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Abstract: Recently, environmental information disclosure has increasingly become a popular rural
environmental governance policy. Environmental governance satisfaction can reflect the govern-
ment’s policy effect, and it is also residents’ subjective evaluation of environmental quality. This
paper uses field questionnaire data in rural areas and establishes an ordered logit model to study the
relationship between environmental information disclosure and residents’ satisfaction. The empirical
results show that rural environmental information disclosure has a significant positive impact on
residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. Further research found that the impact pro-
cess occurred through the mediating variable of residents’ evaluation of the surrounding ecological
environment. In addition, residents’ knowledge of environmental protection has a moderating effect
on the relationship between environmental information disclosure and satisfaction. Therefore, in rural
environmental governance, local governments can increase environmental information disclosure to
improve residents’ satisfaction and participation.

Keywords: environmental governance; environmental information disclosure; environmental gover-
nance satisfaction

1. Introduction

With the rapid development of economy, environmental problems are becoming in-
creasingly complex. Governments actively call for environmental protection and improve
their environmental governance tools through innovation. With the advancement of tech-
nology and the establishment of transparent rules, information disclosure has gradually
become an environmental governance policy welcomed by the government. At present,
more than 60 countries and regions worldwide have established government information
disclosure systems [1]. China’s environmental governance system is also evolving. Com-
bined with China’s development status, the three aspects of agriculture, rural areas and
rural residents [2] have always affected China’s economic development and people’s lives.
China has vigorously carried out rural construction projects [3] and environmental improve-
ment in recent years. Local governments have creatively put forward governance goals
related to industrial prosperity, ecological livability, a civilization, effective governance
and affluent lives. Information disclosure has become the key to promoting environmental
management and better development in rural areas.

The theoretical research on environmental information disclosure has made significant
progress. As a new environmental governance tool, government environmental information
disclosure is important for establishing government transparency. Improving government
transparency or information disclosure can effectively improve environmental governance
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performance [4,5]. In environmental governance, the government is the main body of
information disclosure and faces public supervision. The government needs to provide
broader and higher standards of environmental information disclosure to optimize environ-
mental policies and ecological governance systems. In promoting the construction of new
countryside, it is of great theoretical significance to study rural environmental governance
and information disclosure [6,7]. Governments at all levels of the country attach great im-
portance to the power of the rural environment, and actively carry out the management of
rural environment. In this process, resident satisfaction has become an important indicator
to measure the performance of government governance [8,9]. Rural residents’ satisfaction
with environmental governance is a result of their actual life experience, which can reflect
their satisfaction with their need for good environmental management. In general, striving
to improve the satisfaction of rural residents in environmental management has become an
important task in promoting the development of rural areas. However, there is still a lack
of systematic research on the impact of government environmental information disclosure
on residents’ satisfaction in rural areas.

To make up for the insufficiency of existing research, this paper takes rural residents
as the research object to explore the relationship between environmental information
disclosure and residents’ satisfaction. During the research process, an ordered logit model
was established for estimation. This paper further studies the mediating effect of residents’
evaluation of ecological environment on information disclosure and satisfaction. At the
same time, the residents’ environmental protection knowledge is used as a moderator
variable to explore. The contribution of this paper is that the research ideas and methods
are based on rural reality and have firm policy and practical significance for rural areas.
At the same time, the research adopts the provincial survey data of China in 2021 and
conducts the corresponding robustness test and heterogeneity analysis. It enhances the
credibility and timeliness of research findings and complements existing relevant research.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 analyzes the existing research
on environmental information disclosure and environmental governance satisfaction and
puts forward the research hypothesis of this paper. Section 3 points out the source of the
survey data, the design of the variables and the empirical analysis model. Section 4 presents
and analyzes specific empirical results. Section 5 presents the research conclusions and
puts forward corresponding policy implications.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses
2.1. Environmental Information Disclosure

There is a certain relationship between government environmental governance and
the choice of environmental policy tools. Research on environmental governance policies
plays a vital role in the government’s future environmental management [10]. In the past
decade, China has made great strides in environmental information disclosure [11]. For
government departments, environmental information disclosure is an essential means to
improve environmental management [12]. The public can supervise the government’s
use of environmental resources and improve the government’s environmental governance
efficiency [13]. From the perspective of the public, the disclosure of environmental informa-
tion strengthens the connection between the government and the public on environmental
governance, which is conducive to expanding participation in environmental governance.

In the process of rural environmental governance, government environmental infor-
mation disclosure plays an important role. Some scholars have used empirical evidence
to prove that the disclosure of government environmental information reflects local en-
vironmental performance and improves the effectiveness of government environmental
governance decisions [14,15]. When specific to a particular environmental field, some
scholars found that information disclosure effectively reduces the concealment and un-
derreporting of air pollution by innovatively examining the impact of environmental
information disclosure on government air pollution control [16,17]. Therefore, establish-
ing the environmental information disclosure system effectively improves the effect of
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environmental governance by increasing the government’s environmental protection ex-
penditure and expanding investment in infrastructure. Diamastuti, E et al. emphasized
government responsibility in rural environmental governance [18]. As a significant part of
the government’s environmental governance policy, environmental information disclosure
helps rural residents understand the environmental conditions in the area where they live,
protects their environmental rights and improves their enthusiasm and initiative for rural
environmental protection.

In addition, public participation is an integral part of a modern environmental gov-
ernance system. Public participation is also closely related to government environmental
information disclosure [19]. The government takes environmental information disclosure
as its leading role and has established a widely supervised public opinion network. Past
practice was long characterized by the pattern of “government initiative, enterprise pas-
siveness, and public immobility”. That is, there is a lack of government supervision and
a lack of corporate responsibility in environmental governance [20]. This environmental
governance model has achieved sound governance effects in the short term. However, due
to the lack of adequate public participation [21], there continue to be some problems in
environmental governance. For example, there are still problems with transparency and
public participation principles [22]. Through empirical research, some scholars have found
that, if public participation is incorporated into the government environmental governance
system, it can effectively improve the quality of governance and the level of the environ-
ment [23–25]. Therefore, the disclosure of government environmental information greatly
influences the participation of local and even other regional residents in environmental
governance and further promotes the public’s participation in environmental management
by enhancing residents’ trust in the government and their environmental awareness.

