed variables.

Regarding objective 2, we hypothesized that perceptions about climate change would be related
to the previously developed General Willingness for Environmental Behavior Scale (GWEBS)
through eco-anxiety and trust in science both directly and indirectly. In this regard, we started from
the idea that each variable has shown a connection with specific pro-environmental behaviors but
not in relationship models of several variables and does not concern a general intention on which
different subsets of specific pro-environmental behaviors may depend. Because being female and
holding liberal political views are generally associated with higher climate change risk perceptions
and willingness to take action in order to mitigate climate change [11,48,51,52], we controlled in our
mediation model gender and political orientation. Additionally, we controlled different levels of
environmental sensitivity operationalized as belonging to a group in defense of the environment.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and EFA loadings of the 4 items of the GWEBS.

M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis ritem-testFigure 1.

Item 1. Within my means, I want to do my bit
to stop the environmental crisis (Spanish: 422
dentro de mis posibilidades, deseo aportar mi (1.02)
granito de arena para frenar la crisis ambiental).
Item 2. I am willing to accept the social

-1.13 0.38 .78 .82

constraints necessary to improve the
environmental situation (Spanish: estoy 391
dispuesto a aceptar las restricciones sociales que  (1.13)
sean necesarias para mejorar la situacion del medio
ambiente).
Item 3. I am willing to voluntarily decrease
(consuming less) (Spanish: estoy dispuestoa  3.74
decrecer voluntariamente (consumir menos materia (1.26)
y energia).
Item 4. Assess the likelihood that you will
incorporate new actions for the environment
into your daily life over the next year (Spanish: 3.78
valora cudl es la probabilidad de que incorpores  (1.09)
nuevas acciones medioambientales en tu vida diaria
a lo largo del proximo afio).

-0.90 0.05 .76 .86

-0.68 -0.62 .76 .86

-0.78 0.01 .84 71

1 Note. N1 =213. Items 1-3 have a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (totally agree). Item 4 was
from 1 (absolutely unlikely) to 5 (maximum probability).

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants and Procedure

Participants were recruited through social media, websites, and well-known associations with
environmental purposes. We looked for diversity in the sample composition to control gender,
political orientation, and levels of environmental sensitivity. Additionally, we used the snowball
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procedure and the express instruction that we were looking for people with diverse perspectives on
the climate situation, from the most favorable to the most contrary. It was a non-probabilistic
convenience sampling. Participants self-reported their answers online before signing an informed
consent. The university ethics committee approved the study’s procedures (Ref. 0407202327123).

Given the variables involved in this study, the target sample size was predetermined
accordingly through an a priori statistical power analysis using G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2009)#.
Assuming a small effect size of {2 = .02, with a = .05 and power = .80, the needed sample size was N =
395. The sample was finally composed of 403 participants (35.3% men and 64.3% women) of Spanish
nationality, with an age range between 18 and 81 years (M = 42.74, SD = 14.91). Twenty-five percent
of the participants were involved in an environmental association. Regarding political orientation,
67% self-reported being left-wing, whereas 33% were center-right orientation.

2.2. Instruments

Climate Change Perceptions Scale [42] measures five dimensions of climate change: the perceived
reality, human causes, negative consequences, spatial proximity, and temporal distance of
consequences. We used the short version of five items (1 = completely disagree; 5= completely agree).
The items were the following: ‘I believe that climate change is real’ (reality), “The main causes of
climate change are human activities’ (causes), ‘Climate change will bring about serious negative
consequences’ (valence of consequences), ‘My local area will be influenced by climate change’ (spatial
distance of consequences),” It will be a long time before the consequences of climate change are felt’
(temporal distance of consequences. R). ” The Cronbach’s alpha was .82.

The Hogg Eco-Anxiety Scale (HEAS-13) [31] measures anxiety in response to the global
environmental crisis through four underlying factors: affective symptoms, behavioral symptoms,
negative emotionality, and rumination.

