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FTERXERARFNE: SEHLSEZHEN
YAW BEE NEE FLk

(P R FF S4B O BI2E R, MR 210023)

i E TARZRAREBEFAAEINEELNE, T L0KET AN ARERRLE, 28 L R%
Fo RN RENHR, FALETTEAR L, L5 RBRH T B A EEHELBEE, GisMka S04t
RN . REAF AL B A T AR T AR LR, FATRE AERE T RS, ARAFRZEX
EAA AL T AR, FREMEANTEARENE, RELEI—AELSTA AR LY
TR EEBAER

KA TNEEFTRA, WARE AARE, EHike, ALiAke

HES B84
1 5|F7 2005), FAXREARESTILA Ry bt i A -HLEEA
2 ] A T B
W o 1 = 2 e O 2 S, lEﬂxE%IHJH: 23 (8] 32 FAF T B9 HR ) T AL HE W

KEBIFREWE: 25 W15 F 38 i (Spatial language
communication) 1L /i R $(Perspective-taking) .
2 H ) EAER AT E LT E
T XA R, X R BRI K B A
AL, X2 AT G (B2, fAatmas
B HAF R EEOCTES ME R, Wit H RIS
B DAER R Z BT 5T T2 e 5 XU0T Y
23 [a) BE ) F123 [A) R0 (M0 Galati et al., 2013;
Schober, 2009; Shelton & McNamara, 2004), Pl &
23 (8] FR B R XS A8 A B2 (A Li et al., 2011;
Richard & Waller, 2013; Shelton & McNamara,
2001), T4k, —SEWFRIF IR T FE S I R X =
A2 H A, e AN B Btk sgae )y . S Ex
FIFE 2R ARG At AR A, ISk
WA SRR 5 BHRW LT Galati
etal., 2019; Gunalp et al., 2019; Ward et al. 2019)O
ARTC Rl G843 0] 2 HATFSE Y
(B T8 5 38 L A AR R, %%ﬁlﬁﬂ@?‘]ﬁl‘*ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ
BURFAR, 2SR 0 F Ak X G fas (B 3Rk =
AT T X 4 [ 38 H ot 2 PR30 2 i R B 9 fi A

'31@)\1& 2% i) A2 H. (Spatial interaction), B[ 3

NS0 B S N EFSP PN SE ¥ ca HE S i IS
% fEL Ty, FATHIH ST Rl S TS P B0
TEBAR, FRATHE B h B 5 R A& anfar A2 28 3
ERNR s, MAERNARIER, RATE RESE
PRI NN IRATIRSS, HAEAE e b, $54%E
ANEHARY NS NGRS . R ETHE S

WA HRE—AFETAES Bin. W& F 5
JEFNXS 7 R Eh A R R TR, HEERTY
AT AT 55 H ARk At JF H B0
X ST, AR FR R A 3K
AL T () 22 Fh2s [ S F HESRRAR, B4 58
B )R R AR (AR 2, 2019). A
Xﬂﬁﬁuﬁii&”fil%‘ T KB — A~ EZE AN
(i — i AN -PLAF A2 A3
E*I—Jﬁigo ﬁ%%%ﬁm%ﬁ)\fbﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ
A 2 AL A AN 3E B G AR SR SR A 2 [ 8 1)
BE (U0 Fischer & Demiris, 2016; Trafton et al.,
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HOREN 45 2RI . Z2EASH RN 797

HIER AR IE A ME R . (HAESE
I A 28 AE BT Z AT, S — A
ZARM IR — AR, XE—FAEIET L
HIEA, EIAMAE A S B O T 25 )5
] FALE, B XS 7 LA R AT ILEE B Y 25 o] A 3%
AR 25 (45 B o WA RBEA B 9F A8 2 L
SRR S M AZ BT RE, B AR — R XUy
A 25 5 0 PR, (R Fh AR S B MR 2 S
BIAT R L (I 38 DN B O 3 2 X 7 A A ok A
WEE EEF), FI T2 R — A i B
PIHERT AT o VP25 (BTG 5 38 BWFIE IY243 #R
BB —E S ZRMFATHRE A Cole et al.,
2016; Galati et al., 2019; Millett et al., 2019), K itt,
23 [ 2 B SR A Ws . 25 (6] 1 & 280
A RAE