2.2. Environmental Governance Satisfaction

China’s rural environmental governance has achieved specific results. However, due
to the complexity of rural ecological and environmental problems, relying only on the
government’s governance model does not meet environmental governance needs in rural
areas. Improving the living environment requires the leadership and involvement of local
government and enterprises, residents, communities, NGOs and other stakeholders to
perform their responsibilities to build a “multiple governance” landscape [26–28]. As the
direct beneficiaries of rural environmental governance, rural residents play an important
role through their satisfaction with the effect of the local government’s environmental
governance effects. Rural residents are the main body of constructing the rural living
environment and the leading force building attractive, environmentally sound villages. A
government-led model with extensive participation of rural residents can be established by
improving rural living environments. Through research on participatory environmental
management in rural China, Xie Lei found that residents’ involvement in environmental
governance is beneficial to government agencies [29]. Therefore, research on rural residents’
environmental governance satisfaction plays a significant role in the ecological environment
governance system.

In rural areas, residents’ satisfaction with rural ecological environment governance is
based on certain environmental information and comes from all aspects of production and
life. Environmental issues and environmental disclosures affect residents’ life satisfaction
or subjective well-being [30,31]. For example, air quality and rural greening all play a
significant part in the living environment of residents; that is, clean and fresh air quality,
good rural greening and maintenance will directly affect rural residents’ satisfaction with
the improvement of the living environment [32]. Of course, environmental pollution in
rural areas also reduces residents’ well-being and satisfaction [33]. Yi Wang et al. used
structural equation modeling to examine the effects of environmental governance in 12 un-
derdeveloped counties and towns in eastern China from the perspective of rural livability
and residents’ satisfaction [34]. Therefore, in rural environmental governance, residents’ en-
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vironmental satisfaction has become an essential indicator for evaluating the environmental
governance performance of grassroots local governments.

In promoting the improvement of the national environmental governance system, pub-
lic participation has increasingly become a key element. With improved public participation
awareness, the public’s satisfaction with environmental governance has become a valuable
part of evaluating the government’s ecological environmental governance. Greenstone and
Hanna pointed out that strong public support can make environmental regulations success-
ful, even in weak institutional settings [35]. The effectiveness of the public participation
process and results will significantly improve their satisfaction with environmental gov-
ernance and the government’s environmental governance effect [36]. Jae-hyuck Lee et al.
studied the environmental impact assessment of residents in the process of public partici-
pation [37]. By analyzing the government’s environmental measures, Zhu DM found that
residents’ environmental impact assessments can influence public participation [38]. At
the same time, some scholars have shown that the public’s recognition of the environment
plays a vital role in their evaluation of the government [39]. Therefore, the improvement
of public participation in environmental governance awareness and behavior helps to
promote the optimization of the government’s environmental governance work, thereby
enhancing residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance.

2.3. Environmental Information Disclosure and Environmental Governance Satisfaction

Some scholars have researched the impact of government environmental regulation
and environmental information transparency on residents’ satisfaction with environmental
governance. For example, Meng-Meng Geng et al. found that environmental regulation has
a significant positive impact on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance [40].
The positive relationship between environmental regulation and satisfaction with envi-
ronmental governance is affected when the public’s environmental awareness is further
considered. Chen Jiusong et al. also confirmed that environmental information disclosure
has a significant positive impact on residents’ well-being, and this impact depends on
the credibility of information [41]. It can be seen from this that the government increases
the transparency of environmental information in rural areas, realizes the timeliness and
transparency of information, provides a platform for rural residents to understand and
participate in environmental governance, and has a specific positive impact on the improve-
ment of residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. Therefore, exploring the
effects of government environmental information disclosure on residents’ satisfaction with
environmental governance has become an important direction in current economic research.

However, there is not enough empirical research on the relationship between environ-
mental information disclosure and residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance.
The research scope is mainly concentrated in the whole country or a particular city, and
research on rural areas is relatively lacking. For example, based on the data of the 2015
China Social Comprehensive Survey (CGSS2015), Zhang, Y et al. demonstrated that the
transparency of government environmental information has a significant positive impact on
satisfaction with environmental governance [42]. There are few studies on rural areas, and
the relationship between environmental information disclosure and residents’ satisfaction
with environmental governance in rural areas has not been systematically analyzed. Be-
cause of the deficiencies of existing research, this paper explores the impact of government
environmental information disclosure on residents’ satisfaction in rural areas against the
backdrop of the Rural Revitalization Strategy from a practical perspective.

Based on the above literature review, environmental governance satisfaction is an
objective indicator that reflects the degree of government information disclosure. The
greater the degree of government environmental information disclosure, the greater the
understanding of rural residents on environmental policies. As a result, residents may
show higher levels of satisfaction. At the same time, public participation plays an important
role in the disclosure of government environmental information. Residents’ evaluation
of environmental issues is a form of public participation in environmental governance.
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It is possible to study further the mediating role of residents’ evaluation of surrounding
ecological and environmental problems in the relationship between environmental informa-
tion disclosure and satisfaction. In addition, the residents’ environmental awareness was
used as a moderating variable. It can study the influence of residents’ own environmental
protection knowledge differences on the relationship between environmental information
disclosure and satisfaction. The theoretical framework of this paper is shown in Figure 1.
In summary, this paper proposes the following hypotheses:
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Figure 1. The theoretical model of this paper.

Hypothesis 0 (H0). Rural government environmental information disclosure has a significant
positive impact on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The evaluation by residents in rural areas of surrounding ecological and
environmental issues plays a mediating role in the impact of government environmental information
disclosure on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The environmental protection knowledge of residents in rural areas has a
moderating effect on the relationship between government environmental information disclosure
and residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance.

