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(IR R BRI, Kb, 410081)
CINHIEG AT R WA s s, WIRIRE R, Kb, 410081)  CCiIm I # 3 SURFEIITEBE , 108, 410081 )

B OE AR, RRRAURRFSUER, ARSI IR, S ARBRAT R AT O R R OCTE RS
YRR HAT g B LR, TS S AR S AR PR AT 07 TR AT OCHEVE T o RIS ) A e I T At 2 IR P i
VEIBCRAEAE 38, HAR AU . SE T HGY 55, 450 ERP 8OR, BROTRNRTE S48 Mt S e X KR 5
TS M Z BRI RS S SRR, S iA VAL S SRR NS WHR TR IR s MR, A8t
JUTET | SR PRSI 5 % TS N1 S AR P2 P, @545 Mt IR 7 & 1 T W35 10 N40O R, 42745 T
SRAGAE RN T SA R P . BIRK AR, IR S E 1 ISR AT O — BRI, RERE AR HE SR R AT O 5
IAS A VAT e AT PR B ST AR, AR R AR 8 AR BRI A o PR e — 20 B W] 1R [l 4 e AL 2 Y

TEJA T AT LEH R AR LA, Do BAAL S IR T R BT 4R LA

REER RN HSMVE RIS ERP

1 5]

HEA 21 22 LIk, ARkl A S AE b 55F
Tk 55— R A IR AEHL, X LS AT Hp2k
S SR ARk (Mundt et al., 2024 ) o 7EIX—7F
SN, RRBATME e A S R G S AL
1 H PR AR 52 B HOR B 2 1 AN G (Piao & Managi,
2024; Steg & Vlek, 2009 ) . SRifii, 7E3ZbRpkiH,
AN H T AR AR 15 5 PR A i 2 (B T A A
( Barclay & Barker, 2020; Buchan et al., 2009; Vesely
etal, 2020) . XFPREIEA R P I, Y
AMEIESR A BB GVER G R, FE1ER
TR A SE R PR AN S 5 A, AT S5 2R 2
M AYFRESA1E ( Dawes, 1980; Wang et al., 2024 ) . 4
HIFERM], SRR OG22 i AL
RESETE PR BT SR rh 5 | AR AT P 2P 1) e 4%

(Helferich et al., 2023 ) . 2 HIEAUT 3R AL IREE
TATE, ERERE IR T A LOIAS, DT
THT R SHUK-FS AT ER. BT, WAL

i

Fo T AT et S IR B R R A A T, B
RSB T I 2 — AR B
FEAR RIS R S A 2 TR S P o 2R R4 T Y
SEMAMLE], s HAE S | S AMRAE AT R T
eI S MR, JPRRECR ST T
TS S RF 5 SRR
1.1 FES R ORI TR SR AR 5 I K
SEIREE1T R (pro-environmental behavior, PEB )
IR F R AR5, DR
K T R4k & (Steg & Vek, 2009 ) , SLAIFT
EFEGEIR R, SRERAT . WA SRR LA
NIARIE %5 ( Barclay & Barker, 2020; Lange et al.,
2018) o ITAERMITERM], EIEAT A URI T
BT, W RN XS REE . RS EER
FEHLH (Ren et al, 2024 ) . FEFESREE T, Mk
WG NARGE” 5 ESRGEM R ZEREL
i (Irwin & Berigan, 2013; Klein et al., 2017 ) . 24~
(USTERNEE=s 540 v a0 I N5 = @ N A Y o R
A FE IR RS R ) (Dawes, 1980; Wit & Kerr,
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2002 ) o JUHAEEAR T R =T, BMEsRIE IR
BeRlgs, MARTEAE M T8 e IR B A AR i ]
i, 2GR ) E S R GAAE (Lu etal,
2020; Milinski et al., 2006 ) , XFH, EHRHALTE
T RIFAER TR h, —HE BRI 50
{E 1] EAFERAZE SR (Klein etal., 2017)

