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Abstract

Social kindness is the right of individuals to care, respect and protect the choices of others in in-
terpersonal interactions, which can be measured by the SoMi paradigm. Cognitive factors such as
psychological theory and perspective taking, and personality factors such as empathy and social
orientation will affect the expression of social kindness. In addition, the expression of social
kindness is also affected by factors such as the interacting people and social class. This paper fo-
cuses on the promotion of social kindness to cooperative behavior, which is influenced by inter-
personal distance, trust, positive emotion and perceived need for help. In the future, the relevant
factors that affect the expression of social kindness should be deeply explored.
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1. 5|8

MNFI SRR R IR AR 28 5 ) a A R S DURR A AL 2 IR AT, 805, 2014). FEIX
FEBLR, AN REE I LAk SRR AE, BS5IrE NEERASIEMLL, irg NEREEAEER
fH 102> B Rl (Dawes, 1980). G E T DL TTRREEM, B R ATHFESE AL B R(Paul 25, 2013), 2&—Ff
FALAT N iEFEBAE (cooperation) 5 AT GEIRTF K AR 25, 1M 7% F+(competition) | B8 1] B A A~ N 3R 1556 3
gt o WAl (R gk 2 R A SR AT R NI 7838 BT VR B AR T (Vesely 25, 2020).

H TR T B AEAT N O B HE 90 R 2 VR SR AN N, A 0 F0IE SN N B4R 2 48 B )
(Fiedler %%, 2013)s #L2B/Z(Van Doesum %, 2017)% &M MATEA1E/T AR RGN EER R, H
PSEAE TS T AR R TE NS BB T ), X2 S S AEAT A I OCHE(Chen %5, 20125 Van Doesum
S, 2018). WA VERUT BIPER (Balliet %5, 2011). MFLWL5] J3(Chen %%, 2012)5¢ K 2= ] g2 il 34 0815
AR B/ 2 PR BT ) B S M AR S EAT . BRI, MONBRELBII A R A EAT v, BREEIT N
St AR N W A AR SR RIS, SRR S EAT A BN — E B .

BRtARN, ARG, oS5t Ba R A4 B (Van Doesum %5, 2013). 1E
RCEA AT AR LA, HETE RO T A2 B S SO > . a3 S8 SR AMATE N bR B
B OGEMARI A EERFRE, SMESEEGEAT A EEIEM . U A28 SR EEAT N 52 S iR
HAEAT RMIHLEI SR T H7 1 A (Van Doesum %5, 2016).

2. HLEFRHEXMAR
2.1. =&

Van Doesum “5(2013)3& T B & #i ¥ & (interdependent theory) B X H2 t 4123 & (social mindfulness)
PR, YOt SB SR MATE AR I3 E m oo . SEA M A B ZHEFENT A, BHL
SRR 2R o B FE AR MU 5RO AN A R 3R CAnAS A AL 22 B e D PRAN 77 1] - B A /0 B P 18 (theory of mind)
PIANMEREHEN B S5 AR OERES, XERMER A 235 S ATHE . T AR £ (perspective taking) {7
AR MAB N A FE AT BB SR, S5 R B3 IEAHX(Van Doesum %%, 2013). #1% (Em-
pathy) 2> FEA A SLI% % FERMB AN G 20850, AR R S 514 & B IEA K (Van Doesum %%,
2020), BESREMERIEHSES. HSMEHUA(social value orientation, SVO)&MATEXT H A

RS BC I T R A 2w i, AHEE ToR B3R, SRAL 2 AR A AR (Van Lange %5, 2014),
WA AR 2 E B A 54238 2 1IEAH IS (Van Doesum %%, 2020).
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2.2. HRER

H A6 22 & I PF 32 2R Van Doesum 25(2013)HF K 428 &6 3 (Social Mindfulness Para-
digm, fAiFR “SoMi” JuIX). %G HIFENL ZIRIFE R FAT Z K, BHEOAT 55 EER XA R Fh 26
ANFFER B =AU A o P 3 — A B A AN AN o e M R, A — A
i R AERE— D7 A TS [E (B s, B S R RHIE 22 e g o ) “ME— it 7 B “HEmE—4 a7
B — Bk b AT A . 0 E SN BB R LRI 2 5 AR %, SEgn i kB AEME— 7
(R b e R ) LA SR Al B A 22 B Ko BN, A FOEFREME—2 5, T ZBE T LAk “ME—4))
a7 AT DAL “HEME—a T, MR R RIS TR . B TR R MR, MR
REIEFE “HErE—W 7 . BB RIA 2 A &R (Van Doesum %5, 2013). SoMi i 3 [ 5 £ 2 25 i
NE TR N R RIS E S, JFEM W7 HF 7 iz 2t (Van Doesum %5, 2016:
Van Lange %5, 2015). W 78R P ARG N5t (Mittone & Savadori, 2009), fE&%AHMASSHBER T, A
AT ] J 3% 2 ME— ) i