3. Data, Variables, and Models
3.1. Questionnaire Design and Data Sources

This paper uses a field questionnaire to obtain data. When designing the questionnaire,
we strictly follow the functionality, versatility, and efficiency of questionnaire design.
Considering the feasibility and actual situation, the scope of investigation in this paper
is Zhejiang Province in China. As shown in Figures 2 and 3, the survey area involves
the rural areas of 11 prefecture-level cities, including Hangzhou, Ningbo, Jiaxing and
Wenzhou. Due to the large scale, wide distribution and complex sampling structure of
rural areas in Zhejiang Province, this paper adopts a multistage mixed sampling method.
According to the characteristics of different stages, a variety of random sampling methods
are comprehensively used to carry out the survey. The first stage is based on the per capita
GDP of prefecture-level cities and extracts prefecture-level cities under the jurisdiction of
Zhejiang Province by stratification. In the second stage, the codes of districts, counties and
county-level cities in the prefecture-level cities were selected, and simple random sampling
was carried out using relevant statistical software. In the third stage, administrative villages
were selected by simple random sampling. Finally, the survey subjects were randomly
selected in the determined rural areas and the questionnaires were distributed.
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A total of 807 questionnaires were distributed in this survey, and 807 questionnaires
were returned. After processing the missing values and outliers in the sample data, there
were 703 valid questionnaires, and the effective rate of the questionnaires was 87.11%.

3.2. Variable Design and Analysis
3.2.1. Explained Variable

The explained variable studied in this paper is “residential environmental governance
satisfaction”, which is represented by “satisfaction”. The questionnaire asked the respon-
dents, “Are you satisfied with the current local ecological environmental governance and
protection policies?” The answer options are quantified using a seven-level Likert scale. The
1–7 scale indicates satisfaction ranging from very dissatisfied to very satisfied. According
to the answers, 1–7 points are given. The larger the value is, the higher the respondents’
satisfaction with local environmental governance.

3.2.2. Explanatory Variable

The core explanatory variable studied in this paper is “government environmental
information disclosure in rural areas”, which is represented by disclosure 1 and disclosure 2.
As the influencing factor of government environmental information disclosure is difficult
to measure, this paper reflects the government’s environmental information disclosure
degree by investigating rural residents’ understanding of the national government’s rural
revitalization strategy and environmental governance policies. The higher the rural resi-
dents’ knowledge of the government’s strategies and measures, the greater the degree of
government environmental information disclosure. Therefore, two questions were set in
the questionnaire, namely, “Do you understand the national rural revitalization strategy?”
and “Do you understand the construction of the ‘Poetry and Painting Zhejiang’ Garden in
your province?” to investigate rural residents’ understanding of the degree of government
policies, which positively reflects the degree of government environmental information
disclosure. The quantification rules for the options for answering the two questions are
the same as the explained variables. 1–7 means that the level of understanding ranges
from very little to a very high level of experience. The larger the value is, the greater the
respondents understand the complementary strategies and policies; that is, the greater the
disclosure of government environmental information and the greater the transparency of
environmental protection.

3.2.3. Moderating Variable

The moderating variable considered in this paper is knowledge of environmental
protection. It is believed that the difference in the level of residents’ knowledge of envi-
ronmental protection will impact the relationship between government environmental
information disclosure and residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. There-
fore, the questionnaire contained whether it is recognized that “practicing the concept of
environmental protection can achieve long-term sustainable development” and assigned a
value from 1 to 7 that corresponds to the degree of recognition from very low to very high.

3.2.4. Mediating Variable

It is assumed above that the disclosure of government environmental information
will affect residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance by affecting residents’
attitudes and evaluations of environmental pollution problems in the surrounding areas.
Therefore, the mediating variable studied in this paper is residents’ evaluation of the
surrounding environmental pollution. The corresponding question in the questionnaire
is “What changes have occurred in the ecological environment near your residence?” The
evaluation of residents is assigned from 1 to 7 from gradually worse to gradually better.



Sustainability 2022, 14, 7888 8 of 21

3.2.5. Control Variable

Considering that the individual characteristics of residents may have an impact on
the relationship between the explained variable and the explanatory variable, this paper
controls for age, gender, marital status, occupation, workplace, education level, average
annual household income and average annual household consumption. The individual
characteristics of these seven respondents were used as control variables. Age refers to
the resident’s full year of age at the time of the survey, in which 1 means 16–20 years
old, 2 means 21–30 years old, 3 means 31–40 years old, 4 means 41–50 years old, 5 means
51–60 years old, and 6 means over 60 years old. When describing gender and marital
status, 1 = married woman, 2 = unmarried woman, 3 = married men, and 4 = unmarried
men. Occupations are divided into eight categories: 1 = farming, 2 = enterprises with
pollution emissions, 3 = enterprises with no pollution emissions, 4 = students, 5 = social
organizations or groups, 6 = party and government organs and institutions engaged in
nonenvironmental protection work, 7 = party and government organs and institutions
working on the environmental protection system, and 8 = others. Workplace is a dummy
variable, 1 for indoors and 2 for outdoor. The educational level is reorganized into below
primary school, junior high school, high school/secondary school/technical school, junior
college, undergraduate, and master’s degree or above, and assigns 1–6, respectively. The
average annual household income and annual household consumption are assigned the
same value, in which 1 means less than 50,000, 2 means 50,000 to 100,000, 3 means 100,000
to 200,000, 4 means 200,000 to 300,000, 5 means 300,000 to 400,000, 6 means 400,000 to
500,000, and 7 means more than 500,000.

Descriptive statistical analysis of each variable is carried out in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of variables.

Variable Name Variable Symbol Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Residents’ Satisfaction with
Environmental Governance satisfaction 703 5.239 1.193 1 7

The degree of understanding of the National Rural
Revitalization Strategy disclosure1 703 4.435 1.718 1 7

The degree of understanding of the construction of
the “Poetry and Painting Zhejiang” large garden in

Zhejiang Province
disclosure2 703 3.737 1.834 1 7

Residents’ knowledge of environmental protection awareness 703 6.518 0.911 1 7

Residents’ evaluation of surrounding ecological
and environmental problems evaluate 703 5.381 1.013 1 7

Age age 703 2.555 1.408 1 6

Gender and marital status sex 703 2.383 1.074 1 4

Profession occ 703 4.607 2.182 1 8

Workplace wp 703 1.131 0.337 1 2

Education Level edu 703 3.849 1.382 1 6

Average annual household income income 703 3.191 1.441 1 7

Average annual household consumption cons 703 2.383 1.197 1 7

3.3. Model Settings

At present, scholars’ research methods on satisfaction include the structural equation
model, human impact assessment (HIA) model, multilayer linear regression model and
so on [43–45]. Since the questionnaire data are used in this paper, the explained and
explanatory variables are all ordinal variables, so the ordinal logit method is used for
estimation, and the least squares (OLS) method is also used for estimation and comparison.
OLS estimation is used to study the impact of government environmental information
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disclosure on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance based on controlling
a series of related variables. At the same time, considering the characteristics of the data,
the ordered logit model is further used to test the impact of government environmental
information disclosure on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. To test
Hypothesis H0, the following equation models are constructed.

