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ABSTRACT 

This study is a descriptive, psycholinguistic analysis of three 

sixth-grade high, three eighth-grade average, and three tenth-grade low 

readers' processing of naturally occurring text metaphors. 

Subjects read a 3,667-word self-contained story. The oral read

ing miscues generated in reading the metaphors were analyzed according 

to the Goodman Taxonomy of Oral Reading Miscues. The taxonomy analyzes 

miscues on morphemic, syntactic, and semantic levels. Two additional 

categories were added to the taxonomy to determine the miscues' effect 

on the meaning and metaphoricality of the metaphors. 

Metaphors in the text were identified according to theoretically 

based criteria, and categorized on the basis of the Metaphor Feature 

Matrix. 

The primary purposes of the study. were to determine how strate

gies and cuing systems are utilized in reading metaphoric expressions, 

the relationship between the processing of metaphoric expressions and 

comprehending of the text, and variations in processing the different 

kinds of metaphors found in the text. A secondary purpose was to compare 

the sixth, eighth, and tenth grade readers' processing of the metaphors. 

Descriptive statistics such as frequencies, means, correlation coeffi

cients, and cross-tabulations were utilized in analyzing the data. 

Among the major findings of the study were the following: 

xvi 



xvii 

1. Metaphorical expressions were processed less successfully than 

the text as a whole. Metaphor processing involved less success

ful utilization of semantic and syntactic information, and of 

correction strategies. 

2. Success in processing the text as a whole was positively related 

to success in processing the metaphoric expressions. 

3. Retelling Scores were found to be 'positively related to no 

change in the meaning of the metaphors, and retention of meta

phoricality with structural changes. 

4. Metaphor processing is affected differently by the various kinds 

of metaphors found in the text. 

5. The eighth-grade average readers were more successful processors 

of metaphors than the younger, more proficient sixth graders and 

the older, less proficient tenth graders. 

Findings of the study indicate a "psychologically reaP differ

ence between metaphorical and nonmetaphorOi cal 1 anguage, as well as 

among various kinds of metaphors. Less successful processing of meta

phors indicates that violations inherent in metaphorical language affect 

the predictive aspect of the reading process. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND DISCUSSION OF PROBLEM 

Introduction 

At the present time, little is known about the strategies 

readers use in processing metaphoric expressions which naturally occur 

in written language contexts. In addition, there is a paucity of 

research aimed at developing a theoretical framework for identifying 

and characterizing metaphors which readers may encounter in natural 

texts. 

The lack of research in these areas is particularly noteworthy 

in that several researchers have found that metaphoric expressions are 

pervasive in instructional materials used in school (Arter, 1976; 

Groesbeck, 1961; Dixon, Ortony and Pearson, 1980). In relationship to 

this, many questions have been raised concerning the need for direct 

teaching of metaphor comprehension. 

The purpose of the present research is to examine the strategies 

readers of various ages and abilities use in processing naturally occur

ring text metaphors. Criteria for metaphor processing and a theoreti

cally based classification system will be developed in order to select 

and characterize the metaphorical expressions occurring within a whole 

text. Reader's processing of these expressions will be evaluated on the 

1 



basis of the oral reading miscues produced in reading the expressions. 

The authenticity of the metaphoric expressions and their relationships 

to the structure and content of the text provides the opportunity to 

examine processing which approaches more ~losely the natural reading 

setting. 

In addition to providing insights into readers' processing of 

text metaphors, it is hoped that this study will provide a framework to 

examine the role of metaphor in text which will in turn contribute to 

educational practices concerning the teaching of metaphor. 

Rationale 

Theoretical Rationale 

A basic and guiding assumption of this research is that reading 

is a psycholinguistic process which involves both language knowledge and 

the conceptual and experiential background of the reader. The reader 

uses these resources while interacting with written language for the 

purpose of achieving meaningful communication. 

2 

According to the Goodman Model of the Reading Process (Goodman, 

1978), there are several general sources of information or "cuing systems" 

which the reader may utilize during reading: (1) the graphophonic system-

the relationship between letters and spelling patterns of written lan

guage and the phonological system of oral language; (2) the syntactic 

system--this includes the linguistic rules of the language which deter

mine word order, agreement, affixation, and intonation; (3) the semantic 



system--the meaning of the language, including inter- and intra

sentential relationships, and related concepts and referents. 

Reading involves active ongoing processing of these information 

sources, in a cyclical manner (Goodman, 1978). The reader moves through 

optical, perceptual, syntactic and semantic cycles in that sequential 

order, but may be processing several cycle sequences simultaneously. 

That is, readers may process several sources of information at the same 

time. The reader's primary focus, however, is always on construction of 

meaning. 

3 

Perhaps the most important aspect of the Goodman Model for this 

research is the notion that readers utilize certain strategies during 

processing, which operate upon the infonnation sources or "cuing systems." 

These stretegies are: (1) recognition/initiation--the graphic display is 

recognized as written language and the reader begins selecting cues or 

bits of information consistent with prior expectations and purposes; 

(2) prediction--crucial to reading efficiency is the process whereby the 

reader predicts, anticipates or hypothesizes about subsequent parts of 

the text. Readers predict graphic patterns within words, sentential 

syntactic structures, elements of syntactic cohesiveness operating 

between sentences, the semantic relationships between words, phrases, 

clauses and sentences, and the broader aspects of text such as plot, 

setting, etc. Predictions are based on prior text portions and the lan

guage concepts and experiences of the reader; (3) confirmation--the 

predictions made by the readers are usually tentative in the sense that 
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they are tested against newly processed information for consistency and 

appropriateness. This IIcheckingli of predictions comprises the confir

mation strategy. If predictions are determined to be acceptable with 

subsequent text, reading continues without interruption; (4) correction-

if predictions are judged to be inappropriate, or inconsistent, the 

reader may reprocess or regress to correct. Correction takes place when 

the reader becomes aware that something does not make sense, or when the 

combination of prior syntactic structure and subsequent structure, does 

not conform to the reader's knowledge of the language; (5) termination-

reading can terminate for various reasons: reaching the end of the text, 

deciding not to continue reading, becoming bored with the text, ob

taining little meaning because of text complexity or lack of appropri

ate concepts or background. 

The reading process described here may be regarded as one which 

every reader is capable of using with little conscious attention. How

ever, the use of cuing systems and reading strategies will vary with 

each particular instance of communication. This variation results pri

marily from factors related to the particular relationship between the 

author, the text and the reader. The reader's own language (dialect, 

idiolect) and knowledge of literary language and form, concepts, expe

riential background and beliefs about the world may be minimally or 

substantially consistent with, and never identical to, those of the 

author. For this reason, reading can never be an exact process of 

identifying the author's words, syntactic structures, or meanings. 
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Unlike listeners, readers cannot verify their understandings through 

direct communication with the author. The proximity between the reader's 

meaning and the meaning intended by the author will depend upon the 

extent to which the reader and writer share common knowledge and beliefs. 

Likewise, the relationship between syntactic and semantic predictions 

of the reader and the syntactic and semantic structures encoded by the 

author, will depend on the linguistic preferences, concepts, and knowl

edge which the author and the reader share. 

It is in the context of this model of the reading process that 

we will examine readers' responses to metaphoric structures. 

It has frequently been noted in the literature that metaphor 

involves some kind of rule violation, or incompatibility on either a 

semantic, textual or pragmatic level (Levin, 1977; Van Dijk, 1972; 

Matthews, 1971; Reddy, 1969; Searle, 1979; Sadock, 1979; etc.). These 

violations may serve as cues of metaphor to the reader. If these cues 

are not recognized by the reader due to factors such as cultural or 

experiential differences or lack of proficiency, a loss of meaning or 

non-metaphoric interpretation may result. Non-metaphoric interpreta

tions of metaphors may be anomalous (Matthews, 1971), false (Loewenberg, 

1975), pragmatically or logically absurd (Horrocks, 1976) or irrelevant 

to the given discourse (Sadock, 1979). Metaphors also have the quality 

of being completely novel and creative ways of expressing ideas and 

perspectives by using already existing language. Cohen (1975) expresses 

this in the following statement: "Thus, I think of metaphor as the 



1anguage ' s intrinsic capacity to surpass its own putative limits. It 

is the abiding device for saying something completely new--but something 

curiously new, for it is made out of already existing meaning" (p. 671). 

The success of such novel use, however, depends on the reader's being 

able to make the same leap the writer has made. 

These two characteristics of metaphor--its semantic or pragmatic 

incompatibility, and its originality and creativity--pose interesting 

problems for the reading process. 

As mentioned earlier, prediction is an important strategy util

ized by proficient readers. Predictions about semantic relationships 

are particularly crucial in that the primary focus of the reader is 

constructing a meaningful interpretation of the text. Predictions which 

readers formulate are dependent on their own language, concepts, beliefs 

and experiences. Therefore, it may be the case that a particular 

author's use of metaphor may not match the predictions or expectations 

of the reader because: (1) it violates the semantic or pragmatic rules 

of the language or seems inconsistent with the meaning constructed by 

the reader; or (2) it may involve a conceptualization, analogy, or per

spective outside the conceptual or experiential background of the 

reader. The interactive, .communicative nature of reading makes it 

possible for an author's intended metaphor to be a reader's non

metaphor, nonsense or anomaly. Furthermore, a structure may be pro

cessed as a metaphor by the reader when not intended as such by the 

author. On the basis of his research concerning this issue, Pollio 
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(1977) notes: " ... it seems reasonable to suggest that what may make 

sense to some people, i.e. may be metaphoric, may make no sense whatever 

to other people, i.e. may be anomalous" (p. 6). 

Lastly, readers may build meanings for particular metaphors 

during the course of reading the full text which are consistent with 

their own understanding, but mayor may not coincide with meanings 

intended by the author. 
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The strategy of correction, which readers use in response to an 

inconsistency in syntactic structure or meaning, has special significance 

to the study of metaphor. Ortony (1979a) suggests that in processing 

metaphors, readers "eliminate the tension" that arises from semantic or 

pragmatic incompatibility. Although correction has previously been 

regarded as a strategy for eliminating reader-induced "tension," it is 

possible that the same type of strategy may be employed to eliminate 

writer-induced "tension." Goodman (1978) offers evidence that readers 

"correct" highly unpredictable or unusual syntactic structures. If this 

is the case on a semantic or pragmatic level, readers might "correct" 

incompatibilities by substituting, omitting or inserting words and 

phrases to create a consistency with their own expectations. 

Several writers (Ortony, 1979a; Sadock, 1979) have discussed the 

relationship between Grice's Cooperative Principle (Grice, 1975) and 

comprehension of metaphor. Grice's theory is especially applicable to 

the reading situation and the relationship between the author and the 

reader. Grice suggests that certain "maxims" or unconscious rules of 



conversation are adhered to by both parties in the communicative set

ting. The "maxims" which are most applicable to metaphor are "be 

relevant," "try to make your contribution one that's true," "don't say 

what you believe to be false," "avoid obscurity of expression," and 

"avoid ambiguity." A failure to fulfill any of these maxims may be 

intrinsic in the author's use of metaphor. It may be the case that 

writers will violate these maxims only under certain conditions to 

achieve particular literary effects. Readers may need experiences with 

language and literature which will enable them to recognize the circum

stances in which violation of these maxims and use of metaphor are 

possible or probable. 

Furthermore, the reader must view reading as a meaningful com

munication process in order to recognize that the Cooperative Principles 

operating in oral discourse operate in written discourse as well. 

In conclusion, it seems clear that metaphor poses some interes

ting problems for processing written language. Psycholinguistically

based miscue research seems to offer a way to explore the influence 

that metaphors may have on the strategies employed by readers, and the 

way metaphors are processed on various linguistic levels. 

Problems of Past Research 

Within recent years, figurative language comprehension has been 

the focus of much experimental research. Although this research has 

provided important information regarding metaphor processing, several 

inadequacies in the research methodology suggest that further study is 

needed. 
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One problem that frequently arises when researchers attempt to 

assess comprehension of metaphor is that they equate subjects' explana

tions of particular figurative phrases (including metaphor) with compre

hension itself. Ortony, Reynolds and Arter (1977) caution, "To investi

gate cognitive/linguistic skills by making demands on metacognitive/ 

linguistic skills is not a very promising approach" (p. 18). 
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By evaluating comprehension through reader's explanations, 

factors related to oral-expressive ability and awareness of one's own 

processing become confounding variables. These abilities may also 

appear later developmentally (Inhelder and Piaget, 1958) than the abil

ity to comprehend. Several studies make use of meta1inguistic/cognitive 

judgments as a means of evaluating processing. For instance, Asch and 

Nerlove (1960) employ this strategy; Pollio (1977) asks his subject to 

categorize anomalous sentences on the basis of several choices he pro

vides. Smith (1976) and Winner, Rosenstei1 and Gardner (1976) analyze. 

processing using explanations of their subjects' understandings, as well. 

On this basis they attempt to construct a theory of the development of 

metaphoric understanding. The evaluation of comprehension is by no 

means an easy task; but if a theory of the comprehension of figurative 

language is to be built, more appropriate paradigms must be explored. 

Another serious consideration in the study of metaphor under

standing not adequately addressed by the research involves the concept 

that all linguistic communication takes place within meaningful contexts 

(Halliday, 1973). It is highly unlikely that in non-experimental 
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situations people ever have to comprehend a metaphor in isolation from 

social, linguistic or environmental contexts. Yet the majority of 

research studies investigating metaphor processing presents isolated 

language in testing situations. This sort of research may contribute 

little to an understanding of how processing takes place in more natural 

settings, in which contextual support, written or oral, is always pres

ent. It seems particularly crucial that a context be available in the 

processing of novel metaphors so that information about the referents 

are provided. Pollio and Pollio's (1974) findings that novel figures 

of speech in general were more difficult to understand than frozen or 

dead metaphor is based on responses to isolated sentences. Other re

searchers such as Brewer, Harris and Brewer (1976), Ash and Nerlove 

(1960) and Smith (1976), all present their materials in isolated lan

guage form. This limits the extent to which their conclusions can be 

generalized to realistic communication settings. Winner, Rosensteil 

and Gardner (1976) find that young children will provide their own 

context to the processing task, and that the context they provide is a 

magical one. This is quite predictable when one considers that young 

~hildren often engage in fantasy. They are, then, providing a context 

that is compatible with their own experiences and background. In the 

area of written language comprehension, K. Goodman (1978) and F. Smith 

(1973) have stressed the importance of context for prediction, a neces

sary strategy in language processing. Ortony (1979) states: 

" . if enough context is provided to enable the construction of a 



rich semantic representation of the context, then a certain amount of 

predictive power is provided; an interpretive framework for the target 

is established" (pp. 20, 21). 
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Thus, it seems that in order to truly understand the psycholin

guistic processes involved in metaphoric understanding in natural set

tings, research materials must provide rich natural language contexts 

which the subjects can utilize during processing. 

Most research on this topic assumes that there are "correct" 

interpretations of the figurative expressions presented to the subjects. 

As might be expected, the "correct" interpretations are usually those 

which the particular researcher has assigned. Winner et al . 

(1976) only accepted specific interpretations of their target 

items as genuine metaphor, and Smith (1976) very narrowly defined the 

interpretations to be classified as reflecting "mature" thought. No 

doubt, there are interpretations which may seem quite inappropriate 

or inadequate, but they can only be evaluated in terms of the world 

knowledge, experiences and background of the language hearer/reader 

interacting with the text. 

In reviewing the psycholinguistic literature on this topic, it 

becomes apparent that researchers do not always specify which types of 

metaphors they are studying. Thus, what one researcher may character

ize as metaphor comprehension, another may describe as idiom compre

hension. Further clarification of which linguistic expressions are being 

studied is essential to an understanding of what is involved in their 

processing. 
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Finally, most of the research on the processing of metaphor has 

focused on comprehension, or semantic interpretations. There is a 

paucity of research regarding syntactic processing of metaphoric expres

sions which may influence reading strategies and comprehension. This 

information is necessary in order to construct a cohesive theory of 

metaphor processing. 

Statement of the Problem 

Utilizing a theoretical framework for the identification and 

characterization of metaphors, and a psycholinguistically based evalua

tion of reading, this study will examine the strategies readers use in 

processing metaphorical expressions encountered in a whole text. It is 

hoped that this study will have broader implications for the reading 

process in general, and the analysis of metaphoric language. 

Research Questions 

The primary questions to be investigated are as follows: 

1. In reading metaphoric expressions, how are semantic, syntactic, 

and graphophonemic cuing systems utilized? How do reading 

strategies interact with the cuing systems? 

2. What is the relationship between the processing of metaphoric 

expressions and the comprehending of the text? 

3. How does the processing of various types of metaphoric expres

sions differ? 

The secondary question to be investigated is as follows: 



1. How do the sixth, eighth, and tenth graders differ in their 

processing of metaphoric expressions? 

Significance of the Study 

1. Theoretical Significance 
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Due to the semantic and pragmatic idiosyncracies of metaphor, 

and the nature of the reading process discussed previously, the influ

ence metaphors may have on the reading process and the strategies 

employed by readers while processing such expressions becomes very 

significant. A description of metaphor processing from this theoreti

cal standpoint may contribute to further development of a theory of the 

reading process and the model of reading upon which it is based. This, 

in turn, will contribute to a general theory of language processing. 

Therefore, the primary significance of this study will be its 

contribution to a psycholinguistic theory of reading and to a general 

theory of language processing. 

2. Methodological Significance 

In order to achieve an understanding of metaphor processing, an 

adequate theoretical description of metaphoric properties is essential. 

A review of the research on this topic clearly indicates that this has 

not as yet been achieved. The development of such a theoretical de

scription must be a part of this study. 

This study will result in a greater understanding of the distinc

tive properties of naturally occurring metaphor and will contribute to 

continued research on this topic. 
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The Goodman Taxonomy of Oral Reading Miscues (1976), hereafter 

referred to as the Goodman Taxonomy, (see Chapter 3 and Appendix A) has 

been a highly valuable research tool to analyze the information used 

by readers as they generate miscues. In using this instrument, re

searchers first assign a linguistic description to all items in the 

text and to the miscues generated by the reader. Analysis of the 

relationship between the structures resulting from the miscues and 

the text itself is thus possible. Expansion of the Goodman Taxonomy 

to specifically address the realtionship between miscues and the par

ticular linguistic characteristics of metaphor is necessary. This 

study will result in expansion and refinement of the Goodman Taxonomy 

of Oral Reading Miscues. 

3. Educational Significance 

In addition to its contribution to a psycholinguistic theory of 

language processing and in particular, reading, the study of metaphor 

processing has implications for teaching methods and materials utilized 

in reading instruction. For instance, if some metaphors (such as 

frozen metaphors) function in comprehending .as semantically whole units 

(with indirect, if any, semantic relation to literal internal consti

tuents), then reading instruction that focuses on words and word parts 

rather than larger units of language, may inhibit the strategies needed 

for comprehension of metaphor. 

This study will contribute information related to issues con

cerning the teaching of metaphor comprehension. 
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The pervasiveness of figurative language in linguistic communi

cation has prompted a concern among educators as to the ability of 

children to process these language forms. It has been suggested that 

figurative language requires a higher level of processing ability, 

reasoning and abstract thought. For instance, Smith (1976) suggests 

that Piaget's level of Formal Operations or "mature thought" may be 

necessary in order to successfully interpret figurative language. He 

states that "Whenever young chil dren I s understanding of 1 anguage extends 

beyond a grasp' of the literal to an appreciation of the figurative, is 

a question of great educational relevance since metaphorical language 

is an integral part of much of our creative literature" (1976, p. 236). 

This concern for children's ability to process figurative lan

guage (including metaphor) successfully has motivated other educators 

to determine the pervasiveness of these forms in children's reading 

material. Arter (1976) has observed that metaphor and other figura

tive expressions appear as early as the primer level in the Ginn 360 

Reading Series. Groesbeck (1961) found that in two reading and one 

social studies series a total of 582 figurative expressions were pres

ent in the third-grade material, 837 in the fourth, and 1,337 in the 

fifth. Robertson, 1973 and Dixon et al., 1980 also note the frequent 

occurrence of figures of speech in children's reading material. Both 

suggest more direct teaching of figurative language comprehension. 

Others (Foerster, 1974; Lorenz, 1977) also advocate direct teaching of 

figurative language comprehension. 



Although this study will not directly determine the necessity 

for teaching figurative language, the results may have some bearing 

on this issue. This study will contribute to assessing the need for 

teaching metaphor comprehension. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. As with all exploratory, descriptive research, the findings of 

this study cannot be statistically generalized to a larger 

population. 
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2. This study will utilize one reading passage and, therefore, the 

findings cannot be statistically generalized to other reading 

materials. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Metaphor has attracted the attention of scientists and theorists 

from a wide range of disciplines since the time of Aristotle. The 

literature on this topic is indeed vast. Within the last few years 

alone there has been a sharp increase in the study of metaphor by lin

guists, philosophers, psychologists and educators as new theories within 

their fields offer the potential for answering as yet unanswered ques

tions concerning this intriguing phenomenon. 

To review all the literature which exists on this topic would be 

an awesome, overly lengthy task. This modest review of the literature, 

then, will select only those areas of study which represent long-standing 

traditions in the area of metaphor, or which have direct or indirect 

bearing upon the present study. 

The chapter is organized as follows: the first section is a 

brief overview of traditional views of metaphor (such as the Comparison 

view), augmented by more modern variations or criticisms of these theo

ries. This will be followed by a rather comprehensive discussion of 

metaphor as a linguistic phenomenon. Various linguistic approaches to 

the study of metaphor will be explored. This section receives greater 

attention because of its relevance to the development of a linguistic 
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analyses of metaphors in current study. The final section of the chapter 

will selectively review theoretical discussions as well as empirical 

research regarding psychological and psycholinguistic processes involved 

in the comprehension of metaphor. An attempt is made to represent the 

breadth and depth of the work in this area due to its direct relevance 

to the present psycholinguistic analysis. 

Traditional Theories of Metaphor 

Substitution Theory 

A long-standing debate in the area of metaphor concerns its 

relative importance in the language. The substitution theory claims that 

metaphor is simply a non-literal way of expressing the exact meaning 

which a literal phrase can express more directly. In this view, metaphor 

is not an essential characteristic of language, but merely a decorative 

way of expressing meaning. The substitution view allows metaphor only 

a minor and somewhat unimportant role in language use. Black (1964) pro

vides us with two reasons why metaphor might be used by an author: 

(1) it is a stylistic device for embellishing or decorating the writing, 

providing the reader with the pleasure of discovering meaning; and (2) 

it is a useful device for .coining new terms in the language. 

The substitution view has in some cases led theorists to believe 

that metaphor is a device which may be deliberately used to obscure, or 

distort ideas. It is seen as a sinister linguistic manipulation of 

readers or listeners to accept a particular world perspective. For 
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example, Miller (l976) argues against the use of metaphors in educational 

writing because "they are typically used to gloss over matters which 

cannot be well explained or clearly specified" and "are often used in a 

misleading way to play upon emotions or to carry an argument by means of 

distortion and overemphasis" (p. 174). 

Several modern theorists have taken exception to the substitution 

view of metaphor on the grounds that: (1) metaphorical expressions do not 

have commonly accepted literal interpretations; and (2) metaphor is an 

integral part of our linguistic repertoire. Stewart (1971) represents 

the first line of argumentation. He claims that metaphorical expressions 

may have many possible meanings. "Choosing the 'real' meaning of a 

metaphor is quite unlike choosing the correct answer from among a 

number of possible answers. There is no correct answer" (p. 116). Fur

thermore, Stewart argues that the inconsistency which lies among the 

items in a metaphor or between the expression and the text is incorpor

ated into the meaning of the metaphorical expression. This distinguishes 

metaphorical meaning from literal meaning and prevents a metaphorical 

expression from being assigned a literal interpretation in the same way 

as a nonmetaphorica1 expression can. To sum up his view, Stewart states: 

A metaphor, then, is an inconsistent expression which is 
meaningful in itself. We can successfully paraphrase some 
metaphors by giving them literal meanings, but we cannot para
phrase a metaphor as we would a literal expression. Metaphori
cal paraphrase is assymetrical while literal paraphrase is 
symmetrical. And the reason that we cannot give a symmetrical 
paraphrase of a metaphor into literal language is that the 
inconsistency of the original expression must be maintained if 
the paraphrase is to be symmetrical (p. 123). 
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Ortony et al. (1977) follow the second line-of argumentation 

against the substitution view of metaphor. They contend that II ... meta

phor is a pervasive, powerful and necessary phenomenon which needs to be 

accounted for in both 1 inguistic theory and psycho'logical theoryll (p. 

15). They claim that instances of IIdead ll metaphors such as II cars run

ningll serve as evidence that there are IIgapsll in the language which 

metaphorical expressions fill so well that they enter into the lingua 

franca of the language community. Such metaphors, in their view, 

express that which is inexpressible through literal language. Further

more, they view metaphor as a powerful means for relating new knowledge 

to old knowledge, and therefore of great education value. (This point 

is expanded in Ortony's theory of metaphor, discussed later in this 

section.) 

Further evidence for the pervasiveness of metaphor can be found 

in various studies (Adkins, 1970; Arter, 1976; Groesbeck, 196; Dixon et 

al., 1980) in which metaphorical expressions have been discovered in great 

frequency and variety in various educational materials. These findings 

suggest that even young school children are confronted' with metaphorical 

language on a regular basis. The criticisms of the substitution theory, 

as well as empirical research, challenges the view of Aristotle and 

others that metaphor is the mark of a genius, a rare, ornamental lin

guistic phenomenon uncommon to the average person. Rejection of the 

substitution view opens the way for studying metaphor as a serious and 

potentially theoretically important phenomenon of human language. 
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Comparison Theory 

The comparison theory is perhaps the oldest and most durable 

theory of metaphor. Initiated by Aristotle in Poetics, this theory holds 

that metaphor "is essentially a comparison between or juxtaposition of 

objects which are literally disparate" (Ortony et al., 1977, p. 6). 

