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 FE CAUTOTK T RERSEIRSEAT NIE TR, WRER. MEAT e R A 2R,
Hp R Z W& TRRETAT RO, 4. HAT. B W PR AN A AT 2 A R
B B RV AR o B AR I AT AU 1R 1A AT D 0 e T A A A AR PEE AR B M0 e 2 R 1 A2 FR
e, 3 2 B TSR XA T N SRR IX AT O SRS AL R ORI o ARORAIT TE Nk AT i vk
RIROF KA TR, R b I SAT AR N RR AT RO 5 -

XA CRMBUTN, AT, ATONENE, NE

AGAR A A BRI T I 1) PR B, 597 F R KSR AT o g2 A R A ) 2 T
Btz — (Gifford, 2011; Nielsen et al., 2021) . SEHIEIT N (pro-environmental behavior) #§ /i
i PRAR IR B 0 S5 R 36 A BE B B AT A (Steg & Vlek, 2009) , ORI Z B 78 B A T IX —47
N (Luetal., 2023) , IF &AM 7MREZHNETEN (Lange & Dewitte, 2019)
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TR AR [RIIF 77 3 B 545 P ) 7 2%, X 6 VR T DA N B R R 35 ) o MR AT A TE R
FEATZRE R =28, Hodh MR i A 35 sz 86 == I B R Bl M 2246 b
1.1 ERMFREDE
1.1.1 BERER

BRIER R WRSEAEAT AN E T L —, R 1 g 17 IS A S 1 SR AT
NER . EH AR Kaiser (1998) H4 i il & 3% i 44 A — MAESAT N E L (General Ecological
Behavior, GEB) 4}, HpERWARPEAE M.

R 1 RAEAT N HER

YR STk Y ¥k 2
Kaiser, 1998 FNYE: ATL)L SOBIAT  EGRIR TR 50 15t (EREL ZRSFEA
Kaiser & Wilson, %%, [, [EE4ES1TH IO
2004
Stern et al., 1999 =4k AT WIERE. B 17 Wit R e (38D =2
ARG ISSP R85 43 [f 5 /i H
Hunter et al., 2004 PigE: AR, Ak 6 W E R, EHH T
WG RR B A
Barr et al., 2005 =Y YR SR [l 36 AR AR A A SR SRR
54T A
Whitmarsh & O’Neill, 14t SIRIRE . SRIFETH AR 24 3 RERAT AT AT, S
2010 . B KBRS BE R IR T2 EATES
— MR BRI G
. BURTTE). WD IRZEAE IR
LIRWIR
Larson et al., 2015 PU4t: 2B AyE 7 a0, Tt 13 /8 W25 R R MIRAT N

LR AR S

vE: ISSP 8 PRtk & & H (International Social Survey Programme)

bR ERAL M, H2HNER R LRSI i, B S RN T 5k
LRI 5 B i A 2 AL B I AR s A, X e B SR AR AR SR AT R E AT FSRER
BiAT N Bk, HBTRZ 8 5 ik £ A % 2 H M F 26534554709 (Oinonen & Paloniemi,
2023) , XU H AR B LI AR BB BUE R R, HA S FRCHAR BT S E ] (Markle,
2013) o K AR SR A FU AR AT 2 i SCAE AN i ARt ) s A P iR 3 b i i i H
SR HE—EX, PFRFEREE & AMEE (40 Agissova & Sautkina, 2020;

Strombéck et al., 2023) .



3K Fol 00 o e A BLAE SRR AT N R IR BRI 4 b0 SR 1 AT, Ef mRAERISY
HEFERS, KEZRYEIT AR (behavior domain) , RPAT AR A 5. (AR, 47 40K IEE
AT N EPERSAE (Lapinski & Rimal, 2005) , Rt 3E T-47 yATsk i) 4 4% 4 138 ok = FR0 3
H#, WHEE SRR H R E3EE T/ (W1 Whitmarsh & O°Neill, 20100 EHUAS [F] 4,
H RS AR 5 2 A58 A A SR BRBEAT B R 4R . SRR R BB AR ) R R BRI 4y, Iz
R H B HRER, RS T RMEAT il & bR L.