RN 7R SR IR RAT R 0O HHLE], Klein 55
A (2017) BEFLMPAIEY) SR (public goods
game, PGG) &1t 1 “H 44 b 28" (greater
good game, GGG ) 55 . G| A = o iRk 4544
IR T =470 (1) ARMT R (LR );

(ii) BHAGAIE CIRWGAARMA AR ) 5 (i)

FIEAT R (BRI RAL) . 5155 PGG T
1) “ARM—H1E" oo, GGG 5| AT
AR S RGN, KRR SR A
MIAT AR, IR T iz ny B0 S OGP A AR
BDFRF B ( Chakravarty & Fonseca, 2014; Klein
et al, 2017; Ren et al., 2024 ) . S AWM, RIf#E
AT I A R IR BRI, 2B e B R
FRRHAGTEMTEEA: 48 ( Aaldering & Bohm, 2020;
Klein et al,, 2017 ) o X—#1 7R, SEHEEELA
PBAEAEZEAE IZ S SR AR AL IR 55 0 “ Rt 3= 57
EOEASEER G RN EW” JEA RS
% —hE RS (de Groot & Steg, 2008 ) . KL, A
PRS2 EAL S SIL N PRILH], JFEERRE
WA PO AT AT RS, S YT
IS O P IR i SR ) B B
1.2 FESMEREEIREA T A E LS . A 572
£ AL A

Y (social norm ) VE MY H 517 0
TR OBRILE], FERR SRR AT Oy T kA
B FV/ER (Cialdini & Jacobson, 2021; Kacha & van der
Linden, 2021; Keizer et al., 2008 ) . 34 MLyl £z s B
i (Cialdini et al., 1990 ) , #E2xFLIE AT 43 R F 2K
AR PEA 2 HVE ( descriptive social norm ), B ¢ “fif
N E WS AfE R, 25 EFES NS (injunctive
social norm, JRFR “fr-PEsidE S AL SR )
R G “fl N Ry sk He B 2080 115 E.( Schorn
& Wirth, 2024 ) . CAFFR IZH0T T X PR
TEAN RS X R AT A 15 | S840 (van Kleef

etal,2019) .

TEEIREAT M T sE D, Rt S s
R USSR SIS R T T oNA R T
filan, HHIEEEE “75% MEAMSELZMHE
7 RGATEE B R EIL T “EWAHK” (254
PEAE RN ) S5 PR BAE R T /K 5 T RO
( Goldstein et al., 2008 ) o ZEfBlf, Schultz 55 A (2007 )
R, BT HAEEORAE S b, fik “48
JE R 3k — AR PR R T REA R e
FEZEM MR, AT SR A “FE A
TR &R, HMENAROHE, MR AR g
BT R UMRIFRE A —3, SR, 2Rt SR
WM GEEIEN B S TR SR TPt T RE LA B
o, lan, fEMEE IS T, YA S I S
KA BT, AN AT AT RE AR AR T R B
YB3y 3% (Raihani & McAuliffe, 2014 ) . /40
U, YRR S AR A M S RGBSR, A
PRAEAT S ) TG AR SEBRAT R iR 2
W, fihn, BMEREITMIAEEE I, A RIS R

“KREBNAIRTEM” , Hils st
A REVEMR SRS ( Farrow et al., 2017; Kredentser et al.,
2012; Schultz et al., 2007 ) . X—HZUH], A PE
FESSHEAE B AT A B B s A 35
JEHAEREAE BA—E Y E L T B 50 )