23. I LESRIEINER

Van Doesum “5(2018)H SoMi 0% &A1 R4 2 5 B X MARI A 238 S RIA MW, 4
RIL, MHETFHERE S 5YMER, 8 AERE NIRRT 2 1t S S 0e e —
Ptk LG Ny . A TS R R e AR ik B, MRS HRE R IE R Bl e, RIHE
L2 & . Van Doesum %5(2017)i8 3 % B Ak T A8 [Fl 4 2B 2 A4 ORI T SRS [ AL 25 B2 % S
PRI 4L 2 2K, WANGFESHESE LB Em. SRRW, ML THAcL
THEAESMESRESHOA TR —HSMERXN S, M E AT E St ERR R RIEHE
IR S . Mischkowski 25(2018)d e PR 4% i SEI6 2411, HEBR AR AR S5t & T R sc |
Ve, CARCEARIRIFRIEI, WA B SMRE K. 45 BRI SH S MREANTE LN
TR, HAEASFEI I 07 SO Ab B 77 AR KR AR . B I 18] e 3R g0t fer, LB AVE
RHBEEBRMERERSES, B ARSI E B A A STt e
Lemmers-Jansen “5(2018)i@id MRI R FAMALE SoMi JuX L], B8 T4 &3 S i 30k & T A
VR, AL SR R IE R EE 2 MR ES RN . Lu %(2020)i#d ERP SR FEAMAR X238
BIEEE S SN ENK R, SRR TR RIS EANEERIB SRR, Sk
ITE R R S SR, A T BURA 202 B TE i F b v R R AN B3
3. HRESXS5EEITANMR
3.1. HEERRHASETAH

RKEF ALY, NbrB3)hRIEHESE S L3S E1T J9(Van Doesum 45, 2016: Van Lange 45, 2015;
Van Doesum %, 2020; Dou %5, 2018). FiAth&BE & EAMATEM H PSR 25 B8t 77 75 B2 A5t 77 F
S, TR BT BRI SRR R R, W R 8, (it & 1E1T N(Balliet & Van Lange,
2013; Declerck %, 2013). AHR, BRI A (3% 50 R BELRS fth A S E0A 25 0 2 4t R BRE &0, 74
GG 2 MSEAL B HLI TR, AR @G 1E K R(Twenge 55, 2007).

32. It SESS58ETAXENTE
3.2.1. ABREEES
AR, N BREE B RS R R A AT A . N BRI B A AT 5 A N 1R B S O
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BAE, MR PRRBEAENF RIS AR, b R EE RS E, kT, (RN
ZiRnE, FRMAHSBESMAEREBERRL. ToR2017)RFAE SoMi yu U H A [F 1IN BREE B 5T 60 44
KEFAEA ST/ LRIEWFEN, 45 R R IMANPREE B AN 5 k2B Rk £ B A5G, Bl fa e s>
MR IR 28, X IR B 2 ikt o3 . HAEWRBARINLG ORI, #lxgii kR
At Je8 2 ] FR) B 5 LU B I8 6 R 5 R At S8 1 1] FR) RS S RIS B R, BRI A B s 5 B A SRk
REZAE R MG ) B8, BRSO A TR A A S A AR R

3.2.2. BE

WREMW, 2B SS R ELREMAEIEIT N(Van Lange 25, 2015). FRIE{EAT AR FIHEPE % 4
3, ANBRE B A U7 X4 I (A5 AT 7K 1 £ il 2 105 b T A A PR XU R B PR g 389 m . Rk 4E 238 31
A AL A A E RS S, AREXUTE I RBAT Yy, FARAT 9 3 IA 23 50 U7 040 e ) Ak o 3 2
AUEAE RSN (Weber 25, 2004). 4 AT S EEALFPRESR, #2X R AHE S EK, BIE
1A B VAT N B BN (Balliet & Van Lange, 2013). AW 7T R BEATEA 38 SRS IET AT R
FEEFNMEREEYLE, 2018b), TG SESA, PO B 238 S KCP 2t B ahxt
R SRS AR 2 &R R .

