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Abstract

Social mindfulness refers to the good quality of an individual reflected in the interpersonal inte-
raction situation to be able to sense others’ state, willing to respect other’s choice and make the
action of transferring rights. This article attempts to clarify the conceptual connotation of social
mindfulness and trace its roots to its theoretical basis. It summarizes from performance characte-
ristics, measurement paradigms, cognitive processing characteristics and related factors. Previous
studies have shown that social mindfulness has the traits-states structure; the research paradigm
should pay attention to the influence of cultural background, and has the cognitive characteristics
of intuition or control processing. In terms of influencing factors, in addition to traditional cogni-
tive and personality influencing factors, more attention is paid to the influence of social environ-
mental factors. Finally, this study emphasizes that future research should focus on aspects, such as
the trait-state structure of social mindfulness, the sinicization of research paradigms, and poten-
tial impact mechanismes.
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LB SRMNMEPT R &N RIF R ERBIE NG LS EST REBRAMARS, BREENTER. &
HEBERAITHINER . ACAREFLSESHRSNRFBRYIELEREM, WRIFE. W&
W NFIN TRMERAERE R BT T 55k . AR, H2EBSRASRRMRSKRIVEFE; B
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1. 5|8

#h 2 3E B AR 25 E B R 2E RO 7 BA B S 3R IR 3E AT — R BAH S 78 (Van Doesum, Van Lange, &
Van Lange, 2013). [E N5 005N T Z 05 & E AR FREDL 2016), fFoREAMSAE R
B AR TR FCHA W T AR . AR SO AL 2 35 S HOME S BE At B U IR AN AR f2 B 55 41 2 R G ) i A 22 3
SRR IR, DASHHE U R AR R

2. HEESHESEAM
2.1, EAW S

MRS SR IEE , #2358 H H 93 social mindfulness, H¥) B HE 2 IE S . FAER W AR,
R MVEFE LA —FiE R ER T, Hha @i 7 —AMESE(Van Doesum, 2016). #fa)igut, 2 H
IE& 77 ROEA AR . T XSG, ITUEEIR Z 4. Bk, “HalE&” 5ES
EEERERITNAESKTFEA BEZEHI(Van Doesum et al.,, 2013), [ Van Lange fll Van Doesum
(2015) AR AR “A2IES” M T “H2HE (social hostility)” , T A4 B 6 1K) 42 1) I 1% 2 AL 42>
W, MRS IES. G5 0P MmN, BN 5 By R R AL OISR BER
R, S IESBECNMSE RS, Y, EERE, TN 2018a; 2L, HATHI, R
W, X, 2018b). FHEBIFRELETAESE R, UAESHEGENZEL, AN R LB
LGP AT ()4 22 35 X A N e T f b S B LTS S IR, BIE A AR RIS, A G E A LA

MMBES I NIRE, P15 R E Rt o @ FE R MR A N E B, XM RS TR
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FeyEAt N FE 45 AR EEAE R ” (Van Doesum et al., 2013: p. 86). ZJF, XIETHH KBS — D5
h, HEBRRIBMAENGRZA T EEIE. B E IR RN L £ 7 ENACR B m], 0 EE a7 B
N BRI R AN\ 2 EEAEH (Van Doesum, Van Prooijen, Verburgh, & Van Lange, 2016). [E N2 3T
BINWEAE, Wb osg @i T THEME A E:  “MRE SIS R o OEMmA 1 B3R EEH], B
R TR B A AN AT SR B T, RS ER AR — MO B RE s R R M AN BRI AR AR B S, T
PR —FREEBIHL (2T, WL ERE, sKERIE, 2017).

PUME N IR TS B RS A, HFE A — PS5 WMEe . — PSSR A bR B3
B WIRRBEST: BONERE—— R S RS e 7y, BB e —— R EN U7 FR A IR AL
MEIERIE. WA, AW TR A 288 B AR K554 2 (low-cost prosociality)f#fiE(Van Lange &
Van Doesum, 2015), J&—F B K E3IHEHE2RFH (Van Doesum, 2016). BA B AN Ak Flfh 5 R 47
AN, SR S E B S T b B, TR LR SR AT e, SRS NSRRI, Bk N BRoG
#(Van Doesum et al., 2019). FHICHEN, AMAE & BRI AERIBR G0, (R T /MARTE FL3N % 58 H 080
BRI R BRI

g5 b ARG P HL 2 1 R i 5T S B N B EL 217 15 B 0% B At \OIRAS , TR R R 7 A R
AR RCRAT B35 B8 SO S,

2.2. BRBHHT

ETHaBS R T NMS, MHESIES. B R EAHMRE AT TR EZT T aE
SRR A, XA NS IR S O BRI RS . R RS AR R H &
ERIRE R, TR AP S R S X B B4 &, IRTME S RE RO TIESAFET 4T,
Feild 2 A AR 2R, AT 250 — 2] — ZIR BRI =R, B2 R R SR
RBET AR

