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Abstract

In this study, we classify judgements on modesty valence phrases using the conventional stroop
experimental paradigm. Experiment 1 looked into the size metaphor of modesty by having sub-
jects categorize words presented on a computer screen with various font sizes. The results showed
that subjects responded significantly faster to words with high modesty validity than to words
with low modesty validity, with no main effect on word size. Experiment 2 looked into the up-down
metaphor of modesty by having subjects classify words that were displayed above or below the
computer screen. The results showed that subjects were significantly faster at classifying words
with high modesty validity and words that were displayed above the screen than words with low
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modesty validity and words that were displayed below the screen. At the superficial level of
processing, modesty was found to be unrelated to the ideas of “top and bottom” and “size”, and future
research may look into whether they are related at a deeper level of processing.
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BEh & —FhSEfHE (Davis et al., 2010). HEEE(modesty) — il f IR T (FF « /N - AA5) K “5F
ALLEBUG /NN Z O, MEHE W ALAHE T, 7 “8f” %, BEE TERK BB FE, 8T 0EHR
L, BERASAESE T, U7 T (A S hE AR ERERMA. R E 0
iRy R, REEESAKHASRH. Ba “H7 5“7 a5G kil R A —E R IA
ANEW Wi. RTRRUHENCERFEE, SNFRESAI A, N 1980 F#k k3] H 7 4006
SCE, b MO HEE A R ORISR 350 F, b EE 3.76%.

W R ERIRIES LM, EHFEEES, ROTEH LR TE” . “Hl Tt “Bdath”.
UrTEikig” SEERIA — N AR ESR, ke, B “EmEL” o “BEmSRHBT . “HRE
K7 o “WEREKR” FaiEFRREEEZE. H BT RS RE e Bt &2 B o AR08 BT AR R IE
R CAEN T — LA b KO RN 55, LUT /N3 R 3 B H B2 e 2 %]tk Lakoff and Johnson
(Lakoff & Johnson, 2008)#&H T CMT #if:(conceptual metaphor theory) KBRS, el HH
LS BN A B ) B AR A I R AR R . B2 S . DR b g gy JFE SR — P AT S e SN A ) 1 PN R 1)
OHEHLRICR TR, 20, 2014) fERVEFZI AR LI, T KAMERIRATH & A2 i o i 5 00 23 (8 A
o ER R AR A RS E — AN EE AR, fln BN SEMECEEE, B, 20135 Meier et
al., 2007), E 5B J3(Schubert, 2005), =T S51E4 (5 M, B8, 2013) KADASBOI(WE 24, 2015),
KNG GRS, 2019)s HUEAT L, TR K/ AS [RINE A A2 B A e S MG 1 B L AR T

ZR ERTIR , AW FEAR P AN LB B T R /D BT BR R AR BE SRR 5L 1.2 $4UCR  stroop
AR B S S TS BT KN ERBEREC R

2. SO0 1 BREESERE0K /MR My
2.1. MR A%E

2.1.1. #5ik

REALIGEN 33 BAERS RS A, RN 21.58 + 2.44. FTA RS AR BT, WA EMAIER H
NARTF. BATRS I RSEE, RiF e s mkl, #kh BIES M, W54 3R/
17
2.1.2. SELRHH
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OI R FELE 5 R EXHAVCADRI R PR A0 R AT VR € o TR PR RS 1D 568 B 0 38028 P e
1~5 3. BRI 1= “Bem R dEE 55/ AR 2 5= “HomtEunIEw s/ E 1R .

T AR FEAR T 3 MR 1E 3% 16 N, DR EE AT Hh e R PR R 5 i) 7 A, TR U B 7 AN, Geit
SEREIRN: TEIE IR R 4R L, BN SR 1550 (M = 3.63, SD = 0.23) %% 3 & T RN 5510 150 (M =
1.26, SD =0.10), t(29)=24.04, p <0.05. PRI TEARE LB 4L ER, HHP8hiEidM=4.19,SD =
0.60), N FHIHRI(M =4.57,SD=0.41), WEMRDAEE, t(29)=-1.377, p>0.05. LA R E
A DR, AN ALET L5, Zhssna. "EE K. safE b, BhmRssE.

2.1.3. LIt

IR 2 x 2 BN R IHAR A it H AR R R AR U, RO AN S A R R 5 . B
BRI, WKSFERRUNG A, RSB AR 26 5, NSFARNRE 15 5. HARRN
SR AR A TRV 1 S R IRE B IR %

2.1.4. SEIER

SCHG SUARAE Psychopy2021 B3, BRIEARFETHEN LR RBERT. HoE, Pt el —BIERE,
B A SRR G, BEE RGN “+7 MG R BLE R g, 2 ILE] 500
21, MR AR I EE, R IE “Q” B “P” BRI 1AV e K 1 RN
SRS, FEESEIRVCE R, B L IR, P BTHP IR — . %Ll it block HEATIZEEF
fir. EIERR G270, BT 5 IR 5 S5 A E gk ik B 4E B SRR 2 L s, A
TRIESZIGROR, RER RAE 2 4 8h.
2.1.5. BiES R

AR e e n, AR TR, PrA R HER S rE 80%, MR B i) S LI A TE A 2 EAT I
HEBR 3 ANFRifE 22 2 A B HAR AR 0 1. K EdE T O\ SPSS24.0, 1S EIFIRESG THZE R 1.