BrTAERA, BERRE (R4 vs. D EA
WA ) i E A SR IET TR (Castro-Santa et al.,
2023; de Groot et al., 2013 ) . #FFE A B, =R
JE LUAR R Y A5 B B e A 0075 R Rt & SRR AT
(' Vesely & Kldckner, 2018 ) . FEFfiR AR,
fFR “ZHATEE” B DEOTRE” LMk
MARBNAL, ML 5178 ( Mortensen et al.,
2019 ) 5 MK ELFIRSME BRI BA S8 (Lu et al.,
2020) o Ui, ERAPEASHEARAZ BIRLERE A
AT YAERSRIE “ZBOGANNESE” 1, A
NIRRT m 9NN SR (TR S /NS YN i M i P S £ 3 KA
55 H2) 9 F7 (Raihani & McAuliffe, 2014; Schultz
etal, 2007 ) o JETAHFR MRS TSR
FRAGRE, (HfESREES T, ZH IR
N 5238 AR A Z REPE SRR S . JCHOETE A
FISEAR B RMRE S, MR TR S 2R
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JAR BIHBERA T AUss , A ReE— P
1.3 ERP 5T R SR 51 TR S AR 22 AL

A, FFAHICHAL (eventrelated potentials,
ERP) HARYE 12 I TR E R A T SR ny
ZMTHLEI (Liu et al., 2020; Zubair et al., 2020 ) , #ff
FRW, MATE RIS 2 9 R
T2E ERAFIEAS R E) 2SS 7 (Gui et al., 2016,
Wichary et al., 2017 ) . fEDRSRPIH, EIREEHRIE AT
FEZ) 100ms P75 & BL T XS0 N1 IR, 208055
SR AT PR AR AT BRI AL . ARk
W, TERTEESIZMET, AMRR NI B2iEE R, &
R HLOT S g P D A G I, X B /R AN )
B SRR T BEAE B — B TR IR B R

SEM (PNFE, 2021 ) o FERBJS TR RCTR B B

P2 Y B IA Sk BEAS S5 WXl o) 4 1 v R R . Yang
ZEN(2012) BB, GAMARTE DG Sf (A AR
P2 YR B G R R 2, HER ) AIRET P2 i R
55 (BTEE, BEREE, 2009) . AN, AWFSEE L,
P2 MRS PAMA™ i I SE R IR ARG, IR
FEIELR R GMR R IOC, hE At
(Jin et al.,, 2018 ) o FHYULHEN, #HHE V] B AL
SR FEIRATC, (R4 E RO .

FEJE SR UEUIN TR BE, N400 I8 3 5 S B
S g S INHT—2PE (Lau et al., 2008 ) o W5
R, FRILE (RIXT SR s A 1 g ) oK
S R AR TE TR €87 S B, N400 I8 MRk
559, R G852 B AEME, NP R
fi% (Jing et al,, 2022) . BEAF, AR SEHAAR
— N, N400 BIEHI R, Rt o E B AR ET
BeHA TAMRB L FE (Chen et al., 2010 ) o %5
LA, B ERP 57K T R IR IR R 2 B
FRZEINTHLE], S T DRI EI B v 5 815
RGN ASFHIE. SR, FESMEAEAR RIS S
FEREE N Unfal X —hn Tad#e, JoHIE A BARAgE
SRR IES Y, AT — L REkR
1.4 [alEE

TERBRABE I H 23R 5t , Rk
SEIREEAT A O R PR O B A0 ATl R 5 0 £ () A%
DB, #ESHNETET [ S AR T AR TR T
o ¥ 5 e #VE ] (Helferich et al,, 2023 ) . {HAS

[T 5 R B ARG B AE AT 22 RIS R A VR R AL
WIANBAB, JUHAE R 22 R i s, HoA
TRAT R IEREIEAT BAR A FER ASRTT (Lange et al,
2023) o G REEAMELI 3R . SRS
SEAEEAT N, BRI T X RIS T A RO . AR
WFFE R A S ERAT 55, DA BRGS0 A
e Ae s N L RN A< R S R ] RU L
CAMFIE R, w2 HE T 3k
A B, dE A R B 1T 8 (Goldstein et al.,
2008 ) , {HEESSPEAE SME VR FH 25 57 ik = 2R
E57v) m O [ [ N S g B e 28 2y =Y 1T RN BT I RS 2
BERHIR R Z SIE Y Hf . ERP WFIE HE R SE BT g o
PR N1, P2 F1 N400 iR EAR L, (EARIERTS]
S B 2z me AR N AN AR . ASEFSE I LA R =4