RN, #aBESHE B 5 “BR7 MBS ENES, WEHRLA ML
i) i) R AF i HPE SR —E I, ¥ R 2RI — R MR N R R E ISR, W] AR A
N ORI o AR S A B R ST EAL,  SRAAE N PR ELEh PR BT b (R RN B e AN R AR
FTUAERAEON “ONE” o DI, AR B ARBL AR S RAFH, OGRIEE S EARER, AR
LR AR AT T8 T N B BB 3 R e 2 & .

BEAh, o SRUHAR AL AT B, Ffh. BB AP BESWAEE - ENMEES, B
AR 2K R, WS AT, #EAAERRE, EANEMBHINE. 8. Zhbl. ShERHA
BAETT I SCE A . IR EE, XA SRR SRAL AT N B T R AR SRR — AN BT RS A
M. MiXEE RSB SRR 0Z —. WBE BT $ATDIRE T RE R AL B S AR TR 21T
NEIFERIINEIBE 71(Van Doesum %5, 2013). MBIHL EUF, #haBd &SRB T MEAR S R Mk ESRE,
R PR BB BN, RN PR AE ELIA G ) SR AF A FITRUR A1 352 (49 (Van Doesum, 2016). AR
G EUE, A GERSRAL AT IR AR AL PR MR B BRI, (H A& 3 S IR N PR S EL A,
B 2 MR B A N IR SZ, AR IIALE 500 5 EL A R AR o i 30l ok 1

2.3. IEDER

123 B B R B R VAR AR AR T AH B AR PR 8 (Interdependence Theory) (Van Lange & Balliet, 2015), [&]f
FE T AR A AR BI E R v 5 BRiS (Self Determination Theory) (Deci & Ryan, 2002)[¢) B AH,
AHEAOR B 1S T N5 N Z A BARAE RS O, AR BT AN BR1% 58 0 45 R AR I T e 1= A5
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Wi AN AR GE s R ATTFE G BRI NSIHL T AR ZE . B OMES R 0 3E 1A
ISR, B Pesi 2 bl AN 2 RIS I —— “Se 2R, RERA PN « ZfEttaESTELZ R
HREmARE R F, BRI CE S, T EAAE N PR BLANEEE T BRI H Sk i s 457 B A =
FEFRIK o A N — AR 31 5 — AMOBUE MR R B K AT RE A 4 SR %, AR A B GBS R AT R
A ERREER) “ni, A" BERE MG ERIE, I HIE R E IR ORI 7 & £ AR (Van Doesum,
2016). 2, HMBBEILIRMKZIAEE, 245, 2 HIFEHE R MR, 2 AN5 AR ERW. 1
Fho SR XA B AR, SR N BRIAEE, SRR BN Rl ) AN RRIA, BRI AR BRI 1) R,
X LAl

AR, fEA 2 S USRIE R 7 AR oE B, BIAME R R ER S Rt N RE 7, FERE
UM R R, MY T TR T2 0 H EEHIR, R M AEEART R, AR AR B O
o BART S, 55— A2 ED S EPRE vt 8 S, BIOvEESE Z N EAHE R 22,
WUREE — NG FE T ME—Wah, B AR 7258 — NI#HIAL. 58— A 38 Z A RX Rl
Fett 2 Fhl(Magee & Langner, 2008), A o 7 — T E K RVFIIE L PSR EGR TR Z A E
PRI, XA RAIL 7 B3R E #S, W E T AMAR E 7K (Deci & Ryan, 2002). K, i
NPt — e R B B B R, B B AN 75 SR AL, 2 — P22 3% & 17 (Van Lange, Kruglanski,
& Higgins, 2011),