Aristotle believed that metaphor involves a comparison, or analogy among 

the elements in the expression. That is, metaphor was viewed as a com

parison of similarities existing between two different objects. In this 

view the "topic" idea of the expression is embellished by its comparison 

to the flobjectfl idea. 

The comparison theory of metaphor leads to the idea that metaphor 

is in essence an implicit simile (Alston, 1964). In this view, metaphor 

is a similarity statement like a simile, except that the overt and 

explicit usage of words such as "like" or "as" are omitted. The process 

of arriving at an interpretation is in either case achieved by comparing 

the two component items of the expression. 

Modern theorists often view comparison or similarity not as an 

identifying feature of metaphor, but rather as one of many strategies 

that can be utilized by the reader/listener for interpreting metaphor. 

Ortony et al. (1977) suggest that "a more cautious account of the rela

tionship between metaphors and comparisons would be to invoke comparison 

as a component in the process of comprehending metaphors rather than 

necessarily the end result of that process" (p. 16). Searle (1979) also 

argues against the view that metaphors and similes are basically 
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synonymous. He also rejects the notion that metaphor is in essence a 

comparison of similarities between elements in the expression. He capsu-

lizes his view in the following passage: 

First there are many metaphors in which there is no under
lying literal similarity adequate to explain the metaphorical 
utterance meaning. Second, even when there is a correlated 
literal statement of similarity, the truth conditions, and 
hence the meaning of the metaphorical statement and the simi
larity statement, are not, in general, the same. Third, what 
we should salvage from the simile theory is ~ set of strate
gies for producing and understanding metaphorical utterances, 
using similarity. And fourth, even so construed, that is, 
construed as a theory of interpretation rather than of 
meaning, the simile theory does not tell us how to compute 
the respects of similarity or which similarities are metaphor
ically intended by the speaker (pp. 112-113). 

Another criticism which Searle has for the comparison theory 

concerns a related view that the topic item in the expression somehow 

changes in meaning as a result of its comparison to the other item in 

the expression. Searle, who believes that metaphor results from a dif

ference between sentence meaning and utterance meaning, argues that the 

meaning of the items in the expression never undergo change. The only 

change which Searle acknowledges is the diachronic change which takes 

place when a novel expression becomes IIfrozen ll or IIdead" and enters into 

the language. 

Interaction Theory 

The interaction theory is one of the most popular theories of 

metaphor (Slack, 1962; Haynes, 1975; Richards, 1936; Wheelwright, 1962) 

and in a sense, a reaction against the comparison view. It has provided 

students of metaphor with terminology as well as theoretical notions 



that have been of great utility in achieving a better understanding of 

the phenonenon. 
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The interacti on theory asserts that "Good metaphors actually 

relate the thoughts present concerning two subjects, resulting in a 

meaning that is new and which transcends bo~h" (Ortony et al., 1977, p. 

lO). In this view a whole new meaning which derives from the interaction 

of both the literal and figurative items in the expression is achieved. 

Unlike the comparison view, in which only the topic item is affected by 

its comparison to the other item in the expression, the interaction 

theory asserts that similarity is created, new insights discovered, and 

a new irreducible synthesis achieved for the whole expression. 

Richards (1936) is perhaps the most well known proponent of the 

interaction theory, and is responsible for the terminology most widely 

used in metaphorical research. Richards views a metaphor as being com

posed of a topic or tenor (the subject item in the metaphor which is used 

literally), the vehicle (the term being used metaphorically), and the 

ground (the relationship which the two terms have in common). For 

example, in the metaphor limy love is a flower," "love" is the topic or 

tenor, "flower" is the vehicle, and whatever similarity which exists 

between them (beauty, delicateness, etc.) is the ground. Richards is 

also responsible for the introduction of the notion of tension, a 

notion which has gained attention in the psychological literature (Ortony, 

1979). The tension derives from the literal incompatibility which 

exists between the topic and the vehicle. In the above example, the 



tension arises from the comparison of the topic limy lovell (animate, 

human) with the vehicle IIflowerli (animate, plant). The reader/hearer 

must relieve the tension by discovering the ground of the metaphor. 
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Bl ack (1962), also an interactioni st, introduced somewhat di fferent 

terminology as well as a slightly different view of interaction. In 

Black's analysis the two terms are called the principal subject and the 

subsidiary subject (revised as the primary and secondary subjects in 

Black, 1979). These terms are comparable to Richard's topic and vehicle. 

Black also asserts that the duality of reference is marked by the con

trast between the focus which derives the metaphorical force, and the 

frame or the literal context within which the focus is embedded. That 

is, the dissonance or tension resulting from the literal meaning of the 

expression results from the incompatibility between the focus and the 

literal frame. (The literal frame may refer to several words within the 

expression rather than to one item as in Richard's theory.) 

In Black's more recent revision of his theory (Black, 1979), he 

states that he prefers to view his past theory functionally rather than 

conceptually. That is, he views his theory as an attempt to answer the 

question IIHow do strong metaphorical statements work?1I He summarizes 

his theory in the following five points: 

1. Metaphor has two subjects; primary and secondary. 

2. The secondary subject is a system and not just one IIthing.1I 

3. The metaphorical utterance works by applying a set of lIasso
ciated implications ll of the secondary subject to the primary 
subject. 



4. The metaphorical statement selects, emphasizes, suppresses, 
and organizes features of the primary subject by applying 
aspects of the secondary subject's system. 

5. The two subjects interact through shifts in meaning from 
one subject to the other, or through parallel or recip
rocal shifts. (Black, 1979, pp. 28-29). 
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Perhaps the greatest contribution to the interaction theory lies 

in point number 4, above. Here a more explicit explanation of what 

an interaction entails, is found. This notion, that selection, emphasis, 

and suppression of properties within a system of meanings occurs within 

a metaphorical expression can be found as well in the linguistic feature 

analysis theories of metaphor discussed in the section of this chapter 

entitled Metaphor and Semantic Deviance. Black, however, is not a pro-

ponent of these linguistic analyses. Black's system of meanings refers 

to more than just the semantic features of the subject, but rather their 

entire set of associated implications. 

Arguments Against the Comparison 
and Interaction Theories 

Although the interaction and comparison theories differ in sig

nificant ways, they share certain common assumptions which if seriously 

challenged, weakens the foundation of both. One such common assumption 

is that metaphorical statements contain two terms (one literal, one 

metaphorical) which are compared to one another for similarities 

(comparison theory) or interact with one another to create new 

meanings (interaction theory). However, it has been pointed out 

by several theorists (Perrine, 1971; Searle, 1979) that metaphorical 
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expressions may not contain two such items for comparison or interaction. 

The metaphor may instead derive its tension through an incompatibility 

with the discourse context, rather than through two dissimilar items 

within the expression itself. Searle (1979), in arguing against both 

the comparison and interaction views, claims that metaphorical expres

sions need not be surrounded by literal expressions in order to succeed. 

He contends that a vehicle and tenor in Richards l terms need not be 

present in the metaphorical expression. He denies that an interaction 

or comparison between such terms is a necessary requirement of metaphor. 

In researching the various kinds of metaphors which may be found 

in the literature, Perrine (1971) discovered four forms with regard to 

the presence or absence of tenor and vehicle. Although Perrine holds a 

comparison view himself, his findings may be used as clear evidence 

against a traditional interaction or comparison view. The forms of 

metaphor which Perrine describes are as follows: 

Form 1- II ••• both the literal and figurative terms are named. 
The most familiar type is a simple statement of identity fol
lowing the formula IA is Bill (p. 126). 

Form 2- II ••• only the literal term is named, the figurative 
term must be inferred ll (p. 127). 

Form 3- II ••• only the figurative term is named, the literal 
term must be inferred. They can easily be mistaken for 
literal statements II (p. 129). 

Form 4- II ••• neither the literal nor the figurative term is 
named; both must be i nferred ll (p. 129). 

Perrine points out that each of these forms of metaphor manifest 

themselves in a variety of grammatical structures. The examples used 
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were taken from well-known writers such as Shakespeare, Dickinson, and 

Browning, rather than artifically produced by Perrine. Given that these 

are authentic examples of metaphor, they represent evidence against the 

notion underlyin~ the comparison and interaction theories that a tenor 

and vehicle are identifying characteristics of metaphor. Perrine in

sists that the tenor and vehicle are still present in the sense that the 

reader must infer them if they are not explicitly stated in the text. 

However, even if the reader does infer missing information, Perrine does 

not offer convincing evidende that what must be inferred are actual terms 

rather than whole concepts or ideas. Furthermore, it would be hard to 

prove that some sort of comparison between what is inferred takes place. 

Perrine's own findings can be used to weaken the very theory to which he 

subscribes. 

The Compactness, Inexpressibility 
and Vividness Theses 

In his article "l~hy Metaphors are Necessary and Not Just Nice" 

(Ortony, 1975), Ortony puts forth the view that metaphor is a necessary 

linguistic device of educational value. The purpose of the paper is to 

account for aspects of metaphor for which he believes the comparison 

theory does not account. 'Specifically Ortony attempts to explain the 

notion of tension and its importance in metaphorical interpretation, and 

to reexamine comparison as a consequence rather than an explanation of 

metaphor. To accomplish these tasks, Ortony develops three theses which 

though distinguishable, together form a cohesive view of metaphor. These 



are the compactness, inexpressibility and vividness theses. Each will 

be explained below. 
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The compactness thesis hinges upon a view of language comprehen

sion which ;s reconstructionist. According to Ortony, this view of 

language comprehension holds that as part of the process of comprehend-

ing, readers "reconstruct" an event or description in the text by util-

izing relevant knowledge and experience. The information brought to 

bear on the problem of comprehending can be perceptual, conceptual and 

experiential, and therefore will differ according to each individual 

reader. The mental image or reconstructed representation is then util

ized by the reader to "fill in" what is not explicitly stated in the 

linguistic message. Ortony calls this process particularization. 

Particularization allows readers to comprehend messages which do not 

include all the details. Ortony claims that metaphor "constrains and 

directs particularization ... to allow large chunks to be converted or 

transferred" (p. 47). Furthermore, metaphors or similes (which, follow-

ing in the comparison tradition, Ortony views as involving essentially 

the same process), help to define a subset of all the salient or dis

tinctive information which can appropriately be transferred to the 

literal term. This role of metaphor is described by Ortony as follows: 

In order to determine the subset of the distinctive set to be 
transf~rred we have to invoke what we know of the topic and 
eliminate those characteristics which give rise to the ten
sion, namely, those which, however limited our knowledge of 
the topic might be, contradict or are conceptually incompatible 
with what we do know of it. The second set is thus determined 
by tension el imination" (p. 48). 
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Ortony, then, sees one virtue of metaphor as having the ability 

to concisely and effectively constrain the particularization, so that 

only the most salient and appropriate features capable of eliminating 

tension are transferred to the literal topic. 

The inexpressibility thesis argues that part of what may be 

transferred from vehicle to topic are characteristics or features which 

cannot be expressed literally in the language. Ortony contends that 

"there are cases in which it would seem that there is no possible way 

of literally saying what has to be said" (p. 49). Metaphor, then, is a 

means for expressing the inexpressible. (This in itself argues against 

the substitution theory.) Ortony argues for the inexpressibility thesis 

by claiming that individual word meanings, despite their flexibility, 

are incapable of conveying all the detail which one might wish to convey. 

He further claims that this view is more logical than its opposite; that 

there is nothing which cannot be expressed through literal language. 

In combining the compactness thesis with the inexpressibility 

thesis, Ortony achieves a view of metaphor in which "transferred chunks 

of characteristics from vehicle to topic may include all kinds of aspects 

which are not capable of being represented by the discrete elements 

within the confines of a particular language" (pp. 49-50). 

The vividness thesis argues that the use of metaphor allows for 

reconstruction which lies more closely to perceived experience, because 

the information utilized by the reader remains in large chunks rather 

than as discretized features. Therefore, metaphor is more "vivid" than 



nonmetaphor, and due'to its proximity to perceived sensory experience 

has a stronger emotive force as well. 
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Ortony's three theses, taken together, can be viewed as a modern 

extension and refinement of the comparison view of metaphor. It ex

plains the role of tension in metaphorical interpretation, and explains 

in greater depth what it is that is transferred from vehicle to topic. 

Furthermore, this view of metaphor constitutes a serious challenge to 

the substitution theory, claiming that metaphor achieves that which 

cannot be achieved by nonmetaphorical language: 

Metaphors are necessary as a communicative device because they 
allow the transfer of coherent chunks of characteristics-
perceptual, cognitive, emotional and experiential--from a vehicle 
which is known to a topic which is less so. In doing so they 
circumvent the problem of specifying one by one each of the 
often unnameable and innumerable characteristics; they avoid 
discretizing the perceived continuity of experience and are thus 
closer to experience and consequently more vivid and memorable 
(p. 53). 

Although in later writings Ortony (1979) seems to go beyond the 

comparison view of metaphor towards a more pragmatic view, his three 

theses must be credited as a contribution to our understanding of the 

benefits and virtues of metaphorical language. 

Metaphor and Linguistic Knowledge 

Metaphor as Semantic Deviance 

The literature reviewed in this section is based on a generative 

linguistics framework and, therefore, attempts to formally describe 

human beings' abstract knowledge of the language (linguistic competence) 

rather than actual communication or language use (linguistic performance). 
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Most of the research is aimed at determining semantic interpre

tations of semantically deviant sentences (including metaphor) which are 

produced and understood by speakers of the language. These semantic 

interpretations are abstract representations of the meaning of sentences 

and are not meant to reflect particular interpretations which a given 

language user might assign in actual communication. 

Most of the research assumes a semantic feature theory. This 

refers to the hypothesis that words (lexical items) are represented in 

our linguistic knowledge as a list of features which denote their mean

ings. There is debate over whether features are ordered or unordered, 

and which should be considered semantic as opposed to syntactic features. 

The research in this section may provide some insights into the 

role linguistic knowledge plays in our use and understanding of metaphor. 

The study of metaphor raises many intriguing questions that 

challenge some of the basic tenets of contemporary linguistic theories. 

For this reason, it has been a source of much debate, as linguists try 

to determine how their theory of language can contribute to an under

standing of this linguistic phenomenon. For generative linguistics, 

metaphor touches on such central issues as the goal of a semantic 

theory, the distinction between linguistic competence and performance, 

the relationship between syntax and semantics, and the boundary between 

linguistic and pragmatic knowledge. 

Although there are many disagreements among linguists concerning 

the correct analysis of metaphor, there is one basis for agreement: 
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metaphor involves ~ome rule violation at some level of the language. 

Debate centers upon whether the violation involves purely semantic or 

pragmatic rules, and consequently, the manner in which a person's knowl

edge of language and language use contributes to an understanding of 

metaphoric expressions. 

Early in the development of generative grammar, the notion of 

we11-formedness became one of the central issues for discussion. This 

stemmed from the expressed goal of generative grammar as conceived by 

Noam Chomsky (Chomsky, 1957) to be the formal description of all and 

only the grammatical sentences of the language. 

Language users, by virtue of their linguistic competence, or 

tacit knowledge of the rules of the grammar, are able to recognize, 

produce, and interpret even novel grammatical sentences of the language. 

However, language users are also able to produce and interpret sentences, 

such as metaphors, which are intuitively judged to deviate from gramma

tical regularity. An attempt to explain this ability of language users 

to deal with semi-grammatical sentences became the topic of several 

important early writings. 

Noam Chomsky addresses this issue in his paper "Degrees of 

Grammaticalness" (1964). The problem for Chomsky, as well as for other 

linguists discussed in this section, is determining the role competence 

grammar plays in the understanding of semi-grammatical sentences (some 

of which are regarded as metaphor). 

Chomsky notes that the distinction between grammatical and semi

grammatical utterances must be preserved precisely because language users 



exploit deviations to achieve desired effects in certain linguistic 

contexts. In the case of semi-grammatical utterances, interpretations 

are lIimposed ll by virtue of their relations to grammatical utterances. 
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It is also noted that we are able to judge the degree to which utterances 

deviat.e from grammaticalness. Thus, we can judge that (a) is worse than 

(b) and both (a) and (b) are worse than (c): 

(a) a the ago, perform compel, furiously sleep ideas green 
colorless, abundant loves company, John sincerity frightens. 

(b) a grief ago, perform leisure, colorless green ideas, sleep 
furiously, misery loves company, John frightens sincerity, 
etc. 

(c) a year ago, perform the task, revolutionary ideas appear 
frequently, John loves company, sincerity frightens John, 
etc. (Chomsky, 1964, p. 386). 

It is this ability to judge IIdegrees of grannnaticalness il that 

Chomsky is concerned with. In particular, Chomsky notes that a grammat

ical description of an utterance in terms of a hierarchy of categories 

provides the information necessary to make these judgments. In this 

hierarchy, categories at any given level represent a refinement of cate

gories at the immediately preceding level. Thus, in a three-level hier

archy, level one would consist of the class of all words; level two, the 

class of nouns or verbs; and level three, the class of animate nouns, 

transitive verbs, etc. A semi-sentence will vary from a well-formed 

sentence because of a violation on one of these levels. The lower the 

level violated, the greater the semi-sentence departs from grammatica1-

ity. For example, IISincerity frightens Johnll contains no violations at 

any level (and is completely grammatical), IIJohn frightens sincerityll 



contains a violation at level three (and so is semi-grammatical), and 

IIJohn sincerity frightensll contains a violation at level two (and is 

completely ungrammatical). 
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In Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (Chomsky, 1965), this theory 

of IIdegrees of grammaticalness ll is further explored. Chomsky redefines 

the category hierarchy in terms of violations of strict sub-categoriza

tion (transitive, intransitive, etc.) or violations of selection restric

tions (animate subject, inanimate object, etc.). He states that devia

tions of selection restrictions IIcan be interpreted metaphoricallyll 

(p. 149) while deviations of strict sub-categorization are much 

less acceptable and are more difficult to interpret. Chomsky maintains 

that only the grammatical sentences are directly generated by the 

grammar, while deviant but interpretable sentences (like metaphor) are 

interpreted by analogy to well-formed sentences. 

The question concerning the syntactic versus semantic nature of 

strict subcategorization and selection restrictions is raised as well, 

though not settled in this work. This leaves unanswered the issue as to 

whether metaphor is an instance of syntactic or semantic violations. 

Although Chomsky does not make the question of metaphor ~ ~ 

a central issue in these discussions, his theory of IIdegrees of grammat

icalness ll became the basis for many controversies in the linguistic 

literature concerned with metaphor. These include whether all metaphor 

may be characterized as a violation of some rules of grammar, whether 

metaphor and other figurative expressions should be generated by the 
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grammar, and whether a theory of metaphor should be context-independent 

and sentence-bound. 

Ziff (1964) takes a somewhat different approach ~o the problem 

of deviant sentences. First he notes that deviant structures are not 

devoid of structure and are thus to be considered as belonging to a 

language. Sentences devoid of structure are simply not utterances of a 

language. He postulates that understanding non-deviant structures in

volves apprehension of the syntactic structure and the morphological 

make-up of the structure. However, "there is necessarily a difference 

between what is involved in understanding the syntactically non-deviant 

utterances and what is involved in understanding a syntactically 

deviant utterance" (p. 393). This difference is that understanding 

deviant utterances consists of apprehending the syntactic structure by 

"grasping the simplest relation between the utterance and the set of 

non-deviant utterances II (p. 393). Finding the simplest relation 

between a deviant structure and well-formed structures is not unlike 

Chomsky's proposal that deviant structures are understood by analogy to 

well-formed sentences. However, Ziff proposes that rules be invoked 

which would relate deviant structures to the grammar. There are basic

ally two types of rules to serve this purpose: syntactic order rules 

such as deletion, addition and inversion (allowing for lithe man the cake 

ate," "Man eats cake" and lithe a man a that a ... ") and lexical rules 

such as word class extension or word class contraction (allowing for lithe 

men grief the woman," etc.). Deviant utterances which invoke syntactic 
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rules for their simplest route to the grammar are called variants and 

deviate in regular ways, while deviations that require lexical rules are 

called inventions and deviate in irregular ways from the grammar. 

Although Ziff is not completely clear about whether these rules 

are to be included in the regular grammar of the language, the following 

statement may indicate sympathy for such a proposal: "Here I am inclined 

to say that the five types of rules indicated somehow reflect the basic 

structure of the language, for they seem to follow what, at present, 

seems to be the general pattern of transformations" (p. 398). 

Katz (1964) is concerned with constructing a theory of IIsemi-

sentences" which he considers an important component in a theory of 

1 anguage: 

A theory of semi-sentences, a theory that characterizes the 
set of ungrammatical strings that the speaker's knowledge of 
linguistic structure enables him to understand and explains 
why the members of this set are comprehensible, is, therefore, 
to be regarded as an integral part of the description of a 
language, not as a bonus it is nice but not necessary to have. 
(p. 400). 

Katz postulated that to understand, as well as recognize and 

locate the deviance of semi-sentences, language users appeal to their 

knowledge of the grammar. However, he also notes that some semi

sentences are beyond comprehensibility, and are thus simply nonsense 

strings. Katz' theory of semi-sentences has two requirements: 

Rl- A theory of semi-sentences partitions the set of ungram
matical strings into two exclusive and jointly exhaustive 
proper subsets; the set of semi-sentences and the set of 
nonsense strings. R2- A theory of semi-sentences explicate the 
speaker's knowledge of the patterns of deviation from grammat
icality that preserve intelligibility. (p. 403). 
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Katz tries to show that Chomsky's theory of "degrees of gram

maticalness" and one interpretation of Ziff's theory fail requirement 

(Rl). The other interpretation of Ziff's theory is unacceptable because 

it has a consequence that each semi-sentence would require a separate 

rule for the simplest route to the grammar. After dispensing with these 

theories, Katz goes on to outline his own formulation. 

Katz proposes that a speaker's understanding of a semi-sentence 

equals understanding the set of grammatical sentences with which it is 

associated. A "system of rules transfers the meaning(s) from an associ

ated set of sentences to the semi-sentence by virtue of establishing 

the association II (p. 411). This set of sentences whose meanings are 

transferred is called the "comprehension set" and the rules which 

achieve this transfer are called IItransfer rules. II Requirement one is 

satisfied by stipulating that semi-sentences have a comprehension set 

containing a finite number of sentences, whereas nonsense strings have 

a comprehension set containing no members. Transfer rules behave simi-

larly and in a parallel way to phrase structure rules. For example: 

A phrase-structure rule such as the one that develops the symbol 
N into Nan when N is the object of a verb such as terrify, 
astonish, surprise, frighten and the like may have corresponding 
to it a transfer rule that relaxes this restriction, permitting 
N to become Ninam' (p. 413). 

This would lead to a semi-sentence such as lithe spooky forest frightens 

the potato. II 

In order to restrict the application of transfer rules so that 

comprehensibility is preserved, Katz proposes IItraffic rules." This 
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allows for satisfaction of both requirements of semi-sentences. Katz 

suggests that both syntactic and semantic deviations may result in semi

sentences, and thus transfer rules may be either syntactic or semantic 

in nature. 

The linguists discussed thus far have attempted to account for 

the ability of language users to recognize and understand deviant utter

ances by postulating some operations which are auxiliary to and thus not 

necessarily part of the grammar. These theories have been aimed at 

explaining how people are able to assign an interpretation of some kind 

to these deviant utterances by its relation to grammatical sentences. 

Weinreich (1972) departs from these linguists in a significant way: his 

goal is to construct a semantic theory which would account for deviant 

expressions directly through the rules within the grammar. One of his 

motivations for generating deviant structures directly through the 

grammar is his realization "that a semantic theory is of marginal inter-

est if it is incapable of dealing with poetic uses of language, and more 

generally, with interpretable deviance" (p. 117). It is in this 

regard that Weinreich criticizes Katz's theory: 

Katz's theory is completely powerless to deal with intentional 
deviance as a communication device. But the overriding weak
ness of the approach is its treatment of deviance in quantita
tive terms alone; Katz considers how deviant an expression is, 
but not what it signifies that cognate non-deviant expressions 
would not signify (p. 43). 

An example that Weinreich uses to illustrate the limitations of Katz's 

theory is the ambiguity between a deviant (figurative) and grammatical 

interpretation of "She is well groomed" (she is neat versus she is 
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provided with grooms). Katz's theory cannot account for this ambiguity 

within the grammar because the grammar automatically blocks the deriva

tion for the deviant interpretation by means of projection rules. "Thus 

the theory is too weak to account for figurative usage" (Weinreich, 1972, 

p.18). 

In order to allow the derivation of semantically deviant struc

tures, Weinreich postulates a "semantic calculator" which serves the 

purpose of both marking a structure as odd in some respect and assigning 

that structure a semantic representation. According to Weinreich, a 

sentence is deviant when incompatible features occur in a feature matrix 

of a lexical item. There are two ways in which this can happen. The 

first way a sentence can become deviant is if a lexical item is inserted 

into a node of a phrase marker which contains a feature that is incom

patible with a feature of the lexical item. For example, suppose that 

we want to generate the sentence "scientists study the if." The phrase 

marker would specify that a noun with features (+Noun, -Conj) follow 

"the." However, the lexical item "if" which is inserted into this slot 

in the phrase marker has contradictory features (-Noun, +Conj). Part 

of the job of the Semantic Calculator is to mark this contradiction after 

a redistribution rule filters the (-Noun, +Conj) features downward from 

the node of the phrase marker into the feature list of the lexical item. 