JTRJESF: (1) RITELFYh EIHE S5 I A2
SR REREAT R (2) HEIAE S S 2s

FUEAEARFEIRREE T X R T N ;  (3) 454
ERP HiAR, HEMIHH SR EARFRIIE D225
R B HY: A R 55 Be AT 50 de A
SRBETRCERREE T H2: Sl A S AR
L 2R A a2 U T AR SR PR B e B, HUW
B H3: PI2SHE SRS K AR ERP IR
FILAIAE N1, P2 1 N400 Ui b ASBFIE B 7
TR S &2 R R SRS AT R AL
il SRR AT ST T IR e S
2 MRFE
21 ik

M4 G*Power 3.1 AT, & PE N &= f
=25, WEMIKFE o =.05, KK power= .95, Fil
1177 36 Z i (FEUARESE, 2022; Faul et al., 2007 )
TR SE 49 AR (P20 N, BYE23 AN, M
+ SD=19.9 + 150 % ) , &P AL 7. i
— R E IR R, T/ NS & =
06, X f =25, 78 a = .05 HAEREHILES T
(e =1) WEET, HESIHRCY 99, mTH
2% FriE (Cohen, 1988) , XEHHEAETL.
A # AR T, BT B2 RGP
WF9E 2000 IV AR R 2 51 2k, Wil g
TR, HPAFHN IR (RIS 5P
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155 T BB )
2.2 Skt

AR 2 (AESHIESEAL: R PE vs. 254
PE) x 2 (HREFREE . & vs AR B9ty Seabikit .
AR AL FE: PRI P IR SHL (e )
IR P e PR L . OB LS. ERP 545 (N1,
P2 5 N400 i) -
2.3 SLEHE
2.31 FHSHESLER AR

AWFFEAERTTH A JERN -, 254 DS SLRI3R
ALV A5 R, S A IR g TR T
FEEHVEAE BRI RE, B e R S R Y
PR (Ren et al., 2024 ) . L5015 B LG DU AP At &
B &M SR rEd “82% KeFA B 2m)
TUCN 537 5 MR TEd R “37% KA B4 m
CEPF 483" 5 Mz PEAh “82% KN NN
Zm WWE 45307 5 IR “37% KAk
MNiZIa] TNC 82 (Agerstrdm et al., 2016; Smith
etal, 2012) o AT B AR S RE IR
RO SRR 1 S B R N, ARIFSECR A T )
AT (EHVERE AR “80%~89%" i Bl NI
B, RHERERERN “30%-39%" ) . TERFIK
W, RGERENLEBANR E L, DR B0
Tk SIS (Ren et al., 2024 ) o MAb, RHREST
SRR A RO, FRATTIF R T —T0A ST A TR S5
(N=50) , XIHEAE BRI T T RS0
PARAE 7 s TR L A TR X Ut SRR
PRAEPEIRI, 25 R UIPPRLEAT R A mT AR
P RETE MR DRI B AT SRS B R,
PR pt RS & F T ERP SEEGT RIS R 2 R
il ELK
2.3.2 WIS TS