3. S ESHWRITK

7T LA social mindfulness <817 7E web of science 82, {UF 13 faCik; BHLL “HSES” 8
RSB R M R, UG 9 ROk, b 1 R LIRS, 3 REIRSC, i 5 R
FIESC. Ft, B Van Doesum %5(2013) 42 H SEHES 8L BB, BN AIMNE R SE &I SCEMNE 22 Ko
CREIHTIXEESCER, FENRIFE . METE0. DEUIN TR AR O¢ B R 45 DU AN J7 T AT R &R 7T

3.1. RIFE—RESEIFR

Fhox 3 R B R O 9 S B B IR ZS DA RN AN 52 i (R S AR E ], e 6 T AN 9 (1 A1
A g, AR AT DL G 2278 5 (9] dotof 7y A ) B AT B AR B (191 G E SRR 1L Ak R Ak 2 B YE) BT B0 (Van
Lange & Van Doesum, 2015). FTiEAALT O AMETAT, HhaBSpR AT 2 M OF e I AR T AT
WSE, MAESNTASE 0 N R ARSHEN AR, FUIEEHAFERE B STe—MRE, td—
FREER” (U155, 2017:p. 1108).

SCUEAF R T 438 S B JORESIRE, XA KRR i I HFE(Mischkowski, Thielmann, &
Glockner, 2018) o A7 BIF 7t 7 4 tH #2335 2 2 A5 AH BRI R 75450 T T8RRI SR BXUAT 20 1) — Tl KRS JB A6 1) 1) WL A0,
AN N I 3 8 A0 ) 5 9 A A 5 4 2 O s DA AN 2 (B X 7)) 2 T 5 SCR &S (Van: Doe-
sum et al., 2019; Van Doesum et al., 2013). AR, #&EESRISINUEIR 2 EERMEMBIRIR, XEKE
YeE R A2 35 AT R KBRS 7 10
3.2. MEEN

#4238 & &5 3 (Social Mindfulness Paradigm, fEi#% SoMi Ji30)RKJE T Kim A1 Markus (1999)i& 11
M ER B, k¥ Hashimoto, Li il Yamagishi (2011)& B . Van Doesum %5(2013)32 It )3 & T
KT WNIEERIERAE N SoMi Y8, G2 — RIS IR A G, 255 7T LEA [F 250 1) 1Y
MR G AIEFE—A, AT, H =AY e E R, B REERE T A A E@@ W, —
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AR =N OE) . BRI R E A A, (B2 58 BA0R%0E, /b2 ES5H—MA
MHZF IS 5RFEALS, Eam— B — A NES, B— N ANEARFELY S T . MRS 5EiE
B — TG A S (BN E 1), 00 55— AN AN ATSAR AT LIk £ S it (I o sl B (B ), R ie ko
FaOt 190, WS HFEEE 7 ME— IR IGE (CE), M\ R BEIE SRR ) — ST =AMH E i (UlE),
KA A TEA 2B B 0 7)o A0 AR IS 5 2 AN i IR B AR 25 &, B 1 BT S5 I AT 23 4],
A5 it 126 R TR R JE O I AL 2 ) — M A B R

i, A Mischkowski 55(2018) 73 il Mz A it e 2« 25 FE AR SR OV E AN Bk 22 J5 SR =ANJ7
X2t SoMi Yu XU T T okt 43 AT B AT R % 5 1) SoMi 4341 (the preference-adjusted SoMi score) -
it ¥ f5 1) SoMi 433X (scarcity-adjusted SoMi score) F1f5 S %E 5 H SoMi 43431 (consequence-adjusted
SoMi score) . MBFFLATIRE, 25 AR QIR AL 28 S0 BOEAR, PRV IR AT AL 8 2.
[FIF, BEFRAE M SoMi 430 S 52 B0V it IF PRI s2 e, AR R AN I SR R 28 43 B30 P 3 (B 0 v FE AR DG 1
SO R SGRME T X TR AE MR, X EIRAE P R AR E A I R A S iva AT DA i A
RSN

DA B 38 B 9T B AT 32 A P 5 SO R AR SO 5 R A S (Mischkowski et al., 2018; Van
Doesum et al., 2019; Van Doesum et al., 2013). {Eft2E &ML TR S Z AR Z B2, MK FE X
MERAR TSGR Mt 2 DB BT . ARIKSCHE 5=, AFEB I, 2250 M4 Rk £ 1)
ASFEHEWT, BEmszm At & S RIEATEE, 2017), EHNZEE XT8N 0 N 3 EAREE
HZh 2 H AL A (Dou, Wang, Li, Li, & Nie, 2018; BRIEE:, 2019; AL, 2019; EPIZE, 2018a; 5
L5, 2018b), MIAEMEZE IR HICE JUA B FLE W &, B85 RAFERORRF LR R (Wi, 2016 X1
3, 2018) AHEFLE R AL &IE A S R B TAMAE R SR AR, Btk infE ok 238 &
o MEY)SIEFEAE, FTHe A TR B S R, 2016).

