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Abstract. The new environmental paradigm (NEP) scale is a widely used instrument to measure human
concern for the environment. Since its introduction in China in 2003, Chinese scholars have begun to
effectively validate and evaluate its reliability, validity, dimensionality, and applicability in the country. They
have made corresponding revisions and adjustments to develop an environmental concern measurement tool
with Chinese characteristics. Based on the revised version of the NEP scale's Chinese translation, this paper
carries out a comprehensive review of the version revision, validation and evaluation, and practical application.
This provides a theoretical basis for developing an environmental concern scale applicable to Chinese
characteristics and is of great significance for developing the Chinese version of the NEP scale.

1 Introduction

NEP 11

In today's increasingly prominent global ecological crisis,
environmental issues have become a common survival
challenge for people worldwide. Understanding human
beings' cognitive belief in the sustainability of natural
ecology[1] plays a vital role in protecting the earth's
ecological environment. Dunlap and Liere first proposed
the new environmental paradigm scale (NEP) in 1978 to
measure human–environmental concerns[2]. As scholars in
various countries debated about the scale and new
ecological issues emerged, Dunlap et al. revised the old
version of the NEP scale in 2000[3] was shown in Table 1
to better test the structure and unity of humans' ecological
worldviews and the relationships among a range of
specific environmental attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors.

NEP 13

Table 1. The items of revised 00 of the NEP scale.
Code
NEP 1
NEP 2
NEP 3
NEP 4
NEP 5
NEP 6
NEP 7
NEP 8
NEP 9
NEP 10

*

Scale Items
We are approaching the limit of the number of
people the earth can support.
Humans have the right to modify the natural
environment to suit their needs.
When humans interfere with nature it often
produces disastrous consequences.
Human ingenuity will insure that we do NOT make
the earth unlivable.
Humans are severely abusing the environment.
The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just
learn how to develop them.
Plants and animals have as much right as humans
to exist.
The balance of nature is strong enough to cope
with the impacts of modern industrial nations.
Despite our special abilities humans are still
subject to the laws of nature.
The so-called“ecological crisis”facing humankind
has been greatly exaggerated.

NEP 12

NEP 14
NEP 15

The earth is like a spaceship with very limited
room and resources.
Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature.
The balance of nature is very delicate and easily
upset.
Humans will eventually learn enough about how
nature works to be able to control it.
If things continue on their present course，we will
soon experience a major ecological catastrophe.

Due to the strong global promotion value of the NEP
scale[1,5], Chinese scholars paved the way to explore the
NEP scale locally since it was first cited in a
comprehensive social survey in urban China in 2003 by
Da Yong[4].

2 Versions and revisions
Lu Chuntian (2003) used the revised NEP scale for the
first time in a comprehensive social survey in China. This
research adopted 15 items of the original scale as they are
(hereafter referred to as Version 00 of the NEP scale)
except for some rhetorical changes in translation[4].
However, Hong argued that, when applying Version 00 of
the NEP scale in China, both items 4 and 14 should be
deleted, and only the remaining 13 items should be
retained. Thus, the revision produced a NEP scale that is
more applicable to urban areas in China (hereafter referred
to as Version 03 of the NEP scale)[4]. Xiao Chenyang et al.
(2007) found that the design with alternating positive and
negative wording of the items in Version 00 of the NEP
scale would likely seriously interfere with its practical
application in China today; therefore, five of the items,
namely 2, 4, 6, 12, and 14, were removed. The remaining
10 items were reassembled to form a new scale (hereafter
referred to as Version 07 of the NEP scale)[6]. Wu et al.
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(2011, 2012) retranslated and back-translated Version 00
of the NEP scale, redefined the Chinese translation and
wording of the question categories after a two-way intertranslation, and used the Likert 5-point scoring method to
score the 15 questions in the scale (hereafter referred to as
Version 12 of the NEP scale)[7,8]. Wu (2012) conducted a
preliminary revision of the NEP scale's student version
based on Version 00 of the NEP scale and Version 12 of
the NEP scale[9]. Hong Dayong et al. (2014) scientifically
evaluated Version 00 and Version 07 of the scale again by
using CGSS 2010 data covering both urban and rural
China[10] and defined the Chinese new environmental
paradigm (CNEP) scale by further validating that Version
07 of the NEP scale was more adaptive than the Version
00[10]. Wu Lingqiong (2017) revised the 2012 elementary
school students' version of the NEP scale concerning
Versions 03 and 11, thereby forming the elementary
school students' and the college students' versions of the
scale.Wu Ling qiong, thus, provided a valid measurement
tool for studying the relationship between environmental
attitudes and environmental behaviors of elementary
school students and higher education students' institutions
in China[11]. The CNEP scale would cause inconvenience
in the international comparison of future measurement
results. Fan Yechao (2017) found during the validation
process that Version 00 of the NEP scale after unifying the
wording directions (hereafter referred to as Version 17 of
the NEP scale) could still be the best tool for measuring
environmental concern among college students[12]. Fan
Yechao and Xiao Chenyang believe that (2019) the option
of "unable to select" should be removed from the
questionnaire design of the CNEP scale to avoid an
increase in the proportion of missing data in various items
in the CNEP[13].