Basic Model Settings

satis f actioni = α + β1disclosure1i + β2disclosure2i + γDi + εi (1)

where satis f actioni represents the satisfaction of the ith surveyed resident with the local
government’s environmental governance. disclosure1i and disclosure2i all indicate the de-
cree to which the surveyed residents understand the government’s relevant environmental
governance policies and measures, that is, the government’s degree of environmental infor-
mation disclosure. Di represents the control variable, that is, the individual characteristics
of the ith surveyed resident, including age (age), gender and marital status (sex), occupation
(occ), workplace (wp), education level (edu), average annual household income (income)
and average annual household consumption (cons). α represents the regression constant
term. β represents the coefficient of the explanatory variable. γ represents the coefficient of
the control variable. εi represents the random disturbance term.

Ordered Logit Model Settings

ln
[

p(satis f action ≤ j)
1 − p(satis f action ≤ j)

]
= σj + λ1jdisclosure1j + λ2jdisclosure2j (2)

where satis f action represents the satisfaction of the surveyed residents with the local
government’s environmental governance. j represents the classification of the explained
variable satisfaction, which is divided into 7 levels from 1 to 7. disclosure1j and disclosure2j
represent two explanatory variables. σ is the constant term of the equation. λ is the
corresponding regression coefficient. After determining the parameter estimates of σ and
λ, we know that the probability of occurrence of satis f action = j is:

p
(
satis f action ≤ j

∣∣xj
)
=

exp
(
σj + λ1jdisclosure1j + λ2jdisclosure2j

)
1 + exp

(
σj + λ1jdisclosure1j + λ2jdisclosure2j

) (3)

Mediating Effect Model

This paper uses Baron and Kenny’s three-step model to test the mediation effect [46].
First, the explanatory variables and the explained variables are regressed. Then, we
examine the relationship between explanatory variables and mediator variables. Finally,
the mediator variable is regressed as the control variable. We observe the significance of
the coefficients at each step. To test Hypothesis H1, the mediation effect model equation is
as follows:

satis f actioni = a + β1disclosure1i + β2disclosure2i + γDi + εi (4)

evaluatei = b + β3disclosure1i + β4disclosure2i + δDi + εi (5)

satis f actioni = c + β5disclosure1i + β6disclosure2i + εevaluatei + ηDi + εi (6)

Moderating Effect Model

The moderating effect test in this paper is divided into two steps. First, the explanatory
variables and moderator variables are regressed on the explained variables. Then, the
interaction term between the explanatory variable and the moderator variable is added
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to regress the explained variable. To test Hypothesis H2, the moderating effect model
equation is as follows:

satis f actioni = a + β1disclosure1i + β2disclosure2i + εawarenessi + γDi + εi (7)

satis f actioni = b + β3disclosure1i + β4(disclosure1i ∗ awarenessi) + δDi + εi (8)

satis f actioni = c + β5disclosure2i + β6(disclosure2i ∗ awarenessi) + ηDi + εi (9)

4. Empirical Results Analysis
4.1. Basic Empirical Results

Before the model analysis, correlation analysis was performed on the variables selected
by the model. As shown in Table 2, the correlation between the explained variable and the
core explanatory variable is relatively high, with coefficients of 0.384 and 0.453, respectively.
The correlation between the explained variable and the control variable is not high, except
for the control variable age (age), and the absolute value of the correlation coefficient of
other variables is less than 0.1. Therefore, the model setting is more reasonable.

Table 2. Variable correlation coefficient table.

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

satisfaction 1.000
disclosure1 0.384 1.000
disclosure2 0.453 0.638 1.000

age 0.123 0.027 0.115 1.000
sex −0.008 −0.032 −0.051 −0.303 1.000
occ 0.022 0.071 0.090 0.066 −0.068 1.000
wp 0.004 −0.089 0.017 0.432 −0.001 −0.203 1.000
edu −0.075 0.130 −0.011 −0.648 0.211 −0.007 −0.434 1.000

income 0.005 0.140 0.061 −0.211 0.163 0.096 −0.207 0.286 1.000
cons −0.068 0.064 0.065 −0.239 0.140 0.047 −0.191 0.270 0.749 1.000

In the study of the impact of environmental information disclosure on residents’
satisfaction with environmental governance, the OLS and ordered logit models were used
for analysis to observe whether the two results were consistent. This paper uses stata15 for
OLS regression and ordinal logit regression. Table 3 below reports the OLS and ordered
logit estimation results of the impact of government environmental information disclosure
on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. Among them, column (1) and
column (3) are the results of OLS and ordered logit, respectively. Columns (2) and (4)
represent robust estimation results for OLS and ordered logit.

The estimation results show that after controlling for a series of related variables,
the two explanatory variables (disclosure1 and disclosure2) have a positive influence on
the explained variable (satisfaction), and both are statistically significant at the 1% level.
This indicates that government environmental information disclosure has a significant
positive impact on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. The higher the
degree of environmental information disclosure of the rural government, the better the
residents understand the government’s environmental governance policies, and the higher
the satisfaction of environmental governance. Therefore, Hypothesis H0 of this paper
is verified.