A construal rule then imposes an interpretation on the sentence. For 

the example "Scientists study the if," "if" will receive the features 

(+Noun, -Conj) and will be interpreted in a noun-like way. 
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Another way a sentence can be deviant is if one lexical item 

acquires a contradictory feature by transfer from another lexical item. 

For example, Weinreich's expression "pretty boy" consists of two lexical 

items which seem to have contradictory features. "Pretty" has as a 

transfer feature (+femal e) whi 1 e "boy" has as one of its inherent feat

ures (+male). In these cases a Transfer rule which is also part of the 

semantic calculator transfers the feature (+female) onto the feature list 

of "boy." The construal rule will yield an interpretation for II boy II as 

something approximating unmasculine. 

Thus, the redistribution rule, the transfer rule, and the con-

strual rule, which are all part of the semantic calculator, allow for a 

deviant sentence to be generated, marked or noted as odd and assigned a 

semantic representation. 

One other component of Weinreich's theory is worth noting. The 

semantic evaluator computes the degree to which a sentence deviates from 

normality. This is achieved tr.rough a quantitative measure which Wein

reich speculates about but does not reach a conclusion on. The semantic 

evaluator operates after the deviant sentences are assigned a semantic 

representation. The following statement by Weinreich is extremely 

relevant to the issue of metaphor: 

Deviance, as is widely recognized, is tolerated in different 
degrees, depending on the occasion and purpose of the discourse 
and the imagination and capacity of the speaker and hearer. 
When language is used for poetic purposes, a raised level of 
deviance is tolerated; in some literare genres, it may even be 
required. . . . We may conceive of a discourse (a dialogue, 
a literary work, a genre, etc.) as governed by a "setting" of 
the Evaluator ... (p. 110). Beyond the uppermost value of 



the semantic Evaluator, a sentence is marked as "nonsense" 
when a sentence cannot be assigned a semantic representation, 
the output of the Calculator would be a "sentence schema ll 

which would explain our partial understanding of IIJabberwockyli 
--sentences in which unfamiliar words are utilized (p. 111). 
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Van Dijk's (1972) analysis of metaphor is similar to Weinreich's 

in two respects: that metaphor (one type of poetic language) should be 

accounted for by rules of the grammar, and that movements of features 

from one lexeme to another is the mechanism which best facilitates 

semantic representation. Unlike the linguists discussed thus far, Van 

Dijk specifically defines a metaphor as an ungrammatical relation 

belonging to the class of semi-sentences. Van Dijk suggests that 

the difference between metaphor and nonsense strings is that the former 

may have well-formed semantic deep structures and, therefore, receive 

a semantic interpretation, while the latter do not receive interpreta-

tions. 

The requirement of an adequate theory of metaphor is that it 

accounts for the native speaker's ability to perform the tasks outlined 

below: 

i) the identification of semantically ungrammatical rela
tions within a sentence or a sequence of sentences. 

ii) the implicit identification of those features of a 
lexeme which are incompatible with those of the other 
lexemes of the metaphorical relation. 

iii) the implicit identification of those features which are 
co-textually non-incompatible. 



iv) the construction of a well-formed [semantic representa
tion] underlying the ill-formed sentence and based on 
the co-textually non-incompatible features mentioned 
in (iii). 

v) the production of well-formed paraphrases realizing this 
well-formed SR at the surface level (p. 250). 
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Of these abilities, (i) and (ii) are considered part of general 

semantic competence, while (iii), (iv) and (v) are specifically part of 

metaphoric interpretation. It might be stressed here that Van Dijk is 

describing the purely linguistic abilities of speakers to assign an 

interpretation to metaphoric structures. It does not describe real time 

processing of metaphors. These abilities outlined in i-v are contained 

in our knowledge of the language. 

Van Dijk uses some lines from a poem by Reverdy to explain his 

theory of metaphor. One of these lines is IIl e vent se deploie ll (The wind 

unfolds). The incompatibility which underlies the metaphor is that IIvent ll 

contains a feature such as (+atmospherical phenomena) while lise deploie ll 

presupposes (+object, +concrete, -pliable) (p. 254). However, these 

lexemes also have a feature (+movement) in common. Our semantic compe

tence enables us to notice features which would be part of a feature 

list of a lexeme not incompatible with other lexemes in the sentence. 

Therefore, for IIdeploie ll we would note the feature llmovement ll because 

it would be in the feature list of words like lito blow" or lito rise ll 

which are compatible with "vent." In a sense then, Van Dijk's analysis 

also utilizes analogy to well-formed sentences which underlies the 

theories of semi-grammatical sentences proposed by Chomsky, Katz and 
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Ziff. Van Dijk notes that this part of his theory approaches the clas

sical notion that metaphor consists of a replacement of an appropriate 

word. 

Van Dijk's theory thus far accounts for the ability of native 

language users to perform tasks i-iii listed above. The next part of his 

theory accounts for their ability to perform tasks iv and v. In order 

to do so, Van Dijk postulates the existence of "extension rules" which 

operate much like Weinreich's "transfer rules." However, Van Dijk finds 

theoretical problems in Weinriech's work which can be paraphrased as: 

(1) it isn't clear why there are transfer features or how a feature 

qualifies as a transfer feature; (2) transfer of features is undirec

tional; (3) deletion of a feature and addition of that feature to 

another lexeme does not eliminate ill-formedness; and (4) the deletion 

of a transfer feature to insure addition of that feature on a different 

lexeme seems unmotivated (pp. 258-9). To remedy this situation, Van Dijk 

proposes a copying rather than a transfer mechanism, which allows a 

transfer feature to remain in both feature lists. Instead of a unidi

rectional copying of features (which would necessitate specification of 

the "anomolous" lexeme), Van Dijk postulates three logical possibilities 

for transfer which would correspond to three different interpretations 

of the metaphor. One involves transfer of a feature of A to B, one that 

transfers a feature of B to A, and the third in which both A and B transfer 

features to each other. In each case, the transferred feature becomes 

an ad hoc selection restriction of the host lexeme. Features may also 

be deleted, leaving in the feature list only the compatible features. 
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Van Dijk's feature transfer and deletion mechanisms account for 

the potential of a metaphor to have several interpretations, and the 

specification of its "anomalous" lexeme to depend on the surrounding 

text. The lexeme which is contextually odd is "anomalous." The trans

fer of features will then operate on this basis. Essentially Van Dijk 

is allowing for the ambiguity of metaphors in isolation, and the elimi

nation of this ambiguity in a given context. He also discussed the 

possibility of a metaphor to be ambiguous in regard to the literal versus 

metaphoric meaning. The resolution of this ambiguity will, again, be 

determined by the preceding and following text. 

Van Dijk's theory expands and specifies the contribution of the 

grammar to metaphoric interpretation. Most importantly, he specifically 

addresses himself to metaphor as an instance of semantic deviance. He 

makes use of the notion of analogy to well-formedness, thus accounting 

for the ability to recognize both compatible and incomptaible features, 

and goes beyond the unidirectional transfer of features proposed by 

Weinreich, thus acknowledging the range of interpretations metaphors may 

be assigned. Using text grammar as his framework, Van Dijk also con

siders the role which the surrounding linguistic context can play in 

specifying the anomaly and eliminating ambiguity. Thus, Van Dijk's 

theory seems to be the most comprehensive and delineated of those 

previously discussed. 

Levin (1977) acknowledges the existence of pragmatically deviant 

metaphor, but constructs a theory based solely on semantically deviant 
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metaphor (in which incompatibility between features of two different 

lexemes is present). Levin's work is much in the spirit of Weinreich's 

and Van Dijk's, but he further expands transfer mechanisms to account 

for a wider range of metaphoric interpretations. Levin requires of a 

theory of metaphor that it ascertains 

... the range (or a range) of interpretations that a deviant 
expression can support linguistically and ... to determine 
the various construal routes that the speaker/author or hearer/ 
reader employs in arriving at this range of interpretations 
(pp.33-34). 

Levin specifies a total of six modes of construal (transforma

tions) underlying semantic interpretations for semantically deviant 

metaphors. Features are transferred to a position in a host lexeme's 

feature list at the same level of the hierarchy at which incompatibility 

occurs. The two main operations for transfer or adjunction (a transfer 

is added to the feature list of the host lexeme) or displacement (a 

feature of host lexeme is replaced by a transfer feature). Adjunction 

will yield either a conjunctive or a disjunctive reading and since trans

fer can go in two different directions (noun to verb or verb to noun), 

adjunction can yield a total of four different readings. Displacement 

yields a total of two different readings, depending on the two possible 

directions of transfer. These operations and the construals they yield 

become clear through their application to Levin's example "the stone 

died." The semantic representation of the word "stone" is specified as" 

"stone; ({ (Object) (Physical) (Natural) (Nonl i ving) (Mineral) 

(Concrete)) . " 



The semantic representation of the word "die" is specified as: 

"die; (((Process)((Result)((Cease to be)(Living)))X) 

NP,S 
X 

«Human) v (Animal) v (Plant»).lIl 
(p. 34) 
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The incompatibility exists between the feature (Mineral) for "stone" and 

the fact that "die" has as one of its selection rE'strictions that it 

requires a subject with the features (Human, Animal, or Plant). Another 

incompatibility arises between the feature (nonliving) of "stone" and 

the specification of "die" that X had to have been living and ceased to 

be. These incompatibilities are the motivation for transfer and con

strual. The six modes of construal based on the various transfer opera

tions are as follows: 

Adj uncti on 

1. N + V, Disjunctive reading: 

The features (human) and (mineral) are incompatible and are 

taken disjunctively. In this case, one finds the next highest 

feature in the hierarchy which both words have in common. For 

"stone" and "died, II (Natural) is the next higher feature in 

common. It has the effect of "neutralizing" the incompatibility, 

thereby yielding an interpretation such as liThe physical object 

died. II 

1. < > denotes selectional restrictions. () denotes features. 
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2. N + V, Conjunctive reading: 

In this reading of the sentence, the features (Human) and 

(Mineral) are understood to be fused. This type of interpreta

tion underlies personification. The stone is somehow humanized 

to yield the interpretation lithe stone (as if human) died. II 

3. N ~ V, Disjunctive reading: 

The feature (Mineral) from "rock" is transferred to the 

selection restriction of «Human» for "die." This results in 

the meaning of die to somehow apply to either humans or objects. 

The interpretation yielded is something like lithe stone ceased to 

be or exi st. II 

4. N ~ V, Conjunctive reading: 

In this reading (Living) and (Cease to be) must somehow be 

fused with a "comparable activity holding of minerals" (p. 46). 

Levin finds it difficult to phrase the interpretation that would 

result, but provides us with other sentences that evoke the 

sense which arises from this conjunct: 

The grass died 

His hopes died 

The mermaid died (p. 46) 

In these sentences, some sense of living and dying applies, even 

though the subjects are not human or animal. This same sense 

applies to our example, thus yielding liThe stone died" (as 

though die were predictable of objects jointly human and 

mineral) . 
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Displacement 

5. N + V Displacement: 

In this reading, (Human) from "die" replaces (Mineral) of 

"stone. II The interpretation arises from (Human) and (Concrete) 

which are not both in the feature list for "stone." A variety 

of results are possible: "an unfeeling, an indurated ... person; 

a stupi d person, a dolt" (p. 47). 

6. N ~ V Displacement: 

In this reading, (Mineral) from "stone" replaces (Human) or 

"die." The interpretation is based on (Cease to be) (living) 

and (Mineral) which are all now in the feature 1 ist of "die. II 

The result approximates liThe stone disintegrated," the sense in 

which a mineral can die. 

Underlying each of the six interpretations is a formal trans

formation. Levin then applies these transformations to other 

examples to demonstrate their feasibility. 

Discussion. Although Levin's theory bears some similarity to 

both Weinreich's and Van Dijk's, the differences are notable. First, 

implicit in Weinreich's theory is the absence of selection restrictions, 

so that his new semantic component operates similarly for both deviant 

and non-deviant structures. That is, if a lexeme (the verb) has as 

part of its semantic representation a transfer feature, that feature 

will transfer onto another lexeme (the noun), regardless of whether an 

incompatibility would have existed otherwise. In contrast, Levin's 



theory is dependent on the existence of selection restrictions in that 

an incompatibility prompts the transfer mechanisms. Levin's theory is 

then applicable only to semantically deviant structures, while Wein-

reich's encompasses all semantic interpretation. 

As a consequence of this, Weinreich's theory is necessarily a 
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description of our linguistic competence,not performance. Levin does 

not commit himself on this issue. His construal processes may be con

ceived of either as part of the grammar (competence), auxiliary to the 

grammar but part of our impl icit knowledge of the 1 anguage (as in 

Chomsky's and Katz's theories), or as part of our linguistic performance. 

Levin maintains that at this point in linguistic research it is not 

clear which of these is more accurate. However, he conjectures that 

perhaps his theory more properly belongs to performance and adds: 

It may also be, however, that as more is learned of perf or
mance, or as further developments are made in the theory of 
language, the concept of performance, instead of being rele
gated to a position subsidiary and theoretically inferior to 
the concept of competence, may in fact be reinterpreted in 
such a way as to absorb, at least theoretically, the latter 
concept. If such a development should take place, then the 
grammar would become a subcomponent in a comprehensive theory 
of performance, and the question of whether an account of 
metaphoric construal should be made part of the grammar would 
become largely academic (p. 77). 

For Van Dijk, this issue rests on the question of whether text 

grammar should be conceived of as part of linguistic competence. We can 

assume that Van Dijk would answer in the affirmative. His text grammar 

has as its basic units "texts" rather than sentences and, therefore, his 

theory of metaphor can look beyond the sentence boundary for information, 
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without discarding the distinction between competence and performance 

(pragmatics). This last point underlies another important difference 

between Levin and Van Dijk. Levin's theory provides for six possible 

modes of construal which in principle can apply to any given semantically 

deviant metaphor. He applies all six modes of these construals and 

generates six semantic interpretations for his example lithe stone died,1I 

sometimes finding himself hard-pressed to produce an intuitively com

fortable, and conceptually possible interpretation. For at least two 

of these, n + v conjunctive (interpreted as if die were predictable of 

objects jOintly human and mineral) and N + V displacement (interpreted as 

liThe dolt died ll
) one might question whether he succeeds. The problem 

here is that Levin feels compelled to apply all six modes of construal 

to a single metaphor, whether or not all of them are appropriate to the 

semantic makeup of the metaphor. Perhaps it would be more appropriate 

to conceive of these six modes of construal as simply available for 

metaphoric interpretation in general, but not necessarily all applicable 

to any given example of metaphor, even in isolation. 

Van Dijk avoids the problem by, in essence, adopting this last 

proposal. That is, Van Dijk makes his transfer copying and deleting 

rules available to metaphor in general, but holds the contextual envi

ronment responsible for determining the appropriateness of a given 

feature movement for any specific case of metaphor. In this way he 

accounts for possible ambiguity out of context and for its elimination 

in context. Levin's proposal seems to suggest that all metaphor is at 
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least six ways ambiguous in isolation (corresponding to six possible 

transfer rules), and that it is possible for a context to exist for each 

of these interpretations. Although this is not explicitly stated in 

Levin's work, it seems to follow from it. 

Metaphor and the Competence/ 
Performance Distinction 

The theories discussed thus far are semantic theories and, as 

such, they are not concerned with pragmatic or encyclopedic knowledge. 

The transfer mechanisms postulated by Weinreich, Van Dijk and Levin 

operate only upon the semantic features contained in the feature lists 

of the lexical items. However, it has been pointed out in the literature 

(Black, 1962) that metaphor construal may involve transfer of meanings 

which are not purely semantic in a Katzian sense. Levin (1977) points 

out that the distinction between semantic and encyclopedic knowledge 

poses a problem for semantic theory in general: 

It is understood, of course, that the encyclopedic factor poses 
a problem for semantics in general. Factual information to the 
effect that oceans are more than five feet wide, that a fracture 
of the leg is painful, that a tree provides shade, that the 
normal person has two arms--such information figures very sig
nificantly in the communicative process. At the same time it 
is not clear to what, if any, extent it is the responsibility 
of a semantic theory to account for such information 
(p. 95). . 

It seems that in order to make the claim that metaphor construal 

mechanisms are purely semantic in nature, the theory must specify a 

clear boundary between semantic and encyclopedic knowledge. The theories 

discussed have not done so. Levin notes this problem for his own theory: 



In the course of the preceding discussion we have made judg
ments about the semantic or the nonsemantic (i.e. encyclopedic, 
factual) character of the meaning associated with certain 
words. .. In some cases the judgment has been indeterminate. 
We are thus in the face of a problem. On the one hand, the 
claim is being made that (T) [his theory of metaphor] is a 
semantic theory and, on the other, it is conceded that the 
boundary between semantic and nonsemantic types of meaning 
is not sharp (p. 95). 
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This concern for the distinction between encyclopedic knowledge 

and semantic competence has broadened into a debate among linguists as 

to the most appropriate framework for describing metaphor. Many argue 

that metaphor is best· described within a theory of linguistic perform

ance, while others maintain that reference to linguistic competence 

alone is sufficient for a full explanation of this phenomenon. The 

following section of the chapter addresses this competence/performance 

debate. 

Matthews (1971) maintains that metaphor can best be understood 

as deviance on a competence level. He sets forth the minimal require

ments for a theory of metaphor as (1) a description of the necessary and 

sufficient conditions for distinguishing metaphor from nonmetaphor, and 

(2) an account of how, in terms of linguistic competence, a speaker/ 

hearer can interpret metaphor. Matthew's position is that the presence 

of a violation of semantic selection restrictions is the necessary and 

sufficient condition for distinguishing metaphor from nonmetaphor. 

He appeals to the notion of intention for distinguishing between meta

phor and nonsense. (This latter distinction is met with considerable 

criticism in the literature and will be discussed later.) 
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Matthews accepts Chomsky's notion that deviant sentences which 

are categorized as metaphor on a performance level are understood through 

aanlogy to well-formed sentences. Furthermore, he argues that in inter

preting metaphor, the violation of semantic selection restrictions has 

the effect of de-emphasizing those features which are most closely 

involved in the violation. As an example, Matthews describes the inter

pretat i on of the metaphor "The man is a wo 1 f. " The feature 1 i sts for 

this expression are: 

(the) man 

+ definite 
+ count 
+ animate 
+ mammal 
+ human 
+ adult 
+ male 
+ linguistic 
+ bipedal 

(a) wolf 

+ count 
+ animate 
+ mammal 
+ canine (-human) 
+ quadrapeda 1 
+ tail 
+ hai ry 
+ nocturnal 
+ vicious 
+ predatory 
+ avoid man 

(p. 421) 

According to Matthews' analysis, this metaphor is understood 

through a de-emphasis of the [+human] and [-human] features (which 

comprise the essence of the violation), and other features with which 

they are most closely associated (such as [+bipedal] and [+quadrapedal]). 

The emphasis is rather focused on features least associated with the 

semantic se"ection violation, such as [+predatory], [+vicious]. 

Matthews capsulizes his position by stating: 

The wolf-features which are most important in "organizing" 
our view of the man-system seem to be those which while re
taining importance in the wolf-system are nonetheless less 



directly implicated in the selectional restriction violation. 
With regard to our example, the features [+hairy], [+tail], 
[+quadrapedal], etc. which are most closely connected with the 
selectional restriction violation [+human]/[-human] seems less 
important in understanding the metaphor than wolf-system feat
ures which are not closely involved in the violation, e.g., 
[+vicious], [+predatory], [+nocturnal] (p. 422). 

Matthews therefore satisfies both of his adequacy requirements 

for a theory of metaphor within a framework of linguistic competence. 
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A direct criticism of Matthews' analysis can be found in Reddy 

(1969), who proposes to (1) argue against viewing metaphor as a violation 

of selectional restrictions; (2) describe what he believes is the real 

range of metaphoric language; and (3) explain metaphor within a frame

work of referentiality. 

Reddy argues that the context within which an utterance occurs 

can trigger a non-literal (metaphorical) interpretation, even if that 

utterance is completely non-deviant. Examples of such utterances are 

as follows: 

(Spoken in the context of college life during turbulent times) 
"I stopped talking to the radicals because it is simply 

useless to chisel on granite walls" (p. 242). 

(Spoken in the context of a group of students referring to a 
staunch 01 d professor emeritus) 

liThe rock is becoming brittle with age" (p. 242). 

Reddy claims that these examples clearly do not violate selectional 

restrictions and yet are interpreted metaphorically. Thus, they serve 

as counter-examples to Matthews' analysis that violations of selection 

restrictions are necessary and sufficient conditions for metaphor. 

Matthews (1971) argues in defense of his analysis that lithe rock is 
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becoming brittle with age" is not a metaphor itself but has an underlying 

metaphor which does violate selection restrictions: "the old professor 

emeritus is a rock" b) "the rock is a soft shale" (Matthews, p. 424). 

It seems unlikely that other of Reddy's examples could be explained in 

this way, and indeed, the above example is the only one which Matthews 

discusses in his defense. 

To argue further against Matthews' claims, Reddy cites examples 

of utterances which semantic selection restrictions are violated, but 

for which a literal interpretation is appropriate under certain contex

tual conditions. For example, Reddy claims that the following sentence 

uttered in the context of students studying a table under a microscope 

is interpreted 

" .. the table swarms around more violently every time I turn 
up the heat" (1969, p. 245). 

In place of Matthews' violation of selection restrictions as 

conditions for metaphor, Reddy proposes a framework of ref~l'entiality 

for metaphor identification: "The spontaneous and intuitive feel ing that 

a word is operating metaphorically, is I believe, contingent upon the 

failure to find a referent for a given word within its literal sphere of 

reference" (1969, p. 247). 

The literal sphere of reference for any given word is the set 

of referents that a word in context can conventionally or literally take 

on. When a referent for a given word in a specific situational context 

cannot be found within its literal sphere of reference, then it is 

interpreted metaphorically. It follows from this analysis that metaphor 
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cannot be explained on purely linguistic grounds, but must be sensitive 

to contextual conditions. That is, metaphor cannot be explained on the 

basis of linguistic competence, but must utilize the notions of context 

and world knowledge. 

Price (1974) also criticizes Matthew's theory of metaphor, but 

for reasons which differ somewhat from Reddy's. Price contends that a 

theory of metaphor involves both linguistic competence and linguistic 

performance. He argues that Matthews' theory utilizes the notion of 

linguistic performance by appealing to speaker intention as the means 

by which metaphor is distinguished from simple linguistic deviance. 

Price analyzes metaphor as a case of rule changing rather than 

rule-governed creativity (in the generative sense). Rule changing 

involves intentionality on the part of the speaker. This kind of crea

tivity Price considers to be part of linguistic performance. However, 

during the life span of a metaphor, it may also become part of linguistic 

competence. When the metaphor "dies," its meaning becomes conventional-

ized and enters into the linguistic competence of the linguistic commu

nity. The dead metaphor can however be II reborn II through creative rule 

changing, again utilizing linguistic performance. This position is 

summarized by Price as follows: 

Thus, throughout its life, metaphor cannot be characterized 
without reference to performance aspects. If the metaphor 
(broadcasting, for example) survives long enough to reach its 
death, it becomes part of literal discourse, and thus changes 
the bounds of that domain. When a metaphor dies its charac
terization on the models of competence and performance can be 
replaced by that of the competence alone (p. 255). 
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Another criticism of viewing metaphor within a model of lin

guistic competence alone may be found in Horrocks (1976) who contends 

that pragmatic information is crucial to metaphor interpretation. In 

that pragmatic information is not encoded in linguistic competence, 

metaphor must be characterized within a theory of linguistic performance. 

He argues that Matthews' analysis of Reddy's "the rock is becoming 

brittle with age" as having an underlying deviant deep structure 

is inadequate in explaining other nondeviant metaphors. An example of 

such a metaphor is a quote by Francis Bacon: "Some books are to be 

tasted, others to be swallowed and some few to be chewed and digested" 

(p.151). 

Horrocks acknowledges that some linguists would cite a violation 

of selectional restrictions involving the feature [+eatable] required of 

the objects for the verbs "taste," "swallowed," "chewed" and "digested," 

and the object of this sentence "books." However, he argues that this 

sentence does not involve any logical impossibilities: "It is factually 

possible to swallow, eat, and digest books: the rejection of this inter

pretation in (3) is determined by (i) its unlikelihood, and (ii) the 

'restrictions' operated by the linguistic context" (Horrocks, 1976, 

p. 151). Horrocks argues that pragmatic absurdity rather than factual 

impossibility underlies the preference for metaphoric interpretation for 

this sentence. There is no infringement of rules of linguistic compe

tence. 

Horrocks cites other examples of metaphors for which pragmatic 

information may be utilized in interpretation. Using Matthews' own 
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example, lithe man is a lion" (1971, p. 424), Horrocks shows that certain 

interpretations involve pragmatic, encyclopedic knowledge rather than 

purely semantic information. One such interpretation could be IIJohn has 

long hair," in which. case encyclopedic, pragmatic information concerning 

lions (that they have manes) plays a major role. Horrocks argues that 

contextual specifications are crucial to the selection of particular 

semantic or pragmatic features for interpretation. 

Like Price, Horrocks believes that once a metaphor has become 

idiomized, the specifications become internalized and the expression 

enters into linguistic competence. At this point, only the linguistic 

competence is needed for interpretation similarly to all other nonmeta

phorical language. It is argued that for metaphorical language inter

pretation involves reinterpretation, which requires understanding of the 

context. Thus, performance factors are crucial to metaphorical interpre

tation. 