1.1.2 15Ea)%E

1 o X A U i 2 W, R AP A A B Ay [ ) = i 5
W) SRIRAG HHER SR IR 1T KT (Koller et al., 2023) o 1R MH 4 AP, —3K
NAIENE B, RIEORGGARAE B CTESREAN AV 50 R AT A n], nvE iR 5t
FERR IR (Lee et al., 2013 BFE AN [F G 40 1% 58 rh 9 BR 4R 7= i S AF B8 v A 44 1) 238
(Chuang et al., 2016; Ming et al., 2022) , X 55 7] 46 1T DL BAMATE AN BARAT 4k
SRR EAT I o H AT ARAT 52 B0 AT A A B 4, B AR RSO
g R E R, PREEESRIEIT T R A wIE5 [8 B (Lange & Dewitte, 2019)
DR b0 AT 175 5 1) 36 A v A RER JSE RO B 4 SR T B R o 5 — N — B B ) 3, %)
VB ISR AT H 8 A0S, T8 2% R e R BE R AN 5P s vh e, SRl
BMEM— BRI BT N (general pro-environmental behaviors) 5[] « A1 b T-4508 175 45 0] 4 ,
— PR 155 56 1) 25 P o R AR S R ST R PR A BE vy, e A AR A 1) S AR R BT 55
(% %, 2016; Arbuthnott & Scerbe, 2017; Gu et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2019) F1755 5 j5 4
{153 (Sachdeva et al., 2009; Zhang, Gao, et al., 2021)

AR AL S5 EH Sheldon A1 McGregor (2000) 3T %% Il IR 453 18 25 B+ 1) A e 1 25
FEAZIGZE o, MBS B CAE AR A R 75T AR 534 =K AR 564+ 7 — 7 200 BidkAk, &
KAFRFERZ AR, R SRR 10%0 R IBK, AT 2 [R5 A E L
AR ET AL, B0 B AMA R SRR 2, RO SRIRBEAT M i . 818 (2016)
L T ix 15T, KRR TIARD 2 100 57, BON T EFERMA S ER, B T Rk
FAKI e . FEI R SE S, REN T2 ERE R AR SIS
FRL, BTG RGBS R BRI BRI B i iR o TEX — I 5, gl FR A E O
LT B, W DUERRIEAT I IR RIS R HE AR IR B AT 10% 1 I
KAt 230 20 J5 e A2 A s AMAELE 0% 100% H 1% 28 (11 I K S e 1 ARAT TR SRR 534 T



AN

LT ER, HEREIRE R EAT A 5 oA, I REE A T se it 7t Hl
HBE S WAT i, IXFP A AR S UL W i %E (Lange etal., 2018) o AL, 1E5IAE
S B AE TR T AP IR RAT AR AR IE SR T, BIF 503 T 2485 45 AR AT D9 v 25 U

B VEEESLIRT N, DA R A S RE
1.2 MEITHRIER

AMEAT RYERTT 43 S 5 Y SR A7 52 o DL S VA [ € PR SRR AT il & 75725,
DB FEAR 75 DRI M) B SEA8 AT D v 2t I f] S B S 36 T I (R 4T 9 28 SE IR = 1T
7 TS A S R S 8 160 FRIAZ 04T DR B AE S 6 28 PP EAT AN o 2 T MA SR IR 54T 97 5K
REARIEAT IR BT, R 2 ST i WA DA BT MU (920, AT B3

ARFE . T RANAIRAT A X 9286 = Y0 OB 9256 AT N TR AR EEAT T B,
1.2.1 HFEHY

1 BRI 7K P o g 5 O 0 1) B 1 24T D o BRI W SRR T LAURIIAT A & (e 75
B F-%XT; Leoniak & Cwalina, 2019) , A LAUWLIIAT A f5 3, a0 WA K& (Bergquist et al.,
2019) MIAHLE (Schultzetal., 2018) o fHFER AEFHRIT &, Wb SRS 4 Al 258 (an
SIETB . oy AR RS AR NS (Ryu & Kim, 2022) o B6Ah, {315 i 5 5 8
EM (Gossling etal., 2019) BEAREE LA TR, (A 0] DLRA GG EEE PR, i
BERAER /K B SR REVR (I FE, DRI Lt W) A Dy B3R5 20 HROAT o g o