In addition to the core explanatory variables, the test results of most of the control
variables are also in line with theoretical expectations and reality. For example, residents’
satisfaction with environmental governance is significantly negatively correlated with their
average annual household consumption. Families with higher average annual consumption
have higher requirements for living standards and, of course, higher requirements for their
living environment. Therefore, satisfaction with the current local environmental governance
will be relatively lower.
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Table 3. The impact of environmental information disclosure on satisfaction.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

VARIABLES Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction

disclosure1 0.113 *** 0.113 *** 0.220 *** 0.220 ***
(0.0308) (0.0337) (0.0548) (0.0583)

disclosure2 0.230 *** 0.230 *** 0.401 *** 0.401 ***
(0.0284) (0.0305) (0.0521) (0.0545)

age 0.0461 0.0461 0.116 * 0.116
(0.0398) (0.0414) (0.0703) (0.0715)

sex 0.0583 0.0583 0.0942 0.0942
(0.0393) (0.0401) (0.0694) (0.0716)

occ −0.0197 −0.0197 −0.0367 −0.0367
(0.0189) (0.0203) (0.0341) (0.0381)

wp −0.226 −0.226 −0.402 −0.402
(0.140) (0.157) (0.256) (0.300)

edu −0.0698 * −0.0698 * −0.110 −0.110
(0.0396) (0.0392) (0.0694) (0.0703)

income 0.0760 * 0.0760 * 0.130 * 0.130
(0.0425) (0.0437) (0.0764) (0.0837)

cons −0.153 *** −0.153 *** −0.246 *** −0.246 **
(0.0505) (0.0523) (0.0911) (0.100)

Constant 4.358 *** 4.358 ***
(0.324) (0.343)

Observations 703 703 703 703
Note: Standard errors in parentheses; ***, **, * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels.

4.2. Marginal Effects of Explanatory Variables

Drawing on the experience and practice of similar studies, this paper continues to
explain the parameters based on the ordered logit estimation combined with the marginal
effect results [47,48]. Table 4 reports the marginal effects of explanatory variables under
different thresholds. Under the condition of controlling other variables unchanged, the
influence of marginal changes of the explanatory variables on the explained variables
is studied, i.e., marginal analysis in economics. As shown in the table below, the two
explanatory variables (disclosure1 and disclosure2) are both significant at the 1% level
within the 7-point threshold of residents’ environmental governance satisfaction ranging
from 2 to 7. It is shown that the more rural residents know about the relevant policies and
measures of government environmental governance, the greater the degree of government
environmental information disclosure, and the higher the residents’ satisfaction with
environmental governance. This result is also consistent with Hypothesis H0.

Specifically, taking the degree of understanding of the national rural revitalization
strategy (disclosure1) as an example, as shown in Column (1). Every time the government’s
environmental information disclosure expands by one degree, the probability of rural
residents being “very dissatisfied” with environmental governance will decrease by 0.1%,
the probability of being “dissatisfied” will decrease by 0.2%, the probability of being
“relatively dissatisfied” will decrease by 0.7%, the probability of an “average” rural residents
being will decrease by 2.6%, the probability of being “relatively satisfied” will decrease by
1.8%, the probability of being “satisfied” will increase by 3.2%, and the probability of being
“very satisfied” will increase by 2.2%. That is, if the government in rural areas increases the
degree of environmental information disclosure, it will reduce residents’ dissatisfaction
with environmental governance and improve their satisfaction.
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Table 4. Marginal effects of explanatory variables at different thresholds.

(1) (2)

VARIABLES disclosure1 disclosure2

1._predict −0.001 * −0.001 *
(0.000) (0.001)

2._predict −0.002 *** −0.004 ***
(0.001) (0.001)

3._predict −0.007 *** −0.013 ***
(0.002) (0.003)

4._predict −0.026 *** −0.047 ***
(0.007) (0.007)

5._predict −0.018 *** −0.033 ***
(0.005) (0.006)

6._predict 0.032 *** 0.058 ***
(0.009) (0.009)

7._predict 0.022 *** 0.039 ***
(0.006) (0.006)

Observations 703 703
Note: Standard errors in parentheses; ***, * indicate significance at the 1% and 10% levels.

4.3. Robustness Check
4.3.1. Step-by-Step Addition of Control Variables

By controlling different variables, we observe whether the influence of explanatory
variables on the explained variables changes. The robustness of our results can be demon-
strated if the effect is always positive. The steps are as follows: (1) Regress the respondents’
age (age), gender and marital status (sex), occupation (occ) and workplace (wp) as control
variables. (2) Continue to add the educational level (edu) of the respondents as a control
variable for regression. (3) Continue to add the respondents’ average annual household
income (income) for regression. (4) Finally, add the respondents’ average annual household
consumption (cons) for the regression.

The number of control variables gradually increased from 4 to 7. From the regression
results in the Table 5 below, the two explanatory variables (disclosure1, disclosure2) still
have a significant positive relationship with residents’ satisfaction with environmental
governance, and both are significantly positive at the 1% level. This shows that the empirical
results are robust.

Table 5. Robustness test of stepwise addition of control variables.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

VARIABLES Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction

disclosure1 0.113 *** 0.123 *** 0.124 *** 0.113 ***
(0.0332) (0.0333) (0.0335) (0.0337)

disclosure2 0.223 *** 0.220 *** 0.220 *** 0.230 ***
(0.0302) (0.0300) (0.0301) (0.0305)

age 0.0971 *** 0.0555 0.0553 0.0461
(0.0353) (0.0417) (0.0418) (0.0414)

sex 0.0521 0.0565 0.0594 0.0583
(0.0395) (0.0395) (0.0405) (0.0401)

occ −0.0181 −0.0187 −0.0177 −0.0197
(0.0200) (0.0201) (0.0202) (0.0203)

wp −0.155 −0.212 −0.219 −0.226
(0.152) (0.153) (0.154) (0.157)

edu −0.0765 ** −0.0729 * −0.0698 *
(0.0387) (0.0390) (0.0392)
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Table 5. Cont.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

VARIABLES Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction

income −0.0174 0.0760 *
(0.0305) (0.0437)

cons −0.153 ***
(0.0523)

Constant 3.793 *** 4.217 *** 4.248 *** 4.358 ***
(0.248) (0.336) (0.340) (0.343)

Observations 703 703 703 703
R-squared 0.230 0.234 0.234 0.244

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; ***, **, * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels.