Fowler (1969) generally agrees with Katz's semantic formaliza

tions, yet argues that in the case of semi-sentences performance factors 

playa crucial role. Fowler contends that " ... mature, fluent native 

speakers-hearers can interpret utterances of the type Katz label s NS" 

(p. 76). A unified interpretative capability to interpret ungram

matical strings is proposed. This capability is actually a performance 

skill which involves utilization of any structure which does exist in 

the expression. He distinguishes between the imposition of an interpre

tation on ungrammatical strings, and interpretation of grammatical 
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strings. Imposing interpretation " ... requires supplementing one's 

grammatical competence wi th a performance ski 11" (p. 77). 

Fowler also argues against accounting for interpretations of 

deviant sentences such as "he danced his did" (p. 77), in the competence 

grammar because it could broaden it to the point of overgenerating any

thing. Furthermore, accounting for deviance in the competence grammar 

would contradict our intuitions of the ungrammaticality of these expres

sions. Fowler argues that the competence grammar signals ungrammati

cality to hearers who then utilize performance skills in order to 

impose an interpretation. Speakers utilize deviant sentences purposely 

to be creative or to achieve a particular effect. 

Butters (1969) argues against Fowler's insistence that inter

pretation of deviant sentences involves linguistic performance. Rather, 

he contends that some deviant strings can be interpreted by the compe-

tence grammar alone. 

Butters criticizes Fowler for failing to distinguish between 

utterances and sentences (an issue which reappears in more recent litera-

ture) : 

. it is useful to distinguish between SENTENCES (strings 
of formatives generated by a grammar and assigned a semantic 
interpretation by thegrammar's semantic component) and 
UTTERANCES (actual performances of sentences); and to reserve 
the term UNGRAMMATICAL for the former and DEVIANT for the 
1 at te r (p. 1 05 ) . 

Butters argues that at least some deviant utterances are best 

characterized as realizations in performance of ungrammatical strings 

and are interpretable by the competence grammar alone. One such type 
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Butters terms regular deviants; the other type is what Chomsky calls 

derivatively generated strings. Regular deviants differ from the 

utterances of a language in a systematic way. Examples include news

paper headlines, printed directions, dialect variations. These utter

ances are interpreted in the same way as non-devi ant utterances wi thin a 

competence grammar. Rules can be written for these deviants, although 

they are usually not learned first. Derivatively generated strings 

"appear to be interpretable by the semantic component acting directly 

upon the deep structures underlying such ungrammatical strings" (p. 106). 

One type of derivatively generated strings comprises what would com

monly be considered metaphor. This type of expression utilizes lexical 

items which violate rules of selection, deriving examples such as 

"sincerity admires, John" (p. 106). In order to interpret such an 

utterance "Essentially, the semantic component is then asked to treat 

the ungrammatical ness as if it did not exist, assigning a reading to the 

ungrammatical string which indicates what particular features of what 

particular items have been incorrectly selected 

Pragmatics of Metaphor 

The previous section focused on the argumentation among linguists 

concerning the proper domain for the analysis of metaphor; linguistic 

competence or linguistic performance. Recently, a growing number of 

linguists have adopted the position that metaphor is more appropriately 

studied as a phenomenon of linguistic performance, and have thus appealed 

to various theories of pragmatics to accomplish this task Loewenberg, 
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1975; Mack, 1975; T. Cohen, 1975; Grice, 1975; Morgan, 1979; Sadock, 

1979; Searle, 1979; Levin, 1979}. Several of these linguists have 

attempted to explain metaphor through a theory of speech acts, while 

others have focused on theories of conversational principles. The next 

section of this chapter will be a selected review of the pragmatic 

analyses of metaphor which are most relevant to the present study. 

Loewenberg (1975), a critic of Katz's formal semantics, argues 

against sharp distinctions between competence and performance, and 

linguistic and extralinguistic knowledge. She claims that "competence 

and performance are di'stinguishab1e, but not independent. Their rela

tionship is, in fact, one of interdependence" (po 326). She demon

strates that the interpretation of sentences such as "Crazed through 

much child-bearing, the moon is staggering in the sky" (p. 328) is 

dependent upon both linguistic and world knowledge and that these two 

types of knowledge are often indistinguishable. She offers the following 

position in place of Katz's formal analysis: "Therefore, let us take the 

1inguistic/nonlinguistic distinction to be a blurred one at best and let 

us now view the competence of speakers as something existing apart from 

the worl din whi ch they speak" (p. 331). 

Loewenberg argues that metaphors are identifiable only as utter

ances in that some deviant sentences are not metaphors in context, and 

some nondeviant sentences are metaphors in context. As utterances, 

metaphors involve beliefs about truth and falsity and speaker intention. 

Loewenbergcontends that metaphors are ambiguous between being false 
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assertions and being metaphors. She suggests that hearers recognize and 

deal with this ambiguity in identifying metaphors in context. The fol

lowing is a summary of the steps which Loewenberg believes readers go 

through in order to identify an utterance as metaphorical: 

1. The reader or hearer determines that if the utterance is an 

assertion it is false. 

2. Operating under general principles of communication, the hearer 

or reader tries to account for and interpret the utterance even 

if it appears odd or contradictory. 

3. The hearer or reader takes into account the situational and 

linguistic context, beliefs about the intentions of the author 

or speaker, and concludes that either the utterance is to be 

taken literally (in which case it fails as an assertion), or is 

not to be taken literally. 

4. The hearer or reader determines that if the utterance is not 

intended as a false assertion then it is intended as a metaphor. 

Loewenberg argues that in identifying an utterance as a metaphor, 

the reader or hearer determines that the speaker or author has made a 

proposal that certain things be viewed in a specific way. Proposal is 

characterized by Loewenberg as a new speech act. In performing the 

speech act proposal, speakers and writers consider their utterance 

suggestive, enlightening or revealing, promising a unique way of looking 

at a given phenomenon. The intentions of the speaker or writer deter

mine that the utterance will be a metaphoric proposal, but do not 

determine the meaning of the utterance. 



Loewenberg thus offers an explanation of metaphor within the 

framework of speech act theory, arguing that metaphorical utterances 

make proposals and lack truth value. 
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Mack (1975) also appeals to a theory of speech acts as an 

explanation for metaphor. However, her analysis differs somewhat from 

Loewenberg's in that it assumes a generative semantics analysis as well. 

Mack proposes that metaphoric language is utilized in order to 

achieve freshcuts and shortcuts in language communication. Metaphors 

are freshcuts in the sense that they are utilized "whenever explaining 

something literally would take too long, be too complex an analysis, or 

else would be impossible" (p. 243). Speakers use metaphors as fresh

cuts "to gain attention: attention to their originality, their wit, 

their verbal skill, their particular way of seeing and believing. 

Freshcuts force the hearer to stop, notice, and reinterpret, since the 

utterance is new" (p. 244). In that Mack analyzes metaphors as regular, 

common occurrences in the language, she looks for the similarities which 

exist between this type of utterance and other utterances. 

Mack argues that metaphor cannot be isolated in single words or 

phrases, and that it cannot exist independently from context and referent. 

Furthermore, she views metaphor as an interpretive act which cannot 

exist independently of speakers and hearers. How the metaphor will be 

interpreted is dependent upon both speaker and hearer intention, as well 

as their linguistic and cultural knowledge. Thus, metaphor must be 

analyzed within the total speeech act. Without taking into account the 
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entire speech act, an utterance cannot be a metaphor; the conditions 

must be appropriate for metaphorical interpretation. 

Mack suggests that the speech act of metaphoring is much like 

the speech act of commanding or stating. However, metaphoring involves 

the util ization of sentences with specifi c underlying forms; metaphoring 

as a speech act is one of "expressing, suggesting, even imposing a view-

point counter to fact by means of an Assertion conjoined to a Presuppo

sition by a comparison marker, each of which may be partially or wholly 

absent in the actual utterance, or surface form" (p. 247). She sug

gests deep structure, but that different deletion patterns can result 

semantic deep structure, but that different deletion patterns can result 

in a variety of surface forms. Explicit similes are examples of surface 

forms which result from retention of the deep structure comparison 

marker (which is deleted in the case of metaphors). The positing of a 

specific underlying semantic structure enables Mack to distinguish 

between metaphors and other speech acts, while maintaining the common

alities among them. Similes and metaphors in her view are simply surface 

form variants of the same general phenomenon. 

Mack demonstrates how metaphoring as a speech act satisfies all 

of Austin's felicity criteria, or happiness conditions (conditions which 

determine success of a speech act). She suggests that three levels of 

illocutionary force can be distinguished for metaphors: 

a} Suppositives- used playfully, not seriously, for fun and 
for explanation .. 

b} Perceptives or Suggestives- used mainly by an observer or 
everyday speaker to explain his feelings or viewpoints .. 



c) Impositives- used by poet and propagandist to convey his 
message and bias by creating a new and unforgettable way of 
seeing and feeling towards a subject ... (p. 248). 

With the first two, speakers are not urging the hearer to believe or 

agree with what they say, but merely to accept that what they say has 

some value. In the third, the speakers are trying to pursuade the 

hearer to accept their viewpoint. 
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Finally, Mack suggests several instances in which the speech act 

of metaphoring can fail: 

1. Non-plays: "A hearer refuses to accept or acknowledge a conven

tional procedure II (p. 252). This hearer does not enter into 

the poetic mode. 

2. Misapplications: The metaphor is uttered in an inappropriate 

context. For example, personification used in a scientific 

report may be interpreted literally. Misinterpretation will 

arise from misapplication of a metaphor. 

3. Flaws: The form of the expression is faulty due to the relation

ship between the predicate and the argument. (Example: "she is 

as green as a rock," where rocks are not characteristically 

green.) Hearer flaws occur when a switch in topic is unnoticed, 

or when hearer lacks relevant knowledge. 

4. Hitches: The metaphor act is incomplete due to lack of attention 

on part of hearer, or an unfinished utterance on part of speaker. 

5. Insincerities: The speaker is a liar, joker, child, who does not 

intend the utterance to be metaphorical or for whatever reason 

intends to be literal. 



6. Rejections: The hearer for some reason rejects the speech act 

as metaphoring, but rather interprets the utterance literally. 

66 

Much like Mack and Loewenberg, Cohen (1975) analyzes metaphor as 

a speech act. He too recognizes that metaphors cannot be understood 

merely as sentential aberrations, in that many metaphors can be composed 

of syntactically and semantically well-formed structures. Cohen argues 

that metaphor arises from a clash or juxtaposition between the utterance 

and the entire speech situation. In order to assign an interpretation 

to a metaphor "one must take note of the sentence along with its 

situation--that is, one must regard the 'tota1 speech act l in which the 

sentence is embedded" (p. 671). Like Mack, Cohen recognizes that meta

phor is a novel way of perceiving something, lithe abiding device for 

saying somethi ng comp1 ete1y new" (p. 671). 

Cohen's contributions to a general understanding of metaphor as 

a speech act, include viewing metaphor as unpredictable, and as 

nontransparent speech acts. Cohen uses the term lunpredictab1e" to 

refer to the spontaneous relationship between the metaphor meaning and 

the literal meaning. Unlike irony for which the figurative meaning can 

be calculated from the literal meaning by assuming the opposite or 

reverse, given a meaning of a metaphor, "it is not generally true that 

this meaning can be calculated functionally from the literal meaning of 

the metaphorical sentence II (p. 670). Metaphors are unpredictable, then, 

because their meanings cannot be determined by any recognized, regular 

rule, and so cannot be mechanically generated along with the literal 

sentence of the language. 
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Related to the notion of metaphor being unpredictable is Cohen·s 

contention that metaphor is a nontransparent speech act. Cohen first 

defines a transparent speech act as fo11ows: 2 

(1) U has one literal meaning. 
(2) The meaning of what is said in L is the meaning of U. 
(3) The force of U is indicated in U itself. 
(4) I is the activation of U·s force. 
(5) There is at least one perlocution P directly associated 

with I, and the participants mutually believe it possible 
that P arise as an effect of I (p. 676). 

The main idea which Cohen is trying to convey from the above statements 

is that for a transparant speech act, "what is said and what is done by 

the utterer of U are exactly what are to be expected from U·· (1975, p. 

676). 

In the case of nontransparant speech acts, what is meant or what 

is done cannot be determined from the utterance alone. In the case of 

irony, a nontransparent speech act, statement (2) is violated. That is, 

the meaning of what is said in L is not the meaning of U but the opposite. 

Typically, metaphors arise from the (1) inability to construct a literal 

meaning for a semantically ill-formed utterance; (2) recognition that an 

utterance is an obvious falsehood; or (3) recognition that attempting 

to convey a particular truth by an utterance is somehow prohibited by 

the speech situation. In all cases of figuration something is preventing 

M, F, L, I and P (where F refers to force) from fitting together. Cohen 

does not view figurative acts as unusual cases, but rather views the 

2. In this analysis, U = utterance, L = literal meaning, I = 
i1locutionary force (an act performed in saying something, such as prom
ising), P = Perlocutionary force (an act performed £l saying something, 
such as annoying someone, or scaring someone). 
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general phenomenon of nontransparent speech acts as typical instances of 

communication. For example, it is common for the utterance to have 

several possible meanings, the most appropriate of these being impossible 

to calculate from the utterance alone. One must appeal to other aspects 

of the total speech situation (for example the illocution) in order to 

choose the most appropriate meaning. 

Cohen is able through his analysis to pinpoint the similarities 

and differences between metaphorical speech acts and other nontransparent 

speech acts. He concludes that liThe semantic resources of the language 

yield novel meaning when they are made to collide, either with one 

another or with other parts of the speech situation" (p. 683). 

Searle (1979) is only in partial agreement with the theorists 

discussed in this section who regard metaphor as some special type of 

speech act. The area of agreement concerns the.notion that metaphorical 

meaning is related in some way to utterance meaning, and cannot be 

determined solely from literal meaning. Searle, like Cohen, argues that 

metaphor occurs when utterance meaning is different from literal meaning. 

Searle states: 

The problem of explaining how metaphors work is a special 
case of the general problem of explaining how speaker meaning 
and sentence or word meaning come apart. It is a special 
case, that is, of the problem of how it is possible to say 
one thing and mean something else, where one succeeds in com
municating what one means even though both the speaker and the 
hearer know that the meanings of the words uttered by the 
speaker do not exactly and literally express what the speaker 
meant (p. 93). 

Unlike the other theorists, Searle stresses that even in the 

interpretation of literal utterances, where speaker meaning and sentence 
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of the sentence in order to arrive at an appropriate interpretation. 
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This is due to the fact, according to Searle, that sentences can only 

determine a set of truth conditions which are contingent upon a set of 

factual background assumptions. These assumptions are not found within 

the semantic content of the sentence, but rather are held by the speaker 

and hearer. For example in interpreting "Sall y is tall II the hearer must 

make certain background assumptions concerning the relative value of 

"tall" (taller than a building, taller than a mouse?). These assumptions 

will depend on knowledge of the world, knowledge of the discourse, etc. 

Searle's discussion of literal meaning is significant in that he 

establishes that in both literal and metaphorical interpretation, the 

hearer must go beyond the semantic content in order to achieve interpre

tation. The difference between the two interpretive acts is that for 

metaphor the speaker's meaning is different from the sentence meaning, 

while for literal utterances the speaker's meaning coincides with the 

sentence meaning but includes other implicit information regarding 

factual background assumptions which the hearer must share. 

Searle, unlike the other theorists discussed in this section, 

also distinguishes metaphors from indirect speech acts. Indirect speech 

acts occur when sentence meaning is part of utterance meaning, but utter

ance meaning extends beyond sentence meaning. That is, the speaker means 

what is said but also means more than what is said. Searle gives the 

following account to explain the interpretation of the indirect speech' 

act "Can you pass the salt?" uttered in a normal dinner situation: 



First, the hearer must have some device for recognlzlng 
that the utterance might be an indirect speech act. This re
quirement is satisfied by the fact that in the context, a 
question about the hearer's ability lacks any conversational 
point. The'hearer is therefore led to seek an alternative 
meaning. Second, since the hearer knows the rules of speech 
acts, he knows that the ability to pass the salt is a prepar
atory condition on the speech act of requesting him to do so. 
Therefore, he is able to infer that the question about his 
ability is likely to be a polite request to perform the act 
(p.121). 

70 . 

Metaphor is not equivalent to an indirect speech act (nor, itcan 

be assumed, a nontransparent speech act in Cohen's terms), because even 

though in both cases the utterance meaning does not coincide exactly 

with the sentence meaning, for metaphors the utterance meaning is 

different from the sentence meaning, not just more than the sentence 

meaning. Sear1e ' s major contribution to the study of metaphor within a 

framework of speech acts rests on this distinction. 

Searle also provides us with a proposal for accounting for a 

hearer's metaphorical interpretation of an utterance. He proposes three 

main steps in this process,a1l of which are constrained by various prin

ciples. These three steps can be summarized as follows: 

1. On the basis of some shared strategies between speaker and 

hearer, the hearer recognizes that the utterance is not intended 

to be interpreted literally. This is accomplished by observing 

that if the utterance were to be taken literally it would be 

defective in some way (semantic nonsense, violation of some 

speech act, etc.). 

2. Assuming that the hearer determines that metaphorical interpre

tation is appropriate, the next step is to somehow compute all 
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the possible metaphorical meanings the utterance may imply. 

One possible strategy for doing so is to look for all the sali

ent similarities between the terms in the utterance. (Here 

Searle is viewing similarity as a strategy for metaphorical 

interpretation.) 

3. The hearer must now restrict or narrow the range of possible 

metaphorical meanings to those most appropriate for the particu

lar speech situation. 

Most of the theories of metaphor which utilize a speech act 

analysis assume that certain principles or constraints govern the speech 

act situation such that the hearer and speaker share common assumptions 

concerning the discourse routine. These conversational principles 

explain, for example, why the hearer persists in seeking an alternative 

meaning for an utterance which is false or deviant if taken literally. 

Grice (1975) offers a framework for understanding these principles which 

govern conversation, and provides us with insights regarding metaphorical 

interpretation. 

Grice recognizes the fact that a hearer is often faced with the 

situation of seeking an interpretation for an utterance which says one 

thing but implies another. Such situations arise from what Grice terms 

conversational implicatures, a sub-class of nonconventional implica

tures. 

Grice suggests that participants in conversation share a common 

commitment to the discourse. This commitment is governed by the 
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Cooperative Principle. It specifies that: (1) participants have some 

common immediate aims; (2) contributions of participants should be dove

tailed; (3) transactions. should continue in appropriate style unless 

both parties agree to terminate. If a conversation is a cooperative one, 

the participants also expect other principles to be in force. These 

principles or maxims can be categorized according to those governing 

the quantity, quality, relation, and manner of the conversation. Maxims 

of quantity which participants expect to be operating are those such as 

"make your contribution as informative as is required," and "make your 

contribution not more informative than is required. II Maxims of qual ity 

include "make your contribution one that's true" and consequently, 

"don't say what you believe to be false," and "don't say that for which 

you lack adequate evidence. II The main maxim governing relation is "be 

relevant. II Maxims of manner include "be perspicuous," "avoid obscurity 

of expression, II "be orderly. II 

Grice suggests that a speaker may flout or blatantly fail to 

fulfill one of the maxims while still observing the general Cooperative 

Principle. This situation gives rise to a conversational implicature 

and poses the problem for the hearer of how to determine what the speaker 

may be trying to imply by violating a rule of conversation. The hearer 

must use all available information, including the linguistic and nonlin

guistic context, and background knowledge to make this determination. 

To illustrate Grice's position, let us consider the flouting of the 

maximum of quantity. An example would be a professor who writes an 
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unusually short recommendation for a student. The reader would assume 

that the brevity of the recommendation is the professor's polite way of 

voicing a lack of confidence for the student. The writer and the reader 

both assume that a hidden message lies behind the obvious violation of 

quantity expectations. 

The utility of Grice's theory of conversational implicatures for 

metaphorical interpretation becomes clear in considering the flouting of 

the maxims of quality. Reviewing briefly, the maxims of quality govern 

the expectation that speakers will make their contributions true, that 

they won't say what they believe to be false, and they won't say that 

for which they lack evidence. Metaphor arises from a flouting of these 

maxims. That is, the speaker says something which, if taken literally, 

is false. The hearer assumes that the speaker is still observing the 

overall Cooperative Principle, and so instead of opting out of the 

conversation or believing the speaker to be a liar, the hearer seeks an 

interpretation that makes sense in the context and as closely as possible 

matches what the hearer believes the speaker is implying by the utter

ance. Grice suggests that irony arises from the flouting of this maxim 

as well. In this case, however, instead of seeking a metaphorical 

interpretation in order to reconcile the flouting of the maxim with an 

overall adherence to the Cooperative Principle, the hearer has some 

evidence that the speaker intends the exact opposite of the utterance. 

This evidence would have to come from the circumstances surrounding the 

speech situation. 
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Although not noted by Grice himself, an utterance which flouts 

the maxim of relation "be relevant" may also be interpreted metaphori

cally. The statement "Regardless of the danger the troops marched on" 

(Ortony et al., 1978, p. 7), uttered in the context of children disre

garding a parentis warnings, is regarded as a metaphor because of the 

apparent lack of relevance which the utterance has to the discourse 

situation. Metaphors which arise from the flouting of the maxim of 

relation may often be those which are semantically well-formed but 

pragmatically deviant. That is, Gricels framework may be useful in 

understanding how metaphors which are semantically deviant and metaphors 

which are pragmatically deviant (in the sense of a discontinuity between 

the discourse context and the utterance) can be identified by the hearer/ 

reader. The maxims of quality or the maxims of relation are flouted, 

while the overall Cooperative Principle is still operating. 

Gricels theoretical framework also eliminates the problem of 

distinguishing between lies, nonsense, and metaphor. In the first two 

cases the speaker/writer has opted out of the cooperative situation. 

The Cooperative Principle is not operating .. It is only in the case of 

metaphor that the Cooperative Principle remains operative while a maxim 

is purposefully flouted. It is the problem of the hearer/reader to 

determine whether the speech situation is operating under the Cooperative 

Principle or not. This determination cannot be made on purely linguistic 

grounds, but rather on the basis of the situational context (knowledge 

about the speaker, topic, etc.). Nonsense, lies and metaphor become 
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distinguishable only within a theory of pragmatics that establishes the 

principles governing communicative interactions. Grice has provided us 

with such a framework. 

Summary of Metaphor and 
Linguistic Knowledge 

Due to the rather lengthy discussion of metaphor and linguistic 

knowledge, a short summary seems in order. The issue of metaphor in 

linguistic theory was first traced to early writings concerning the role 

of semi-grammatical or deviant utterances within a theory of generative 

grammar. Controversy surrounded the issue of how such utterances were 

to be handled by the competence grammar. Some linguists (Chomsky, Katz, 

etc.) preferred to handle these grammatical deviations as part of the 

linguistic knowledge of the speaker which was ancillary to the grammar. 

Others such as Weinreich preferred to treat poetic, figurative (and 

deviant) utterances within a redefined competence grammar. Theorists 

such as Levin and Van Dijk began to question the role of context as well 

as encyclopedic (pragmatic) knowledge in the analysis of metaphor. 

The questions raised by Van Dijk and Levin became the center of 

debate among theorists of metaphor. Several analyses of metaphor 

(Reddy, 1969; Price, 1974; Horrocks, 1976, etc.) provided interesting 

evidence against proposals such as Matthews', that metaphor should be 

handled within a competence grammar alone and could be identified purely 

on the basis of selection restriction violations. Some of the argumen-

tation posed against this claim was based on the observation that 
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metaphors could consist of semantically well-formed utterances and that 

semantically deviant utterances could in some contexts nonmetaphorical. 

Furthermore, analyses demonstt'ated that pragmatic knowledge was indeed 

utilized in assigning interpretations to metaphorical utterances. 

Finally, it was shown that the notion of speaker/writer intention to be 

metaphorical was not only necessary to the understanding of the phenome

non from a pragmatic viewpoint, but actually was integral to the selec

tion restriction viewpoint in that it served to distinguish between 

nonsense and metaphor. 

Based on the direction of research which followed the competence/ 

performance debate, one must acknowledge that the performance viewpoint 

prevailed. Much of the recent literature has focused on analyzing 

metaphor within a theory of pragmatics. Those involved in research on 

speech act theory have provided us with interesting insights into the 

nature of metaphor through analyzing it within this model. Loewenberg 

and Mack create new categories of speech acts to accommodate the special 

properties of metaphor, while Cohen includes metaphor as one type of 

nontransparent speech act. Searle, though in agreement with the afore

mentioned theorists in regard to the idea that metaphor is related to 

utterance meaning rather than sentence meaning, does not accept the 

analysis of metaphor as a speech act. Searle argues that indirect 

speech acts, though sharing some characteristics in common with metaphor, 

includes sentence meaning in utterance meaning, while metaphor utterance 

meaning is different from sentence meaning. 



77 

Grice offers a truly promising approach to dealing with meta

phorical language, by placing it within a theory of conversation. 

Metaphor, in this framework, occurs when maxims of quality ("be truth

fu"') and perhaps relation ("be relevant") are violated despite an 

overall adherence to the Cooperative Principle. This approach places 

metaphor within the category of utterances for which readers must go 

beyond the sentence meaning to the conversational setting in order to 

interpret the message. At the same time, it distinguishes metaphor from 

the others of these speech events by defining the maxims which are vio

lated in the case of metaphorical utterances. 