FESRE B, W B IS S, B 7T — o W S A B AT R ST R
FHRATHRAT A, W2 A IS5 5 [ I KT (Murtagh et al., 2015) 8% 1 HLJii (Bator et al.,
2014) o HSEE S PO R AR FUSEI HZKAT Ay, BRI 7K Y 2E s B i Al 0 44 SR e
LK AESS , #1035 F (Richetin et al., 2016) « il 2 (Mortensen et al., 2019) Al £ 1 (Geng
etal., 2016; Liu et al., 2019; Zhang, Jiang, et al., 2021) , i /K Hf B FE 5 7E K i T 7 (7K %Al

S K&



R 2 RAEAT RS

WAL SEIG EJu SR SEE6 = Yu
17 RE R Btz AT NERA QR R
IR (1) K FHAKATAHKE BB B KA S g R SR E D, ¥ Geng et al., 2016; Mortensen et al., 2019; Richetin et al.,
HE KR, THEWCLIS B 1 Cnp= SirEE)  ATHETFRA 2016
Zhang, Jiang, et al., 2021
(2) i HET VHER ST I P AN 1) L 28 (A B T Sz 36 =5 i )T bR Bator et al., 2014; Murtagh et al., 2015
EE SN D)
(3) Zih: EEMAHEEED / / /
gt AT (1) A7 THE#E RSO AFELAEKNE, ERSE AN EEA  Lange etal., 2018; Taube et al., 2018
2yl
(2) BHATN / / /
b b (1) 432 I A 5t B AN — M SR 6 A L i Ak 2 I HgEYE 2 2016; Linder et al., 2021
MM BRI A — R PESLIG B 2888 (FHIE R A Huffman et al., 2014
(2) bk /
SRy o (1) &= haE [R5/~ R s e mmaEm s ATHEFRE  TEME, 2019; #i5-F 4, 2022; Hanss & Bohm, 2013
7 Taube & Vetter, 2019
(2) —WHE= = / / /
ANEATH (1) HOR4EEK B AR fFHAB A Vesely & Klockner, 2018
B A LR x De Groot & Steg, 2008
IRIEAT S5 RIAB K {FH A A Lange & Dewitte, 2021
(2) 25X KR HEE: BN S50 FRAE. FEOE fHHHE R A B0 4 4%, 2023; Mortensen et al., 2019



AR, BB RE L BB IR MBI ¥ Gulliver et al., 2020




1.2.2 REBHIT

I S50 bR I 4% 6 AT SR AT R I PR AT T A i PR A A8 B AR 4
Kormos et al., 2015) FUEAEFEZB0AT Ay, Ui ok ) 25K 0 51 8 75 555 ) I 10 K I 1) 452 22 25 A5

FHHK 5% (Meleady et al., 2017) , BiEid GPS 254 M AT 42504 AT 253 € (Zhang et
al., 2022) o {HIX SIS ERE AT AT A RMEE SC B0 bl &, (R, BF & S T Gt et
AT A% 0 B2 3 —— (R A T 50, 308 S At L 5 5 P 1) AR T 7 5 368 5 2K P 2 e )
AT G AT WA o SRS B SRR TE S50 2 T S A S 1], (ER 22 AR
AIGINFREERI R, AN TC 3 S AR A e o 2 P B AR A B S PR R SR 3K (Taube et
al., 2018) , BRIERE IKIEBARIRAS 1@ 5 U s S AT IS (Lange etal., 2018)

1.2.3 BIAbIE

DI AL BAE I 37 S 56— IR IR 4 R (Nomura et al., 2011) B2 b7 3 ik &
(Panetal., 2022) , Ja&BEAE 17X HAMIITEAFHA] (Schultz, 1999) , & [
YR (Stockli etal., 2018) o EATMEX K EFLFRERIFI T, bR BCE W@ 32
75 o B AR b U T SRR B AR SR I (Schultz, 1999)

{EEIRAT AR A ZE S50 & rpOUR DR A8 Y 7 35 Ak 22 90 X R 90 38 38 5 2 I Bt B A1 7
WEBE ) “hisk”  Cin—R PSR R AREIARATIAT R, W 5 o AR S0 =
AR AE (Huffman et al., 2014; Linder et al., 2021) , B8 8 3y 21 8 18 2 B F 45 7F
IR MR b (R 25, 2016) o X — I E T SR HE SE TR BLIX L “R 7 17
AT EAGH, LA s B 1.