3.3. IAHIIN TAHE

B EW IR AR G 2. 45600 NEISAR, SRS AR A A =F: 1) B
Sty UMK Z Zaki F1 Mitchell (2013)4 H ) 5E 4 23 M B % B (intuitive model of prosociality), BAJ
Rand, Greene Fll Nowak (2012)f& Wi E v &1E, HEET4E2J5 K (social heuristics) (Hertwig & Hoffrage,
2013) MR B, BRI AL 2 B RVEMR B R SRR . 2) $EHISR AL 2. H B 3RA4% 1 B RS 2 (self-control
strength model) (Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, 2007 ) RARRE AL S AT R FEH] B . METESE AT 3T H
B SR — @ AR R, X R SR AL TR I RS I, JE SRR = AN SR SR A AT 4 R B
WMo FREEER, 2013). 3) TomisE L2 o AT HE N AR A SR 2247 NI R IR A BUR (Hauge,
Brekke, Johansson, Johansson-Stenman, & Svedsiter, 2009).

FET UL E=Fop D\ FM R, B BB S, e EAREN R 1) R E R0
A ARSI BV AR T BRI E A G, WERE “AREE” . SR ATr S
ML), IS BAER B RE a8 SOKF T . 2) IRIEEHISE M s, SartaBm e Kk

BN L E A48 (Van Lange & Van Doesum, 2015), £ iR BB FE MK, 535%F BE 1K MEF L,
R I H 2 I pE 2 A R o b R e | B TE) ) B A T R R S 3T DhREAR I O,
M BN BT B0 NI FE 77 A B FEI  3) RAETCFEMSRAL S R, AR 38 &R AE N R85 o 2 S
HRBERAL AT R T m, ASZNFRER RS, BASEREBREME K, 2 MIRER SRS
R o

MHT, R AR S B IS A SR A a5 5 TR BN BRI ) N B s AR B (1] 0 A AR DR A
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MR FAFAE B2 M 5K (Van Doesum et al., 2013). (HA W FLE MBI K Sy« I FA 57 AT P AR R
R FU A 2 9 A AN RN TR A, 45 SRR IO e R4 1) e 4 £ 35 23 R 5 Wi T LI AN TH(Mischkowski et
al., 2018)0 JXEESCUERT TCHTH R AT JE R 14k 2 35 S I FIN TAFE A = 21k

34. HXEHR

3.4.1. IANHIER

B SREHRE “NNHFEERE, e HRBTs)” , Bt “BEe” fNmRB R 2t
S HIZ R 43 o T A R A ) — A B A SR 2 AT T BE (Pronk, Karremans, Overbeek, Vermulst, &
Wigboldus, 2010). Van Lange %(2015) B8 &3 &2 ZRRARI A« BHAJE S, SRS HT LM shse g
HAbF IR, AR RETE R EEML, FE-LHATIRNZS S, L. BRG] =0
PATDhRE T, M AT RS AL B S ROV E L HHR XA BB b S 0 SRR I i, LA
ARG E R 4 P B 2 B (Smith & Jonides, 1999). i, 7E£ 4t SoMi Juarfr, AT T 75 %
AAET LB O0 T 1L REME— RO, T LR FEARME— i, T BRI HI BN B G, R
X IUNUNERIL S

B FE T T #2855 ANBR N FE br(interpersonal reactivity index)ff) 9% &, 45 5B kI &HEE
G W ACRBERAE S A5 WG, (25 03P 8 (theory of mind) A1 5 1415 /T (dispositional trust)
HFRARMK(Van Doesum et al., 2013) fHIERENH: 2235 & 50 5 AR5 AR CR MG AR 25830 4k 2) B A7 1R i i A
5%, HEA—EMIMAERE (Douetal., 2018; Y%, 2018b).

o, HABEEEAPFRIARRKKR. —DMAALSESKIEFRS AR FER L Rk, A
AMAEA Bl A SRR B AP SIEISRY], SR MERE S R T
S RIEA, BPXY 4 RS RVE EE (Eek & Girling, 2006; Fehr, Naef, & Schmidt, 2006; Van Lange & Van
Doesum, 2012). TR+t E IR 5 #1238 & 5 FEAH % (Van Doesum et al., 2013),