ARMFFE R FH A S AT 551 RS2 363 K
DLE SR SRS XA ARIZS . IR G
YERIZE FNFREE A4 =38 22 0] B IR0 Be i) (Klein

et al., 2017; Ren et al., 2024 ) . #OAHE R 5 59—
R AU I NG, R [RS8 2 S e S AT 55
TERFRE ST IR, Bk RS — 2 e &8 AR
M, JF A FREEZEHHRALT AR Z—:
(1) MAMKF (individual account ) : %MK XA
PAARNITA, BARNEH TR (2)
N FENK P (public account )+ K T HT ZNAL B R 3
[FHA , A BRI 5P g/ NS (3)
IMRNK P (environmental account ) : %MK IHJE T
WRAL, BAGHIEEEEMEN, il
PEX TCREUZ 53 4% (Engler et al., 2025) o A
BEGRAT 55 (1) FL LIRS WO RCR, , SEBR R R A =
5535 55 S0 AR RE LA IR — SR PR R BT AR 4 i
AR (Lu et al., 2024 ) . FTA SZ50 48 B S ELRY
BERARSE, BRSO SRHREA SRR S o
24 SIEFREY

AAFFE R H E-Prime 2.0 {440 5 LR . 7F
IESEITF AT, W B S, s S
YRI5 AT LI E ORI S S
PRk IE 0 58 BN GGG AT 51508, J5 al #E A
IERSL, SEE IR 4 NI, B XA 50
AR o IR PR, X R T T
Tt RS E R, S AR
A E AR, TR, ZE& MR
PREFEREUNR . FELA “+7 2230 500ms; SCIn ok
JAsEE I 1000ms, F5 %5 5E 500~800ms; A4
PL 1000ms ({EE A 10~50 oG, LA S ocisis ) , 5
P23 E 500~800ms; TR FT BedrLE 2000ms, #IAT
AN P b R E S H A Y (TR
A4 ,2017) , B4R, “F” #REDS AR, <07
BEARRAILR S, K7 BRI, SER
5, AR P 500~800ms 23 i, FEAN LG AR
27 40~50 4350 (WL 1)
2.5 WU IEZET S5 B IC SR S

H T TR L) i FEIRAT 55 K P R

OMYAFREH L. 5 A SR (International Union for Conservation of Nature, ITUCN), 7 H #8545 2 (World Wide Fund For Nature,
WWE), HHEIREE 15422 (China Environmental Protection Foundation, CEPF) F1K F S84 H/3-2> (The Nature Conservancy, TNC).
QM FARRASEF AR BEAT A IER, RIS RIBERTE S A — R R P . S A, SO R IAZIR R R AR,

MR LR G T A S e
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GOGHHSH 1
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8206 A A R B K A WS

CERTHINA A B itk 82%
e b 2 ML

_ BEHME AR it 825 )
[F R i ke

-~
370 2 A A R R TNCAH % h

RV A Bk b 37
(A6 ARl 2 1L

s ~
37% Fe 22 42 CEPEIEEK.

J

AR 2 R

]

4/~blocks

500~800ms
2000ms

mREA107T, ﬂé‘:%#ﬂ{ﬂ.‘@%

)

r
PN | | AR EFﬁéiﬂ(F‘]
F J K

500~800msL ]
N

B ZiRiEE (RemiiEiE Ry SR E R RH )

RN BB R, BORBESE R T A XZAT 55
S il (1 Z2 30 X TR A Y (multinomial processing
tree, MPT ) #£1743#7 (Klein et al., 2017; Moshagen,
2010) (MLEE2) o MPT AR —Fhid FH T 50258
PEAEE T E, AT TR IMAREAS AR SR
B TP (Batchelder & Riefer, 1999) . #
AU, BORAEAE 55 R rh A T TR A AR
A, SRS KRR E B SBURE, A
9T EZREMANSE: B4 s (selfishness, [ FA
£ ) e (environmentalism, E¥EETE) o HA,

. B _ EFEPAIEF A
ZH s Fon ART M) (5T ~ammmun )
HAFXaBRTHN (s) FEHEARTHN (1) 3 =

e FRTEFTAAE ARMT R, SREERRRIK B LY
AT A :