1.2.4 FEHE

X Fap il o, St A & (Richter et al., 2018) Fl— VM7= il 4 & (Loschelder et al.,
2019; Schwartz et al., 2020) & 41 AL SLIG I B Ha bR, 1002 A ELDULRY 4% (78 2 65 .

S50 3 YA A BT SR ) i — B A0 TE TR T AR BA DR R S 7 p R
AT b e 157 4 1 ¢ €00 90 28 30 2 SRR AE PN O/ 7 i A8 38 7 i b — 3% —  (Moore & Yang,
20200 BRI E R (EME, 2019; R¥E 45,2016 o AENME I f 55, BF
B g3 A TSR PP R I W B8, 1 A () SR8 B, 45 e T 7E T S 45 o/ 7
REVAGITE AR, A BRI B O PR A & TEBUL I M LR, )28
77 ity 2 [ I, 2 St R S 0, F 98 T AR B e 36 £ 2 £ 7 0 SR Ay B A AT T Py



B M (BPECE 2%, 2022; Hanss & Bohm, 2013; Taube & Vetter, 2019)
1.2.5 AETA

AHAT NIRRT K2 542G WM R AL AT, WM AR 2 F LR
B RIBAREE, FLII SEO0 RN SO0 = S0 I & 77 s AT o« FR a0 H iR i I
17 Rt — B =R 5 B — PR BT L S50 1 PR R SE4E (Alpizar et al., 2008),
BBttt QR o Rk SR B I 45 TR R ALY, SRR IR AT PR AR ANFE K &4 (Kim et al., 2021;
Vesely & Klockner, 2018) 5 55 i th i 7038 A 41 52 AL @ A2 4R K, Bl F640
IR UL 2 H AR ZEEH L, HH0T LB AR (De Groot & Steg, 2008; Gu et al., 2020) ,
] A2 23k (Odou et al., 2019) 5 58 = Ft LR AR 5 4 1T 25 R B i 1 AR 4B 3K
¥ (Lange & Dewitte, 2021)

B T HRERSE, AWAT iR BB IR B S S RES) . B FHRE WA
SIS Z W FOR LA I 7 o R R B AR — B, R — T 5 IR, (R
AR A B GAMA G BEAR DG, B0 R 2 AR G R A8 A5 T DL 0 R R B 1 1
(Liuetal,, 2016) « Z S5 RIESN A AT DALE S50 % rgiatl, e 15 B R R R A e il —
LRI (Mortensen et al., 2019) BTl A SN IRRINE sigzh =8 (AL 4%,
2020; B0 %%, 2023; Donmez-Turan & Kiliclar, 2021) , 7] 38 it Bl 37 S256 2% Sk 2 15
JEEIMAN B SEAFEM AR (Gillingham & Tsvetanov, 2018)

g b, SR SEAT Y U SCBE In) AE T RLADL IR SR B AT 0 BRI SE R s ma s, Bk
ATREVCNTCIE B O S SRIAEAT Jy, RN EL S AR S FRBERE M AN K, I M) 55 52 56 R0 R
(Lange & Dewitte, 2019) . Kk, SEIAEAT yseiir s Y U vt NOR AT ge bl & an 21 H
EAT AT REAT SR IR BE 20 o A, B AT MAAT v 200 13 2 5N S R SRR AT
FEHE— Uk P A3 B 25 R A8 0 A% 22 Al S 75 118 s 38 2 thaB i, B I & [R] — @itk
PSRBT N, AW ST 5 AT A WAAEZE R, R T I S= 45 R mT k.

