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TH 2 TN TC AN T2 R PR v 7T 9% 0 5 s R PR B B gl vy, 2 (RIRRAE (T |
T A RN ) SXTIE S T o A TS B A RE TR 2 (] B B A S I N A
— ENGENHAHI RS R G A G4 o s o B SO BRI 25 1] Bai i) J
MEN R b B2 S TRE EE, W EBIGR T, EgRrh K+, W8
PRI B ARG SCF G M A Z WHIE T RI8, BT GETEZ ) B Ui LK,
W2 I ME A A« B B I A0, B A DUE T2 AR RGE , i B A B G BT
LB TE AN B AF R 25 [ R 71 7 2k B R o ATy B4 I iE 5 s A 1728
(i) g o FH ) )32 Pk 225 T B A R AR S R AR 2R R B 22 19— 43 (Johnson Fl LakofT,
1980).

25 (1) e 38 2o 532 1) 3 9% 2 A A N RS BE T S el T SR DR A ol o) S e F R BRI
BRI i AR REROR (Schlosserd , 2016 ; Fenko 4, 2018 ) 5 7 fin AN [A] B 7K -2 [] Bk
G177 252 M 95 19 7= a8 1A (Chae FlTHoegg , 2013 ) F1 7 i £ #F (Romero A Biswas,,
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2016); T e 5] 5 (192 (] B B 8 30T 23 RO WA T 8 X0 ) 3 P R Y 2558 (Huang 25, 2017) 5 2t
2,73 () B e (R 2 MR 3 BT 2% (Hock FIBagchi, 2018 ) o AT UL s 6] B %) 11 254 7
AR IZ BIRE , ITEFH-E B FH 25 18] Bl I 2145 0 2800, T Aalb 42w 5 U e
JEEE it R 2R A5 TR S AT AR A 22 11 PSS 2 i e o 2 A 7
RN s AFLEMATIT 55, [ A2 X MG TR 2 T [ A ) 225 [ B AT S 3 A v 73 5 2 A
> R U, EL/D A SCREAN SN 2 18] B £ 91 B A7 D AU Y SCRRBEA T B o S8 T I, A SO 7
T (0] R AR A (Y Bt o 2 1] BT UEA T 23288, PR AN (] 225 1] gy 2R 2R X 71 2 A 52 )
BIFFEBRAR , AN [ BRI R A H3F 2 [T B B2 M T 217 o B BRI , e s R B e i x
P R e R B LR SRR (A A R AR BB B IR 7, RS IR GO T AR I 984T
R ITE  HEAR AT 1 S R

=, TERMAORE RS E

(— )7 [a] By A A&

XA T, a8 [ 2 — BRI RE S, <Bangn W AR X R A= o DU (R ) Xo) g fr) i
BALEE : (DR E MM Z 55 (2) TN E ; GUETET-I5 UM i —F o, L0 Beds 1 & St
HEEED TIEFTBRY AR — MR E S RIX T2 5K, Lakoff Al
Johnson (1980 )7t {Metaphors We Live by) {1 1E X M FI A FEHR T HES By BE IS , Al f 155 94
B EAR KRR b e 7 NI, S — AN [ R0 453 ] A M52 B o 7E 1% 15 T, Lako A
Johnsonf& i T =R Ay, /il & 45 A B (structural metaphors ) 25 0] AL BEr (TRFR 7 (vt
7 , orientational metaphors ) 1A/ JZ 47 (ontological metaphors ), H:H4s [R] 4k By B A SCAOF5
Mo 52— ] g 1) 32 BRI

25 (1] B 2 P8 A TR LA A 2 T A A 4 5 B 4 AL s bV S5 R 25 A | (LakoffAll
Johnson, 1980; #7575 ,2005 ) , 4 35 7 %>, 25 [a] By i 8 — > R 48 b o9 A BE R T =5
[8] 5k 2k, PA“God is up, Devil is down” (MeierfIRobinson, 2004 ) k5], Afi13&F A S W4
N A e b/ R Bt B (God ) MG S (Devil )i P61 [] A8 & o 45 #4) B J2: 38 FH— 118k
R 5 — AN RIS E AR R 28 0 A& (Lakoff Al Johnson, 1980 ), A LA FH £ N4 &l EAAAE
SRR E AR LS B RS, e AN —0RA T, R XA AR Rl A S A A
A B NTE F e B A T AR B AR AR B 1 4328, DA R A5 R e R0 2 8] BEvay it OC ZR AR
W AR A= e Y 5 38 CRAE 7, 2000) , 25 (1] B 25 44 e i 1 67 Y 8% (5K JRUAR , 2008 ) o AR SC
T FH ] NS 5 223 0 5 1] B o SR Ao e