3.4.2. ABEER

Van Doesum “5(2013)4 4t &3 & 5K A B EWHT T IHE, X AEEERRE HEXACO A
RRR U A RIS - TS AR TR bt BAYE. RTTPE. ISR N Bl AR 5T DA S AR
K74 (Ashton & Lee, 2001), EH #E2r{EH A (Murphy, Ackermann, & Handgraaf, 2011)Z A& 22 &,
GURRW], MBS HME - AR E ARG REMK, HEHSMERRFEREMRRR. KK
ININAS R USRS AT Rl 3BT, T DU S-SR 4R B TR i) P A T2, dieke, BONPEYERE i 56 25
WA FZW. B, EAEENET U SRR B, DUl R 5 ph o3 A 2 A5G (Van
Doesum et al., 2013),

A, AFRERETAEM— N REREMEREAS £ 90 X 2111 1098 f74R), 7E 2008~2014 4E
B TR R T HEXACO KN AR BUANAE S B 8, R 1E 2016 SRl EH 28 &, 4528
RUH S 5L - WA A AR AL S E IR 2R3 AR, 5 Ak 20 AME RS 5T (191 ik J8 Ak A
TEAEARE ) BT SE, TS5 K75 NSRS BT A5G 5 i ORI FE A7 AE 70 B, AEISE - BN 4R _EARSRAH
FEE, HEEE N EAHFAEE (Van Doesum et al., 2019; Van Doesum et al., 2013). ARG R FHTE X
H A R 2y Gy 3000 T A5 & SR - S SRk N E A . R A5 Y B 35 G B (Manesi, Van
Lange, Van Doesum, & Pollet, 2019; Mischkowski et al., 2018).

3.43. FEEE
MBS RN RARL, Al EEI RN REELIEE. EWEahZ5%. ARy
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thor g SRR AT N2 32 BN BREE B R A RE I o DO ANFI R ELS) T, B BE A NSRS A
AN B S5 B O R I A TR 2 4 235 & 4T N (Van Doesum et al., 2013) (50 E R, H/MAE % .
BRI, 2T 2 R e AHEREAENTS, AMELER BN EBE S0 T, (5 iR A
AT N /D (Van Doesum et al., 2016).

[, BT R AL B s A Tan T4 5 3, A TEmBE A, KRR AR S
R H T £ 354 217 N (Guinote, Cotzia, Sandhu, & Siwa, 2015; Stephens, Markus, & Phillips, 2014). {Ht8FH
R AAMAR E AL B S5HSE SR RIB/DNIIE A KR (Van Doesum %5, 2017). Hitb&EEHM
FABESETT 5, BP0 RN T7 1) B AL B = 0 Rt e #2479 r AL, AATTSE B o Rt 2 B 2 1Y
NI AU 7S HARCHE & £E47 9(Van Doesum %5, 2017). EHNIFFLEREH, & KERSH
ERA TSR MAEIC H bR Bt 5 B 2w T B At i B it 8 &
(K57, 2018)0 BRIk, BrgoMla BT 28 NTH H A 23R B3, EXMEZ T, AIEET AR R
BE kg B o 75 A i 3

AL, G M T B A, AR AR WAL 2 S A e R 2 e B 5| R E 1 25 (Van
Lange & Van Doesum, 2015). 45 1 77 & & BLFR AR 17 28 0 IR At & 3 &5 5 W S AT N IE I /EF (559145,
2018a).

4. HLESHMRIRKRE
4.1. ¥R - RSEREIE

fheB B RTINS, HEEMENS IRy BARROB LS, B2 03 R A e B 2 MBR
S H I ER SRR A R IEBE LR R B B BRI, B — E FPIREFEIE(Van Doesum et al.,
2013; Van Lange & Van Doesum, 2015), {HWA#F 70 & @ o Ar R A28 S B A M e e, A%
5 I & 1t (Mischkowski et al., 20185 SEHL%E, 2017). BARE T 7 EH R EEL 4t 23885 AR R ()
T EE - HEAE . BN BRI 45 M) (Van Doesum et al., 2019), {H 22 HAr N1k, 759R%
B BRI TR R TR B (14 22 35 b AT O BRES A AR IT,  REonl 2 56 T o B ST R AR A T A 2 3
WAIELE . 256 4T A S OB B —— BSOS 5 PR SRS AT NRHIE, Kok
HF 50 AW A 2 38 SRR RIS R IURFEAE O 78 28, X H AT O BRES I AR R A #T .