1.3 BEEEER

TR EIRAT RV A 38 ML T SE AT Dy, 18R AT DL AR £
BEREIIEAT N, HIRHEE (resource dilemma) FIA LA ZE (public goods game) & i i

P B W3 28 5 R AR 5C IR AR 1T 5%



1.3.1 FFREER

BRI B 15 AT LR At G R A SR IR, Cardenas 55 (2003) HET-ARARGTIR . /KB
PR WV BRIETT R T =R BRI A, B I SR A TR R . R IR AT
TN, 2k BHIRFE R B ZRAC UGA 2156 . AR 12T (forest use game)
B R ILFIA — EBE IR, B R B AT DLERLUE B _E RN BEAT IR, BEAR[AI 2
PA— 38 LB, 0t 2 B T i 4 SRAT RO B, BB IR AR TR 54T s REL 5%
(water irrigation game) " IHUFINA [ 2 BoE AT, BRI Z KR, NHKBE
PSR TR AT B &, B S B s 420 UK, 7K BEUR SRS HONAR M) & JuE ik 9%
i EZE (fishery game) K ARV S B ZR AN N ZERLN, AN P2 ¥ 3m BE 2R 19 5%,
Hibe ol B Bt o B et . 75 EEUCHIRI A, W it 703 18 A A4 258 3C (Gifford & Gifford,
20000 AR RIE, 1290 S AR FIR A A — 2, SRS, SRR
G Z M EREGEIT N, shZ BREKIRMIEAT AR5

B 1 BRUR IR A, A3 2R 205 3 2 o B T IR AT 0N o Klein £5(2017)
TR TAA SR R I AR i 1 2% (greater goods game) , FEAFLIK 1AM E T HREEIK
DU AT ZE A AT DA FEAEBE L BB A FEIK BRI o 23R AR 7 )45 B
SR, AR AR NI R S PR A DU, MIEIK P ) R8s 4 &
JRIARARR . SR TSR B R B T R MBAT MRS AEAT N, BRI R R R T
2R A AERE A B BRI EAT A IR XUIWr 7 IS5 28 5 R A KU 25 A 6
45, Zhang, Gao S¥ N (2021) &5 &5 ARMAE A 2R 5 AL i /R0 T A SRR IESE (public
forest game) , I BT B A IE B IR BEIR UL SRF A A LEEIHLA,  BEORIIE 12834547
AELHDB T ST RIS, TR RIAEAT N SR S AR R A,

Lr ERNA, R B AT DAERF AR CT B R Eh S PR IAMEAT N, (AR S5 R AURE %
AR A7 B0 A T Wy A 5 OReg7 ARSI 285 1 i b S (R0 SRR AT e o Ak, A L B3R AT
AMRAT NEE RN O Rk, XA RE A — € 2K, X R 1 Rl
IAZE RNz B



2 FRRTAMENRFEES RE
2.1 METRNFRELEE

MG SO SRR EEAT Ay VR RO v v] U, AT 7E & 2E IR BRI HI SR 5847
(Il TR EGREE RN, HOA TRKEZE T AT, ARSI AT N
A AN TR B s A e, BV AE [R] — 4 A Rk = G — A H I Y X (Lange, 2023),
J B S PR AT A o A ARG A9 10 A o 3 — il R 2 5 B8O [ R S 1 SR FA B54T Dy O
AR 5T, ABAI 50 A4 I 8 T HL il & i) A5 N AR E AR IRIAT Dy, AT SR AT 56 25 SR 1) ] = 53 4
AT EEAE .

AR, SEIREAT NERMYEZ R 6k Z B AKYE, Xt T BOA R 2 2R 1 4E FE RS H
TEAT NIRARSEHAE FAFAE 2 5% B4, Whitmarsh 1 O°Neill (20100 B R &R G H ¥ &
FHANEY IE BT LA R A B R 28 SRR ERAT 9 (i “Ha kg ey (i) AT 7K ™, “AER Hhagden]
HAERIERS” ), HINERAT A Y] ST Hunter 5 (2004) HJEFR, (HAE X P
BRI E S IRIIBARNE SR EAT A o RMER — B R A —4E WA S A RAT AL
AR H, BIUNTE Larson 55 (2014) FFR MR EAT R, (AU, 529 KR RE VRS
29, WREO i IX = RA AR AT A, EEET AT 4. XAIE
25 ARSI ) REEBIF 03 AR T 7 H 1 I B s AN R R 0 R B B

FEAMRAT G Rk, AN A AW ST 55 ) RE 5 8% 1 BRI ISR IR BTy, B
IXEEAT 55 T 6] — ATk A7 Va2 Bldn, R BB RAT S SRR SRS BAE T
NEAT B FIER, EF T KX BT 55 A SRR AE “ SRR BEAT 87 (A Brick &
Sherman, 2021; Gu et al., 2020) , {HRTH 15 G RBE PR, 5 MELGER AR,
M i & 1 58 4 ) B A T B AR B, 0 R RE PRI &, AR EATH AT RA: [,
FEN B O R, ALt FoR (™ SN RS ¥ B R i T3 i (Chuang et al., 2016;
Hanss & Béhm, 2013) , A L5/ 58 44 — 35 1% B AAH R #% (Ming et al., 2022; Taube & Vetter,
2019)