()73 (Rl By ) 4328

E A SCHA BT 2 ARIE A S BT 7 s (H2S AR — A2 4R REE , 224 F BT HO243 31
TEAS 7KV i TN A8 5 1) i R8BSO TR &R i s (Al o7 R s ) 285 i Al S ]
ey F R B P o T DAAR SOX 23 ] s () A B 2 2400 DA U2 < 3 s () ey K23 )
M 22 )P 5 B 2 (1) 5 v

1. 25 6] fg

NV o T 2 [ BB AR 7 JR N A R A s B8, AT TR RIS A T T I, &2

B b/ = RS R A S N VA Eea N D S v M v T AN (I B S s B S s D RS 1T SU R

e (EOBOIRHASRZEAL T Feds B CF ) 5, sl 28 5 F B RN bR 28 (R AR REAR bR 2
AP B — 5 T AR5 s i — K TF*) (Schubert, 2005 ) o [ A 277 1 1o I 0T
o (RASCH AL B8 S Rt 6 B 1 SR ABA A, BRIV iR AU Tl BRAE 7, (RS )i H BRAE
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D5 Rt ) S T R A PR (B S5, 2014) o TTRIS B b A S i Rst BT FH A R 3 BR3¢
ik (MeierflIRobinson, 2004 ) L) & 5 18 fEME A OC A FH TR <fl s 2R d > i A TR P58t 5 L R 3R
B2 [BIHE S OE (Meierds: , 2007 ; EARAIEE X ,2013).

A F 2 (0] ROV 5 W T 2% o 1 B R SR PR 2 R A g vh , — AR AR FETE
S R ) A ) S35 , 70 2208 2 B RHR A AY.O (Cian , 2015) S FF 98 & B TAY B JBbEIA
S T B2 (AP AR —— X G 2R 5 ke B M, T 9% 3 JE M 5 o v 0 o7 I R A —
(Cian%F,2015) . A0, MIH A E N T A L R A B s , A % i ) A R 2 S B S
H—5#iX (Casasanto MIBottini, 2014 ) , BIABAT T2 g i il st 1] 7 12 BAE E 7

WA —LERIE ST W DG S A Y A B A S By o /N R B A S A o, H R ARG
FRRATT I B PRI 2 8% S AR IR TR T 3 SR (hea D MER 5 1) L i) B AL S4AH
X & (Leitan®,2015) 1 14 2% # E AT 5 A G2 1) b 1y sl Canafe sl RS ), 25X A C
HIRE AT S RIS IS BB 8% R SE AT 55, 4k T BOANERY 23 (OstinellidF ,2014)

2. K2 [ Bty

IR V25 18] 5 e ST ¢ (EL A TR SRR 245U - AR BT T &, T 4 A F) - A0
LT AR TR T B T 22T 1l S A7 50 A T 00 A2 AR 3G P e e T 2 R 1 90 9% 8 DU A
(Huber$,2015) . [FIEF , A R F- RN A a2 R (B R A, 2012) 40, AfTTIA AN B 1]
NAZANL T Bt 220, TEFEIR N IR B A 0 (B A58, 2017 ), g2 156, T 9% i i) T4 B
O = B F W CE A & B9 A T2 (Casasanto flIChrysikou, 2011 ; Casasanto, 2011 ) , iX 25 F 55
Wi 304 2% 5%k 25 45 W B N B PN 25 3 (Zhao%5, 2018 ) o 3 AG — S AIFY WA IS ) 48 /25 14 B B
R RIAE T 5 ead AT R, A7 H 5 <R FHXT R (Ouelletd, 2010 5 AR E B FITK
2014) - H., Bl 228 B AABAFAE—FE R 2247 B ] B (Bottini 4, 2015) .