21 FTENIEEXRR: BESFLEMESERE

IR E A A MR SR B R LY 25 ) 38
HRA, BE R EEEIRATT LUE 2 #h o7 Lk
125 [ aA, A b b 5 P b, 2 7 57 4 RN 1Y)
KR WK IR 5CFR DL B AR BT 2 3145 14
2 (Tosi et al., 2020),

25 016 E AR S e S 7 R
Carlson (1999)42 i 4N 45 4 10 Kt # £7
A s R E B, W EE A NS5 HE R
(Spatial frame of reference), X4~ HEALRE ] LA
T ACHMMAEnFRM A D), W] LTI
A B WO S LA (AN <R I A5 37), T LI
P R P45 46 e ST T R (O Y T T T T
RYJLTE) (Levinson, 2003), [HIL7EZS[0]1E T F= 4=
R0/ N s A S R NP N (B SR I E R
FF B S MM . XEMRZ KA
MEZ W, BOlHmEME LT B, LA M
e 0 O SRR SRR S ZS IE B, B
56 ] 2R W1 8 B A A ) TR PR A S,
A R RHE Bk HIW LB A . B, 45
WX B E A, BRYGAX E R s ey
PEATES )37 B 56 R AR (Tosi et al., 2020; Tversky &
Hard, 2009); B2 2R 9l o i 75 ok $5 4% H i
Xt G 56 15 8] B AT 55 %5 (Carlson et al., 2014);
NS RTEA J3— D NI 5 vh 2 90 B A7
(%<6, A C A A =67, [HMXT
N BB R S <97), FEAS BB B 2 A A9 15 100
TR BT E B BT 24 (Zhao et al.,

2015, 2016).

T AE 25 )1 35 PR ) BF o b, BRI 2
AMAANE g 23 TG B O i, BN R AR R
23 [ {5 EL R HME S 2 B (Burigo & Schultheis, 2018;
Ryskin et al., 2014, 2016; Vukovic & Williams,
2015), B2 LR MBIRS R A ke AR BRI 14 25 [R5
B (Duran et al., 2011; Galati, Diavastou, &
Avraamides, 2018), U, SVEX A HHE & I
L FRAE I S AT 5484, ORP Lk
PEAANL Y ORI, X S48 A BT Y, IR /03l
17X — R IR A R R A, R
3 3ok WL B i A A T A ke S e LR A Y e

FEAS ) 5 A, i T A2 5RO AL T
ANTE Y 2S5 B AL E, BOMUT A 3 LA L 5 1Y
M ERAR AN, WX EAPA, R LERE
TRBYA ), PR S i P B2 R 28 B )5 AW
AT A PR B AT (Tversky et al.,, 1999), X5
T2 TR 2R 52 W 2 U 13 R 2 U5 8 40 A
PP 4 02 T2 97 40 Bl 1) B G TE A (Galati &
Avraamides, 2013),

22 MARE: BOBRMAFRERE

TE7S B 22 B # v, 32 5 AUy 78 A A 21 fig
23 (8] T 5 Z 00, AR 3 A WL T B i
Wb G, e LR mIREIN TS AU
SR A () SR AR, I HLREGE FIWr %) 75 vl KL
WAL 2 FE D37 52 AR, X 8 — A
B 2 [A) A L SR FE(H R 45,
2019),

AR RVAEXS AVl AR AR AT X 43 1Y
Ll b, PR AT E B, AR
LA ff SR B (Visual Perspective Taking, VPT)F
25 [A) #) ff K $ (Spatial Perspective Taking, SPT)iX
PRI R RIAYRAE, ENTHAEHDZR: BIR 1
TR 20 AR FE(VPT)H, JZUK 1 (VPT)
fife LB [ R, BB XS 7 W LB AT 45 JRIR
2 (VPT2)fif Pt A Im] 2, BJVER A o 7 31 B I 45
EEFEMY (Flavell et al., 1981), 7£23 [l f %8
(SPT)H, JZWK 1 (SPTI)fffpe s [l 437 & ) i o 1Y
CHIE TR, JEYR 2 (SPT2)fifEphe2e A7 3] Wi ] 5
(Surtees et al., 2013),