3.2.3. 1§

B VAL, SR E T NS B SR, Patil ZFQOI)FIFAKIL, MALE R REH
T 2 e IR S 2 UM AT DU RERT RS, RIS 28 2Rt SR AT NI A Rk, 157 (2018) B H.5)
xF BT LR AT R AR AT R, 85 RN RIS 2 S o A AT u R 2, B0 B 50
R AT 2 AR RIE A 23 SAE SR S RAT . SIS (201 8a) Il aod M5 4 17 5 R il 1A 336 Uy
AT JE BTS2, 0 BRI 2 T DU 25 T 1 PN il AR 1 28 AR 06, HLARAI % 28 1A 36 7 IR A 2

ESG AT AN EKEE S P AER, RSB &R T BRI MER AT N4, @il
B 2 AR I ) 38 s () B A i B A AT N
324. BEHEE

M EY B E RN, ISR E A e EERESR T EE, AL AT T
HHEME, &k, 2015). R H KR E B g (self-determination theory, SDT), 4N LH 7 /G2
WK, Sart WA 4 kY (Bjerregaard 25, 2015). SEHIZF(2018a) BT R AH IR T B H N R IR
RS B AR BE R L B B VR BT, MR B E T A 2 S AR S 4 i 5 i N TE
BUE, SRR E EM LA REEM. AL TRE EMRE, E2ENmE FEFRERBR
WAL B ARG 2 AL, EARE A AT N,

4. RGEERE

AISCNAE WA B A, TRV E A 2 3 S R SR Bk . A2 T o 3 S BRSNS
o LR AR FCRORREEL, B4 1 R 2 3 S M RIE MR RS AP T TN Z 5, el
BRI E IR, FFRTT T RIS B At B SRR I L NAENLE . Bn, ASCEEAN
THEESE T ANRR L MER, WARREE. FE. HEME BN E.

FUAD B G T AL B S IR FOR RS P B TR Z R AE, HAERIR B3 2043 2T,
DR LA SR TERT DUIR FE i ik A SR AR BB AL 2 S IR . eAh, XSS SoMi s »f B
S AT A EIHLII A FNA R 7 50t 5 m S AT RS, (EBUA B U AR HERR Z A R0 B 2 A (1
fEM.
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Fok, MR 2B 8KF 1 SoMi Y XIF R TA LA Stdm. SoMi JuxlRET “HEANM” Miks
I BT 1R FAT 55, (BB W UHE A BN B4 2 A2 DL “ b ALE ) ORI (255, 2014). 4
S ERN T B LIRS B NTE GOm0, 78 B T SO N, Rk B2 M A i
A7 IS DR 2 TP £ M (prevention focus), BIAMAy 1R AT REHBAS 25 Ath N TS BRIGUT AN 2508 B 3T B5F 400 . 1)
FET A N FE ST T, Rk B S WMRMBAT AR N T (e fE iz, A Bid il AU i A Br
KRG H £ 144 FF(Hashimoto 25, 2011).

WG, R ORI FURT SN A 22 3 8 (1 AU DGR B IR AT IR AW SR A s . H BT N e T A
HE 5 AT AR 2 IS NSRRI HI R S FATIF T, (BEEBSEARE T, AR axi o &
EAEAT RS RAL AT NI RIS A BB . AWK T T 0 SE T AR B T 1 P47 9
H1EAT RS R SAT N(Hilbig 5, 2014; Hilbig %, 2015; Hilbig %, 2013). Van Doesum %:(2013)%%%
TR ERNHENMEEET . SMIE. SITFRE . BAE. ST ORI - HEEHIR R, 458 R
Fhor S HNERISE - B IEA DG, B T A BRI 2, DSl B b B B0 R i ik k22 35 SR8,
EE B B 7R 2 X B AR AR B2 4 2535 & . Van Doesum 2520133853 X6 E Al i % &Vt 5 —
TG T RN B R R T ot 7 T AL (T LA A 2w AP A O, 285 SR R L — P i N il & R8T
A2 B KT ARSI FU AT LAE— DRI AN [F) N B 06 2355 OB A0 Ak 22 3 2 s

SE 3K
Syl X, ER, EATMIQOIS). “FT afk: BATHSBEE T AT NS OB R 500,
101-114.

SEYL, BATRIL, EER, X T (2018b). fFARE 2 WP ? B 301 28 ik 22 3 S0 S AEAT N BMRIE L. O HEFL
41(2), 390-396.

ZEoE, EO, PNESR(2014). FHE AT IEE, BB S EN. OHFEHE 22(11), 1691-1707.

XHEYL, HE75(2014). A< R 58 i) @ 1S 30 S SR 5. OFLFIZ IR 22(9), 1475-1484.

FEBR(Q2017). A BEE B A FIE 17 9 97200, i8S, R B RmiE k.

fEER, 75(2018). NEBREE B AIE 28 F i o FIAB R FERISE . O #2577 41175, 16(3), 321-326.

W=, X% (2015). SRS EHIRERE B EMNER. OHEFEHRE 23(7), 1226-1235.
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