It focuses on enduring and non-pathological forms of anxiety at a high level of abstraction. A 6-
month time frame was used in the instructions to ensure the stability of the measure, saying the
following: “Over the last six months, how often have you been bothered by the following problems
when thinking about climate change and other global environmental conditions (e.g., global
warming, ecological degradation, resource depletion, species extinction, ozone hole, pollution of the
oceans, deforestation)? Some item examples are the following: “Worrying too much” (affective
symptom), “Unable to stop thinking about past events related to climate change” (rumination),
“Difficulty working and/or studying” (behavioral symptom), “Feeling anxious about the impact of
your behaviors on the earth” (negative emotionality). The range of responses on the scale was the
following: 0 = not at all, 1 = several of the days, 2 = over half the days, 3 = nearly every day”. The
Cronbach’s alpha was .91.

Credibility of science. We used a single item asking participants their agreement with the
following sentence “I trust the veracity of the information on the climate crisis offered by science”.
Responses range from 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree.

2.3. Data Analyses

First, to develop a global measure of willingness to behave in favor of the environment, the total
sample was randomly divided into two subsamples of the same size. The mean age of the first group
is 41.83, with a standard deviation of 15.16. The second subsample has a mean age of 44.07 years and
a standard deviation 14.91. We used the first subsample to obtain descriptive statistics for the items
and to observe whether they fit the normal distribution. We tested the multivariate normal
distribution assumption using the Mardia test in the R software (version 3.6.3 [54]). Subsequently,
after checking the matrix data with the Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin coefficient (KMO) and Bartlett’s test—
whether there was an adequate intercorrelation between items—we also performed an exploratory
factor analysis (EFA). This allowed the examination of the items’ distribution patterns and the
underlying dimensions using principal axis estimation and direct oblique rotation [55]. We retained
the dimension numbers based on a parallel analysis and the Goodness of model fit [56].
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Second, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed using R software with the first subsample
[54]. We conducted the CFA using the robust maximum likelihood estimation method. We assessed
the model fit using the chi-square (x2) test, comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI),
the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) with a 90% confidence interval, and the
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Values less than or equal to 0.08 and less than or
equal to 0.06 for RMSEA indicated an excellent and a good fit, respectively. TLI values higher than
0.95 and between 0.90 and 0.95 indicated the excellent and acceptable fit of the model to the data,
respectively. Otherwise, values less than or equal to 0.08 for SRMR indicated an excellent fit [57].
After confirming that the model fits well, the second sample was used to perform cross-validation.
Subsequently, the total sample was also used to obtain factor coefficients through a CFA analysis.
The R program was used in these procedures. Later, with the total sample, we calculated the internal
consistency for the scale through McDonald’s Omega total coefficients using the Factor 9.2 program.

Third, to check the validity of evidence based on relations with other variables, we calculated
the correlations of the GWEBS with climate change perceptions, eco-anxiety, and trust in science.
Finally, a parallel mediation analysis was run with the total sample using PROCESS (Version 2;
Model 4; [58] to examine the indirect effect of climate change perceptions (X) on willingness to behave
in favor of the environment (Y) based on rates of eco-anxiety (M1) and trust in science (M2), and
controlling for the influence of sociodemographic and ideological characteristics (i.e., gender,
environmental activism, and political orientation). Following Hayes’ [58] procedures for testing
indirect effects with serial mediators, bias-corrected confidence intervals for indirect associations
were estimated based on 5,000 bootstrap samples. A CI that does not include 0 in these models
indicates a statistically meaningful association.

3. Results

We started with preliminary and exploratory analyses. In this respect, skewness and kurtosis
values for the observed variables (i.e., item) were acceptable in subsample 1. However, the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (univariate normality) was significant for all items (ps <0.001), as was the
Mardia test (multi-variate normality) (MS = 242.25, p < 0.001; MK = 10.48, p < 0.001), indicating that
the samples did not follow a strictly normal distribution (see Table 1).

Bartlett’s test (x2 = 638,81, df =6, p <0.001) and the KMO coefficient (0.78) in subsample 1 pointed
toward an adequate intercorrelation among these items, allowing the interpretation of the factorial
solution. Specifically, the EFA resulted in a one-factor solution (eigenvalue of 2.66) that explained
66.5% of the total variance, which is supported acceptably by the goodness-of-fit indices (x2[6] =
638.81, p < 0.001, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.062, SMRS = 0.03). Likewise, as Table 1 shows, the items
presented suitable factor loadings and discrimination indices (> 0.50).