O Ce = Smrgeme o pmoonzr) - X5

FRHIEAT N (e) MIGHEIT N (1-e) o BEITISHGE

o f K ALARAL 317 ( maximum likelihood estimation,
MLE ) #7458, J-fEBI multiTree $Xf4: ( Moshagen,
2010) SERMBIRMLG 5 ST, B AT MPT
BOARML T RG0S 3, TERIRIA it R,
AR T BRI B ( goodness-of-fit) , Jf
S5 A G G R IR & R SHIARER

2.6 M50

AHFFE A F A E ANT Neuro 23 7477 ) eego™
mylab ERP & 4t 17 i i i sk 5 43 M. 2 R E PR
10~20 RGP JRbRIE, R 64 Tk o H A E R 4R
EEG ¥4 (M4, 2022) o fEZiC# L CPz Hy
SHHEM, B B SN L 5 AO-F 4 (EAE 2
%o EsEIR BN, AR AR I B AR e
Weo A B S Sk B2 22 (1% BHPT R - FE 7 SkQ LA
To WREAE 5 oRFEF N S00HZ, 254k 40 B Al FH 3
T MATLAB R2017a ( MathWorks ) #J EEGLAB T.
E. 4 (Delorme & Makeig, 2004 ) ., 155 KL% &
250Hz, JEIBECH 0.1~30Hz, Bl ) i b <7 sy
SHT (ICA ) PRz HRAEOhE,  [R] A 555 o A7 41 e
ik +70uV AR (Plochl et al., 2012) o A %k
F F B TR I BERT 200ms BRSELE R 1000ms, HE
2R 5E ARIBLRT 200ms ( Zubair et al., 2020 ) .

ATFFEAREITSE H Y, BT = AN ] i 48
HUERP 03 ks . o, N1 (90~160ms) :
FEHL 6 N5 #RHL A s P2 (200~300ms ) : 1EHE9
A e BB 5 N400 (400~600ms )« JEH 9 4~ Hp
I R S5 LR s, A SE AT ] IBM SPSS Statistics
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HATH

g

/\

1-s

EATH |

1-e

g ' INOIN | I

| FRIREHTH > o i
A arin |

2 EITYmEEESE MPT &R2

29.0 BRAEXIAT A EHE (EREFRORIK P 14 Ho 51 S
If) K1 ERP M@t AT St o0 dre SR 2 (A
WAL HAVE vs 2501 ) x2 (MUERE: &
vs. A0 ) BT 2200, dnid oskie i,
Greenhouse-Geisser 1% 1F; 5+ J&5 K 56 {1 | Bonferroni
KOE, DA ZE RE a K.

3 &R

3.1 HEMALS

R g At SRS S g AR E R A R, AT
FERHZT 7 iEE (1= 22 ARE, 7=5%4
A ) PPAS BT AN R4+ 2 RV S5 A R 32 A
I (Renetal, 2024 ) . FZEHAM 5EESMAL M
e, R R EM R A H, R N
BN —BE . 0 TR S EE A R, &
TR 2 VP - T BRE A ¢ e, S5 R WR 44
o EE TS A 4 (W 1), XEWHEES
o AR T B et S550E, o
MIAT Ry i A SR e A Ry, HAE R, X
F Tz T HMERUE
3.2 kGt
3.2.1 MPT fRAIZ5 R

MPT #5525 5L 5 R, 7 AS [) ¢k 23 B 4 1F
T, ARG LB B R AR TR
47%; IR R 39%; =24 24%; [REE4
PR 30% (W3R 2) o XKW, RS AH
FeAs APt R A RO B T SRR T N I K
Az, RV s T IR P BeAh, KAt
O IER PERE L2 SRR, A A A A
U EART AR AT, A HORAUAE R 4 6k
e, ARANH T AR, %A R SR A
FEAR AR S R PO SR T BB | SR

N T AR A Rl AR . A
TRERE I XTEE ARV T SRR AT s, AHTE
X8 FH multiTree 2K /4%F e (EEA T, S50 0F .