K25 (] B X 75 B 0% sh AR B R e, 265 3 BT s 110 S AT 8 2 S )3 28 3 R A A
JEAT AKOF (vs. T 25D HEFIME BI04 5 AN B, T8 9% B ) o F S e XA 22 5 (VS. A
M 225 ) R, 2475 5 $3 73k BRI RS /K- S B, T 2 o SRR A I A 838, T
A SEFEM50% (ChoiFiCoulter,2012) .

3. 25 a) S gy

ZNCERR T LT AL, A — A EH B R L —— 25 (A1 B OV 2223 A2 (B 1)
TET I AR AT T R ANFS , R R BB i A X 2 47 R AR IR o AT L, 5 R — ik
T B M R A RESE HE XTI AR Y T i, ELIE B — SRR AR SRR R AR IS AR T
o MRS SRR N — 2 2B, - 5 AR A2 RN X 88 H %4
TR TCIE HOCHE 3834 A = AR 2 R

25 A B B S 3T 20 o T B o Wit Al 2 T A B R, BN A [ R e 2 2 0 RS )2
1] A AT BE 2 1 ARG R 25 ) W (Zhang FlTWang , 2009 ) A9 & BRI 3 & 55 B2 24T 55 0] A W B
B T 45 MBS O PPA - 4T 3% 5 5 2T 55 A0 S B B P, T 55 X B 114 1F
il 2B (Thomas A1 Tsai, 2012) o L4143 234 B 1322k _LPFERT , e 5% 0H 28 & i R
BIYUE T XS R B, LS S T2 A A S Rt & R 50, B
B B VR I R B2 (Meyners®, 2017 ) WF5E F AT 1T 11/ 2 52 (0] B 29 B AH G A T 254 7
SBFGE , ELA NP AR5 DU 43 R T i

4. 73[R % i Bty

243 R 5% JE e A FH 24 10 2880 TR/ N oA e S5 Al 85 3R -2
TP AR 12 RV, SO Y T SO R R

o 25 ()4 R AL 4 2 1 A
2R, I A0 0 25 (1) 2 e BT o
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EEBIR/N, L4 1 92 50 (Hock fiBagcehi, 2018 ; Huang %5, 2018 ) sl 45 7 il Btk (¥4 (R 1A%,
2017)3 HE 2 | HUO, B RE R S R s Bz, W e /N 2 [ i il DA My B 42 2 1
PEMEHIBT RO O, PN R H  VF2 755 T A TR &, BT 2 S 80 2 fum
Ja SR R RN VR R BE R RS R BE R e AR T AR AR L IR (Galle ¥, 1972;
Cox%,1984) s FHT 21111 28 & e = #HK (Sherrod , 1974) o [, 1 935 20625 ) 2% BEBRG T
FAt R AT, LA v 8 B 5 AR 2 M A2 AR A — 7 (O° Guinn®s, 2015) S5t 2 J7 TR 1
2 (W) 3 BEE X B A7 DA R M2 A T R ) o A SO T ) DU 2 T 5 B8 7 A 1) B A R0
THIAT AR

PAEAY 43T 25 (] B AR %ot 2 R BT A T 1 0288 o 2 (] e 7 A ] 2= it LS AL AR £ 52
W1, X B TR A2, I — 2D R S WA EE ST 9 (S LI 1) 45T ok, AR SCHE
A 2 ] T P9 2K 23 31 A P 2 [ S % 11 9% 85 4 DA DR SR AR M LA B 2 [ B 2 w3 9447
FRCo BEALR o
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(— )3 725 [ A F) 52

B TR0 2 TS 8] B AT 5T T B S, SR S Y — T AL OC R RS A A 1)
B/ RS

L ESH E— PO R B, b— T AUE SRR Bl ) B TR 4R 1 52 e 7 2 4 B0
VAN AR BV b, 2 R BRI AL AR (0 AR A ) B T4 BT I
PEE AR (W : RIRAYHEE R ) & T35 T I, I 908 2 E 2 BN, R T 2%
i AT HREAE BT, AR T 75 B BRI A A (Clan®s , 2015 ) HOR, b— T L B 22 o
RIS 3 SRR R T 532 Wt R 25 AR S AR R o A 9 B L, e SUh 5 BT DR e, IRAU )
N7 VLB (Schubert, 2005 ; B EUEAE , 2014 ) o PRITT, — >4 17 374005 b A3 B i it (AR (A BT