Analyzing metaphor within a pragmatic framework has provided a 

richer understanding of the phenomenon. It is consonant with our intu

ition that many semantically well-formed statements are indeed meta

phorical while not excluding the data which demonstrates that some 

metaphors do indeed exhibit semantic violations. It also places 

metaphor within a communication setting, so that the role of both pro

ducer and receiver gain equal attention. For example, in Grice's model 

if the reader/listener has some reason to believe that the speaker/ 

writer has opted out of the Cooperative Principle, a potentially meta

phorical statement may be'interpreted as a lie or nonsense. In a 

pragmatic framework, the participants in the speech act utilize semantic 

and encyclopedic knowledge, as well as the context of the entire speech 

event, in order to both identify and interpret metaphor. Thus it pro

vides us with an avenue for understanding how and why a metaphorical 



speech event might succeed or fail. For all the above reasons, a 

pragmatic framework provides us with promising directions for studying 

psychological and psycholinguistic processes involved in metaphorical 

production and comprehension. 

Empirical Research on Metaphor Understanding 
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In the last decade there has been a marked increase in the 

number of studies focusing on metaphor understanding. Much of this 

research is concerned with childrens' development, exploring the cogni

tive and psycholinguistic processes involved in the comprehension and 

production of metaphor. Although developmental research on young 

children does not have direct bearing on the present study, the insights 

which this research contributes to our understanding of metaphor pro

cessing in general warrants its review. This will be done in the first 

part of this section. In addition to the interest shown in the develop

mental aspects of metaphor comprehension, several researchers have been 

exploring the psychological and psycholinguistic processes utilized 

by adults in understanding metaphor. Some of the issues which this 

research addresses concern the role of imagery in metaphor compre

hension, the effect of metaphoric language on memory, the extent to 

which linguistic properties of metaphors alone influence comprehension, 

and the relationship between anomaly and metaphor. The second part 

of this section will focus on this research on adults. The re-

search most pertinent to the present study investigates readers' pro

cessing of text metaphors. A search of the literature on this topic 



turned up only a few such studies. Although few in number, these 

studies provide some interesting insights into readers' understanding 

of metaphors, the role which metaphor plays in memory of text, and the 

effect of context on the comprehension of metaphors (both frozen and 

novel). The final part of this section of the chapter will review the 

research on readers' understanding of metaphor. 

Children's Comprehension and 
Production of Metaphor 

Studying children's understanding of metaphor is a challenging 

task, often posing interesting methodological problems. Researchers 

have utilized various techniques in exploring children's understanding 

and use of metaphor, such as multiple choice tasks, completion tasks, 

explication tasks and writing tasks. Few have utilized naturalistic 

observation, although two such recent studies (Cambourne, 1981 and 

Winner, 1979) have demonstrated the virtues of this methodology. All 

the techniques which have been utilized, however, are not without some 
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serious pitfalls. Ortony (1980) and Reynolds and Ortony (1980) question 

the findings of these studies, arguing that the methodology is unsuccess

ful in disentangling the ability to understand metaphors from the world 

knowledge and metalinguistic knowledge of the subjects, and linguistic 

factors such as reference and indirectness. Although these claims can 

only be substantiated through continued development of creative and 

effective research techniques, many contradictions in the findings of the 

developmental research on metaphor suggests that methodological factors 
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may indeed be confounding the results. One must concede, however, that 

despite the problems inherent in the research on this topic, it has 

resulted in important advances in our understanding of children's compre

hension and production of metaphor. A review of this literature follows. 

Several researchers have been concerned with the relationship 

between cognitive development and metaphor comprehension. Two studies 

(Smith, 1976 and Billow, 1975) have focused specifically on the rela

tionship between Piaget's stages of cognitive development and the ability 

to understand literary metaphors as evidenced by explication tasks. 

In an attempt to avoid "strong constraints upon the type of 

response that children are encouraged to make" (p. 236) in multiple 

choice tasks, Smith (1976) utilized a relatively unstructured explication 

task in order to determine children's knowledge of metaphoric language. 

Forty sixth grade and forty eighth grade children were presented with 

metaphors in a short context and asked to explain to the researcher the 

meanings of the passages and the metaphors. Examples of the passages 

taken from grade five curriculum materials are found below with target 

metaphors underlined. 

The Princess Saralinda was tall, with fresias in her dark 
hair and she wore serenity brightly like the rainbow. It was 
not easy to tell her mouth from the rose, or her brow from the 
white lilac. Her voice was faraway music and her eyes were 
candles burning on a tranquil night. 

And they rang their tidings over the bandaged town, over the 
frozen foam of the powder and ice-cream hills, over the crack
ling sea. It seemed that all the churches boomed for joy under 
my window, and the weathercocks crew for Christmas on our fence 
(p. 237). 



The motivation for choosing the particular target metaphors from the 

many instances of metaphoric language found in each passage was not 

explained, nor was the density of metaphor occurrence in the passages 

acknowledged as a factor in the findings. 
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The subjects I explanations were categorized as either immature 

responses or mature responses. Of the eighty responses, ten archetypical 

examples of each classification were analyzed in relation to Piaget's 

stages of concrete and formal operational thinking. All the prime 

examples of immature thought chosen for analysis were produced by sixth 

graders, while all those representing mature thought were produced by 

the eighth graders. 

Smith found that the sixth graders I immature interpretati on exhi bited 

several aspects of concrete thinking, such as egocentrism, transductive 

thinking, a focus on the real rather than the potential, and global, 

diffuse schemas. Examples of such immature interpretations of the eyes 

were cand1 es metaphor are "Well they were bri ght--they kind of 1 it up or 

something" (p. 239) (focusing on concret"e physical qual ities), and "they 

were pretty" (p. 240) (global, diffuse, without detail). Smith found that 

all the examples of the eighth grader's mature responses corresponded 

to several aspects of formal operational thinking. These interpretations 

exhibited flexibility of schemas, differentiation of schemas, hypotheti

cal-deductive and propositional thinking, and an ability to focus on the 

potential rather than the concrete. Examples of these mature responses 

for the eyes were candles metaphor are: 



"It's describing this beautiful princess. Her eyes were really 
bright and twinkly, flickering to express a lot of things. 
Sometimes they were dark and stormy but normally they were 
just at peace" (representing the flexibility of schemas such 
that they can combine with one another). 

"She must be a really beautiful princess with red lips. The 
man that's writing this--he really likes her. Her eyes were 
lit up and bright. She was showing her feelings in her eyes 
and she was really happy. There is a handsome man in the corner 
she is thinking of" (length and complexity of syntactic struc
tures indicative of differentiation of schema) (p. 240,241). 
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Smith concluded that formal operational thinking is required for mature 

interpretations of metaphors, but that concrete operational thought can 

enable children to comprehend metaphor on a less sophisticated level. 

He cautions teachers against interpreting concrete operational responses 

to metaphor as incorrect, encouraging them to appreciate this type of 

response as a preliminary step toward mature interpretation. 

Although avoiding the forced choice situation of multiple choice 

tasks, Smith's methodology also poses problems for the validity of his 

findings. The children's capabilities in oral expression, metalinguistic 

awareness and linguistic sophistication are difficult to differentiate 

from their understanding of the metaphors. In the second example of 

mature interpretation cited above Smith clearly falls into the trap of 

equating linguistic sophistication with depth of understanding. It is 

possible that younger children are not capable of expressing their 

understanding of metaphors as easily as older children. Smith's find

ings are best understood as representing children's abilities to explain 

their comprehension of metaphorical language. 

Billow (1975) was also interested in exploring the relationship 

between Piaget's stages of cognitive development and metaphorical 
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understanding. More specifically, Billow wanted to investigate the 

relationship between concrete operations and the ability to comprehend 

what he termed similarity metaphors (such as IIhair is spaghetti ll ), and 

the relationship between formal operations and the ability to comprehend 

proportional metaphors (such as limy head is an apple without any corell). 

He reasoned that the ability to categorize according to class inclusion 

which develops during the concrete operational stage is necessary for 

the comprehension of similarity metaphors. The ability to make classifi

cations based on proportion which develops during the formal operational 

stage is crucial to the comprehension of proportional metaphors. 

The subjects for the study were ten boys in each of the following 

age groups: 5-6, 7-8, 9-10, 11-12, and 13-14. All the children were 

presented with sentences containing similarity metaphors gathered from 

children's poetry anthologies, first in isolation and then accompanied 

by pictures. Then in order to determine the subjects' level of thinking, 

they were presented with a series of questions regarding the metaphors, 

designed to indicate ability to deal with quantifications of inclusion. 

In phase two of the study, the older groups (9-10, 11-12, and 13-14) 

were presented with the proportional metaphors as well as 12 proverbs. 

In order to assess whether the subjects had achieved formal operations, 

they were then given a task of combinatorial reasoning. 

Using second-order partial correlations as his statistical proce

dure, Smith found evidence in favor of the hypothesized relationship 

between concrete operational thought and comprehension of similarity 
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metaphors. However, because a large percentage of correct interpreta

tions of the metaphors was achieved without exhibiting class inclusion, 

Smith concludes that the ability to comprehend similarity metaphors in

creases as children move more solidly into concrete operations, but that 

this stage of cognitive thought is not necessarily prerequisite to the 

ability to comprehend similarity metaphors. 

For the older children, second-order partial correlations be

tween performance on proportional metaphors and the combinatorial tasks 

were performed. Results indicate some relationship between formal 

operational thinking and the ability to comprehend proportional meta

phors. There was no significant relationships found between the pro

verbs and the combinatorial task. However, it was found that many of 

the nine-year-olds, normally expected to be preoperational, were able 

to solve the proportional metaphors. Smith suggests that perhaps 

because of these students' above-average intelligence (based on I.Q.) 

they were more cognitively advanced than average nine-year-olds. 

Smith concludes from his study that although children as young 

as five years old exhibit some IIfigurative sense," generally the ability 

to comprehend metaphor increases with age, as cognitive structures 

become more advanced. 

In a pioneering exploratory study, Asch and Nerlove (1960) 

investigated children's use of and understanding of double function 

terms. Double function terms are those such as "hard," "sweet," "deep," 

and "bright" which jointly refer to physical as well as psychological 
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properties. It was assumed by the researchers that the ability to 

comprehend the dual nature of these terms constitutes elementary meta

phorical thinking. Asch and Ner1ove, like the researchers previously 

described, were interested in tracing the development of metaphorical 

thinking, linking it to development of cognitive processes, but did not 

attempt to place results within a Piagetian framework. 

Asch and Ner10ve used subjects who ranged in age from three 

years to twelve years. They were assigned to five age groups: 3-4, 5-6, 

7-8, 9-10, and 11-12. The researchers were interested in determining 

whether the terms were first understood in only one or the other domain, 

or if the dual meanings were initially understood simultaneously. They 

also hoped to trace the development of the children1s thinking about 

these terms in relation to their usage. 

Slightly different procedures were utilized with each age group 

in the experiment. For the 3-4-year-01ds, the experimenter disp1ay~d 

several objects, each illustrating a physical property of one of the 

terms. For example, a sugar cube was used to represent the term "sweet," 

and an ice cube for the term "cold," etc. Children were asked to choose 

the object which represented each of the double function terms. They 

were then asked whether these words could describe people. (Are people, 

too, swee't?). The researchers found that most terms were only understood 

in relation to the physical objects. Of the few instances in which sub

jects related the term to persons, they did so in relation to physical 

properties. For example, one child explained that "poor people could 



be cold if they have no clothes. The only term which was used in a 

psychological sense was "sweet." 
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The procedure used for the 5-6-year-olds varied somewhat from 

those used for the younger subjects. For this group the objects were 

not used. Children were asked to name objects which might have the 

physical property related to each term. All the children tested were 

able to do this successfully. They were then asked if the term could 

be applied to people. If subjects could relate the term in a psycholo

gical sense, then they were probed about the relationship between the 

physical and psychological senses. For example, they were asked why 

we call sugar sweet, and kind, nice people sweet. The researchers 

found that although the subjects could all apply the term to humans, 

they did so in the physical sense the majority of the time. There were 

ten instances in which the term was applied in the psychological sense 

using the term~ "sweet," "hard," "soft," and "bright." Very few could 

actually explain the double function of the terms. 

For the 7-8-year-old group, subjects were only asked about how 

the terms might be applied to persons. A great increase in the use and 

understanding of the term in the psychological sense was found (47 out 

of 80 cases). However, they did exhibit difficulty in explaining the 

relationship between the two domains, demonstrating instead that they 

thought of the two uses of the term as constituting two separate words. 

The 9-l0-year-olds showed an increase in the ability to both 

comprehend the psychological meaning of the terms, and demonstrate an 
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understanding of the dual function of the terms. The ll-12-year-olds' 

understanding of the psychological meanings were not much more advanced 

than that of the 9-l0-year-olds, but did show a marked increase in their 

understanding of the dual functions of the terms. 

Asch and Nerlove concluded from their study that the following 

trend exists for the development of double function terms and thus the 

ability to think metaphorically: children first master the reference to 

only physical properties of objects. The psychological sense of the 

terms are developed later, but as separate words. That is, the term is 

considered to be two terms which are homonyms. It is only later in 

childhood (established most firmly for the 11- and 12-year-olds) that 

the dual property of the terms are realized, and the relationship between 

the two domains understood. 

This study can be criticized on several grounds. First, it could 

be the case that by using physical objects with the youngest group, a 

mind set is established so that the subjects believe that responses only 

related to physical attributes of objects and people would be acceptable. 

Secondly, the inability to understand the dual function of the terms may 

be due to a lack of young children's knowledge of the psychological 

domain. Perhaps the ability to see relationships between disparate 

domains other than the psychological develops much earlier, and would 

enable these children to understand metaphors which involve domains for 

which they are familiar. Lastly, as in all explication tasks, it is 

difficult to determine wheth~r the results are more indicative of expres

sive, metalinguistic abilities or comprehension itself. 
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Pollio and Pollio 09741 utilized three dHferent tasks in order 

to assess third, fourth, and fifth graders' development of figurative 

language. Their results are discussed in relation to a Piagetian frame

work and the findings of Asch and Nerlove. 

Hypothesizing that explaining one's understanding of metaphor 

is more difficult than simply using it appropriately, Pollio and Pollio 

devised three tasks for which children were given the opportunity to 

produce figurative language through written language samples. One task 

was an assignment given by the subjects' teachers to write a composition 

on one of five imaginative topics, such as "What would you do if all trees 

disappeared?" (p. 187) and II How would you feel if you were in a pet store 

and one of the gol dfi sh sta rted ta 1 king to yoU?" (p. 188). A Mul ti pl e Sentence 

task was also devised using five of the double function terms which .were 

used by Asch and Nerlove (1960) in their study. For this task, children 

were asked to write as many sentences as they could related to as many 

meanings of the terms as possible. The third task was a Comparisons 

task. Each child was presented with three word pairs and asked to write 

as many similarities between the items as they could provide. An example 

of the word pairs used is "can" and "box." 

Raters were trained to identify instances of figurative language 

in the writing samples of the 174 subjects. An added interest of these 

researchers, as well as many others reviewed in this section, was to 

assess the frequency of frozen metaphors in relation to novel metaphors. 

These were differentiated in the data. For the Composition task, results 
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indicated that the number of metaphors produced decreased significantly 

with age, with the decrease in novel metaphors more marked than for the 

frozen metaphors. Overall, a significantly greater number of frozen 

metaphors were used than novel metaphors. In contrast, the Multiple 

Sentence task resulted ,in a significant increase in figurative language 

over the grade levels. As in the Composition task, there were signifi

cantly fewer novel metaphors than frozen, although a greater overall 

number of frozen metaphors occurred in the Multiple Sentence task than 

in the Composition task. The Comparisons task, like the Multiple Sent

ence task, resulted in a significant increase in overall metaphor usage 

over grade levels. However, contrary to both of the other tasks, the 

Comparisons task elicited a significantly greater number of novel meta

phors than frozen metaphors. 

To summarize the findings, in terms of the ability to elicit 

metaphoric language, the Comparisons tasks was best for novel metaphors, 

the Multiple Sentence task for frozen, while the Composition inhibited 

the use of both metaphorical forms. Furthermore, metaphor production 

increased over age groups for the Multiple Sentence and Comparisons task, 

while it decreased for the Composition task. The decrease in figurative 

usage for the Composition task is explained by Pollio and Pollio as 

children's reluctance lito take chances with either spelling, grammar, or 

word 'choice" or to " ... rock the boat II (p. 198) in regard to obtaining 

high grades. The researchers suggest that assignments of compositions 

in the schools may not be conducive to the production of metaphor. 
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In comparing their results to those of Asch and Nerlove, Pollio 

and Pollio point out that their study demonstrates that children are 

capable of producing metaphor as early as third grade (with this grade 

producing the greatest number of such expressions in the Composition 

task). The authors state that the type of task used to measure chil

dren's conmand of figurative language explains the difference between 

their results and those of Asch and Nerlove (as well as others utilizing 

explication tasks). The researchers conclude that "use precludes 

explication and/or judgement" (p. 198) developmentally. Children can 

make use of metaphors before they can explain them. In terms of Piaget's 

stages of cognitive development, the authors conclude: 

By usual definition, children in this study were all in the 
stage of concrete operations--that is, ranged in age from 8 to 
10 years--and results show that children at these ages can and 
do make use of metaphoric language. . . . What this means is 
that children in the stage of concrete operations are able to 
use frozen and novel figurative language within a specific 
context but may be unable to explicate the use of such language 
in completely abstract terms until they move from the stage of 
concrete operations to the stage of formal operations (p. 200). 

The ability of young children to produce metaphor in experimental 

studies was confirmed by Gardner et ale (1975) who found that even pre

schoolers produced metaphoric language appropriately in a sentence 

completion task. However, when presented with several choices for com

pleting the same sentence, young children were more inclined to prefer 

literal responses. Gardner et ale suggest that perhaps preschoolers are 

more likely to produce their own metaphorical endings while prefering to 

choose literal endings in a multiple choice situation because of an 
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incomplete or insufficiently delineated lexicon. Evidence against this 

explanation was later provided by Winner and Gardner (1977) who found 

that the successful comprehension of metaphor does not require knowledge 

of the core meanings of key metaphorical terms. 

Like Pollio and Pollio (1974), Gardner et al. (1975) also found a 

general trend toward an increase in production and preference for meta

phoric language over age. Following the high metaphor production of 

preschoolers an adequate explanation for which requires further research, 

primary-age children dipped in their production and appreciation for 

metaphor. However, an .upward trend from that age on was found, with the 

oldest subjects (19 years of age) demonstrating an explicit appreciation 

of and preference for metaphoric language. Gardner et al. concur with 

Pollio and Pollio that the capacity to produce metaphors may develop to 

a more advanced level prior to explication abilities. 

In an attempt to explore the development of metaphor comprehen

sion while avoiding explication tasks, Pollio and Pollio (1977) devised 

another study which utilized a multiple choice task. Subjects consisted 

of 149 children ranging from grade four to grade eight. The specific 

purpose of the study was to obtain additional information regarding the 

development of figurative language comprehension and to determine 

whether comprehension of frozen and novel metaphors follow the same 

developmental pattern .. 

The items in the multiple choice task consisted of metaphors 

which were taken from those produced by children in previous studies 
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(Pollio and Pollio, 1974; Pollio, 1973). Half the items chosen were frozen 

metaphors and half novel metaphors. The four alternative's provided for 

each item consisted of a correct literal interpretation, an incorrect 

metaphoric interpretation, and two incorrect literal interpretations. 

An example of a test item for frozen metaphor is: 

1. I went into the kitchen and ate up a storm 
a. I ate alot. 
b. I drank some white lightning from the refrigerator. 
c. I ate so much it rained. 
d. I like to eat when it's raining. (p. 4) 

The directions given to the subjects were to circle the answer that best 

tells what the person who wrote it wanted to say. 

Pollio and Pollio found a significant difference among the 

grades for correct interpretations of the items, and an overall signifi

cant difference between children's ability to understand frozen metaphor 

and novel metaphors. They concl ude that "chil dren I s comprehens i on of 

novel and frozen figures of speech produced by other children rises 

regularly with age and that novel figures are mor~ difficult to under

stand than frozen figures" (p. 7). In contrast to past studies in which 

no correlations were found between production of frozen and novel meta·· 

phors (Pollio and Pollio, 1974), a significant positive correlation was 

found between these for the multiple choice comprehension task. Pollio 

and Pollio suggest that a single process underlies the comprehension of 

both forms of figurative language. 

Recognizing the conflicting evidence regarding children's devel

opment of figurative language, Winner, Rosenstiel and Gardner (1976) 
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investigated the developmental path of metaphor comprehension, focusing 

on the nature of the comprehension at different age levels. 

Defining metaphor as "a figure of speech that illuminates one 

dimension of a particular object by drawing attention to its similarity 

to an 'object from another realm of experience that normally is viewed 

as dissimilar" (p. 290), the researchers chose as test items sentences 

which contained metaphors linking the physical and psychological domains, 

or linking two sensory modalities. Two tasks were devised to determine 

children's comprehension of these metaphors: a multiple choice task, and 

an explication task. The multiple choice task consisted of a metaphoric 

sentence followed by four interpretations which the researchers hypo

thesized as reflecting natural stages of metaphor comprehension. These 

choices were: 

1. Magical: a fantasy-like context is created to explain the 

metaphor. 

2. Metonymic: the link between the terms in the metaphor are trans

formed from one of identity to one of contiguity. 

3. Primitive: the terms of the metaphor are intrepreted as belong

ing to the same realm or modality. 

4. Genuine: the terms 'in the metaphor are interpreted as belonging 

to two different domains and a basis for comparison is found. 

An example of a metaphor used in the multiple choice task, and corres

ponding interpretations are as follows: 

The prison guard was a hard rock 

1. Magical: the person is transformed into stone. 
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2. Metonymic: the guard worked in a rocky prison. 

3. Primitive: the guard is muscular and so physically hard like 

the rock. 

4. Genuine: the prison guard is resistant to the prisoners. 

The explication task involved asking the subjects for their own inter

pretations of the metaphors. Responses were categorized according to 

the above interpretation types. 

One-hundred and eighty subjects participated in the study, 

ranging in age from six to fourteen. Half the subjects were given the 

multiple choice task; the other half were given the explication task. 

In order to compare the oldest and youngest subjects, responses of the 

6-, 7- and 8-year-01ds were compared with those of the 10-, 12- and 

l4-year-olds. 

A significant effect of age was found for all the response types 

on the multiple choice task. Magical, metonymic and primitive metaphoric 

responses were more frequent for the youngest group, while genuine meta

phoric responses were more common for the oldest group. The greatest 

magical responses were made by the 7-year-01ds, metonymic responses by 

the 6-year-01ds, primitive ·responses by the eight-year-olds, and genuine 

responses by the 10- and 12-year-01ds. For the explication task, simi

lar developmental trends emerged. However, for the explication task two 

further categories of responses were added to account for a fairly large 

number of incomplete and inappropriate responses. In terms of the 

effect of the different metaphor types on the responses, it was found 



that for both tasks, cross-sensory metaphors result in a significantly 

greater number of genuine metaphoric responses than do the physical

psychological metaphors. 
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The researchers conclude that metaphoric comprehension undergoes 

qualitative changes during the course of development, approaching sophis

tication in early adolescence. They also suggest that the greater 

effectiveness of the cross-sensory metaphors over the physical-psycho

logical metaphors, is due to a lack of knowledge which young children 

have for the psychological domain. This finding lends further support 

for criticisms of the conclusions reached by Asch and Nerlove (1960) 

based on physical-psychological double-function terms. Finally, in 

explaining the diversity in findings of the research on the develop-

ment of figurative language in young children, Winner et al. state: 

"Taken together with results of prior research on metaphor, these 

findings suggest that spontaneous production occurs first, followed by 

comprehension and then by the ability to explain the rationale of a 

metaphor" (p. 296). Two research studies were conducted to further 

investigate whether factors related to research methodology, and under

lying assumptions regarding properties of metaphor comprehension could 

be contaminating the results of research in this area. 

Questioning whether factors such as an understanding of tasks, 

conceptual knowledge, and knowledge of domain are confounding findings 

of metaphor comprehension research. Genter (1977) devised an analogical 

mapping task for preschoolers, first graders and college sophomores. 



96 

Gentner's theoretical framework was that metaphors are analogies in 

which one semantic region is mapped onto another semantic region. Cer

tain identical semantic relationships hold for the two things being 

compared. 

To test the ability to preserve semantic relations during ana

logical mappings (which the researcher believes underlies the metaphori

cal process), Gentner devised a task in which subjects were asked to map 

various properties from the domain of the human body onto a pictured 

concrete object. For example, the subjects were shown a picture of a 

mountain and asked "If the mountain had a knee, where would it be?" 

(p. 158). The researcher determined that lithe domain, the range, and 

the relevant relational system were familiar to preschool children, and 

the nature of the task was made very clear" (p. 158). 

In a series of two experiments, Gentner found no significant 

effect of age on the ability to perform the tasks. All subjects per

formed better in the connected mode in which all the properties were 

mapped onto the same picture, than on the discrete mode for which each 

property was mapped onto different pictures. She concluded that chil

dren's analogical ability is well developed in the preschool years. She 

also finds her results consistent with past research which claims that 

children between the ages of two to five are linguistic geniuses whose 

creativity diminishes by age seven or eight. In an attempt to explain 

the conflict between her findings and those showing a developmental 

trend, Gentner proposes these reasons. Among others: (1) more than 
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analogical skill is required in order to use metaphor appropriately by 

adult standards; (2) although possessing the underlying analogical 

skill, children must develop linguistic abilities such as conversational 

rules' governing metaphor usage, and knowledge of nonmetaphoric meanings 

of words. 

In an attempt to differentiate nonmetaphorically related lin

guistic factors such as indirectness and reference from the actual 

ability to comprehend metaphor, Reynolds and Ortony (1980) conducted two 

research experiments. 