1E H AT, 280 00N ATI4T 9 28K
M H T 0 (Egocentric) i & i (Levelt, 1984;
Pick & Lockman, 1981), XFhERIAAY H F PO
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NEAEN B A 5 & ik A b AR Ry SR AE 2
A I A BRSNS N HEAT )2 T LA REE, T2 IR 2
AL AR R EERE U T AR S, RATE 4 B4
KA RERAIZRE I (B 2%, 2010; Flavell et al.,
1981), fH 2 A2t ateshy, A 51
NTFHLE L ERZMZLEAT R, CHRKEIRIE
B, oS i B — S A, H R DR 2
2 %>k A fib A\ .0 (Other-centric) i3, Samson
SENQ010)H el ik S MAAE SRR 1 MR
LU T M N T P SN (Altercentric
intrusion) W FF7E, JF4& R 1 MAMAREEATLLAH
RPERW AL, TERWF ST, BEHL R A
WA CEE T AR RER WL AR, S52R A
BHHATE I B 1AL A O i s 23 32 21 18 v A
YA R THE, N A AL RER 2 1Y A2
S AN AR BET 2 A 58S EOM — By,
N PRI AER . BESS, XTSRRI R
WHARE T2 2 L, Pl eEa Bee i
AT 55 Y AT 520, SR RBZ IR 2 MR
AN EE H & 7= 4 (Surtees et al., 2012; Surtees,
Samson, & Apperly, 2016), {H XA W5 F it
Heu s, mBFE oML e X
(Elekes et al., 2016; Surtees, Apperly, & Samson,
2016) . L HBERAE S A8 (Ward et al.,, 2019,
2020)%%, KBZK 2 MAREE LA E7=E

ANIR) T 28 [H] 1 5 28 it A6 AGE o 5 15 AT 55 AT
WHoE, A RFER OISR A 2R, FNE
A5 E N B RE AT TR OR i A,
2018), {HIEAE MMM I AT, Al
B AN TR 2 B (R AL A SR B RCR A A R PR 4
S AR SR B AR A% 0 BF 5T 7] 8 (Creem-Regehr
et al., 2013; Heyes, 2014),

3 ZEXEFHSERIIZMMALE

T 25 [8) 3¢ HL WK £ 2R T fumh b, G
L 4 [ RS 2 2 M 22 1) 5 L SR s 3R 1) TR 32
2, PATER 2 Bk 5 0 4 b 1 % 2 ] PR & A
vf, AR R B 32 ST T 1) W e B Bl AL o R
o S SCHERA R BE, FATIIGN T S E] S H
kAN RN 3 A EET T MERA S
AL 2 DN AVRR BT L 58 T 0E G A Jis 1 1 23 ) BR05E
At R 1),

31 MEESHHSIAMER

PN ERINSIESS A R g - W (b el [ BN i
FA, AR A B B2 RN BT 23 5 i 3 25 ] 32
Hidf,

T 25 )1 5 A Tk R, 1 55 09 77 26 B i
H 2% 52 BN AR 11 B B 5T B 4 (45 R, ) 4,
Z IR FAt 2 SRRy, AT E R . dLor
PN A E XA, ™ AN 2T, /5.
i ACRFAEAEE R, A AN 2R
B P AR 4 S BRI 45, 2005; Li &
Zhang, 2009), M4k, BHWR LI, SRR ESE
5 HE Q0 I 2 52 W 5% (8] 1 & PR (Vukovic &
Williams, 2015), 7EZBFRH, S0 E HMAE
AR E fr, LERalHE I E R 5 2w B
HE R VCHC, 45838 WA Bl i DA i 2 2 36
By, IRaAE NS R E A, 2
LIS ERBEAT 5 28 5 A iR A RO D A Y,
B2 AEWT B DL <R 18 1 A 1B, % A AL
AR A & R ROV SRR, FE T ] DL AR FE 1 1
AT, RN A TR A 1T OB BE R