FE R ET B B 2 R AT AR R R RE
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JIt o5 T 3 43 R R R AT Ml ) 0 T ) R %K e o g o il B TE A 2 1 A s AL T AS 2 I Ak
(SundarfINoseworthy, 2014 ) . = B WS F AT, 2S00 B S5 AU B — S0, 14 2 200 i
A T A BE A T 1) S A5 7 (Huang 55, 2013 ; SundarfllNoseworthy , 2014) I Ah, | —
A B A 3 I D A (LIRS A T M W S R o R 7 ST AR, HUAR KPR, K
PR H RSN SR A DA B 2R IS (T % ™ AR T i 1 3K R (Barone ¥, 2015) .

2. AR L/ R 3l In] LB ) R B S S R AN R B A A 5T B, T O
F AT IR G B Sk BB ) L i S, A T2 B E AR = S JE e I B ) TR B 80 1 Pl
U — 3P (Van Kerckhove?s,2015) ANMYANIL , 11 28 5 A R m)_L XA 2R 636 1, m) T XA
LN BRI, B0 3 2 30 TG BRIRES AT %8, 7R e b LA ) XA Z T 48 s
Sl R B e A v R SR IR, AERE B BORASTR , LAl R X 267 a1 45 Al B 2%
S O R I SE B (Schlosserds, 2016 )

() 7K 1] [ P 52 e

TROPASE B 1 A A — ik ) B s el 25 AT TRA B T 8% X AT TR S — 1 sl VR sl s 14 i
i, AT 38 AR A B A R AR AT TR Bk — R 5 sl sl g5 000 1) [ AR IR 224 7Y
JIEFF #2475 ( ChristmanFlPinger, 1997) 3 H., 445 LA & BRI S8 )5 1915 B0 IH 2 E A H 2
P AN G BAELE, RRAEA B FRAE— B BNty 2 = S B B % B T
AR S e T 45 47 i1 e fF: (Chae FllHoegg , 2013 ).

P ) 2E—A S By A S S R T R A T O PR OC 2R o Ag B ™ fl JBCAEAS (R 7™ it 1Y
A3 ORISR 1 R PR GA 2 S AT ) | 238 T 2% 8 AR ™ i ) 356 488 5 [ B 7 3
PRI LT, B 28 0 (B 7 b (R 48 A it 23 LA 32 7™ S CEE A7 i1 B 2 (Romero Ml Biswas,
2016) JFH, & SR A7 B ) 591 2 A R T30 — SO, 9 I S s (.
W S SRR A T 238 A ) 08 93 i K 2 )8 ) (ElderfiKrishna, 2012 ) o 2247 I i A
AR AT 5 A A B3, 78 BRI 3R A AR R 452 ), A7 A5 et O S 56 43 3]
R T AR BB A 20 5 I A ek B R8T N B2, kAR T
TESE—ENG T 2 22 B AR e AR 8E , £ RT3 e B W4 AH 2 (Zhao55,2018) .

(=) [R] 3 25 e P 52 e

FATTH VR B = AR 28 WF ST IR B AR T 2 34 1 B IR SEAE AR SRR KON, 2 () I
R 25 T 2% 8 1) 52 6 B TR %o TV DG B8 14 ot R e A, JHL ) 45 B 5 T 2 3 g
TH 5 0 S RS B R (Huang 56, 2017) o FE M8 525 L H B SR8 R IAE A0 B
AR AR, T A BRI B (A% 22 SRR (R 3% 2 B A T Fik o) , i B
R, WS AT BE Mt # K (CoulterAlINorberg , 2009 ) . 117 2478 2% # B0 S A At g3+ A
A A CEEHIE, ]2 80E B Y2 PRI, BE Sk B 5 A DR A7 i, LA
kkik A CHYAE(Xuds,2012).

T SCHE B RS AKT-90 B 2 (B 48 BE RN () 248 B g Co 3R 2, W9 R B 2 5 a0 2 [l R
R o RS T s T B K e o 378 30 2 [T B 8 %) i v Ak 2 2 1T BeF ) 2 T DA R PT R J2 T A 7 5
FIWT AT — B2 (I = A B %) R AN A8 X 255 () R 25 1) B 5 3500 (Zhang fllWang,
2009 ) o 7[RI B Y IIE T 23 7 P A VR P M 9 28 280 0T oA Sk sk (1) ] 38 -1 62 178 3 UL 8 , S 71 5 i)
TH 3575 0985 B i 4 (intertemporal preference ) ; 754 B 25 21171 2% 5 %0 i 1] 3 FE W T B
SFHOIEIRH 9% T 22 AT, T2 7 450470 (Kyu Kim%%,2012) .