4.3.2. Explanatory Variable Substitution

To further improve the reliability and credibility of the research results in this paper, we
continue to use the method of replacing explanatory variables for robustness testing. The
question “Do you know about ‘Beautiful China’” was used in the questionnaire to replace
“Do you know about the construction of the Great Garden of Poetry and Painting Zhejiang”
in this province, that is, replace the explanatory variable of “disclosure2” with “disclosure”.
The construction of “Beautiful China” is more universal and represents the government’s
higher-level environmental governance policy. It can also be considered to include the
environmental governance behavior of the provincial government in Zhejiang Province.
As shown in Table 6 below, after replacing an explanatory variable with one with wider
applicability, Columns (1), (2), (3) and (4) represent the OLS estimation and the ordered
logit estimation. The empirical results still make the impact of government environmental
information disclosure (disclosure1, disclosure) on residents’ environmental governance
satisfaction (satisfaction) significantly positive at the 1% level. This is consistent with the
previous results, which further demonstrates the robustness of the results of this study.

Table 6. Robustness tests for substitution of explanatory variables.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

VARIABLES Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction

disclosure1 0.123 *** 0.123 *** 0.237 *** 0.237 ***
(0.0410) (0.0464) (0.0714) (0.0791)

disclosure 0.180 *** 0.180 *** 0.288 *** 0.288 ***
(0.0396) (0.0436) (0.0683) (0.0728)

age 0.0640 0.0640 0.155 ** 0.155 **
(0.0410) (0.0426) (0.0697) (0.0708)

sex 0.0574 0.0574 0.0813 0.0813
(0.0405) (0.0413) (0.0690) (0.0709)

occ −0.0119 −0.0119 −0.0230 −0.0230
(0.0194) (0.0204) (0.0336) (0.0364)

wp −0.159 −0.159 −0.300 −0.300
(0.144) (0.154) (0.250) (0.275)

edu −0.0762 * −0.0762 * −0.104 −0.104
(0.0408) (0.0406) (0.0691) (0.0701)

income 0.0450 0.0450 0.0688 0.0688
(0.0437) (0.0465) (0.0763) (0.0856)

cons −0.115 ** −0.115 ** −0.167 * −0.167 *
(0.0518) (0.0547) (0.0901) (0.0996)

Constant 4.271 *** 4.271 ***
(0.335) (0.347)

Observations 703 703 703 703
Note: Standard errors in parentheses; ***, **, * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels.
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4.4. Heterogeneity Analysis
4.4.1. Educational Heterogeneity Test

Education promotes individual development and enables people to gradually form
concepts, attitudes, and behaviors that adapt to modern economic life. Education is related
to people’s well-being, and the development of education is crucial to national economic
development and social progress. Some scholars have found that well-educated individuals
enjoy more job resources in the labor market [49]. People with higher education levels
tend to have greater job demands, and these demands further influence their job satisfac-
tion. Therefore, differences in educational attainment will have an impact on individual
satisfaction in related aspects. Based on this, this paper focuses on educational level as
a control variable and studies the issue that the impact of government environmental
information disclosure on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance varies
with educational levels.

As shown in Table 7, disclosure 1 and disclosure 2 are used as core explanatory vari-
ables. Age (age), gender and marital status (sex), occupation (occ), workplace (wp), average
annual household income (income), and average annual household consumption (cons)
were selected as control variables to measure residents’ satisfaction with environmental
governance (satisfaction) heterogeneity analysis.

Table 7. Heterogeneity analysis of educational level.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

VARIABLES Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction

disclosure1 0.313 0.167 ** 0.0806 0.310 *** 0.0473 0.351
(0.188) (0.0805) (0.0930) (0.0656) (0.0482) (0.194)

disclosure2 0.0639 0.186 ** 0.192 ** 0.116 * 0.253 *** 0.259 **
(0.178) (0.0831) (0.0827) (0.0599) (0.0458) (0.106)

age 0.0339 0.0860 0.206 ** −0.0319 −0.0374 −0.0656
(0.171) (0.0872) (0.0793) (0.0907) (0.0983) (0.200)

sex 0.0151 −0.0639 0.116 0.00191 0.105 * −0.00335
(0.158) (0.114) (0.106) (0.0809) (0.0608) (0.249)

occ 0.0928 0.0112 −0.0391 −0.106 ** −0.0164 −0.0389
(0.0913) (0.0347) (0.0366) (0.0497) (0.0497) (0.154)

wp 0.418 0.116 −1.306 *** 0.227 0.554 * −0.283
(0.516) (0.261) (0.355) (0.292) (0.305) (0.565)

income −0.414 * −0.00170 0.0109 0.180 0.164 *** 0.291
(0.242) (0.0883) (0.118) (0.128) (0.0580) (0.336)

cons 0.449 0.0179 −0.192 −0.187 −0.257 *** 0.144
(0.341) (0.0884) (0.133) (0.119) (0.0791) (0.471)

Constant 2.684 *** 3.604 *** 5.519 *** 3.775 *** 3.361 *** 1.151
(0.882) (0.636) (0.595) (0.588) (0.490) (2.201)

Observations 49 108 97 111 322 16
R-squared 0.305 0.239 0.360 0.416 0.212 0.835

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; ***, **, * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels.

The regression results show that, when the education level of the respondents in
Columns (2) and (4)–(6) is junior high school, high school/secondary school/technical
school, junior college, undergraduate, or master’s degree or above, government envi-
ronmental information disclosure has a significant positive impact on rural residents’
satisfaction with environmental governance. At the same time, for respondents whose
education level is high school/secondary school/technical school, age has a significant
positive impact on residents’ environmental governance satisfaction, and the workplace
has a significant negative impact on residents’ environmental governance satisfaction. For
respondents with a college education, their occupation has a significant negative impact
on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. For respondents with a bache-
lor’s degree in education, the average annual household income has a significant positive
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impact on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance, and the average annual
household consumption has a significant negative impact on environmental governance
satisfaction. Therefore, in the process of rural environmental governance, different levels of
education will have a differentiated impact on residents’ degree of satisfaction. Govern-
ment departments can increase the popularity of environmental information so that more
residents with low education levels can understand environmental policies and participate
more actively in environmental governance.