TERLSR R BT, DR 2N RIKOP 25 1
F 2 AN BRI RS ZWR 1 M A T
B 5 A bR B 48 %X (Interpersonal  Reactivity
Index, IRDAASE, ABrILAE BE 1 FIOUL AR £ E
AR Bk, A B s B Al N AR S e
(Nielsen et al., 2015) ™A A Fft g 45 th 25 1 )
JEU 1 AR A A R, RSP S ™
A 2 B 3 R $E b A B9 fA (Drayton et al.,
2018), TEJZIK 2 B R, —sik & N aE
JIZHRRER, a0 A P R, AR B
BT % A(Pearson et al., 2013), H W57 & &K M
AN B A PR OO KB, Ab B RS A A
£ P2 1Y BE 1 iR (Mattan et al., 2016); 7EZIK
2 WA MAARBEES b, MEANES RIS
I B 4152 Hi il (Shelton et al., 2012), iEAES]
(Clements-Stephens et al., 2013)HI48 4 J7 (Muto
et al., 2019)FAE 4 B 3 M IEAH X
32 REXMEHHSEMN

M HRE MW E S, EET,
AR5 2 AR A VX G2 1 — BEARAIE R R0 b ]
Oy A ] AR B [ C 2 SR i (Galati &
Avraamides, 2013; Galati, Panagiotou, et al., 2018;



o5 HAI A SR EMEANA: ZEASEENE RN 799
F1 HEEAEXNZTEZENFIE
HEEE 25 [T 38U WAAR
XU (XU T 28, 2005; Li & Zhang,  3L{fAEJ1(Mattan et al., 2016; Nielsen et al.,
2009) 2015)
23[R S HHERE R (Vukovic & Williams, 2015) A #f1%%5 2% (Drayton et al., 2018)
ENEE= 23l

FaRAINSIEET5T

[ 414iE (Pearson et al., 2013)

#1232 55 743 BE /1 (Clements-Stephens et al.,
2013; Shelton et al., 2012)

4 1 (Muto et al., 2019)

SETXFE
Ay

N vs. ¥%F A(Clinton et al., 2018; Tversky &
Hard, 2009)

N vs. Hl#§ A(Carlson et al., 2014; Li et al.,
2016; Zhao et al., 2016)

NAENESE

A vs. At(Samson et al., 2010; Todd et al.,
2017)

A vs. ik (Santiesteban et al., 2014)

A vs. ik vs. JrH(Nielsen et al., 2015)
A vs. BT (Ward et al., 2019)

BRI 5L vs. SN B B (Simpson &
Todd, 2017)

ML E BE vs. E OS2 [E) £ (Elekes et al.,
2016, 2017)

HVEH P (Galati et al., 2013)

ZHX M
TN
PRS2 % o2 1B 3 (Schober, 2009)
BV 5 B E A7 LS 3 B (Furlanetto
et al., 2013; Mazzarella et al., 2012; Tversky &
Hard, 2009; Zhao et al., 2016)

ZH IR ML (Cole et al., 2016; Conway
et al., 2017; Freundlieb et al., 2018; Furlanetto
et al., 2016; Kuhn et al., 2018; Quesque et al.,
2018; Samson et al., 2010; Santiesteban et al.,
2014; Ward et al., 2020)

23 [H] BRI o Y

25 [ia) 5 1) R 5 AR 2 8 1) A — B0 (Galati
et al., 2019; Galati & Avraamides, 2015)

[ B A 5 T 1) 2k % AL 4 2R R 19 38 X
% (Gunalp et al., 2019)

SRR
Yy i T 11 (Millett et al., 2019) 45 T KAt NI FEAE (Ward et al., 2019)
Pouliquen-Lardy et al., 2016), [ 32 F %} 4 (14t Rz YRS uE, YEEXZE AL

RIBPERT =
321

IR INITE 3

R L 2 B, (H 2
A B 5% (Zhao et al., 2015, 2016), AH—FH), 7

(1) 52 B3k AR HLA EH B B2
TEXMNSHEM

MRTE A RETE R, %38 T 4R i R oy
FEE AR =450 %0 57
AR T 1) T FH 28 5 5 A0 AR R 7=t 2
FHoe g5 /R, EiE1T
Fhseh A Ao, S soh s —1A
i, Rk B MG 7 R A AT A 1 L ] 2
= It % (Clinton et al.,
2009), FEFFEMIBAFREEE T, Msh B e 2