AERARAEAL F1 A B0 B2 45 SRAN [R5 7] e — 777 THI 4 PRI 72 22 SR T 0 P B A, RIDREE DL K I 45
SRI RS KN ZE SR AR E TR ZE S 5 — 7 TG 22 5 v 5 50 TO I 4 RAdRe, R4
A2 B AR TCVEIOAIE B N T G5 SRS, ORI S R U IR AR B AN AEAE , B2 BT
FHCE T 5 2

XAPANE] 5 i) B A7 AE T AR B FE b, 1T H BTSSRI BT I UK 2 2T 47 4



I, X SPEERHEFE AR TR AT U E I, (R AR E SO “ORMEIATON T (i
Murtagh et al., 2015) , 1] 53— #B4 B 7 35 WK A% & 5 e 75 Bl & AT R4, 40 Bator 5%
(2014) KM 5 Murtagh 5% (2015) FHFEIKHTRIE, HARKARRE Oy “RaIRTT47 o 1M
TR B A AE — AT sl 45 2 RI0T Fe 45 R R8T & A T HAh AU, w7 S — B IR

SRR R i L
2.2 MBREREGATHE M E)RE

FHABE 5T R 2 KB AT A E— A Bk % & (Lange & Dewitte, 2019) , X LR 5T
W, REATNERARTIREL, A LA MR 7R EAT N, BiIRiX AT N A
RS TR LE AU, P sk P AT (SO 3 — AU e J LA STtk b R B AR AT Dy, (R AR
FLEN “RAEAT N o FERRSERHR R, BT R BN R SUS K SR IR B AT ] BEAT AN [H])
MIAT R, 0 A R e A 7 1 E R IR 1T £ 9 THI 2 3% (Chatzigeorgiou & Andreou,
2021; Fischer, 2008; White et al., 2019) , {H{ELE €7 3% % )5 T E1 AR KIS (Testa et
al., 2021; White et al., 2019) o X U B TEFELE A7 S STU AR A 1 WF 70 46 SR T R AndE F T
il 7 R T R AN B LA SR T AT, A S LT AN B2 AR B 982 58 X
K SEIBIATRT

A 2 2 P 3o ] A 00— AROMT B AR SR A B AT SRR D 45 R HE) 1k 7). (Lalot et
al., 2019) , HIRFH sl RN & —BORIAEAT A, B P e — U R 1 BRI AT
SRSRAGLIR PF 045 R A0 I o L 77V AN B MR A _E A et T 1R 10 R, A1y R A AR
S [7 B VoA 5 BT AT SR PR T U o R, A PR 03 2 ) — SRR R B AT o i ) b5 T
— A7 I A AARAT S 20 B 45 SR 1) 1 [ T AR AR R BE ], DO IR SRR BRAT i 23
AR LA E IR 25 LG R R AR PP R B, W2, He TRy s A —e
BB T 5 MA 2 5 R 28 0 R ISR IR B AT N 6

AR SR SR 2 WF 70 T 463 A5 P o — R R U R SR B SAT A E AR 4B, BB UTY
£)” (Hongetal., 2019) 5% “ZRAiH %" (Testaetal, 2021) , BFIT45 P AR EF ST X — 40,
TR OB UG RAHE R ITA SR IEEAT A AR A T — Sk 1 SR A5 AT At OB AN
FFAEGE A Ik i), (H AR & B T W 0 45 R AR S A S 3 A R OG0 H—
FEORIEAT N, TRA B 2 MR AT AR IR g e B, 3 =+ KR st 2 E 5
SR TR, HEBIE AR CARBR K AE 77 7 BN AE S 7 3 X 3L AP BR AR 35 7 2O (A 5 B U T
4y, WEFEGE BT MBI TR BBEOT 55, 2021) o BRI A RAEBIRELT