3.1. Evidence Based on Internal Structure and Relationships with Other Variables

The first subsample was first used to check the one-factor structure. The fit indices obtained were
x2[6] =291.91, p <0.001, TLI=0.98, CFI =0.99, RMSEA = 0.059 90%CI [0.00, 0.20], SMRS = 0.01. With
the second subsample, the fit was checked with the following fit indices: x2[6] = 364.43, p <0.001, TLI
=0.98, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.069 90%ClI [0.00, 0.20], SMRS = 0.01. In both subsamples, all indices
indicated a good model fit (Byrne et al., 1989). Finally, to verify the adequacy of the one-factor
structure, the analysis was repeated with the entire sample to obtain the estimates (see Figure 2). The
final fit was excellent: x2[6] = 643.86, p < 0.001, TLI = 0.98, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.061 90%ClI [0.00,
0.16], SMRS = 0.01. Likewise, the factor showed an excellent internal consistency of .83.
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Figure 2. Factor structure of the GWEBS.

In seeking evidence of validity relative to other variables, the score for the GWEBS was
correlated with the total scores obtained by the participants in all the studied variables. As Table 2
shows, the GWEBS was positively related to climate change perceptions, eco-anxiety, and trust in
science.

Table 2. Bivariate correlations and descriptive statistics between study variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Climate Change
Perceptions Scale i
2. Hogg Eco-Anxiety
Scale 18 -
3. Trust in Science e e )
4. Willingness for
Environmental 37 32 .52 -
Behaviors Scale
5. Gender 107 13" 13 14~ -
6. Environmental 06 25" 16" 33" -08 -
activism
7. Political orientation -19™ =22 -.34™ -.28™ -.01 =22 -
M 3.75 1.77 3.83 3.94 - - 2.15
Sd .88 .56 1.23 .93 - - 1.10
Note. N total= 403. Gender (0 = men; 1 = women); Ecological activism (0 = no; 1 = yes). *p < .05, **p < .01, **p <
.001.

4. Discussion

There are many perspectives from which the results of this study can be approached, and all are
intended and potentially useful. We can focus on the good statistical indicators obtained by our
general measure of willingness for environmental behavior, the GWEBS. We can also focus on the
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full mediating role of eco-anxiety, which becomes a valuable variable in connecting climate change
perceptions and the general willingness to act accordingly. It is also possible to observe the results in
light of the partial mediating role of trust in science. This metacognition provides security to the
beliefs that people have about climate change.

Our main objective was to develop a general measure of willingness for environmental behavior
because the existing ones can be considered arbitrary selections of concrete actions made by what the
authors consider an excellent description of someone concerned about the environment [9,11,49,60].
Assessing the willingness for environmental behavior could help better connect constructs of the
same level of abstraction, as Fishbein and Azjen [15] already suggested.

In this respect, the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses showed a perfect fit for our
general four-item scale, the GWEBS, which was not limited to any particular pro-environmental
action but rather the general willingness to do, not to do (decreasing), accept social restrictions and
ultimately “do your bit” for the environment. This measure can function as a dependent variable,
which is how it was used in this study subsequently, and serve to investigate mechanisms that
promote it. The GWEBS can also be used as an independent or mediating variable regarding the great
diversity of behaviors that people can perform in their particular situations. In this respect, it is
necessary to consider that a person can be considered an environmentalist by carrying out different
subsets of pro-environmental behaviors, and the GWEBS should be able to explain all of them. This
is a straightforward way for future research. In any case, the GWEBS have a reliable one-factor
structure that relates well to climate change perceptions, eco-anxiety, and trust in science.

Regarding our second objective, we sought to investigate mechanisms explaining why climate
change perceptions do not seem to be associated as frequently as would be desirable with actions
[11]. We tested the mediating role of both eco-anxiety and trust in science. In this respect, we can
conclude that eco-anxiety, understood as a non-pathological emotional response of discomfort
regarding the global environmental crisis, fully mediated the relationship between climate change
perceptions and the GWEBS. That makes eco-anxiety a necessary variable to mobilize the intention
to act according to the perception. Second, trusting the veracity of scientific information on climate
change partially mediated the relationship between climate change perceptions and the GWEBS. This
can be interpreted as saying that climate change perception remains important, but also trust in
science. Overall, the tested model shows that eco-anxiety, completely, and trust in science partially
contribute to strengthening the desired relationship between the perception of climate change
understood as real, negative, proximate, and caused by human beings and the general willingness to
take action, operationalized in this study as the willingness to do new pro-environmental actions, to
decrease, to accept social restrictions and ultimately to “do your bit.”