E LR ESSPYNITR
|E—'Jln =

23 H] K A AR, H

2018; Tversky & Hard,

3 A, B DAOxT AR AT
SR BEAR T 5 R

NBE, AT AT ) T F % O B A S AT R R
(Carlson et al., 2014; Li et al., 2016),

TEM AR BB TFFEH, Samson 55 A(2010)%
MY R E R BN, &7 B AT
PLRon;, 1Y B A AW Sy RSt , N TRk
MAEAEA T, BIAR R X A7 A R
FRPE, WA SXTIE A k1
JaA2E U RZAR S, Kb AN ik,
S5 R SRR A S R T Al A T4
4N (Santiesteban et al., 2014), B AR X BLAfF 57 45
FAEFE, (2T EENE, WAREXNZMN
E‘ﬁ%\%ﬂﬂﬂ}gﬁ( | MAREE AN A RN, Z
Ji XA BB XX

TR, B

R

AT T IR ARIRST, 4



800 O B R 2 it B

%29 %

RERMMARPENT G N Fik . Pl
AN T e, (H2 00 a5 2 R KRB/
(Nielsen et al., 2015), —SERIF 5 &3 37 3 72 43 5 72
JEPX AR 1 AASREER A S R il 72, 45
R E N TR RBERT R At 2 BE e, 4N
A RBEXZEBRN, AR B2 (Todd
etal., 2017), BeAh, BLARFEXTR A BEARE TR 2
B AR B TRE, XS NN, R
2R B E IR A A0 BE 7 23055 (Simpson. &
Todd, 2017). ZZHX RIEPERIF WA BLAE R
W1, FEJRR 2 LR LA AR,
HFRIARER | ARBET LA R, ARE
PSS Sy, TRR 2 AR BENDE — AT
BT WA B0 5% /Y 3 2 (Surtees, Samson, &
Apperly, 2016), SR 5 KA W5 B R H TGN
RE SNk Sy e m] 56 AT 55 1) LS R, R IZ
w2 MARERZATLLA K™ 41 (Elekes et al.,
2016), HEFEHBAE 8~10 X ¥R WILE S |-
(Elekes et al., 2017), [EFEH, A —Le2zEdIA
RIZWR 2 MARER LA KA, REXF AL
A EA SRR, AR RS AT B &
PUFREE, MRS G AT X R 3B APy At 4740
iR (Ward et al., 2019),
322 ZEXMKMEENFIKRE

ANRAE 2 [A)H  28 B ke s M AL B, AR
KFERE &2 3| “Ur ARi% 11 (Audience design)iy
SN (Clark & Murphy, 1982), M4 28 T X 41 BE
HFCREFEWE A M MAER. T, ke
MBEGEHEMARNELT, BN TREEMNEGE
X G2 B9 A0 A7 R A 2 B HE AL A0 5 16 (Galati et al.,
2013), HffiTEA 3 B C WA EX R BA BRI
23 [ RE T, AATTBE 2 b s 5 XS 5 (%) 1R 1 R 3k
174438 (Schober, 2009). 4Xt% 5 HIrWAAfF1Esh
YEAC H ], Pl & 2 Mk 8 DO I B A K H iR
YK [8] i) 5% £ (Furlanetto et al., 2013; Mazzarella
etal., 2012; Tversky & Hard, 2009), 32 5. %} 4 (1R
25 %6 WU A1 5 B 1 R R R R BLE N - A E
WARIAE N-HLER A B, HAER S AA
AR fh B2 i sk AL AR B ATy B IR, MMASTE
F ek BEHLER A B AL (Zhao et al., 2016).

TEMA RN, XX GRS
FEBEEPERLRE -, RIX 2N 28
“%F UL” ., Furlanetto % A (2016)7E yi 0 1T 55