compared to Version 00 of the NEP scale[6,10]. Version 12
of the NEP scale also has higher levels of reliability and
validity[8]. While both the elementary student and the
college student versions of the NEP have good reliability,
their validity needs to be specifically determined and
analyzed[11].
3.2 Validation of dimensionality
The revised NEP scale measures five interrelated
dimensions of environmental concern: "balance of
nature," "anthropocentrism," "human exceptionalism,"
"ecological crisis," and "limits to growth." However, there
is no consensus or uniform conclusion among scholars on
its dimensionality[5]. Chen yang et al. proposed to use the
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) method[6]. They
found that the CGSS2003 data did not support the
hypothesis that Version 00 of the scale was onedimensional or five-dimensional by analyzing three
models[7]. The environmental concern measurement
model constructed by Lu et al. based on the CGSS2003
data concluded that it is more appropriate to construct
environmental concern into four dimensions[15]. Wu et al.
divided Version 12 of the NEP scale into two dimensions,
such as "new ecological paradigm," and further validated
its rationality[11]. Based on the CGSS2010 data which was
shown in Table 2, Hong, D (2014) validated Version 00
and Version 07 of the NEP scale. He found that Version 00
of the NEP scale was neither five-dimensional nor
unidimensional when applied in China. The
unidimensional hypothesis support for Version 07 of the
NEP scale was effectively supported in urban samples but
neither effectively supported nor completely rejected in
rural samples[10]. Chen et al. held that dimensionality is
mainly influenced by the changing conditions of life and
the social environment in which the researched subjects
live under their cultural beliefs and socioeconomic
conditions[5].Wu Lingqiong held that the idea of a threedimensional theoretical model of the student version of the
NEP scale requires further discussion[11]. After unifying
the wording directions, Fan (2017) concluded from
validation that the unidimensional model of Version 00 of
the NEP scale fits the data more effectively than the fivedimensional model[12]. Wen (2019), after deleting items 6,
7, and 9 based on Version 00 of the NEP, found that the
two-dimensional NEP scale consisting of the remaining 12
items could effectively detect ecological awareness of
ecological migrants[16]. Liu Jingjia (2020), in a survey of
visitors at Pudacuo National Park, similarly divided
Version 00 of the NEP scale into two dimensions[17].

3 Validation and evaluation
3.1 Validation of reliability and validity
Scholars in China and other countries have widely
recognized the reliability and validity of the NEP scale[1].
Scholars have also been continuously validating it in terms
of whether it has the same high reliability and validity in
China.
In the process of validating Version 00 of the NEP
scale, Hong found that its reliability and validity were not
very good if the entire scale was adopted as it is, to
measure the Chinese public's concern for the environment.
The reliability and validity of Version 03 of the NEP scale,
with the deletion of items 4 and 14, were significantly
improved[4]. Version 00 of the NEP scale was not well
applied in rural areas of China. However, the NEP scale's
rural version, with Only 3, 5, 10, 12, 13, and 15 items
retained, had better reliability and validity[14]. The
predictive validity of Version 00 of the NEP scale was not
satisfactory after unifying the wording directions.
Nevertheless, the validity was expected to be further
improved after splitting it into five sub scales separately[12].
Version 07 of the NEP scale, called the CNEP scale, had
better reliability and validity levels for measuring Chinese
urban and rural residents' environmental concerns

Table 2. Survey results of validated Version 00 of the NEP
scale in China.
00 of
NEP
scale
NEP 1
NEP 2
NEP 3
NEP 4
NEP 5
NEP 6
NEP 7

2

Total
sample
n=3480
3.59 0.96
3.17 1.19
3.94 0.89
2.38 0.98
3.85 0.98
2.92 1.17
4.07 0.90

City
sample
n=2264
3.66
0.96
3.28
1.21
4.04
0.86
2.38
1.01
3.96
0.92
3.01
1.21
4.15
0.86

Rural
sample
n=1216
3.45
0.95
2.98
1.13
3.75
0.91
2.36
0.94
3.65
1.06
2.75
1.09
3.93
0.95

Res.
Coe.1
0.90
1.46
0.97
0.37
1.12
1.21
0.94
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3.40 1.04 3.53
NEP 9
3.93 0.90 4.02
NEP 10 3.40 1.03 3.53
NEP 11 3.74 0.98 3.86
NEP 12 3.33 1.16 3.45
NEP 13 3.76 0.95 3.87
NEP 14 2.80 1.10 2.83
NEP 15 3.69 1.02 3.81
1
Res. Coe. = Resolution Coefficient.

1.06
0.89
1.03
0.97
1.17
0.94
1.15
1.01
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3.16
3.75
3.17
3.51
3.11
3.56
2.74
3.46

0.97
0.90
0.98
0.98
1.10
0.94
1.01
1.00

applicability is still limited at present. However, it is
believed that through the joint efforts of scholars in China
and other countries, a high-quality environmental concern
measurement tool that meets China's national conditions
and is comparable to international ones will be developed.

1.44
0.93
1.33
1.22
1.55
1.13
0.79
1.31
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3.3 Applicability assessment
Scholars have investigated and analyzed the applicability
of different versions of the scale currently available in
China in different geographic areas and audiences.
Copying the contents of Version 00 of the NEP scale is
more problematic when investigating the application
assessment of Version 00 of the scale in rural areas of
western China[14]. Version 00 of the NEP scale was found
to be internally inconsistent for different types of
populations in the mountainous southwestern regions[18]
and not fully applicable to measuring the environmental
attitudes of Chinese primary school students[9] or
measuring the ecological awareness of migrants in
ecological migration areas[16]. If Version 00 of the NEP
scale is reasonably modified, it can be largely applicable
to measuring ecological concern in the field of tourism in
China[19]. Version 07 of the NEP scale has empirical
evidence regarding the applicability for urban Chinese
residents[20], but is not fully applicable to rural China[14].
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