TEEHRET, MR Edr e HEEST
AR VR e (EAFTE L 22 5%, G'(1) = 80.16, p <
001, FEARKYERERE T, iRty e (HIA B3
B TR e (EAAEREES, G(1)=1.71,
p>.05, MefHxfb 1A, fFESHMGRET, #f
B R LRI Bl E o o W U A S R BT SR 4
BAT R SRt S RE s, AMARAEE A FA
11 R A ) T PR T, AR R T/ INL PN
HE, R ESR A A AT R

x1 TEAFNEREEARR R ER

FegAAF

PR AG I 7] R

M=+SD )4
[ puy ezl TH TR 2 KA RS LR ik . RZHR 2 T2 m B R SR 6.20 £ .65 <.05
S igg?%kﬁELE§UTﬁ%:k%ﬁﬁ%%%%@ﬁm%ﬁm 355 50 —os
(iSRS dreitl W2 R BRI LR U . 2O 2 m s R URY 4.95+.58 <.05
A A I EEL IR E R LT Bk . D IR h o R i SRR 2R 510+ 54 <05

.
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b

R 2 FREKEHMFITAEZELGIFISEMET (M = SD)

11 A SR
ST
NI aneis Sal FRLRIK s e
AR 15+.03 38 +.05 A7+ .04 15+.03 55+.04
[ fipay sl 21+ .04 40 + .05 39+ .05 21+.04 49 + .05
R B4R 43 + .04 33+.03 24+ .04 43+ .04 42+ .04
{IREE AR 37+ .04 33+.04 30 +.04 37 +.04 A48 £ .04

3.2.2 TEFEIORIK 1 LA

SRR V=R =00 T 51 N 3 s 5 U R i e )
TR B, F(1,48)=17.19, p<.001, 75,’=.28,
95%CI = [.08, 23], flid At S HIEA AFBE PRI AR
PG (M + SD = 43 + .03) 25 TAA Pt
SHIIEH (M = SD =27 + .02), MUIERREE R =50V
ANEE, F1,48)= 68, p> .05, FWEEMIERE
ZIRIME AR E , S TGRSR 128
HAERSE, F(1,48)=17.89, p<.001, n,'=.29,
I AT BN AT T AL, FER SRR T, AR
FESHVE R BEIARR P  HL ] (M = SD = 47 +
04) M b 2 b s TS MEAE S YELH (M + SD =

+ .04), F(1,24)=30.83, p<.001, n,= 41,
95%CI = [.15, .32]; TEARHLTEREEE T, WIdHZ )i 2%
SERIRE KT, p>.05 (WE3) .

B3 HREE
= {ERTREE
0.6 skk
I
£
= 0.4-
il
&
oK
5
3 0.2
)
MR R TE
B 3 MEAERE LI E M TIERIMR P AL 5]
. p <057 p<.01L;"p <001, R,

3.2.3 BEPEIRIK 1 S s
SEBUNEEN=RIL =0 T S| I 3 ey R eSS E1
FRNARE, F(1,48) = .67, p> .05, MLILFEER)

TR EE, F(1,48)=1294, p<.001, 5, =.16,
95%CI = [18.50, 64.64]. FH L TR M EFE B M +
SD=524.78 + 14.08ms), AR LAY S i) B J
(M + SD =48322 + 1479ms), #H2MFEIAI SR
PR R, F(1,48)=3.88, p<.05, 7=
06, L AN ST, TEmRVEAREE S, HiA
HAHIEA (M = SD=507.08 + 12.39ms ) )5
FHLZAR TEE MR S HIVEA (M + SD = 54249 =+
21.69ms), F(1,24)=2.75, p<.05; TEARHTEREE T,
PRSI i 255, p>.05 (WLET4) .