In the first experiment, 240 second to sixth graders listened to 

and viewed an incomplete story for which they were to choose one continu

ation sentence. In one condition the correct target involved the compre

hension of a metaphor; in another the comprehension of a semantically 

matched simile; and in yet another the comprehension of a literal state

ment. It was reasoned that because the metaphors and similes were 

matched in terms of semantic content, a difference in performance on 

these two conditions would demonstrate that explicitness and directness 

of syntactic signals of comparison can influence results of metaphor 

comprehension studies. 

The researchers found a significantly greater number of correct 

responses for the simile condition than the metaphor condition. A main 

effect for the age variable also indicated an increased number of correct 

responses over age groups. An increased advantage of similes over 

metaphors for older children was also found. Thus, the research findings 
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found results interpreted as representing the ability to comprehend 

metaphor. 
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In a follow-up experiment, Reynolds and Ortony investigated the 

role of reference as an influencing factor in metaphor comprehension 

studies. The same stories used in the first experiment were used for 

the second. However, the second experiment was designed to test whether 

specific reference to the topic of the metaphor would result in more 

correct responses. Thus, in one condition, items identical to the first 

experiment which utilized non-specific reference ("it") were presented. 

In the second condition, alternatives for story completion utilized 

specific references to the topic of the metaphor. 

It was found that specific reference to the topic of the meta

phor resulted in significantly more correct responses, thereby confirming 

the researchers' hypothesis that reference as a linguistic factor may 

also interfere with measures of metaphor comprehension. The researchers 

concluded that "measures of children's ability to understand metaphorical 

language can all too easily be confounded with measures of other general 

language variables that have no particular connection to metaphorical 

language" (p. 22). 

Virtually all of the above studies, including those that attempt 

to control for methodological contaminants, must be questioned on the 

grounds that by employing experimental conditions, decontextualized and 

often contrived metaphors, and artifical linguistic tasks, they lack 
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lIeco1ogica1 va1idity.1I That is, there are limitations to the extent to 

which the results of these studies can be interpreted as representing 

metaphor comprehension and production in normal, everyday life situa

tions. It can be argued that the effects of experimental conditions are 

even more pronounced for younger children, thereby calling into question 

the validity of developmental findings. In an attempt to eliminate the 

effect of experimental conditions on assessing young children's use of 

metaphorical language, two naturalistic studies were conducted (Winner, 

1978 and Cambourne, 1981). These studies will be reviewed briefly. 

The spontaneous speech production of one child from age 2.3 to 

4.1 produced in natural settings was taped, transcribed, and analyzed by 

Winner (1979) to explore the natural development of metaphor production 

in preschoolers. Criteria were devised to distinguish between overexten

sions of words, true metaphorical usages and anomalies. The metaphors 

found in the child's speech were also categorized on the basis of 

whether they were produced as a consequence of pretend or nonpretend 

actions, or produced without accompanying action. The grounds of the 

metaphors were categorized to determine whether perceptual features 

such as color, size, and sound, or nonperceptua1 properties such as 

function were most common in the metaphors. 

Winner found that metaphors were more frequent than overexten

sions (79% and 21%, respectively) in the overall speech production. 

Overextensions also decreased with age, while metaphors dipped at three 

years, but by four years rose back up to the very high level of produc-
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tion found in the second year. Metaphors produced as a consequence of 

pretend actions were most frequent at two years old, but decreased 

dramatically by four years old, at which point non-pretend metaphors 

constituted 76% of the productions. Anomalies were infrequent at year 

two and almost nonexistent at later ages (demonstrating even very young 

children1s communicative competence). In terms of the grounds of the 

metaphors, 49% were based on perceptual properties, 33% on a combination 

of perceptual and functional properties, and 18% on only functional 

properties. Perceptual grounds increased with age, while functional 

grounds decreased. Psychological-physical metaphors were not found in 

early speech production--further evidence against drawing conclusions 

about metaphoric abilities of young children on the basis of these meta

phor types. It was found that early metaphors were uttered most often 

in the immediate presence of eliciting objects, and that the metaphors 

were based on isolated properties of the objects, not on a convergent 

set of properties. Finally, Winner found that the development of 

metaphor production is curvilinear rather than linear. She hypothesizes 

that as children reach elementary school age they may focus their efforts 

more on delineating conventional uses of language, but that use of meta

phorical language may again surface at adolescence. Metaphor production, 

however, begins at an earlier age than would ever be suggested by experi

mental studies. 

Cambourne (1981) utilized radio microphone transmitters to 

monitor the metaphor production of 28 first graders and those in their 
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immediate environments as they interacted naturally in the home, class

room, and playground. Metaphors were identified and classified in terms 

of their grammatical function and communicative function and on the 

basis of whether they were frozen or fresh. 

Cambourne found that "metaphor is a very significant aspect of 

the verbal world of grade one children and their associates" (p. 60). 

However, the instances of frozen metaphors were much greater than those 

of fresh metaphors. On this basis, Cambourne questions the claims of 

Ortony (1979b) and Rumelhart (1979) that metaphor is such a pervasive 

phenomenon in natural speech. It was found that occurrence of metaphor 

in the children's environment varies, with the classroom having the 

highest occurrence and the playground the least. In terms of the chil

dren's production of metaphors, Cambourne found that first graders are 

not very prolific users of metaphor, with setting not affecting produc

tion significantly. Only 2.94% of the total speech corpus was classi

fied as frozen metaphor, and a minute .04% classified as fresh. There 

was a greater number of frozen metaphors produced in the playground than 

produced in the home. A nonrandom distribution of grammatical functions 

was found, with metaphors involving adverbs or adjectives, and single 

nouns constituting the highest percentages. While setting did not 

affect the grammatical functions significantly, settings did affect the 

communicative functions of the metaphors. Cambourne concludes from his 

findings on metaphor production that "metaphor is not as pervasive an 

aspect of children's language behavior as some researchers have c1aimed" 
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(p. 70). His findings lend support to Winner's hypothesis that metaphor 

production of young elementary school children may dip, as they focus 

on refining their usage of conventional language. 

Adult Comprehension of Metaphor 

This section of the chapter will focus on studies which have 

explored various aspects of adults' comprehension and processing of 

metaphors. Several theoretical issues are explored, including the role 

of similarity in metaphor comprehension, the impact of semantic relations 

on metaphor interpretation, differences between the processing of meta

phor and the processing of idioms and literal language, and the effect 

of metaphor on memory. A discussion of the literature will be organized 

in relation to these key issues. 

Johnson and Malgady (1979) designed a study in order to explore 

the relationship between some predictions of a cognitive-feature model 

of association and the comprehension of metaphor. A cognitive-feature 

model of association is based on the notion that the meaning of words 

is comprised of a set of underlying potential feature elements, such as 

cognitive characteristics, features or attributes. The meaning of a 

word in a given context is a subset of this potential set of features. 

When words are combined, the meaning of the two words taken together is 

an additive summation of the feature sets of each word. Features shared 

by each word are raised to saliency, and the more features the words 

have in common the more constrained the image and the easier it would be 

to formulate an associative response to the pair. This model therefore 
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predicts that the greater the number of features two nouns in a metaphor 

share, the greater the similarity between them, and the easier the 

expression will be to interpret. 

Based on this theoretical framework, Johnson and Malgady devised 

several tasks. Twenty-eight metaphorical phrases containing two key 

nouns were chosen from literary works. One word association task re

quired university students to write the first word which came to mind 

for the two nouns within a metaphorical phrase (in-context condition) 

and another required a different group of students to do this for the 

two nouns out of context (out-of-context condition). Two other tasks 

required subjects to rate on a scale of one to five the similarity 

between the two nouns (1) in metaphorical context, and (2) out of con

text. In another task, students were asked to list as many properties 

shared by the nouns out of context as they could think of. Yet another 

group of students were required to rate on a five-point scale metaphor 

"goodness" (how good, pleasant or appropriate the metaphor seemed). 

Finally, a group of subjects were asked to write an interpretation of 

the 28 metaphors. There were approximately fifty subjects in each 

condition. 

The researchers found significant correlations among all of the 

tasks. That is, words rated as highly similar tended to elicit the 

greatest number of highly salient shared features, metaphor "goodness" 

was positively related to similarity between key words, and metaphor 

"goodness" was negatively related to difficulty in interpretation. 
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These findings were consistent across the in-context and out-of-context 

conditions. It is concluded that aesthetic judgement and ease of inter

pretation is related to the similarity between the tenor and vehicle 

nouns of metaphors. This is regarded as evidence in favor of the cog

nitive-feature model of association, and provides insights into metaphor 

interpretation. 

Fraser (1979) devised a research study to investigate the 

following question: liTo what extent is the interpretation of a metaphoric 

expression (or at least the most probable interpretation) predictable 

on the basis of the linguistic properties of the utterance alone?1I (p. 

172). Subquestions of this major question were: (1) If given metaphors 

out of context, would speakers agree on the interpretation? (2) Would 

speaker characteristics account for any differences if there were any? 

and (3) In the case of agreement, would linguistic properties of the 

sentence or the belief system of the language users account for it? The 

researcher hypothesized that linguistic properties alone would not 

account for individual interpretations, and therefore there would be 

great diversity of interpretations of metaphors out of context. Further

more, it was hypothesized that differences and similarities would be 

explained by speaker characteristics and connotative meanings of the 

lexical items. The researcher also hoped to determine whether similes 

and metaphors would receive the same interpretations out of context. 

Four sets of twenth-eight sentences judged as semantically . 
anomalous were constructed. The groups consisted of declarative sen-

tences of the form: 



Group A: "He's an X" 

Group B: "She's an X" 

Group c: "He's like an X" 

Group D: "She's 1 ike an X" 

(p. 180) 

Forty subjects, ten men and thirty women, were presented \'lith the 

sentences and asked to describe X. 
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Fraser found that metaphors out of context received very incon

sistent interpretations. A significant difference was found in inter

pretations for descriptions of males and females. No clear trends were 

found concerning the difference between similes and metaphors. The 

researcher concluded that linguistic properties alone cannot account for 

metaphor interpretation, or else there would be greater similarity among 

interpretations of metaphors out of context. It is suggested that inter

pretation of metaphor belongs more properly within a theory of language 

use rather than within a theory of grammar. 

H. Pollio and his associates (Pollio and Burns, 1977; Pollio and 

Smith, 1977) have conducted a series of experiments to investigate the 

relationship between anomaly and metaphor, an issue debated in the 

linguistic literature. Pollio and Burns (1977) found in their study 

that "many randomly generated word-sets coul d be interpreted metaphori

cally and that when subjects were asked to learn such "sentences" as 

responses in a paired-associates task, they did significantly better if 

they had interpreted the sentences before, rather than after, learning" 

(Pollio and Smith, 1977, p. 2). The researchers concluded that people 
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are capable of interpreting any grammatical word string and that seman

tic theories should take this into account. 

In a follow-up study, Pollio and Smith (1977) replicated (with 

some revisions) a study by Steinberg (1970) in order to examine subjects 

classifications of anomalous sentences. 

As in Steinberg's study, subjects were presented with a series 

of sentences in the form liThe is a II Five examples of each 

of the following sentences types were represented: analytic, synthetic, 

contradictory, anomalous. Subjects were asked to match the sentences 

to exemplars of each category. Pollio and Smith added an extra set of 

exemplars representing metaphor, so that subjects could categorize the 

sentence into five rather than four categories. The researchers were 

interested in finding out whether subjects would categorize anomalous 

sentences as metaphor or anomaly. 

The number of correct placements for each category was found to 

be 65% for synthetic, 70% for analytic, 49% for contradictory and 59% for 

anomaly. These percentages were all lower than those found by Steinberg. 

Looking specifically at the categorization of anomalous sentences, the 

researchers found that 20% of the anomalous sentences were coded as 

metaphorical. Only 3% of the contradictory sentences fell into the 

metaphor category. Pollio and Smith claim that these findings constitute 

evidence that anomalous sentences can be interpreted as metaphor and that 

what may make sense to some people may make no sense whatever to other 

people. The researchers also believe that their finding concerning 
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contradictory sentences may be of some theoretical significance since 

contradiction is sometimes veiwed as a precondition of metaphor. 

Finally, in looking more closely at the patterns of subject responses, 

it was found that some subjects never used the metaphor category while 

others used it frequently. It was suggested that some people are more 

literal in their logical reasoning, while others are more daring and 

much less literal. 

Several researchers have been interested in determining if there 

is any fundamental difference in the process of comprehending literal 

and metaphorical language. An ancillary issue is whether metaphors 

require any more processing time than literal language or idioms, and 

whether metaphors function any differently in memory. The next set of 

papers reviewed deal with these issues. 

In a theoretical discussion of the issue regarding the differ

ences in comprehending literal and metaphorical language, Rumelhart 

(1979) argues strongly that the underlying processes involved in compre

hending these two linguistic forms are identical: 

I shall argue that the distinction between literal and meta
phorical language is rarely, if ever, reflected in a qualita
tive change in the psychological processes involved in the 
processing of that language. I argue that the classification 
of an utterance as to whether it involves literal or metaphor
ical meanings is analogous to our judgements as to whether a 
bit of language is formal or informal. It is a judgement 
that can be reliably made, but not one which signals funda
mentally different comprehension processes (p. 79). 

Rumelhart argues that for both metaphor and literal comprehension, 

the comprehension process involves forming a connection between the 
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conception of the situation and the lexical items being used. Further

more, he argues that metaphors are not understood in stages, where the 

literal interpretation is assigned prior to the metaphorical interpre

tation. Using the example liThe policeman raised his hand and stopped 

the car" (p. 85), Rumelhart demonstrates that comprehension of state

ments involve selecting and verifying appropriate schemata to account 

for the situation. The fact that this sentence would not normally be 

understood as meaning that the policeman physically stopped the car, 

suggests that the world knowledge contained in our schemata concerning 

all the elements in the situation are being utilized in the comprehension 

process. Rumelhart rejects the notion that conveyed meanings are ever 

identical to literal meanings, and that therefore the problem of compre

hending metaphors (for which the conveyed meaning is also not.equa1 to 

the literal meaning) should not be any more difficult than comprehending 

nonmetaphorica1 language. Rume1hart accounts for the metaphorical 

flavor one experiences in interpreting metaphorical language by claiming 

that when statements are literally true, the schema accounts for all the 

data in question, while when a statement is metaphorically true, only 

some aspects of the schema hold. Other equally important aspects of the 

schema do not hold. 

Harris (1979) conducted a series of three experiments to determine 

whether or not it is more difficult to remember metaphors than nonmeta

phors and frozen metaphors. 

Harris contends that although metaphors appear to have two levels 

of meaning as do proverbs and conversationally conveyed requests, the 
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comprehension process for metaphors is different. In reaction time 

studies for proverbs (Brewer et al ., 1974) and conversationally con

veyed requests (Clark and Lucy, 1975), it was found that subjects 

constructed a literal interpretation first and then later a figurative 

or imperative interpretation. However, Harris found in an earlier study 

(Harris, 1976) that subjects took no longer to supply paraphrase for 

metaphors than nonmetaphors with the same meaning and level of compre

hensibility. Thus, Harris would hypothesize that metaphors are under

stood as quickly and are remembered as easily as nonmetaphors. 

In the first experiment, forty-eight sentence sets were con

structed, each set containing three simple sentences with the same 

meaning. However, one sentence was a metaphor (as judged by the re

searchers), one was a dead metaphor, and one was a nonmetaphor. Subjects 

listened to a tape recording of the sentences and were later asked to 

write as many as they could remember, with the aid of recall cues con

sisting of the first noun in each sentence. Responses were categorized 

as (1) no response, (2) critical part of sentence remembered incorrectly, 

(3) response correct except for minor meaning-preserving changes and 

and where figurative meaning was preserved but different wording used, 

(4) new novel metaphor, (5) new dead metaphor, and (5) new nonmetaphor. 

Harris found that there was no main effect of the input sentence 

types on the number of correctly recalled sentences. This means that 

metaphors were no more difficult to remember than nonmetaphors or dead 

metaphors. It was found, however, that when sentences were not remem-
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bered verbatim, there was a significant trend for the sentences to be 

recalled in a less metaphorical form. Finally, it was found that 32% 

of the responses altered the critical part of the sentences in some way, 

indicating that metaphorical and nonmetaphorical sentences can be stored 

in an abstract form without remembering the exact wording. 

A second experiment was conducted to verify the researchers' judge

ments concerning the metaphoricity of the test items classified in that 

manner. By asking 108 students to rate the sentence on a scale ranging 

from completely unmetaphorical to highly and novelly metaphorical, the 

validity of the researchers' judgements were confirmed. The findings of 

the first experiment were consequently also strengthened. 

In a third experiment, the procedure of the first experiment was 

altered so as to function as a recognition task. The findings for this 

experiment were the same as those obtained for the first experiment. 

The researcher concluded that metaphors are no harder to recall or recog

nize than nonmetaphorical language. It was also ntoed that metaphors 

are not any easier to remember or recall (though some theories would 

predict the contrary). Harris also concluded that the surface structure 

of metaphors (and nonmetaphors) are not necessarily stored in memory. 

In an effort to study the role of the ground in the recall of 

metaphors, Verbrugge and McCarrell (1977) conducted a study in which 

abstract interpretations of the grounds of metaphorical statements were 

used as recall prompts. The researchers reasoned that if the comprehen

sion of metaphor involves inferring the ground of a metaphor then the 

ground prompts should be successful aids to recall of the metaphors. 
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Two lists of fourteen metaphoric sentences were prepared, 

including metaphors such as "Bi11boards are warts on the 1andscape" and 

"Bi11 boards are the yellow pages of a highway," (p. 502) in which topic and 

vehicle noun phrases are present. Subjects were presented with the 

sentences and then received booklets containing prompts consisting of 

either topic noun phrases, vehicle noun phrases, relevant grounds, or 

irrelevant grounds. Their task was to write the sentence which the 

prompt reminded them of most. 

It was found that recall of the metaphorical sentences was nearly 

perfect when topics or vehicles were used as prompts. It was also found 

that grounds which were relevant to the acquisition sentences enabled 

subjects to approach nearly perfect recall, approximating the success of 

topic and vehicle prompts. This confirms the hypothesis that grounds of 

metaphors are inferred as part of the comprehension process, and that 

these grounds are stored in memory. 

Noting that the grounds used as prompts in the experiment repre

sented were high-level abstractions, not explicit in the sentence, nor 

utilized any of the content words in the metaphor, Verbrugge and McCarrell 

reject an associative feature view of metaphor (assumed by researchers 

such as Johnson and Ma1gady, 1979, reviewed earlier): 

At the very least, this confirms our intuition that recall of 
a metaphoric sentence cannot be ascribed to a direct prompting 
of component terms, but involves some kind of match between 
relationships experienced at the invitation of those terms and 
the relationships specified by the ground. The product of 
comprehension must be more than a novel paired associate, more 
than a new "link" between two terms or two classes of objects 
(p.523). 
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In place of an associative ~ode1, Verbrugge and McCarrell propose that 

metaphoric resemblances consist of relations among domains or schemata 

instantiated on the basis of the topic and vehicle, where the schemata 

of the vehicle constrains that of the topic. 

Readers' Comprehension of Metaphor 

Although the following section reviews the literature on readers' 

comprehension of metaphor, and the role of metaphor in text, many of the 

issues raised in the previous section are debated in this literature as 

well. 

Ortony et al. (1978) pursue the debate concerning the difference 

between metaphor and nonmetaphor in processing time. On one side of the 

debate, Searle (1979) argues that the comprehension of metaphor involves 

three stages in which the literal meaning is determined first, followed 

by a check of literal meaning against context, and finally reinterpreted 

as metaphor. This stage theory of metaphor comprehension gained some 

support by the research of Clark and Lucy (1975) who found that indirect 

speech acts (not metaphorical but sharing the quality of indirectness 

with metaphorical language) resulted in longer response times than 

direct speech acts. On the other side of the debate, Rumelhart (1979) 

and Harris (1979) claim that metaphors are processed no differently than 

nonmetaphors and that each are equally easy to remember. 

Ortony et al. propose a resolution to this debate. They hypothe

size that the stage model is invoked only when a conceptual framework 

derived from a rich context is lacking. When a prior context from which 
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hypotheses about the meaning of a metaphor is present, the interpretation 

of the metaphor only involves confirmation of the previously formulated 

hypothesis. In this case, a stage model need not be invoked. Therefore, 

Ortony et al. suggest that processing time for a metaphorical target is 

more likely to be a function of the amount of context available to the 

processors than a function of its nonliteralness. 

To test this hypothesis, the researchers devised "vignettes," 

each consisting of an antecedent context, and a sentence length conclud

ing target. For each item, two types of contexts were constructed--one 

invoking a literal interpretation of the target, the other invoking a 

metaphorical interpretation of the target. Short contexts, taken from 

the first sentence of the longer ones were also produced. Forty subjects 

were asked to read the contexts, press. a bar at a computer terminal 

when this was completed, and then to read the target and do the same. 

Ortony et al. predicted that (1) given insufficient context, metaphori

cally induced targets should take longer to comprehend than literally 

induced targets; (2) given sufficient context, the reaction time for 

literally and metaphorically induced targets should be the same. In 

order to confirm that comprehension had indeed been achieved, subjects 

were asked in a posttest to' write a brief summary of how each of the 

contexts had been interpreted. 

An analysis of variance was performed among all variables. A 

significant effect was found for context length. Targets following 

longer contexts were processed more quickly. A significant main effect 
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was also found for context type, with metaphor taking longer to process 

than literals. However, a significant interaction was also found be

tween context length and context type, indicating that there was no 

significant difference between metaphors and literal targets in the long 

context, though metaphors took longer to process than literals in the 

short context. Thus the findings confirmed the hypothesis that given 

sufficient contextual support, metaphors take no longer to be processed 

than nonmetaphors, and that the stage model could therefore not be 

operative in this condition. 

A second experiment was conducted in order to test whether the 

stage model could possibly apply to idiomatic expressions. The resear

chers predicted that it would not. Materials were similar to those used 

in the first experiment, but this time contexts induced either an idio

matic interpretation of the idiomatic target, a literal interpretation 

of the same idiomatic target, or a literal interpretation of a literal 

paraphrase of the idiomatic target. The procedure was the same as that 

used in the first experiment. The researchers found a significant 

effect for context type, with the literal control item and the idiomatic 

uses of idioms processed more quickly than the literal uses of idioms. 

The data demonstrated that idioms do not take longer to comprehend than 

literal uses of the same expression, and there was some indication that 

idioms might actually be comprehended more quickly than literal language. 

It was suggested that this might be due to easier parsing of the idioms. 

Like Rumelhart, and Verbrugge and McCarrell, Ortony et al. invoke 

schema theory as a theoretical framework within which to analyze their results: 



"processing the context activates sufficient appropriate schemata to 

enable the account. of the target to be arrived at quite readily, even 

though there may be slightly more of them available for literals than 

for metaphors" (po 23). 
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While Ortony et al. were interested in the effect of metaphor on 

processing time, Cunningham (1976) was interested in determining the 

effect of the amount of metaphors in a passage on the quality of compre

hension. To test this, Cunningham constructed two 200-word passages of 

which one avoided the occurrence of metaphor, and the other contained 

metaphorical terms. The readability of both passages was the same 

according to a popular readability formula. The passages were made into 

cloze tests by deleting the fiftieth word and every fifth word there

after. One-hundred and ninety sixth graders were asked to fill in the 

words that they believed best completed each blank. 

Correct answers (exact deletions) were counted and various com

prehension levels determined. 0-39% correct constituted frustration 

level, 40-56% instructional level, 57-100% independent level. It was 

found that the means for correct responses for the metaphor passage and 

nonmetaphor passage was significantly different. The mean for the 

nonmetaphor passage was 10.38 and the mean for the metaphor passage was 

4.39. Furthermore, it was found that for the nonmetaphor passage, 19% 

of the subjects read on the independent level, 43% on the instructional 

level, and 38% on the frustration level. For the metaphor passages, 

none of the subjects read on the independent level, 7% on the instruc-
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tional level, and 93% on the frustration level. Cunningham concluded 

that literature containing figurative language might be more difficult 

for children to comprehend. However, he acknowledges that the cloze 

procedure is only one indicator of comprehension, and that the passages 

were artificially constructed, so that some caution is warranted in 

drawing strong conclusions from the study. 

Pearson and Raphael (1979) were interested in investigating the 

notion that metaphors may serve as a bridge for readers between the 

known and the unknown (Petrie, 1979), and thus have a facilitative effect 

on comprehension. Pursuing this hypothesis in her research, Arter (1976) 

earlier investigated whether metaphors would facilitate comprehension and 

recall of text. She hypothesized that they would have this effect, based 

on the bridging function proposed by Petrie and the notion that metaphors 

may add vividness and interest to the text. Her hypotheses were not con

firmed by her study. She found no difference between sixth grader's 

comprehension and recall of passages containing metaphors, and passages 

with the same meaning but containing literal paraphrases. She suggested 

as explanations for her findings that a lack of familiarity with the 

vehicles of the metaphor and the subject matter of the passages may have 

been confounding factors. Pearson and Raphael's research was motivated 

by Arter's research, specifically hoping to investigate whether familiar

ity with the metaphor vehicles would result in findings which support her 

original hypothesis that metaphors have a facilitative effect on compre

hension and recall of text. 
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In the first experiment conducted by Pearson and Raphael, two 

versions of the same story on pyramids were constructed, one containing 

ten target metaphors and the other containing ten literal target para

phrases. In a pilot study using subjects from the same population util

ized for the main study, it was determined that all subjects knew all 

ten of the vehicles used in the metaphors. Ten comprehension probes 

were developed to assess the comprehension of the ten target structures 

which were expressed metaphorically in one passage and literally in the 

other. Twenty sixth graders and twenty university students were asked 

to read the passages and then recall as much of the story as they could. 