(VO )7 [R] %5 B i P 52 M)

X} 25 [B) 5% B B BIFIE BRI 22 () S 1m0 5 B8 25 (AR 2% B WA AR 06 7 ot 25 B S R T AR R i
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PG BT 2% 2 B9l 75 B (Machleit®, 2000 ) 8 /0 14 4 5[] (Hui FlBateson, 1991) 55 . 7= i 2%
JE X 25 = S PN A R RIS, R B O S ORI (R R IR S, 2017) 31 9%
RSN 7S R4 B WS T B (B, DA R 24T 22 % 2 () FH T /R B, 7= i 8 A fH.(O Guinn
25,2015 WARIREE, 2017) , 5 HLP= 5 08 HL 9808 Bk T8 EL 22 (SevillaFlI Townsend, 2016 ) .

B T S W37 T AN 040 Bt R 2 222 3 S (TG L 255 () 8 B SR i 2 3 1Y)
HAE IR, 1 2 N B 2 L T 2 28 o M 0 T 1 b (7 SR RAIR: 3k 2 PR AR 9 2 A Ay S
B 5 12 2, A1 B 5 DU Bl SRR o 25 L7 (O Guinn G, 2015 ) o 155 %5 BE 1 28 7 T 2 S 300 2%
HIMFEE Z 1Y 3% B (Hock M Bagchi, 2018) o fH e B oS $2 1, 155 43 6] 28 B AR 4 6 AR A1) s — A
B A AT I P58 2 (550 9% st e 5 fth A S A (HIE AR 25 T Uk, TH 2 T 46 B B xt
VA B AR T SR S s 0 B — T R AR 28 (Huang %, 2018 ) o

F A 22 (R BT A T A S I R ST A T T R4S

F1 ZTEBMTEFRITANIMW
AR R E ER) A A4S i X B4 T R AR
I8 L ilogo s “fKAEAM g logo 5 B ARTH 9 & & T /KA1
Huang%$(2013)  WHIPEFEGHINLE B - asE <GS M0 e logo & T Hir
KE HE - isE
Sundar 03 A logoty YPUI AR logo T F L 107 — W AR

Noseworthy(2014) 7% %g%g;giﬁﬁgjg?f%};goﬁ?ﬁﬁTﬁ

s b

e B X T BRI A O
o (ao1s) RN AL 40 i & ™ 10
il i R AT P72k S0 (vs. K s L)
T S
B [y T 5 R 7 o (A ; BT
Cian®5(2015)  FREM TS B bR T by E B ; e
HEb T 2R 7 — R VA
Van KerckhoveZs 1§33 BT BRAE /S5 : 7] 38 3h— 5 i — ek 1% IR
g e 2015) B e 61 F 3 S B SCP e
& . S 7 (D% AT X0 FA 2 0 S B
Bahkati Sehlosser (2016) & PP gyt o s et e L
> S i 2 i S R ] S e S S
_ - T LA D R L S T
gﬁﬂumm Eg;iégw%mﬁﬁﬁ~ﬁHM%%%ﬁm5ﬂ$mK#ﬁ
S BT
- R P UK B A (e AR
etk Chaef P R g g P A B
(o Hoegg(2013) R Y S A S
Romerofil B R (R S ™ i Je— T BB 1 Bl T
Biswas(2016) H PR H 5 — T P PR S ) TT HEPE R
Thaosons) BT AR A T A4, Rl
f% BT R T
N
oo i s g P LR FECF B RO B K 2257

SRR (R S8 B AR AT S ) AR
IR — g 3K AT BEMEBOR

TR B < IO R ] R ) 0L b — A1
23 AR B C T A5 R SEIS T 9 MR Co—> HE 0 i i S A5 s a0 B
M LS « 20 0T R TA]- L Y SO I — i g X 3R
TH DR AT — I8 ™ i i 4 6