(Samson et al., 2010)Y &Rl F, 245K A3 -
ANF IR EE, 8 IR GEOR BRI B R 2k,
PIRTEAC H X R Ie A 25 B2 R 1 ML
KRB AR A, R, —F & T IREE
B, 75— R TIRGE R ABI R, 45
P W] 28 TN G B 2 15 1 BEL 4 23 52 el 21 Bl i Y
155 2RI, Ml PR AT RE 80N 0 il 3 37 B
B AT I, M TREANHRE DA ZES
TFJZ¥ 1 (Cole et al, 2016; Conway et al., 2017,
Furlanetto et al., 2016; Samson et al., 2010; Santiesteban
etal,2014), VKA FFHITIRTEIZ 2 A RFE L
PRI — ), — e 58 35 A o SO 24T 55 %
B 2 R ISE R T B 42, 45 R A
WY SR SR R A [ 5F5 E a0l
e A SR FESAEH A, TS EE
AR BIIRGEEIY, CFh [ A A0 A SR B 2500 A 1 2K
T (Freundlieb et al., 2018). #X1fij 55 — L HF 5T A 45
REW], BMEAb N LR, Bk IH 2R
P N AL (Quesque et al., 2018), 7EA5 B [A] B
R IES T, T X RS E 0 B,
HBASTE Wi O AT AR R, T B A
22 (I T] 25 00 C A N B R R I, 400 A SR B 8CR
£ #f-(Kuhn et al., 2018; Ward et al., 2020),
33 ZTHEFEHHHSELE

DATEWF S0 0 25 (R e R A S 2R R AR D
AN ARSI, TR FEAT RS, SR MITE— e 5,
2 MR RGO LMt SR RAEERE, Tk
WA = FH I G KT MR R LR EAE
FH(Galati et al., 2019; Gunalp et al., 2019; Ward et al.,
2019),

TEAS T F S RIS, A 8 KR
F 5 )37 5 A i e R ok A S EFH LA IR R
2 LA 52 25 [A] 3F 5 538 (Galati & Avraamides,
2015), AR PN —2H G 1 58 BT 55,
— NAHRE, 51— NRIEBEBCE, ik feitiy
Yigagds, SRIGE TiiZiR & Wik nyzs i &,
W 5 o B 48 1B o8 U AR AR i . S5 ER T,
FEHEAT 25 (0] 36 5 H R I, 27 338 5 R0 37 55 1)
Wi 2, WE 2R B R AT R AR
W NG S N ER ] — B, AR E T 2R
X575 LA AT R AR . Galati 55 A(2019)id K 3L,
AR Pt SRR WS 2 IR T M. %
WF5E 20 W 2 LA AN ) 53 1) 1 SC e, i o
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HOREN 45 2RI . Z2EASH RN 801

AL A AR & LRI 1Y 25 [ 45 4 (n <4 43 3
B SR e 253K 7), SR AR A R 1 S e Hi B
UG o SRR, Y SCHR IR ) S UliE
— BB, WTiE S 2 U R A A PR
B 2 (N BRINTE & iy A i B U 1A,
MARE A C IS BLAh, FRBE Ak B ) R
TE AL 22 1 B RERS AR 1t il fHidk (Affordance), AL
BRI AR T —Fh A7 B 7T BB (40 Y
TATVEBIERS, EEoIRATIRAE T AT DU |25
TIRemT k), fE st S& R —f, Ehasm
s M2 B ORISR, E5 R SR,
ANARRT LASE 33 9 1A BRI pE 1 ke T At N B9 47 R R
Kl (Creem-Regehr et al., 2013), N, —LLF5
NGl R T R SR e E
AR —A HE ARG, HixERES
T —AEE B I AL E, AT S R RCE
PIE RS, TR S F R A
SR RMBRZAE DA N, BTN
T AT LA FE A B B I A B DD RE AT b, PR D
iz BN, B 0 1 1 R R A B AR
1 K VAT AT 55 Br (Millett et al., 2019),

TER AR BE T, REMRENC&E
i R G BUE A R BT R A A /AE R, B84
WIT T MEE M S EHEAE A EEER 1A
FEPHEAG, RAENBEANWE FNER
HFT L FRER] LIS RS 3 & PR A R #%), (RS
SeRgE e, TR UEN TR A LA T A B A
“.> BB 5 (Theory of Mind, ToM) FJ il T.
(Zwickel, 2009), Jf H#ikVER—4 H &4 $
B B I RS, AUNRZER T 1 N,
ATRE & T B 1 & X (Pellicano & Rhodes,
2003), WA, HERIAA S ER B 2 i ), J
W AR ST o BT o8 FH A 4 SR 1R % G 1/ [) Ao
T T ERLRME SR T EHEN A W5
SR RAEZHEAERMIESE R A F Gunalp A
(2019) 1S58, AT JH 2 8] 2 R AT: 55 AT RS,
AR BEH NS 7 MR, 2
SRR HATICNL, WIS ORI S A 2 Y
AL, T B, 5 C B E . SR EHNEY
A BHAA SR RBURE, Bl 2s ) 54 W
FERER/D, BELTTYIKA RS LREAT
MAR)WEAREFHSLE, WA
LRFN RN Bl IR A B iR+,