The students were then probed for the target structures. 

Recalls were analyzed on the basis of a gist criterion (did they 

get the gist or sense of the target structure?), and how well the propo

sitional structure of their recalls matched that of the text. The 

results for the free recall of the target structures indicated a signifi

cant difference attributable to both age and version. The results are 

the same for free-plus-probed gist recall. In contrast to Arter's find

ings, Pearson and Raphael found that metaphorical targets were recalled 

more successfully than literal targets, and that metaphor must have a 

facilitative effect on comprehension and memory. 

Interest i ngl y, when Pearson and Raphael repl i cated thei r experiment 

with younger children (third graders), using a different passage, they 

obtained results completely contrary to those obtained for the first 

experiment (no difference -between metaphor and literal targets). They 

hypothesized that familiarity with the subject matter of the passage used 
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in the second study might have been responsible for their results. That 

is, if metaphor has a facilitative effect in bridging the gap between 

the unknown and the known, then the metaphors would lose this function 

for familiar passages. In such a case, metaphors and literal targets 

would function similarly. 

In a follow-up experiment to investigate the above hypothesis, 

four text versions were constructed: (1) familiar passage with metaphor 

targets; (2) less familiar passage with metaphor targets; (3) familiar 

passage with literal targets; and (4) less familiar passage with literal 

targets. Twenty third and twenty sixth graders (of high reading ability 

and low reading ability) served as subjects for the experiment. Signi

ficant main effects were found for age and familiarity. A series of 

significant two-way interactions indicated that: (1) the ability differ

ences were more pronounced at grade six than at grade three; (2) greater 

disparity existed between levels of familiarity for sixth graders than 

third graders, and most importantly; (3) that a lack of facilitative 

effect for metaphors was evident when passages were familiar, and a 

facilitative effect was evident for metaphors when passages were unfa

miliar. Thus, the researchers' hypothesis was confirmed. 

Pearson and Raphael concluded from their's and Arter's studies 

that children's and adults' recall of metaphor is as good and sometimes 

better than their recall of comparable literals. They also concluded 

that the role of metaphor as a bridging device depends on passage fami

liarity. It functions as such when unfamilarity with subject matter 
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requires it to do so. Finally, as a secondary finding, the researchers 

noted that metaphors did not serve to elicit recall of text which was 

incidental to these structures. 

Gaus (1979) investigated the effects of different metaphor types 

on the comprehension of a text and on information specifically related 

to the metaphors. Four passages were produced based on an original 

passage found in a children's magazine. All were descriptive expositions 

on the topic of Appaloosa horses. The four passages contained either 

(1) an explicitly cued metaphor (simile), (2) a metaphor, (3) a combina

tion of a metaphor and an explicitly cued metaphor (the original version), 

or (4) literal language only. 

In a pilot study using subjects from the same population used 

for the main study, Gaus established that subjects had little or no 

knowledge of the specific content of the selection, and that no differ

ence in information was contained in the four passages. Forty sixth 

graders served as subjects, with ten children each reading one of the 

four experimental passages. After a buffer task, subjects were asked to 

recall as much information from the passage as possible. The subjects 

were then probed for further information based on their recall and pre

sented with twenty-six probes to assess aided recall of general text 

portions and metaphorically presented information. 

Gaus found no significant difference in mean scores across the 

four passages for passage recall. However, a significant difference was 

found across the four passages in recall of information specifically 
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related to the metaphors. Literal and metaphor passage readers per

formed si gni fi cantly better in thi s regard. Gaus concl uded that "various 

types of metaphors occurring naturally in text do not seem to adversely 

affect children's recall of that text" (p. 145) and that "the propensity 

of a reader to recall metaphorically presented informational units dif

fers according to type of metaphor in the text" (p. 145). Gaus also 

suggested on the basis of an analysis of the content of the recalls, 

that metaphor comprehension involves a blending of prior world knowledge 

with textually presented information. 

In that the few studies reviewed above constitute the significant 

research on the topic of readers' processing of metaphor, it is clear 

that there is much need for continued research on this topic. It is 

hoped that the present research will in part fulfill this need. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Subjects 

The subjects for this study were chosen from a data base created 

by a 1973 federally funded research study, Theoretically Based Studies 

of Patterns of Miscues in Oral Reading Performance (Goodman, 1973) 

(hereafter referred to as the 1973 study). A total of nine subjects 

have been selected for this analysis, including three sixth graders, 

three eighth graders and three tenth graders. Ages of the nine subjects 

range from eleven to fourteen years old. 

The subjects were rated according to their relative reading 

ability at the time of the 1973 study. This rating was based on stan

dardized test scores and the professional judgments of their teachers. 

The sixth grade subjects selected for this current study have been rated 

as high ability readers (H), the eighth graders as average readers (A), 

and the tenth graders as low readers (L). 

All subjects in this study read the same story. Although 

each reader approached the text with unique strengths in reading, con

cepts and experiences, an effort was made during the 1973 study to 

match the material to the readers in terms of difficulty. The story was 

intended to be difficult enough to produce at least 50 miscues, but not 

so difficult as to cause emotional upset or frustration. Therefore, 
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although three different grade level groups read the same story, they 

were only the high sixth, average eighth, and low tenth graders. 

Materials 
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The story read by all subjects in this study is entitled "Sheep Dog" 

(Stoval, 1962). It is a nine-page, 3,667-word, se1 f-contained, whole story 

from an eighthgrade Basal Reader (seeAppendix B). This fictional story 

concerns a sheep dog that is responsible for herding and safeguarding 

a flock of sheep. The herder dies and the dog's mate is killed, leaving 

the sheep dog to defend the flock against the hungry coyotes. The story 

was originally chosen for its appeal to older children, its literary 

quality, and its sense of unity. 

"Sheep Dog" was selected for the present study for the above 

reasons and also for the large number of metaphoric expressions natur

ally occurring within the text. These expressions vary greatly in their 

syntactic and semantic structures, thus providing a good representation 

of the possible metaphor types readers may encounter in other reading 

material. Unlike other materials considered for this study, the meta

phors in "Sheep Dog" are not so numerous, dense, or embedded in one 

another, as to mask the source of the miscues. Although many of the 

sentences in "Sheep Dog" contain at least one metaphor, there are 

sentences which do not contain any. 

Description of Miscue Analysis 

Miscue analysis is a psycholinguistically based evaluation of the 

oral reading of whole connected discourse. Its development was begun by 
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Kenneth Goodman in 1963 as a research tool with which to analyze the 

strategies readers employ in the process of constructing meaning from 

written language. The original form of miscue analysis has undergone 

several revisions since 1963 to accom~odate new research findings. Oral 

reading "miscues," or unexpected responses to the print, are evaluated 

on the basis of a miscue taxonomy which requires the researcher to 

consider the readers' utilization and integration of graphic, phonemic, 

morphemic, syntactic and semantic information as well as their use of 

correction strategies, dialect and intonation involvement. In addi

tion to analyzing readers' comprehending process during reading, miscue 

researchers also analyze the integration of meaning derived from the 

reading by assessing the reader's free and prompted retelling of the 

passage. 

The notion of analyzing "errors" is not new to the field of 

psychology and linguistics. It has been a useful tool in second-language 

learning research as well as dialect research. Through analyzing spea

kers' deviations from "standard" language forms, grammars have been 

constructed for Black dialects, among others (Labov, 1972). The enor

mous contributions to cognitive psychology of Jean Piaget stem from his 

interest and study of children's unexpected responses. Piaget, among 

other theorists such as Goodman and Goodman (1977), Ko1ers (1972), 

Weber (1968) and Fromkin (1973) have recognized the enormous potential 

of analyzing cognitive and linguistic processing through unexpected 

responses. Through this paradigm, researchers truly find a "window" to 

the functioning of the human mind. 
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Analyzing readers' comprehending process through miscue analy

sis is particularly appropriate to the study of metaphor. It involves 

the use of whole text, alleviating the problem of generalizability of 

findings to natural written language processing situations. Metaphors 

are embedded in meaningful contexts, rather than appearing in isolation. 

It allows for an assessment based on actual processing, rather than 

metalinguistic abilities. Syntactic as well as semantic processing is 

assessed. Through analysis of the readers' retelling of the story, one 

may determine how metaphor processing affects the comprehension of the 

text, and is integrated into the total meaning constructed by the 

reader. The readers' miscues are always evaluated in terms of both the 

linguistic background of the reader and the relationship the miscues 

bear to the total context of the story. 

Procedures 

The 1973 Study 

Each subject was asked to read "Sheep Dog" aloud in the presence 

of one researcher. The subjects were told that they would not be given 

any assistance in their reading and were to guess, omit, or do whatever 

they were accustomed to doing, when they had any problems in the text. 

Each subject was also informed prior to reading that they would be asked 

to retell all they could remember about the story after reading. Retel

lings consisted of unaided and aided portions. In the aided portion, 

the researchers probed the subject with questions based on information 

already provided by the subject, in order not to offer the reader 
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additional information. Questions were asked only after the researcher 

determined that the subject had provided as much information as could be 

remembered without assistance during the unaided portion. Each session, 

including the reading and retelling, was taped and later transcribed 

for purposes of analysis. 

All miscues consisting of substitutions, omissions, insertions, 

reversals and repetitions of any number of morphemes, words, or larger 

language units generated by the readers while reading the text, were 

transcribed onto a typed copy of the story. 

The first fifty non-dialect miscues of each reader were analyzed 

according to a form of the Goodman Taxonomy (see Appendix A). Miscues 

were analyzed for use of correction, dialect and intonation involvement, 

graphic and phonemic similarity, semantic and syntactic acceptability 

and change, transformation, semantic word relationship and free morpheme 

involvement. Each text word and miscue was also coded for grammatical 

function, facilitating a syntactic comparison between the expected 

response and observed response. A comprehending score consisting of the 

percentage of semantically acceptable or unacceptable but corrected mis

cues, was calculated for each subject. 

An outline of the story, consisting of a list of characters, 

character development, events, plot, and theme was prepared prior to 

data collection. This outline served as a guide for the researchers 

in conducting the retelling and later assigning a retelling score for 

each reader. (See Appendix for outline of "Sheep Oog" and point 
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distribution). In order to assign the retelling score, the transcrip

tion of each retelling was compared to the story outline to determine 

the extent to which the reader added, omitted, or changed features of 

the story. 

To summarize, the contributions which the 1973 study makes to 

the present study are: (1) the story material, for which each word has 

been assigned a grammatical function; (2) a retelling score for each 

reader; (3) the tape recordings and transcriptions or each subject's 

reading and retelling; (4) miscue analysis of the first fifty non-dialect 

miscues of each subject, as determined by a version of the Goodman Taxo

nomy; (5) a comprehending score and other summary statistics for each 

subject, based on the miscue analysis. 

The Present Study 

The present study was primarily concerned with the miscues pro

duced on the metaphors which occur in the story "Sheep Dog." A miscue 

analysis similar to that used in the 1973 study was utilized. Addi

tional questions were added to the taxonomy in order to assess the mis

cues' effect on the metaphors themselves. The subcategories for these 

questions emerged from studying the semantic and structural relationships 

which hold between the text metaphors and the structures resulting from 

the miscues. This is presented in Chapter 5. Miscues on the metaphors 

which lie outside the portion coded in the 1973 study were analyzed for 

the present study, so that processing of all metaphors in the text could 

be considered. 
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Taxonomy Question Selected for Analysis. The Goodman Taxonomy 

consists of a total of fifteen questions asked for each miscue. For 

the purposes of this study, only twelve questions (including two new 

questions concerning change to the metaphors) were asked for each miscue 

occurring in a metaphoric expression. These questions were selected on 

the basis of their relevancy to morphological, syntactic, and semantic 

processing. Questions dealing with intra-word analyses were not inclu

ded in this study. 

For each taxonomy question, there are several sub-categories. 

Researchers determine the sub-category which best describes each miscue. 

The Goodman Taxonomy questions selected for this study will be described 

below: 

1. Correction: This assesses the use of correction strategies 

employed by the reader for each miscue produced. For example, 

successful corrections of miscues, unsuccessful attempts at 

correction, and lack of correction attempts, are included as 

sub-categories for this question. 

2. & 3. Graphic and Phenomic Similarity: These questions assess the 

graphic and phonemic similarities which single word substitution 

miscues bear to the text words. Sub-categories include no simi

larity, beginning, end, single difference. 

4. Syntactic Acceptability: This question is concerned with whether 

the miscue results in an acceptable syntactic structure. Sub

categories include: (l) the miscue results in a syntactically 
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acceptable structure; (2) the miscue is acceptable only with the 

prior structures; and (3) the miscue results in a structure 

that would be acceptable except for other miscues in the sen

tence. 

5. Semantic Acceptability: This question assesses the extent to 

which the miscue results in a meaningful structure. For example, 

a miscue can render a sentence totally unacceptable (lacking a 

determinable meaning), or it may result in a sentence which is 

meaningful in relation to the total story. Both Syntactic and 

Semantic Acceptability have a total of seven sub-categories each. 

6. Syntactic Change: This question evaluates the extent to which 

the structure resulting from the miscue differs from the struc

ture of the expected response. For example, a miscue can change 

a key element in the syntactic structure of the expected 

response (such as an alteration in the relationship between 

phrases, or omission of a clause), or it may cause minor change 

(such as an alteration in a constituent within a phrase). 

7. Semantic Change: This question evaluates the extent to which the 

miscue changes the meaning of the expected response. For exam

ple, the miscue can alter a basic element of the plot, or it 

can alter only connotation or tense. Both Syntactic and Semantic 

Change have a total of four possible sub-categories. 

8. Word and Free Morpheme: This question determines whether a word 

or a free morpheme was substituted, inserted, omitted or reversed 
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(with another word and free morpheme). These miscues are fur

ther assessed in terms of the relationship between the morphemic 

structure of the expected response and that of the observed 

response, i.e., multiple morpheme for multiple morpheme, single 

for multiple morpheme, etc. 

9. & 10. Grammatical Function of Observed Response and Expected Response: 

This question determines the function of words in the expected 

response and the miscue. For example, the expected response or 

miscue can be a verb, noun, verb marker, function word, etc. 

These word classes are further subdivided, so that the type of 

noun, verb, function word, etc., are specified. 

11. Change to the Metaphorica1ity: This question developed for the 

present study, evaluates the effect which the miscues may have 

on the status of the expression as a metaphor. For example, 

a miscue may have no effect at all on the metaphoricality of an 

expression, it may cause structural changes while still retaining 

the metaphorica1ity, or it may eliminate the metaphoricality, 

thereby rendering it a nonmetaphor. See Chapter 5 for a com

plete discussion of all the coding possibilities for this ques

tion. 

12. Change to the Meaning of the Metaphor: This question developed 

for the present study, evaluates the effect of a miscue on the 

meaning of a metaphorical expression. A miscue may cause no 

change, a slight change, or a major change in meaning. Miscues 
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may also change the expression to its nonmetaphorical meaning. 

See Chapger 5 for a complete discussion of all the coding possi

bilities for this question. 

Metaphor Categories. A crucial part of this research was the 

establishment of a set of criteria for metaphor identification and a 

categorization system for describing the metaphors identified in the 

text. This developed through a detailed study of the text and appli

cation of theoretical concepts concerning the reading process and meta

phor identification and comprehension discussed in the literature. 

Chapter 4 deals entirely with this aspect of the research. 

Once the metaphors in the text and miscues on metaphors were 

identified and coded, it was possible to study the relationships between 

miscue production (during processing) and metaphor features. 

Data Analysis 

Processing of Data 

Data was statistically processed by means of the Statistical 

Program for Social Sciences, in order to generate frequencies, percent

ages, correlations, and cross-tabulations when appropriate. These 

analyses show patterns within the miscue data. 

However, due to the exploratory nature of this research, it is 

of utmost importance not to restrict analysis to statistical interpre

tation, but to discuss actual examples of various types of miscues. 

Illuminating insights concerning the reading process have resulted from 



such nonstatistical depth analysis of individual miscues and patterns 

of miscues in past research. Special attention is given to deter

mining the strategies utilized by readers in processing metaphoric 

expressions, as well as the way in which textual characteristics of 

metaphors influence these strategies. 

Statistical Procedures--Primary Questions 
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Specific statistical procedures in processing the data for each 

research question follow. 

Ql. How are metaphoric expressions processed on semantic, syntactic and 

morphological levels? How are reading strategies affected? 

1. Frequencies and percentages of metaphor miscues coded for each 

sub-category of (a) Semantic Acceptability; (b) Syntactic 

Acceptability; (c) Semantic Change; (d) Change to Metaphoricality; 

(e) Change to the Meaning of the Metaphor; (f) Syntactic Change; 

(g) Correction; (h) Graphic Similarity; and (i) Phonemic Simi

larity were generated. 

2. Percent of total miscues on all metaphors which involve Word and 

Free Morpheme insertions, omissions, reversals, substitutions, 

and complex miscue$, were calculated. 

3. Cross-tabulations of Grammatical Functions of Expected 

Responses with Grammatical Functions of Observed Responses 

were generated. 

4. Cross-tabulations were generated for each sub-category of 

Correction with each sub-category of: (a) Semantic Acceptability; 
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(b) Syntactic Acceptability; (c) Change to Metaphoricality; and 

(d) Change to Meaning of the Metaphor. 

5. Summary statistics for all taxonomy questions were calculated 

for each subject as a whole. Summary statistics compiled for 

the miscues in the coded portion of the 1973 study (for same 

subjects) were also compiled for the purpose of comparison. 

Correlation coefficients were generated among all summary 

statistics. 

6. Quantitative statistics for miscue frequency were calculated 

for each subject and all subjects as a whole. Correlation coef

ficients were generated among quantitative statistics and 

summary statistics based on taxonomy questions. 

Q2. What is the relationship between metaphor processing and comprehen

sion of text? 

1. The total comprehending score and percentage of Semantically 

Acceptable miscues (calculated in the 1979 study), Comprehending 

score, percentage of Semantically Acceptable miscues for meta

phors only, and a retelling score were determined for each 

subject. 

2. Pearson Product Moment Correlations were generated for the 

following variables: 

a. The total Comprehending Scores and Semantic Acceptability 

scores (for the 1973 coded portion) for each subject with 

each category of Change to Metaphoricality and Change to 

Meaning of the Metaphors. 
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b. Retelling Scores for each subject with Change to Metaphori

cality and Change to the Meaning of the Metaphor. 

c. Comprehending Scores and percentage of Semantically Accept

able miscues for metaphor miscues only with: (a) Graphic 

Proximity; (b) Phonemic Proximity; (c) Change to Metaphori

cality; (d) Change to Meaning of metaphor; (e) Retelling; 

(f) total Comprehending Score for 1973 coded portion; and 

(g) percentage of Semantically Acceptable miscues for 1973 

coded portion. 

Q3. Is there a difference in the processing of various type of metaphoric 

expressions? 

1. Quantitative measures of miscue frequency of each kind of meta

phor were calculated. 

2. Cross-tabulations for frequencies and percentage of each sub

category of: (a) Semantic Acceptability; (b) Semantic Change; 

(c) Change to Metaphoricality; (d) Change to the Meaning of the 

metaphor; (e) Syntactic Acceptability; (f) Syntactic Change; 

(g) Graphic Similarity; (h) Phonemic Similarity; and (i) Word 

and Free Morpheme type with each kind of metaphor will be 

generated. 

3. Cross-tabulations of each category of Correction with each kind 

of metaphor will be generated. 
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Statistical Procedures--Secondary Question 

Q1. Do the sixth, eighth, and tenth graders differ in their processing 

of metaphor? 

1. Cross-tabulations will be generated for sixth, eighth, and tenth 

grade groups for each category of: (a) Semantic Acceptability; 

(b) Semantic Change; (c) Syntactic Acceptability; (d) Syntactic 

Change; (e) Change to Metaphorica1ity; (f) Change to the Meaning 

of the Metaphor; (g) Correction. 

2. Summary statistics based on the miscue analysis will be calcu

lated for each grade for purposes of comparison. 

3. Summary statistics for processing of various kinds of metaphors 

by each grade level will be calculated. 



CHAPTER 4 

IDENTIFYING AND CLASSIFYING METAPHORS 

Criteria for Metaphor Identification 

The problem of determining the necessary and sufficient condi

tions for metaphor identification has been the subject of much debate 

in the literature (Matthews, 1971; Reddy, 1969; and Ortony, 1977,1979a, 

etc). Theorists set forth their criteria for metaphor, and construct 

examples which best fit their position. This study differs from pre

vious studies of metaphor in that it utilizes authentic natural text as 

its research material. Hithout the luxury of utilizing new or old prime 

examples of "pure metaphor,1I we are faced with the task of determining 

utilitarian, yet theoretically based criteria for distinguishing meta

phors from the rest of the text. Furthermore, once identified, the 

metaphors must be distinguished from each other and adequately described, 

in order to determine the variety of strategies readers may use in pro

cessing the range of metaphorical expressions. The two criteria for 

metaphor identification adopted for this study, as well as the Metaphor 

Feature Matrix developed to distinguish and describe the metaphors 

contained in IISheep Dogil (the story analyzed for this study), will be 

the subject of this chapter. 
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Criteria Used in Present Study 

Criterion #1. Criterion #1 for identifying metaphors is: 

violation or incompatibility within one or more of the rule systems 

governing semantic structure, appropriateness and exchange. 
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It has been noted in the literature that metaphor involves an 

incompatibility or rule violation at some level of communication. 

Argumentation focuses on determining at which level this occurs; the 

semantic (Levin, 1977; Matthews, 1977), or the pragmatic (Van Dijk, 

1975; Sadock, 1979; Reddy, 1969) (see Chapter 2 for full discussion). 

Proponents of each position assume that metaphors arise from a violation 

or incompatibility at one and only one of three levels. 

Strauss (1979) and Strauss and Altwerger (1979) propose that 

metaphor may arise from an incompatability or rule violation within each 

and any of the rule systems which govern natural linguistic communication. 

Strauss (1979) identifies three main rule systems within which a violation 

may occur: (l) rules governing the semantic structure of linguistic 

expressions; (2) rules governing the appropriateness of particular 

expressions in a given context; and (3) rules governing the exchange and 

communication of language between real hearers and speakers. This con

cept of metaphor, as a product of a rule violation within any of the 

three rule systems, increases the potential range of metaphoric expres

sions, and encompasses the many examples of metaphor cited in the 

literature. For example, Levin's lithe stone died" (Levin, 1977) repre

sents those metaphors which result from a violation of semantic selection 



restrictions or rules which govern the cooccurrence of particular 

lexican items within the sentence. This set of semantic rules fall 

within the rule system governing the structure of linguistic expres

sions. The example "Regardless of the danger the troops marched on" 

(Ortony et a1., 1979), spoken in regard to rowdy children ignoring 
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disc i p1 inary threats, is a metaphor ari sing from vi 01 ati on of a ru1 e gover

nine the appropriateness of particular expressions in a given context since 

there is no internal semantic violation. Grice's example, "you are the 

cream in my coffee" (Grice, 1975), arises, according to his theory, from 

a flouting of the conversational maxim of quality, "Do not say what you 
. 

believe to be false." This example, then, is created through a violation 

within the rule system governing the exchange of language between actual 

hearers and speakers. 

Metaphors have traditionally been associated with comparison, 

analogy, and novelty. Although all three of these may be involved in 

metaphor and metaphoric interpretation, they cannot serve to distinguish 

metaphor from other linguistic expressions. Novelty and creativity, 

for example, are central to linguistic ability in general. We are 

capable or creating and understanding expressions which we have never 

heard of spoken previously. The novelty can derive from the syntactic 

structure, or from the relationship between the situational context and 

the linguistic expression. Novel expressions, however, may be either 

metaphorical or nonmetaphorica1. Likewise, comparison and analogies 

can take the form of metaphors and non-metaphors. Although "she is 
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like my sister" is certainly a comparison, it is by no means a metaphor. 

Analyzing metaphors as deriving from a rule violation at some level of 

communication, enables us to distinguish them from other linguistic 

expressions, and does not preclude the fact that they involve novelty, 

comparison or analogy. 

Criterion #2. Criterion #2 for metaphor identification is: 

the potential for metaphoric interpretation on the part of the reader. 

Several theorists, including, Ortony (1979a), have included as a 

necessary and sufficient condition for metaphor, the speaker's (writer's) 

intention to be metaphorical. In this view, the speaker's intention to 

produce a metaphor is prerequisite to identifying an utterance as meta

phorical. Ortony adds to this condition one which specifies that the 

tension produced by the speaker's metaphoric utterance be in principle 

"eliminable," or comprehensible. 

These two conditions for metaphor, speaker's intention and 

eliminability, are inappropriate and inadequate for this study, or any 

such study of readers I processing of naturally occurring text metaphors. 
--

First, and most obviously, it is quite difficult or virtually impossible 

to positively determine an author's intentions to be metaphorical. 

Studies which evaluate readers I comprehension of metaphor by using expres

sions written by the researchers themselves conveniently bypass this 

problem. Eliminability as a condition for metaphor seems less diffi-

cult to apply to a study such as this one, (although it can in some 
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cases eliminate as metaphor, archaic expressions for which modern read

ers lack the conceptual or linguistic resources needed for tension 

elimination). The problem with this condition is that it requires 

satisfaction of the "intention" condition, as prerequisite to its appli

cation. 