Norberg(2009) &

25 [ 5
By
Kyu Kim%(2012)
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S[E| R W AR FAS X AT 0 B

o S TR A LA < 59 9 O BRI R
THPE S IEAN A — 0 RS 5 IR B2 00 ot R - S50 2l 2
P s F 0 PR R 00— g ol RS E 5 S 22, DU 2t 14
i RS A

7 [ g

ey Huang%¥(2017)

RN 185 2 — e 37 BRI — T 938 DA 7 il B
LS & sy ]

AR il 5 JBE — T 9% TR v 4 i el e S
i FE I — ™ it (BRI S AT BEYE SR T

7 il 2 — T S B OB R A S B —
iR Ay

e N I8 T — T 31 [ 5 A\ B . 8l — I R
Huang?(2018) 25 [ AN VB TR ICHEAT 2 i — A AERFREA R IR E 5K L 11
B SR — R A

O’GuinnZ:(2015)  as[a|HPAg A L5

Sevillaffl
Townsend(2016)

By HRIRAE (2017) S [A] R 97 i

&

23 [A] R 7 i

GBI - ARAEAH OGSk B
M. == E RS20 2R AT A RO IBALE

KT 25 (0] By AeT SRV 24 7o, 25 T 1A T T 2R n] Ret B4R R o il B AT A 4440 ¢
SCHik , AR SOREFE T EL B A HIRIL A (AR X BRI O BEERAE AL A 0 KBS AR 22 S0
AR R AR S P B A SCARIE & AR (SO D R BRI R R T A

(—) B H A A SRR HHE (conceptual metophor theory )

EL B AR A 2 LB 22 B 8 7 1] ORSAS T A5, 2017) o107 Tal sk R AT AT A A i
T HIRMNZEL N B AR BTz 3 R4 5 H25 IA AT (GoldmanMIDe Vignemont,
2009) 7 EL BAHIHESE T, LakoffflJohnson (1980 )4 H T B BEE , UM AR A&
RYRAE B 2B SR IR AT T A SF MG 2 s 1) 6 A AR S A h 28
FAITT R () o AT 380 | > — ) S IR AR R« b e ) 4 dm] , DR A 6] 3 g s A b o AT
FIR I S PRl A DG BHRSIE AR IR Z E K, AT KRG ) L iy F- ok R
VF, FHRIHE 0] TR FRIAANH AT, SRS 45 L3 (vs. § iR B SO MBHR AT X 2 1Y
Fh S A B R (BRI PFAE, 2016 ) A LU T 55, e iE g5 0 A e A5 5 48 4 st 2 I B R
A7 BN (Williams F1Bargh , 2008 ) . — AN/ INMZ U WSS EHE — DY) B2 75865 th 21w 25 4%
HKSE TR IR, w7 Ak ) b B RE 2 A B K AR (Ostinellids, 2014) o sz, AAITTRARYE A
EY RIS TE B 1) BLAAR 2 (R ME A WS A Ty AL A (S Fh G &, DTS i A JBR AT o7 e
RN SN, Ik — 25 e I R A AN PR R

() PERAEA « i B 7KF- 2112 (construal level theory )

R ARSI, ATTXT S %) R AE K- 32 00 BB 2 %) 52 i 5o 3L 25 60 15 2 (R BE 2
B (B A B 4k 2l B AR5 A] BEME U4 (Trope Al Liberman, 2010 ) o =5 ff BE 7K - BN 42 HE 2
AL, AR BT B ELAARE A AT o 11 2 8 FH s S B ATl 52 b ko O R B 3 ) e it A7 3%
AE, 17 FRAR A R K S B b R A1E VT B B 4 (Trope s, 2007 ) AR U, “ IR SRz s sk Jg T
e AR AR, T FL S Uik DU T TR B STk A 225 ) 0 32 S0 2 S eI AR P i e
TRF RIS AE S B RAE , I — 25 i S 2% 36 (Trope s, 2007 ) o i B AK T S IR s 52 i o
BT, ELFE 15 B A R B 22 5 (White 55,201 1) FLXS A 4% J& 14 19 J8 1 (Bornemann Al
Homburg, 2011 ) o 376 A [a] 5 25 11 2 25 XS AL 65 (1 PFU XT84 St A2 4 B 1y, 0 Ao T B8 28I 0
BB TG SR ES 0P B R (X ZL 85, 2012) o St iaAd TR X3z 0 B S RS, 9T i 1) 4k