4.4.2. Heterogeneity Test of Average Annual Household Income

With the development of the social economy, different rural areas have achieved differ-
ent levels of development; differentiated development, in turn, will bring about different
living standards among rural residents. In a study of young teachers’ lives and job satisfac-
tion, Cerci and Dumludag found that emphasizing income comparisons had a negative
impact on life satisfaction [50]. In the process of environmental governance, residents
with different income levels and different living standards may have different levels of
satisfaction with rural environmental governance. Therefore, this paper studies the prob-
lem that the influence of government environmental information disclosure on residents’
satisfaction with environmental governance varies with different living standards through
the average annual income level of residents’ families. As shown in Table 8, disclosure 1
and disclosure 2 are still used as core explanatory variables; the age of the respondents
(age), gender and marital status (sex), occupation (occ), workplace (wp), education level
(edu) and annual household consumption (cons) are used as control variables.

Table 8. Heterogeneity test of average annual household income.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

VARIABLES Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction

disclosure1 0.117 0.0878 0.118 0.181 ** 0.117 0.156 −0.180
(0.106) (0.0603) (0.0716) (0.0698) (0.108) (0.172) (0.162)

disclosure2 0.255 ** 0.138 ** 0.238 *** 0.237 *** 0.242 ** 0.181 −0.685 ***
(0.117) (0.0583) (0.0579) (0.0627) (0.104) (0.154) (0.111)

age 0.0251 0.0943 0.0219 0.0770 −0.251 0.166 −0.301 *
(0.138) (0.0865) (0.0841) (0.0809) (0.201) (0.145) (0.154)

sex −0.0434 −0.00599 0.00384 0.147 * 0.0418 0.193 0.417 **
(0.191) (0.0792) (0.0740) (0.0782) (0.143) (0.209) (0.189)

occ 0.0214 −0.00356 −0.0445 0.0295 0.146 −0.282 ** 0.243
(0.0679) (0.0323) (0.0417) (0.0404) (0.107) (0.100) (0.175)

wp 0.525 −0.269 −0.315 −0.826 ** −0.176 −0.437
(0.350) (0.231) (0.411) (0.381) (0.949) (0.495)

edu 0.00209 −0.00961 −0.0850 −0.00140 −0.257 −0.198 0.141
(0.158) (0.0838) (0.0826) (0.0743) (0.209) (0.228) (0.211)

cons −0.0996 −0.328 ** −0.126 0.105 0.0650 −0.0392 −0.402 ***
(0.115) (0.130) (0.146) (0.135) (0.298) (0.183) (0.0888)

Constant 3.163 *** 5.116 *** 4.887 *** 3.370 *** 4.756 ** 5.901 ** 2.813 **
(0.926) (0.683) (0.838) (0.713) (2.277) (2.341) (1.273)

Observations 68 163 228 143 44 26 31
R-squared 0.270 0.198 0.216 0.377 0.410 0.396 0.725

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; ***, **, * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels.

The regression results show that, when the average annual household income of
the respondents in Columns (1)–(6) is less than CNY 500,000, environmental information
disclosure has a significant positive impact on environmental governance satisfaction. As
shown in Column (7), when the average annual household income of the respondents
exceeds CNY 500,000, government environmental information disclosure hurts rural resi-
dents’ satisfaction. It can be found that for the vast majority of residents, increasing the
degree of government environmental information disclosure can effectively improve their
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environmental governance satisfaction. However, for residents who are more affluent and
have higher living standards, their environmental governance satisfaction requirements
are higher. Merely improving the degree of environmental information disclosure may
not meet their needs. Instead, the government is also required to have more diversified
and innovative ways of environmental governance in order to achieve the satisfaction of
rural residents.

4.5. Mediation Effect

To further explore the impact mechanism of environmental information disclosure on
environmental governance satisfaction, this paper continues to test the mediating effect
of residents’ evaluation of surrounding ecological and environmental issues on the rela-
tionship between the two. The empirical results are shown in Table 9 below. Column (2)
shows that the explanatory variable (disclosure2) has a significant positive impact on
the mediator variable (evaluate), indicating that the greater the degree of environmen-
tal information disclosure, the better the residents’ understanding of the government’s
environmental governance, and the greater they will generally believe the surrounding
ecological environment issues are gradually improving, thus giving a positive evaluation.
Column (1) shows that the mediating variable (evaluate) has a significant positive impact
on the explained variable (satisfaction), indicating that, when residents believe that the sur-
rounding ecological environment problems are gradually improving, their satisfaction with
the environmental governance will increase more. Therefore, according to the judgment
standard of the mediating variable, the evaluation of rural residents on the surrounding
environmental pollution as a mediating variable will play a role in the relationship be-
tween government environmental information disclosure and residents’ satisfaction with
environmental governance. Hypothesis H1 of this paper is verified.

Table 9. The mediating role of the evaluation of ecological environment issues.

(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES Satisfaction Evaluate Satisfaction

disclosure1 0.00136 0.114 ***
(0.0329) (0.0321)

disclosure2 0.122 *** 0.189 ***
(0.0305) (0.0294)

age 0.113 ** 8.87 × 10−5 0.0460
(0.0439) (0.0405) (0.0395)

sex 0.0502 −0.0120 0.0622
(0.0424) (0.0352) (0.0382)

occ 0.00447 −0.0235 −0.0120
(0.0213) (0.0177) (0.0193)

wp −0.263 0.0410 −0.240
(0.165) (0.133) (0.152)

edu 0.00140 −0.0477 −0.0541
(0.0422) (0.0382) (0.0380)

income 0.0703 0.0785 * 0.0502
(0.0486) (0.0435) (0.0444)

cons −0.116 * −0.0737 −0.128 **
(0.0602) (0.0491) (0.0531)

evaluate 0.429 *** 0.329 ***
(0.0413) (0.0386)

Constant 2.845 *** 5.129 *** 2.670 ***
(0.416) (0.323) (0.382)

Observations 703 703 703
R-squared 0.160 0.059 0.318

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; ***, **, * indicate significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels.
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If the intermediary variable of residents’ evaluation of ecological and environmental
problems continues to be controlled as a control variable, as shown in Column (3), gov-
ernment environmental information disclosure still has a significant positive impact on
residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. This shows that the mediating vari-
able only produces a partial mediating effect. Therefore, in the process of environmental
governance, the rural government has improved residents’ evaluation of the surround-
ing ecological and environmental issues. Residents generally believe that the ecological
environment and the living environment are gradually improving, thus increasing their
satisfaction with environmental governance.