B2 R
B {EMTERE
800 u |
600
:
E 400
200+
 memitem RS
4 MEEREIRI S TR 0 R
3.3 ERP Z5%

T N1 J0E (90~160ms), #H2sHiEm )+
BN &, F(1,48) =3.67, p<.05, n,” =.06,
95%CI = [.03, 1.49], HH L FHi@ A SHEL
+ SD=-74 + 34uV), ISP S HIEA T RE
PRI P15 K T N JiE (M = SD=-147 +
31uV) o BVERREE M FROVAEE, F(1,48) =122,
p> .05, A SRRV IR A AAE S BAEH],
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Abstract In complex social contexts, pro-environmental behavior (PEB) often emerges within social dilemmas where long-term environmental
interests conflict not only with short-term personal gains but also with the cooperative interests of social groups. These dilemmas highlight a
fundamental challenge: individuals may prioritize immediate personal or collective benefits over ecological sustainability. Social norms, as powerful
yet often implicit regulatory forces, have been shown to promote PEB significantly. However, it is unclear whether social norms exert the same
influence within social dilemmas, where environmental interests directly compete with both self-interest and group cooperation. Investigating this issue
is crucial for advancing theoretical understanding and developing practical strategies that foster sustainable behavior.

According to normative focus theory, social norms are classified into descriptive social norms, which communicate “what others are doing,”
and injunctive social norms, which indicate “societal approval or disapproval.” Previous research suggests that these two types of norms exert distinct
effects on PEB, with descriptive social norms frequently demonstrating greater effectiveness than injunctive social norms in encouraging such actions.
However, how these norms operate within social dilemmas, where PEB is influenced by competing individual, group, and collective environmental
interests, remains unknown. To address this question, the present study employs the Greater Good Game, a paradigm specifically designed to examine
PEB in social dilemmas. By integrating event-related potentials (ERP) techniques, this research further explores the neural mechanisms underlying the
influence of different types and intensities of social norms on pro-environmental decision-making in social dilemmas. Through this approach, the study
aims to deepen our understanding of how social norms shape PEB in complex social contexts.

The results of this study indicate that individuals exposed to prominent descriptive social norms exhibit an increase in PEB within social
dilemmas. This implies that when individuals perceive a robust norm of PEB among their peers, they are more likely to conform and engage in
similar actions. These findings highlight the significant role of descriptive social norms in promoting PEB through social influence, demonstrating
how perceived group conduct influences individual environmental decisions. At the neural level, ERP analysis offers more profound insights into the
distinct effects of injunctive social norms on cognitive processing. The results show that under injunctive social norm conditions, individuals making
pro-environmental choices exhibit a more negative N1 amplitude and an enhanced P2 amplitude. The increased negativity of the N1 amplitude
indicates that injunctive social norms attract greater attention during the early stages of perceptual processing. Meanwhile, the larger P2 amplitude
signifies enhanced cognitive resource allocation during the initial phases of decision evaluation. Furthermore, individuals subjected to high injunctive
social norms exhibit a more negative N400 amplitude when making pro-environmental choices, a component typically linked to semantic integration
difficulties and cognitive conflict. This pattern implies that injunctive social norms may induce greater cognitive conflict, thereby prompting individuals
to engage in more reflective processing as they consider the broader social implications of their actions.

The findings suggest that the high descriptive social norms promote PEB by reinforcing group behavioral consistency, encouraging individuals
to align their actions with perceived collective norms. In contrast, injunctive social norms influence decision-making by enhancing attentional
engagement and eliciting cognitive conflict, prompting more deliberate processing of environmental choices. These results offer valuable insights
into the mechanisms by which social norms influence PEB within social dilemmas, particularly in shaping individuals’ ecological decision-making
processes. By uncovering distinct cognitive and neural pathways associated with descriptive and injunctive social norms, this study deepens our
understanding of how social influence operates in environmental contexts. Furthermore, these findings provide a theoretical foundation for designing
policies that effectively leverage social norms to encourage sustainable behaviors, offering practical implications for environmental policy and
intervention strategies aimed at addressing urgent ecological challenges.
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