SNEZGFEEHE (FAEFE2H)



G e 7 S BEARHR AOAT 55 R XEJER (Thomas 1 Tsai, 2012 ) o 2 b 1] UL, AT SCHkIE T K
PSRRI S AR B S ROE A  HAR R ME S, I 25 (A1 B S 0SS R AT oh A AR
&L IR I S RS BRI

(MRS ARARRE SIS (body-specificity theory )

IR SRS DA, NS AR & AN a2 S PR ARl B [ O BB T R
T, 2 HAAS R BAREFE A CEEINAS [ B9 FH =2 B S S AN R B 7 X 5 9 AR B
By, Ak I BAH B O BEERAE (Casasanto , 2009 ) o iZ B 5% JH AR B ) 22 5, Fban, A A0 A

SAUEF By B A 0 & HL A AR U 2 G 1 S i 21 A0 ) & F B (Casasanto,

2009 ) o A3 BFFE3E o IMRISE 56 & B4 T 09 N 5 1325 012 sh A DG IR iRIEE s, i 2203z 5l
I DX | 22T B0 B9 02 A5 iz BT IX (Casasanto, 2011) , iX il — 25 B E T R A4
SN

HRAEARAARE S BRE , AT FR O AN 7™ b S AT 5 R — 3 B R AR W AN
B 7= i SN 5 3R — 3 Bk R 2K (CasasantofIChrysikou, 2011 ; Casasanto, 2011 ) , Afi1EEA:
AT I — VR R R, Wi 5 % B 4%+ T 2T B 25 52 i HAT A (Casasanto il
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Summary: The spatial concept is one of the most important components of languages. The spatial
metaphor is a key window for people to understand the world, and has a deep impact on the
consumption behavior. However, how spatial concepts influence consumers’ cognitions and behaviors
has not been paid enough attention. What’s more, the studies of spatial metaphors in China are mainly
found in linguistic and psychological areas. This paper attempts to arouse marketing researchers’
interests on this topic through reviewing the existing literature of spatial metaphors. The marketing
practical implications and future research directions are discussed in the paper.

Spatial metaphors refer to the projection of specific spatial concepts to non-spatial concepts.
According to the existing literature, spatial metaphors can be classified into four categories, which are
vertical space metaphor, horizontal space metaphor, spatial distance metaphor and space density
metaphor. Vertical space metaphor usually associates with perceived value, perceived power and
perceived rational/emotional; horizontal space metaphor is reflected in the fields of valence and time
perception; spatial distance metaphor, which is regarded as another important dimension of spatial
metaphors, is often mapped by consumers to other aspects of distance perception, such as social distance
and temporal distance; while space density metaphor is related to consumer perception of wealth and
social status.

How the different categories of spatial metaphors affect the consumption behavior is reviewed in
the paper. The existing literature mainly focuses on how the four types of spatial concepts in print
advertisements, packaging and price tags design may affect consumers’ behaviors.

Previous research discusses how the psychological mechanism of spatial metaphors influences the
consumer behavior from three perspectives, which are cognitive perspective, individual perspective and
cultural perspective. The conceptual metaphor theory and the construal-level theory are applied to
explain how consumers cognitively process spatial metaphors, the body-specificity theory is used to
explain how horizontal space metaphors affect the consumption behavior according to their body
features, and the theory of culturally mental imagery is mainly used to explain cultural and linguistic
effects of spatial metaphors. This paper discusses the marketing practical implications for space
marketing practices such as print advertising, packaging and menu design. Enterprises should pay
attention to the design of price tags as well as attach a great importance to the spatial density of shopping
places and shelves.

Based on the above analysis, the research of spatial metaphors is in head way. Future research
could be done along the following lines: Firstly, we need to expand the categories of spatial metaphors.
Secondly, the interaction effects between spatial metaphors and other visual variables deserve a deep
study. Thirdly, the outcome variables of spatial metaphors need to be further studied. Finally, we should
further explore the culture effects of spatial metaphors in Chinese background.

Key words: spatial metaphor; horizontal spatial metaphor; vertical spatial metaphor; spatial
distance metaphor; spatial density metaphor

(JwAES 4. 47T )

FE R ET B B 2 R AT AR R R RE

/1