We agree that there are many reasons to feel eco-anxiety nowadays [28], especially if you trust
science’s information about the climate crisis [36,37]. However, studying how eco-anxiety and trust
in science can be channeled into adaptive responses for the person who feels it and the environment
is essential. This is considered paramount to address practical issues such as climate change
communications and public policies [12]. Our results contribute to this objective by showing an
empirical connection between climate change perceptions and behavioral intentions through a pair
of mediating variables: eco-anxiety and trust in science. The first one may be activating a necessary
emotional discomfort, and the second may be a cognitive security that may legitimize it.

On a practical level, we can anticipate that changing the people’s behaviors that do not work for
the planet may require hope and optimism regarding the solutions. However, according to our
results, it also requires distressing discourses that mobilize the necessary doses of non-pathological
anxiety that drive action. Parallel trust in science could be reinforced since it works for most people
as a confidence heuristic in their thoughts about climate change. Feeling anxious but sure of the
causes can mobilize the general desire to act pro-environmentally.

This article has some limitations. First, we acknowledge that willingness for environmental
behavior is different from actual enacted behavior. It is an urgently important objective to investigate
the connection of the GWEBS with the great diversity of possible pro-environmental behaviors,
grouped into very different sets according to the conditions in which each person lives. Nonetheless,



Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 8 March 2024 d0i:10.20944/preprints202403.0480.v1

studying and promoting the general willingness for environmental behavior is important because
communication campaigns can be carried out on the desire to act pro-environmentally regardless of
the specific set of behaviors. In this respect, activating general willingness to act could be considered
the first step in a chain that ends in specific behaviors. It may not seem like much, but it is important
because activating people’s desire to act in a pro-environmental direction can involve many
behaviors. Not all of them can be done, but different combinations can. Studying the variables that
can predispose people in this direction is necessary and is part of the change.

Secondly, we used a convenience sample and a cross-sectional design, which do not allow us to
test for the cause-and-effect relationships hypothesized. Therefore, future lines of research should
employ longitudinal designs to overcome these limitations and test the practical implications of our
model. It would also be interesting to validate the GWEBS in other age groups, cultural contexts, and
languages to explore possible cultural differences in the presented results.

Finally, we know that individuals are not the only actors in the play. Governments and
companies also have an important role to play [61]. However, changes at the individual level are
crucial and urgent [62] because, ultimately, individuals consume, protest, vote, and have the strength
to promote important changes when they are a clear majority fully aware of the crisis. The results of
this study tell us that there is still work to do so that people perceive and feel the magnitude of
scientific data. Despite that, some valuable pieces of information can be extracted. In this respect, eco-
anxiety is an unpleasant but necessary emotion that should be activated. So is trust in science that
provides heuristically security in the existing information on climate change. Both variables seem to
help connect climate change perceptions and willingness to behave accordingly, even when gender,
political orientation, and ecological sensitivity are controlled.

5. Conclusions

The present study analyzes the relationship between perceptions of climate change and general
willingness for environmental behavior and how eco-anxiety and scientific confidence may moderate
this relationship. First, we developed and validated the General Willingness for Environmental Behavior
Scale (GWEBS) to do this. This scale, not limited to any specific pro-environmental action, measures
the general willingness to act, decrease actions, accept social restrictions, and contribute to the
environment. The GWEBS demonstrated a reliable one-factor structure and strongly correlated with
climate change perceptions, eco-anxiety, and trust in science.

In second place, the study found that eco-anxiety fully mediated the relationship between
climate change perceptions and the GWEBS, making it a crucial variable to mobilize the intention to
act following the perception. Trust in science partially mediated the relationship between climate
change perceptions and the GWEBS, suggesting that both climate change perception and trust in
science are important.

Overall, the model tested in the study indicates that eco-anxiety and trust in science contribute
to strengthening the relationship between the perception of climate change and the general
willingness to take action. This study provides a clear direction for future research and contributes
to our understanding of the psychological mechanisms that drive pro-environmental behavior.
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