HA bk, AR FIEADE, AEEEH
WA AR B, AR DR A O AR T
AT AW, R A s T —E A% R,
SRR, BERA SRR BT SLR Rk
T HUE SN [FIREA RO 42 & T Wit 47 23 (8] 2 i
BIAEREPE . Ward 25 A (2019) .0 BRAE 44 4T 5% 1Y
A AT ST, TES s B R b s R A )
WERE A T AF, SEAETE— 54 LR A
Yy, 455K Y AT MRS 7 1) (25 MR R ) 5 R
NS LR T 10 A — BOeT, ki g
TR

4 IBLHERRE

RECHA TURE THEAMESHZR]
23 6] 32 EL A 2 R AL, AH R 224754 T %o B b ke ik
IR AERTT BB, X HE R i AL ] Y B 1 e B i AN
SE4, HUTTSHRZ Wi EE: EiEF K
B, FEA TR AR 7 R R R N VR S
J1JE M| (The principle of least collaborative effort);
TERLARAR U, AL RN L BN T (Implicit
mentalizing) F1 — A £33k A 1 10 T. (Domain-general
cognitive mechanisms ¥ Submentalizing)f¥FiS
Gt
41 BEFHERMRENESESHEN

WE RN, RS AR, W
THATHERTE LA . MBLAS . B4 . Wiy
& AL T deix 5 R4 R T, R,
VLR F T R & Z 00, A W s,
B2, RBHFEE SRR LGB AR WSS
HAGEMPRHFATRIE, HULE T L E SN,
flAT] i 5 s B E LB A B9 5 Ok R Gk (Levelt,
1989), HARBN =[] 15 5 5 5., W4 Uik # 2k %
— AR AAE R I B Bl

BT F BRI L  d NG AR S5 0 R
I, SEE RO R A IR HOoh T b S —
T WIKAISS 3, T 3T BN 85 TR Sy — A
ARk IR, 3 AT R 52 B A R o
XT3 0 A0 85 T LA ik B fe /A B AR 5 1R 55 )
(Clark & Wilkes-Gibbs, 1986), P I 7E 1725 1] 52
T, BLTE RT3 Bk A B R
XA s R R B s, RGO AL M, AT
A 2 18] v 4k s e 20Kk 5y Al 23 RME A n T
R, ARG IESS RN BB Dk, JR 2R
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W5 285 FL A AL R XA B W77 e e, (2 XA
JEOU] AR T RO Y AT o E, ELA R ATA
P52 T AT, © A AF 58 AR & 48 7R
THHE B — /N5y, B2 %58 BT fR B s
M), #h2 WA MBS HEL
42 LT MO EN I I — A SEIA M

MIp%it

KPS X A &AL SRR 5 ) 11 B
7%, A AR R PR AR B R U AT 4 i o
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A new per spective on spatial interaction research:
The effects of multiple social factors

XIAO Chengli, SUI Yuqing, XIAO Suheng, ZHOU Renlai
(Department of Psychology, School of Social and Behavior Sciences, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210023, China)

Abstract: Spatial interaction is critical for the survival and social interaction of human beings, including
domains of language communication and perspective-taking. Traditionally, studies on strategy selection and
efficacy of spatial interaction focus on the effects of spatial factors. However, recent studies investigated
multiple social factors, including an individual’s social cognitive traits, the partners’ social attributes, and
social cues in the spatial environments. Theoretical explanations have been proposed from different
approaches. Future studies should endeavor research in the intersection of social and spatial cognition,
employ interaction partners varying in social attributes, and aim at constructing a theoretical framework
integrating spatial and social factors.

Key words: spatial language communication, perspective-taking, social factors, spatial cognition, social
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