4.2. MEEEATHNE

H AT 32 L Van Doesum 25(2013)# H A28 i SoMi T8 R AIERE, T REAMEAR &% SR A 3% 8
FEHI SRS, FE, BFRFRIRE TS B SNSRI AE TG 5 AN 3 SO R T B
RESCCAHE =T, MHNRtSESNE LS A ZH(Van Doesum et al., 2013; Van Lange & Van Doe-
sum, 2015), EAMEHFLEREAT T4 SoMi 78 3 2t (Mischkowski et al., 2018); E N WA EE X4
FE M HAT T AR AR, DA R R TR AN AL 22 3 S 1 I SE S (Dou et al., 2018; 52|
&, 2018a; SEULAE, 2018b)o HMAMEZ I AL 23 &M FACH LR A8 30, AR it —
BIAE. K, AW ARRG DEMNAMEZE . A AT R A28 SR R & T A,

4.3. INFI TALHIERR

2 Fe Pt & S B O B IRAE TN SSAE . B WF 7038 3R B R SRWIF 70 R 3R R F0 ) A He At A Sn s e
et e R A B IERIEH DL AE M AFEE _EEAE F (Van Doesum et al., 2013). #E 238 S AU ZE —Fh
FINVIRE, 185 FLen] LS R F AR WL A 2 O BRI OC . [RIE, # & B SR T REZ 2A
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SR 1) A 53 B (491 G\ R B A BN TR) R ) B2, H S AT 3R B OCBR(Van Doesum, 2016). A KAt
FUR] e — AP B0 UE DA R 428 0] A 22 35 A IR TS FE SE IR G B T AT A 2 3 B i AR S =Rt 2 A0
WLRURIC R, AT B 4 [ A ) B 4 2 38 3 R A IR AE

WAL, AT S BT S AL T AL AT R ST, R R S 3G I H s RN 22 7 TR AT 5
YHT AV E R ARG ILIR R, B+ 2 Sk £ 5 A M B R AR S B 0%, T
A S Em SRS AN FT A i 211G s 9<(Imke et al., 2019; Lemmers-Jansen et al., 2018).

4.4. BXEREEWHHIRER

i aB 0A RIMAT R E R RE 2, RKRW RIS EIXER R FE RN, RET TN
PN N7 NI 1SR 3PS - DU R R s SNt A

AU FLE R, B2 S S EOE RN F AR IS 6 Ah, 38 875 B8 AMASE AL 25 BT I 55 (Mischkowski et
al., 2018). BT ABFFLRM], RS FE £ 00 52 Ak 2 A7 9 0 B2 e 5 22 by BAT SR Ak 2w 14> AP AR B
(Ashton & Lee, 2007; Ashton, Lee, & De Vries, 2014). BRI T HA FE 42 0B B B = FIsE -
AR BY N HER 28 BUA 5% 1 3 a) A9 N BE /] e LLA AL B 7 5 26 (Dorothee & Andreas, 2016). X L&
WEFAT LR, A R 0 A £ 38 8 BV FE S2 R P BE B IMAR B SR AL R BT IS . DU T2k A
A, RN TR, AW S AL HEEZ T, TR ME, HaBmEaEh
WA FRFE T AN R, AR FE AR Rz 0] Ak 2x 3 S i e ma i, ] M S 3R BRI AH BLAE
FIZ5 FE T AE R N A A B AE L R

[FIF, HF7ER M, thaf S alE SRS LEMAT )Y, BLAEUE . JUIREE SR 47 394 K & (Van Lange
&Van Doesum, 2015), T H 520 IX L6474 (1] 4 SEALH 75 R — P 122 R R, WHREE ZMEEZRIE.

ik, BEEGATE S OISR, HEIES G NRIBE A 7otk APk 291, 2009). K
SR DA 2338 & P S R AR A /N N B2, S G Fra VR A Ha R . ST MBS 2 2
K I BE 22 BOBIE 58 7 VR S5 B IR 5 L IR AR 5t L RO At AL 24T S, DASIAA O B R A A 4 1] R

B O

TR 17 = Bl TR P 5 B K2 Van Lange #5032 F1 Van Doesum 18 = F- G ¥ R 705 BT MR 2# 5B HL
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