4.6. Moderating Effect

The theoretical analysis shows that residents’ knowledge of environmental protec-
tion may moderate the relationship between environmental information disclosure and
residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. According to the test path of the
moderating effect model, the empirical results are shown in Table 10. Column (1) is the
regression result when there is no interaction term; Columns (2) and (3) indicate that, when
the moderating variable of environmental protection knowledge (awareness) is added, the
interaction term between environmental information disclosure and centralized environ-
mental protection knowledge (disclosure1a_c, disclosure2a_c) are all significantly positive.
It shows that environmental protection understanding as a moderating variable has a
positive moderating effect on the relationship between the explained variable residents’
satisfaction with environmental governance and the explanatory variable government
environmental information disclosure. Therefore, Hypothesis H2 of this paper is verified.

Table 10. The moderating effect of environmental protection knowledge.

(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction

disclosure1 0.107 *** 0.1000 *** 0.108 ***
(0.0347) (0.0349) (0.0348)

disclosure2 0.231 *** 0.233 *** 0.227 ***
(0.0305) (0.0304) (0.0308)

awareness 0.0560 0.140 *** 0.0775
(0.0513) (0.0534) (0.0481)

disclosure1a_c 0.0982 ***
(0.0307)

disclosure2a_c 0.0496 *
(0.0271)

age 0.0456 0.0446 0.0460
(0.0412) (0.0414) (0.0415)

sex 0.0603 0.0562 0.0577
(0.0402) (0.0395) (0.0400)

occ −0.0216 −0.0206 −0.0212
(0.0201) (0.0202) (0.0202)

wp −0.227 −0.232 −0.233
(0.156) (0.157) (0.158)

edu −0.0727 * −0.0740 * −0.0705 *
(0.0391) (0.0385) (0.0388)

income 0.0774 * 0.0764 * 0.0681
(0.0434) (0.0424) (0.0436)

cons −0.152 *** −0.153 *** −0.141 ***
(0.0523) (0.0512) (0.0524)

Constant 4.031 *** 3.495 *** 3.892 ***
(0.454) (0.458) (0.439)

Observations 703 703 703
R-squared 0.246 0.261 0.251

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; ***, * indicate significance at the 1% and 10% levels.
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Specifically, due to the existence of the adjustment variable of residents’ knowledge
of environmental protection, environmental information disclosure has different degrees
of influence on satisfaction. When residents’ knowledge of environmental protection is
strong, the impact of government environmental information disclosure on their satisfac-
tion is greater. When residents’ environmental protection knowledge is weak, the impact
of environmental information disclosure on their satisfaction is relatively small. Therefore,
in the process of environmental governance in rural areas, the level and effect of envi-
ronmental governance can be effectively improved by improving residents’ awareness of
environmental protection.

5. Conclusions, Implications and Discussion

This paper uses 2020–2021 field questionnaire data to investigate the impact of ru-
ral environmental information disclosure on residents’ satisfaction with environmental
governance. Based on empirical research, it is found that after controlling for a series of
variables, government environmental information disclosure in rural areas has a signifi-
cant positive impact on residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. Further
exploration found that the impact of government environmental information disclosure on
residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance acts through the mediating variable
of residents’ evaluation of surrounding ecological and environmental issues. At the same
time, residents’ knowledge of environmental protection has a moderating effect on the
relationship between government environmental information disclosure and residents’ en-
vironmental governance satisfaction. When residents’ environmental protection knowledge
is stronger, the greater the impact of government environmental information disclosure on
their environmental governance satisfaction.

The above research conclusions have some important policy implications. At present,
China’s rural areas are in the process of innovation and transformation, and they are also
facing the important challenge of developing environmental governance and protection
schemes. Improving the rural environment and building livable villages are related to the
basic well-being of rural residents and the construction of rural society. Improving rural
residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance is an important goal of rural environ-
mental governance. The governance of the rural ecological environment and humanistic
environment is a long-term and arduous battle. Residents need to understand and trust the
government to achieve the goal of rural environmental governance, and it is also related to
the improvement of rural residents’ satisfaction with environmental governance. Therefore,
(1) in the process of environmental governance, local governments can enhance residents’
awareness of local governance measures by promoting rural government environmental
information disclosure, increasing environmental protection transparency and enhancing
residents’ understanding of the government’s environmental governance measures, all
of which will promote a sense of participation and identity. (2) When the government
manages the environment, it should pay attention to the suggestions and evaluations of
rural residents on ecological and environmental issues to truly improve the quality and
level of residents’ lives, improve the satisfaction of the population and contribute to the
construction of a new countryside. (3) Rural areas should increase publicity and mobiliza-
tion efforts, actively guide and cultivate good living habits of rural residents and improve
residents’ awareness of environmental protection. Starting from the details and proceeding
slowly, we will strive to create a comfortable and livable living environment with a good
atmosphere in which the people care about the environment.

At present, most of the existing research on information disclosure are carried out from
the perspective of enterprises, such as that off Die Wu et al. [51]. Environmental information
disclosure can be divided into enterprise perspective [52] and government perspective.
We study environmental governance from the government level. We use questionnaires
to measure respondents’ understanding of environmental governance policies to reflect
the government’s openness of environmental information. Unlike most studies of urban
areas, the study area of this paper is rural. This is a further expansion of the research scope
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of government environmental information disclosure. At the same time, the residents’
environmental evaluation and environmental protection cognition are also included in
the research variables, which enriches the final research results. However, due to data
limitations, we did not examine all rural areas in China, and the representativeness needs
to be further optimized. In short, rural environmental governance is a necessary way to
promote the development of rural areas. It is believed that through the comprehensive
management of the rural ecological environment and human settlements, the vision of
comprehensive development of the rural economy and significant improvement of people’s
living standards will soon be realized.
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