NRTEA7 iR T2 MR Ch R NRISMEAE SR, 2023) o 2, H
THFCRISEE S, SRIEAT AW T R BRI it R R AT O R IE 2 MR BT N,
(H3 FAT ) 0 B 5 LRI 38 3 LAAE — MBI 0 it e A 400, - S0 7 45 SR 5 400
RHET VR IR, S SE ML

e, H RS %47 i A 45 R0 T R AN O ) B S SR INRAT A R AT N RE
ik EAFAE T B 0 2405 3 73 SR AR SE AR S AT 55 USRIt — Al SR Cln— IR PR RLAR; Linder et
al,, 2021) » Wl EFEAT A () 2t /N T JS AR TS 5 R IR R AT . SER AU
I 2 2RI EEAT N5 FSRAT AEAT JBAS b HIAS [R) 57 2 A8 S 36 BONE 38 DR 3R At — 20 PRI

SIS SR T A S BUE .
2.3 FIMRITAMEBR S EF ERERLE

M Bl b ] R P A% 0o S DRV TE - 2 W SR BB AT D 5 v v FE AR A T S AU, b A7
JRIERIORTE, W R E 2 BT AT IR Sy, MR RIS R ARG AT SR T #
547 NELIE (theory of normative behavior) #& Hi AT A WIFh 4y 2073 BT 47 AU it T
17 )@ (behavioral attributes) : FHELAT 4L, 17 ABMIEEEA HEMSR, €T NI
PO VERN X O PERFAE, #5227 AT 0T R ch R EE i A A B, — ML EAT RS TE . A7 A ¥ o A
1T RNFNE 5SS (Lapinski & Rimal, 2005) o XFF 26T N, [TARA CEIEFEH A, B
) AT S5 OB A R AR BT B (Stegetal,, 2014) o [AISTURMISEIA TN
A AR AN F AT A, a0 SEAR A% A T 5 e T3 3 7= (¥ S € B R T (i 2, (1
P EEAT NG RAR EHAEAEAR M 22 5 AR AU SR IR A7t mT B UG AR [F) g o, 491
Q) AR A% 5 e P € 7 5 R ) PR R AL SR K AR 4 B AN TR (K 4T D U, AHL T A A
BTEA . EIRoRBIRY], MEAT SR, 1T 98 M B ARA B X 70 25 8547

SR, DA SRIREEAT A il & 77 SN AT NI, 4 5 S 3OA R & TR AEAT
HEARFIE BN, 3 I AR A I I R, 0 b SCBR I aR SR AR AT 55 S ARk 41 4k
PEAESS . RIS, AR U A AT BEFFAMURAT N R B R, TRAT NS I Ak, filin
FHELER T B, S5 BE REUR Y £ 1O B RRAS B 1 (HL 0 5 FOAR AR o IR AU TR 4T Dy J e () 22 5
S FEUA — 2B AN A SUHECR A B AT VA AR BT R (Whitmarsh & O'Neill, 20100 .
B AT R AU B — 77 THT T 5 BUOURE FH R — 40U 0 e T LR 5 SRR T R
179, 53— J7 AR T % I BEL RSBt 9 45 SR % st ) AR U £

25 b, MROSEIREEAT I A CE AR A AR AR 45 B M2 R 1o R, S PRI ik



SRR B TR 2 T A7 R . SCHR R H SRR A7 R MO L
3 FRMRITHMEREEN

W AT 0 R A RS S AN R AT 2 8] R R E 1 22 5 DRI GO AT 9 S PRI B 23 B AT A

%
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Abstract: Existing research has developed a plethora of tools for measuring pro-environmental
behavior, encompassing scales, individual behavioral paradigms, and group games. These tools
predominantly hinge upon the behavioral domain, with the most frequently mentioned areas being
conservation, transportation, waste disposal, consumption, and social citizenship behaviors (e.g.,
donation). However, current measurements of pro-environmental behavior face challenges related to
low standardization and limited generalizability of results. These issues primarily stem from the
prevailing reliance on measurement paradigms grounded in behavioral domains, neglecting the crucial
consideration of behavioral attributes, which constitute the defining and distinguishing characteristics
of behavior. Future research could address these by developing standardized measurement tools based
on behavioral attributes and validating them through the selection of various real-life behaviors as
criteria for validity testing.
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