Table 1. Mean response time (ms) and correctness in the modesty concept word size condition

1. REBSIAIER /N F G TR R R (ms)FIERHER

BT + FRK WeEaE + RN BT + FRK HERESS + R/
J JBE s 871 +284 858 £216 932 + 333 908 + 264
BRI 0.87 +0.28 0.93 +0.08 0.97 +0.05 0.94 +0.07

XTEE AT EE W E T Z0 0, R SR ER, PP FEMBIARE F(, 32) = 041, p =
0.527 > 0.05; BRI E AR B3, F(1, 32)=5.67, p=0.023<0.05, 0> =0.15, #alxl i et oa
(RN S SN (864 mis) i 25 T B kg M 20 58 H3RIVE (919 ms) o TIE RN AT FAR KNS HAE AR 2, F(1,
32)=0.07, p=0.795>0.05.

BRI BN, TR/ ERNAEZE F(1, 32) =039, p=0.535>0.05; iai&%inm 5%
PR, F(1,32)=4.61, p=0.039<0.05, 01" =0.13, #ix ¥ MR SR AR IEFRM = 0.9) 5 F %
TR PR R 55 BRIV (M = 0.96) o TRIE RN A48 KNS BAE AN 2.3, F(1, 32) = 2.53, p=0.122 > 0.05.

3. SCIW 2 BREEMSL S8 L TSy
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3.0.1. #iR
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kA E N B RHE A, A FTF.
3.1.2. SLIGHAHR
[F] SEE 1o
3.1.3. SEifrit
SEIG N 2 x 2 PRIR R AR N Bt . BARE— LR AUy, R E MU s A R R 5. B
TRTFARALE, BT 25%F T 75%. BTN 15 5o TRIAR B 2 B A W el Y A S S s R IE R

B

3.1.4. LIRFERF

S SCAAE Psychopy2021 3L, ks AL UK BRAE AT B %G, FaniBgiRn, WM Os 2
Pl AR “+7 FERLAL 500 240, B o R SR F_EJT BRI R BE R 75 2 thE— AN e MR R i, R
Bl AT BE PR M AER I AT . W R Ve g% Q7 HE, F9MIHL “P” . SKHSKAN block it
BEATHBE T IESUSEIRAT A 5 ARSI SRs, R S0REHa rTE FARYE B BPIROUR R L8, Jufk
UESRIGRCR, R B [ AN 2 204

3.1.5. RO
BHEWE G, BT AR, B RR KT 20% 31T 2B, SR )5 5 B8 15 A 3R A0 g D7 Fsf
1E 3 NFRUEZE LIAMOBEE, THRETE SRS BEER 5%. KEdES O SPSS24.0, B RRR S 145 R % 2.

Table 2. Mean response times (ms) and correct rates in the above and below conditions for the position of the concept of
modesty words

2. REBSIAIEM E LT F M TH TR N (ms) R IEfZ

HEE + MBS B + B B + MBS HEES + B
S JBE s 858 + 184 905 + 187 917 + 196 932 + 201
IERfR 0.93 +0.08 0.94 +0.07 0.96 +0.05 0.95 +0.06

PR AT M T T 2500, IOV EE R BOR, AL E SR ERN L R F(L, 31) = 4.06, p =
0.053 > 0.05, > =0.12, FEAXHEELE 75 (1 NI (890 ms) i Z A T4 T 77 [ NI (920 ms); il 4%
it =R B3, F(1, 31) =435, p=0.045<0.05, n>=0.12, x5 6 v 25 5 i8] Y I B2 (880 ms)
SR T TR A 95 TRV (930 ms) o TEE U AL B S IR AR AR, F(1,31)=0.98, p=0.33>
0.05.

IEH R R o, (LB SR ERNALEE F(1,31)=0.05, p=0.83>0.05; @& 38805
NEE, F(1,31)=2.73, p=0.11>0.05; iR A7 B S KA AR A B3, F(1, 31) =2.98, p =0.094 >
0.05.

4. Btig

AHFE T 2 AN SI0 R I UE B BE R A A REM . 7ESRES 1 Hdad stroop Y6 A FT B 240 1R 1
K/NBamg, TES258 2 Hodid stroop Y8 2 703 Al (1 bR BEmT . B TCEEE R, SR S S R
FNZAFEL AR, BTREGHE—2riE A

FESES 1 BAm el Hs oA 45 5 SR 1RE RO IR 32 R0ORE S 2, Rt T R A A R R 1)V e S I
BERT M IFRANC, X R A FfF 74 —E(Meier & Robinson, 2004), BIFARNT IE R . AR AIRVE K
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SIS EEART 50 B ) T AR BRI R S SIS o LI A 190 JER R AT A A A VAT N A B A
FAE “ St 7, RIS IEVERAR AR AR LU, AMAT SO R I 228 T2 R, Bt
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Z(Davis et al., 2017; Exline & Hill, 2012; Kruse et al., 2017; Nadelhoffer & Wright, 2017; Van Tongeren et al.,
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IW(Davis et al., 2013), AN ELHE 5 {d 5 R 47 4L 2 8 R(Peters et al., 2011)y B Z Rt 3= X (LaBouff
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R ) 4 BB
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328-334.
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