The conditions discussed above are unacceptable on more profound 

theoretical grounds. The focus and emphasis of a theory of metaphor 

incorporating these conditions is on the author or speaker, or the pro

ductive end of the communicative act. Existence of a metaphor in this 

view depends primarily, if not entirely on the language producer. The 

reader's or listener's role is that of identifying the author's or 

speaker's intentions and meanings. Recent research in metaphor compre

hension cited in Chapter 2, as well as other studies of general compre

hension (propositional analysis, story grammar research), are concerned 

with the extent to which a reader's meaning matches the meaning and 

meaning structure assumed (by the researchers) to be intended by the 

author. The temptation is to assume that the closer the match between 

the reader's meaning and the author's "intended" meaning, the more suc

cessful the communication. 

In contrast, the psycholinguistic theory which underlies this 

study and other miscue analysis research (Goodman, 1978) views reading 

as an interaction between reader and text. The meaning which the reader 

constructs is based on the universe of experiences, concepts and language 

which is brought to the reading act by the reader. The role of the 
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reader, in this view, is not to identify and reconstruct the author's 

intentions and meanings, but to construct a meaning on the basis of the 

reader's unique and individual interrelationship with the text. 

This psycholinguistic view is implicit in Louise Rosenblatt's 

Transactional Theory of Literary Works (Rosenblatt, 1978). She states: 

The reader's attention to the text activates certain elements 
in his past experience--external reference, internal response-
that have become linked with the verbal symbols. Meaning will 
emerge from a network of relationships among the things symbol
ized as he senses them. The symbols point to these sensations, 
images, objects, ideas, relationships, with the particular 
associations or feeling tones created by his past experiences 
with them in actual life or in literature. The selection and 
organization of responses to some degree hinge on the assump
tions, expectations, or sense of possible structures, that he 
brings out of the stream of his life. Thus built into the raw 
material of the literary process itself is the particular world 
of the reader (p. 11). 

Applying this theory specifically to metaphor identification, 

it becomes clear that the role of the individual reader must be consid-

ered. No reader, including a researcher, can identify a speaker's 

intention to be metaphorical as a general and indisputable fact, to be 

accepted by all other readers. Rather, each reader will determine on 

the basis of his/her unique interaction with the text, the metaphorical-

ness or nonmetaphorica1ness of each expression. A1thogh conditions 

within the text (such as incompatibilities) can create the potential for 

metaphoric interpretation, we can never be sure that the reader will 

process it as such. Furthermore, the potentiality of an expression for 

metaphoric interpretation can depend on certain conditions arising from 

the relationship of the reader to the text, and not within the text 
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itself. What this leads to is a theory of metaphor identification and 

comprehension which views both the author and reader as creators of 

metaphor; it acknowledges that metaphors can arise from the mind of the 

author as well as from the mind of a reader in bringing meaning to print. 

Again, we can see this idea reflected in the work of Louise Rosenblatt 

(1978). Although recognizing the potential for metaphor which incom

patibilities or rule violations can create (liThe linguists illustrations 

of combinations of words that do not meet our intuitive norms for gram

maticality are nevertheless often entirely appropriate for metaphoric 

reading,1I p. 94, 95), she, too, stresses the importance of the reader 

in her analysis: IIMetaphor is another term that, viewed transactionally, 

refuses to remain riveted to the text . it is impossible to find 

criteria for metaphor entirely within the text itse1 fll (p. 93, p. 95). 

Within this view, a metaphor may only be realized as part of an 

interaction between text and reader. A writer may not intend a parti-

cular expression to be metaphorical; and yet due to his/her unique 

relationship to the text the reader may interpret it as such. Expres

sions which can be interpreted as metaphoric in the absence of author 

intention to be metaphorical, are idioms and certain lexical items which 

have acquired meanings from other semantic fields. These expressions 

will be discussed later in the chapter. The important point is that all 

expressions which may be potentially interpreted as metaphor by readers 

should be included for analysis in any study of natural text processing. 

In summary the metaphors were distinguished from the text on 

the basis of a violation or incompatibility within one or more of the 
~ 
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rule systems governing semantic structure, appropriateness or exchange, 

and/or the potential for reader1s interpretation of such violations or 

incompatibilities in interacting with the text. 

The Metaphor Feature Matrix 

Once metaphoric expressions were distinguished from the rest 

of the text by applying either one of the criteria discussed above, it 

was necessary to describe and differentiate them. The author developed 

the Metaphor Feature Matrix out of this analysis. In studying naturally 

occurring metaphors, it was discovered that their diversity and fre

quency was ~ubstantial. As expected, the metaphorical expressions differ 

in terms of their rule violations or incompatibilties. To make this dis

tinction, a category called Metaphor Type was developed. It was also 

found that while some metaphors stand alone within the text, many meta

phors are embedded inside others, are syntactically intertwined, or 

contiguous. In order to describe these relationships between metaphors, 

the category Type Relationship was developed. Finally, it was also 

discovered that the metaphors bear different relationships to the sen

tential structures within which they occur. That is, some metaphors 

constitute parts of sentences, others constitute complete whole sen

tences, and still others stretch across whole sentences but contain 

intervening nonmetaphorical clauses. In order to describe these various 

sentential relationships, tre metaphors were assigned a Clause Relation

ship. Thus, each metaphor was described according to its Metaphor Type, 

Type Relationship, and Clause Relationship,. 



The Metaphor Feature Matrix is as follows: 

Metaphor Type 
Semantically Incompatible 
Frozen 
Frozen Used Literally 
Metaphorically Extended 
Lexical Item 

Syntactic 
Similes and Explicit 
Pragmatically Incompatible 

Type Relationship 
Simple 
Combination 
Complex 
Embedded 
Combination Embedded 
Complex Embedded 
Complex Combination 
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Clause Relationship 
Whole Sentence 
Part Sentence 
Discontinuous 
Coordinate 
Head Coordinate 
Discontinuous Head 
Coordinate 

The items listed under the main categories are considered fea

tures, and are assigned to the metaphoric expressions. These features 

are analogous to phonological features assigned to a particular segment 

to provide a full phonological description. As future studies continue 

analysis of natural text metaphors, this matrix will surely be expanded 

and refined. However, the present system represents the most detailed 

system yet devised for the purpose of describing and distinguishing the 

range of expressions called metaphor. 

The rest of this chapter will be devoted to an explanation and 

theoretical rationale for each feature in the matrix. Metaphors occur

ring in "Sheep Dog" will serve as examples for each feature. The dis

cussion will focus first on Metaphor Type features, followed by Type 

Relationship features, and lastly on Clause Relationship features. 

Metaphor Type 

In all examples of the Metaphor Types, the metaphors which are 

discussed are underlined once. 

Semantically Incompatible. This feature is assigned to meta

phoric expressions which contain an internal violation of semantic 
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selection restrictions or co-occurrence rules (Van Dijk, 1972; Levin, 

1977; Matthews, 1971). They often involve the use of lexical items of 

different semantic fields (Lehrer, 1974). This type of incompatibility 

or violation falls within the rule system which governs the internal 

semantic structures of linguistic expressions. 

The following two examples represent clear cases for this meta

phor type: 

Example 4-1 

A growl swelled in her throat .... 

Example 4-2 

.•. she often heard coyotes singing a protest from distant 

ridges ... 

In the first example a semantic incompatibility exists between the noun 

IIgrm'llll and the verb IIswelled. 1I This verb ordinarily requires of its 

subject that it be a concrete physical object that can be observed to 

increase in physical size; (such as body tissue or a balloon). A growl, 

however, can only grow in force and volume, and thus may be heard but 

not seen. It is concrete only in the domain of sound, and may not be 

observed by the senses of touch and sight. Therefore, the selection 

restrictions for the verb are violated, justifying its classification 

as a Semantically Incompatible metaphor. 

In the second example, the subject of the verb IIsingingll is 

IIcoyote.1I IISingingll requires of its subject the ability to intention

ally produce a melody of a specific pitch and timbre. IICoyotes,1I then, 
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as the subject of the verb in this case, violates the selection restric

tions, and therefore must be interpreted as a Semantically Incompatible 

metaphor. 

Frozen. This Metaphor Type is assigned to those expressions 

two or more words in length which may historically have been analyzed 

as fresh metaphor but have acquired socially standard meanings. The 

acquired meanings are noncompositional, in that the meaning of the 

individual lexical items makes no apparent contribution to the meanings 

of the whole expression. This type of expression has been noted and 

discussed frequently in the literature (Levin, 1977; J. Cohen, 1977; 

Price, 1974; etc.). 

Frozen metaphors have been identified for analysis in this study 

in that they fall within the domain of Criterion #2 (the potential for 

metaphoric interpretation on the part of the reader). Readers who are 

unfamiliar with the conventionalized meanings acquired by the expressions 

may interpret them as fresh metaphor. This possibility arises from the 

fact that these expressions do exhibit rule violations at some level of 

communication if not processed as meaningful idiomatic units. 

Prime examples for this type of metaphor are the following: 

Example 4-3 

The band was fanning out across the hillside in search of grass. 

Example 4-4 

Stumbling on the steep slope, she turned at bay. 

The expression lito fan out" is a Frozen metaphor which most 

likely is based on the shape of a hand fan or the manner in which such 
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a fan is opened. This expression now suggests a particular pattern of 

movement reminiscent of the hand-held fan, but may co-occur with a 

variety of subjects. Note that if taken non-idiomatically, a semantic 

incompatibility exists between lithe band ll and IIfanning out. II 

In the second example, the idiomatic expression IIturned at bayll 

means to stand ready to face a foe, and cannot be determined by the 

individual words of the expression. The meaning of the whole does not 

equal the meaning of the parts. If interpreted non-idiomatically, the 

expression exhibits a pragmatic incompatibility with the rest of the 

text in that no IIbayll figures in the plot of the story. There is an 

added complexity in that the lack of a determiner between the preposition 

lIatll and the noun IIbayll is a syntactic violation. Weinrich (1969) ob

serves that this is a characteristic property of a certain class of 

idioms (e.g., IIby heart,1I lion tap,1I etc.). 

Frozen Metaphor Used Literally. This Metaphor Type is charac

teristic of those expressions which have both idiomatic and non-idiomatic 

meanings, but are used non-idiomatically in the story. The reader, then, 

may interpret these expressions as Frozen Metaphor, fresh metaphor, or 

non-metaphor. Again, this sort of expression falls within Criterion #2 

for metaphor identification. 

Consider the following example: 

Example 4-5 

Their method of fighting was not to come to grips with an 

adversary but to worry and torment it until a hamstring could 

be cut and their prey was helpless; then to the kill. 
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The expression lito come to grips with" in this context, could be easily 

misanalyzed as a frozen metaphor. Although the non-metaphorical meaning 

of this expression obligatorally refers to physical confrontations, the 

metaphorical interpretation which has become conventionalized and 

frozen, extends outside the physical domain to the psychological domain, 

and may be interpreted roughly as lito cope with," as in lito come to grips 

with a problem." The first reading of this passage may suggest this 

latter interpretation. However, closer analysis reveals that although 

the metaphorical meaning may ordinarily be the more predictable, the 

expression in this particular context is indeed to be interpreted non

metaphorically; the coyotes' method of fighting is to avoid actual 

physical confrontation until the victim is first tormented and made help

less. The potential for readers to interpret this type of expression 

as frozen metaphor, fresh metaphor or non-metaphor warrants its inc1u-

sion as a Metaphor Type for this study. 

Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items. This feature is assigned 

to expressions containing lexical items which have acquired meanings 

derived from a semantic field or domain not originally associated with 

that item (Lehrer, 1974). 

For example, a term describing a sensory sensation such as 'cold' 

has developed a meaning that characterizes a personality trait. This 

meaning establishes itself as an accepted meaning of the word. Van Dijk 

(1972) offers this example of metaphorical extension: 

... Frequent use of 'to devour' in a context requiring a verb 
'to read rapidly' may change the lexeme by extending it with 
the reading 'to read rapidly' ... metaphorical extensions of 
lexemes are interpretable as regular reading .... 



He further states: 

... our semantic competence may predict a verb like Ito read ' 
in a context having 'book' as Object. These formal predictions 
underlie the normal performance process of expectations which 
is further determined by conditions of frequency, situation, 
etc. (p. 249). 

Although a metaphorically extended meaning as well as a non

metaphorical meaning of a lexical item may be conventionalized (the 

word is polysymous), the potential for metaphorical interpretation by 

some readers remains. This becomes clearer as the following examples 

are considered: 

Example 4-6 

Chip wheeled to face the knoll. 
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The verb IIwheel ll is ordinarily used transitively for objects that have 

wheels, as in IIHe wheeled the cart. II However, in the preceding example 

the verb IIwheeled ll is used intransitively to mean IIturn like a wheel. 1I 

If this conventional sense of intransitive IIwheel ll is not familiar to 

the reader, it may be interpreted as a Semantically Incompatible metaphor. 

Another example of this sort of expression is the following: 

Example 4-7 

.and she froze looking intently into the darkness. 

The meaning of IIfroze in this context is roughly the state of 

immobility due to an emotional reaction. This meaning has become con

ventionalized in English. However IIfroze ll also has a meaning which lies 

within the physical rather than psychological domain. If this latter 

meaning is assigned to the item by a reader, the expression may be 
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interpreted as a Pragmatically Incompatible metaphor; it would be incon

sistent with the plot of the story. 

For both the examples cited above, the potential for metaphori

cal interpretation exists, and so they fall within the scope of Criterion 

#2. 

Syntactic. This Metaphor Type is assigned to those expressions 

which, due to modification realtionships at the surface level, appear 

to exhibit semantic incompatibility. Although analysis of structural 

relationships at the underlying level will reveal the absence of meta

phorical relationships, the potential remains for such an interpretation. 

Examples 8 and 9 represent this sort of expression: 

Example 4-8 

She turned guestioning eyes to the coughing herder. . . . 

Exampl e 4-9 

Peggy drove her fangs into the back of its neck with all the 

fury of her pain and fear. 

In the first example, IIquestioningli modifies lIeyes,1I thus creating a 

metaphoric sense not unlike that created in Semantically Incompatible 

metaphors. (IIEyes violates semantic selection restriction for IIques

tioning. lI ) However, it is clear that the more logical or predictable 

subject of modification is IIshe. 1I That is, IIshe li is doing the question

ing, not her eyes. The authors choice of a syntactic form in which 

modification is creatively IImisapplied li results in the potential for 

metaphorical interpretation. In the second example IIfuryli modifies 
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IIher pain and fear ll rather than IIPeggy,1I the logical subject of modifi

cation. The effect produced by this choice of syntactic structure is 

similar to that of Example 4-8. 

Once again, expressions of this type fall within the auspices of 

Criterion #2 and must therefore be considered metaphorical. 

Similes and IIExplicit Ground ll Metaphors. Though a sharp distinc

tion is traditionally drawn between similes and metaphors, this cannot 

be justified on theoretical grounds. The following arguments demonstrate 

that similes share essential properties with what we shall call Explicit 

Ground metaphors, properties which make it part of the same class. It 

will also be argued that Similes and Explicit Ground Metaphors may both 

be analyzed as special cases of Pragmatically Incompatible metaphor (a 

metaphor Type discussed in the next subsection). 

Similes are usually described as comparisons stated in the form 

X is like Y or X is as Y. While metaphors involve comparison or analogy, 

they do not take this form. The X is like Y structure, however, is 

insufficient for distinguishing similes from metaphors. 

Definitions that contain specific words of English, for example 

like and ~, are language-particular in nature. This means that if 

X is like Y and X is as Yare taken to be definitions of simile, then we 

have provided no account of similes in other languages. Of course, 

direct translations of X is like Y or X is as Y can presumably be found 

in other languages, but the result is a proliferation of distinct, 

language-particular definitions. 



The theory of metaphor and simile will be adequate for and 

applicable to all languages if its defining properties and relations 

are not language-specific. Then, assuming such a universal theory, a 

structure of the form X is like Y must be regarded as one possible 

manifestation of the .universal category 'simile.' 
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The theory of metaphor proposed in this study is already a 

universal one in the sense that its defining properties are not language

specific. The theory is applicable to all languages. When we say that 

metaphors involve a violation of a rule of language structure or lan

guage use, this can obviously hold for English, German, Swahili, etc. 

The particular rules broken depend on the language involved, but the 

act of rule-breaking itself does not. 

Once we disentangle the definition of simile from its English

particular web and look for universal characteristics instead, it turns 

out that the new definition involves concepts, each of which is necessary 

for defining one type of metaphor or another. Furthermore, similes, 

like metaphors in general, require a violation of a rule in the linguis

tic system, as will be discussed below. 

Consider Examples 4-10 and 4-11: 

Example 4-10 

Text: In a depression about twenty feet wide, shaped like an 

amphitheater, a defenseless ewe had been brought down. 



Example 4-11 

Text: She turned to meet the threat, only to have her left 

shoulder torn by the needle-sharp fangs of the second 

coyote. 
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Example 10 is a version of the form X is like Y, while Example 4-11 is 

merely a noun modified by an adjectival compound. Hence, Example 4-10 

is what is frequently called a 'simile,1I while 11 is a 'metaphor.' 

However, while these expressions differ sharply in their surface 

syntactic forms, their conceptual forms are quite similar. Needle-sharp 

fangs may be analyzed as a surface syntactic variant of the semantically 

equivalent fangs which are sharp like needles, i.e., the familiar X is 

like Y form. Thus, both 10 and 11 invite comparison. 

The key difference between the two, however, is that 4-10 expli

citly invites comparison, by means of the word like, while Example 11 

implicitly invites comparison. This arises from the peculiarities of 

their surface syntactic forms. 

In addition to the similarity in conceptual forms, another 

crucial similarity between these expressions exists. Richards (1936) 

refers to the basis for comparison of items in a metaphor as the IIground.1I 

Observe that both of the expressions above explicitly state the IIground ll 

of their comparisons: shape in Example 4-10, and sharp in Example 4-11 

This explicit statement of ground is not a necessary requirement of all 

similes, but occurs optionally. Consider, by way of contrast, the 

phrase IIIn a depression like an amphitheater,1I where no ground is stated. 
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The reader, then, is either provided explicit ground information, 

or is left to infer it. However, it should be stressed that in either 

case the reader is still required to infer exactly which aspect or 

feature of the ground forms the link between the objects of comparison. 

In Expression 4-10, one must still determine what aspect of the shape of 

an amphitheater applies to the depression (roundness, depth, etc.). 

Thus far, we can conclude that Expressions 4-10 and4-11 are similar 

by virtue of their properties of 'comparison' and 'explicit statement of 

ground.' They differ in that one explicitly, and the other implicitly 

states the comparison. We are now left with the task of arguing for 

recognizing them both as metaphor, while still distinguishing them from 

other metaphor types. 

Metaphor expressions, by definition, involve some form of rule 

violation or incompatibility (cf. Chapter l). This occurs on a pragma

tic (discourse or text) level, wit~ possible internal, semantic viola

tions as well. Since similes can be construed literally, they do not 

necessarily violate any semantic (internal or logical) rule. However, 

one can argue that they constitute a variety of Pragmatically Incompati

ble metaphor, in that one term of the comparison violates "cohesion" 

within the text, or lies outside the assumed field of discourse (see 

the following subsection). 

For instance, in Example 4-10) the notion of amphitheaters, when 

taken literally, is absolutely irrelevant to the discourse. The story 

simply does not concern such things. This is resolved, in part, by the 
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overt direction to compare the depression (the discourse-relevant term) 

to the amphitheater. The explicit comparison justifies and permits 

the occurrence of a pragmatically irrelevant item. 

In Example 4-11, the reader must infer the need for comparison 

just from the introduction of the irrelevant term needle in the context 

of the coyotes' fangs (the discourse-relevant term). 

The introduction of a discourse-irrelevant term violates a prin

ciple of text cohesion according to which a coreferential tie is estab

lished between nouns and either pronouns or sufficiently equivalent 

lexical items (Halliday and Hasan, 1976). This satisfies the Criterion 

#1 for metaphor stated earlier so that Expressions 4-10 and 4-11 are 

therefore included in the analysis. 

The basis for differentiating Examples 4-10 and 4-11 from other 

Pragmatically Incompatible metaphors is their explicit statement of 

ground, a characteristic which other metaphoric expressions lack. 

The previous arguments may be schematized as follows: 

Explicit 

Ground 

Explicit 
Example 4-10: "In a 
depression shaped 
like an amphitheater" 

Comparison 
Exampl e 4-11: "needl e

Implicit sharp fangs" 

Implicit 
Traditional Simile "In 
a depression like an 
amphitheater" 

Other Pragmatically 
Incompatible metaphors 

The chart above displays the four interrelated subcategories of Prag

matically Incompatible metaphor. These subcategories are ~pplicable 
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to any language, and therefore satisfy our requirements of language

independence. In the present study, however, Examples 4-10 and 4-11 are 

analyzed as Similes and Explicit metaphor, while the Pragmatically 

Incompatible metaphor category has been retained as a separate category. 

Pragmatically Incompatible. This Metaphor Type is assigned to 

those expressions which violate rules of appropriateness or exchange. 

Pragmatically Incompatible is one of the metaphor types which will be 

further expanded and differentiated through future research. 

Examples 4-12 and 4-13 have been coded as Pragmatically Incompatible: 

Example 4-12 

As they approached the bedded sheep, the moon rose its cold 

light transforming the desert into a maze of line and shadow. 

Example 4-13 

The band was quiet; only the ears of the burros justified her 

al arm. 

Example 4-12 violates rules of exchange in that it flouts Grice's 

maxim of quality (Don't say what you believe to be false). That is, 

lithe cold light" cannot logically transform the desert into a maze. 

The reader, operating 'under the Cooperative Principle, must interpret 

this expression metaphorically. 

Example 4-13 is a metaphor resulting from a violation of rules of 

appropriateness. The "ears of the burro," if interpreted non

metaphorically, is irrelevant to the immediate context of impending 

danger. Irrelevancy to a given text as a basis for metaphoric 
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interpretation has also been proposed by Saddock (1977) and Van Dijk 

(1975), among others. The reader is required to infer the relationship 

between the discourse-irrelevant items, lithe ears of the burro," and 

the context, in order to justify the violation. 

To summarize, there are seven subcategories or features under 

Metaphor Type: 

Semantically Incompatible 
Frozen 
Frozen Used Literally 
Metaphorically Extended Lexical Item 
Syntactic 
Simile and Explicit 
Pragmatically Incompatible 

Type Relationship 

As previously mentioned, naturally occurring metaphors mayor 

may not stand alone within the text. Some metaphors are embedded within 

other metaphors, and some occur simultaneously within the same structure. 

In order to identify these various relationships between metaphors, each 

one will be assigned a Type Relationship. Each Type Relationship will 

be discussed and illustrated with examples from the text. All examples 

discussed in this section are underlined once, except for Embedded 

metaphors which are underlined twice. 

Simple. A simple metaphoric expression is one which occurs 

independently from other metaphors. Simple metaphors predominate in 

the research literature, suggesting that other Type Relationships have 

not been considered. All the examples cited in the discussion of 

Metaphor Type, with the exception of Example 4-12 (which is a Complex 

metaphor discussed later), are simple metaphors. 
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Combination. Expressions of this sort consist of two or more 

metaphors combined in such a way as to occupy the same syntactic domain. 

That is, one metaphor is not syntactically embedded in the other, but 

rather one expression is comprised of two simultaneous metaphors. 

Example 4-14 is one such expression: 

Example 4-14 

.and for a moment, both coyotes and Peggy were a snarling 

whi r1 of fury. 

This metaphoric expression is a combination of two Syntactic metaphor 

types. First, II snar1ing,1I which logically refers to the coyotes and 

Peggy, is syntactically assigned to IIwhir1. 11 Secondly, IIfury,1I which 

1 ogi ca 11y refers to the coyote and Peggy syntacti ca 11y modi fi es 1I\'Jhi r1 . II 

Thus, the two metaphors combine with each other over the same sentence 

portion. While this particular example combines two identical metaphor 

types, combinations of two different metaphor types were found in the 

text as well. None of the combination metaphors in IISheep Oogll involves 

more than two Metaphor Types. However, this possibility cannot be ruled 

out in written texts. 

Complex. This sort of expression is one Metaphor Type (Simple) 

which conta ins another metaphor. A comp1 ex metaphor is analyzed separately 

from the other metaphor( s) res i ding withi nit. An exampl e of thi s sort of 

metaphor is found in the following discussion of Embedded metaphors. 

Embedded. This type relationship describes Simple metaphors 

which reside within other metaphors (Complex). Embedded metaphors 
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involve modification of a noun or verb within the Complex Metaphor, as 

seen below. 

NP~S ________ VP 

AD~/ " ~"'N~N v VER~--..r ~~DVERB 
EMBEDDED COMPLEX EMBEDDED 

An example of such a Type Relationship is: 

Example 4-15 

In the past, Peggy had known the herder's rifle to speak out 

sharply against a bold coyote. 

The Complex metaphor in this expression results from a semantic incompat

ability between IIrifle ll and IIspeak out. II Obviously, lito speak out ll 

requires a human or at least animate, subject, which IIrifle ll is not. 

The embedded metaphor involves the metaphorically extended sense of 

IIsharplyll in the context of lito speak out. 1I Thus, this expression is 

analyzed as two metaphors, one (to speak out sharply) embedded within 

the other (the herder's rifle to speak out sharply). 

Combination Embedded. This interesting type of expression is a 

Combination metaphor embedded within a Complex metaphor. An example of 

such a Type Relationship is the following: 

Example 4-16 

The rays of the setting sun lingered over the high Arizona 

desert, tinting the bold face of Antelope Rim. 



159 

The Complex metaphor derives from an incompatibility between the subject 

noun phrase, liThe rays of the setting sun, II and the verb phrase in 

"tinting the bold face." Within the verb phrase resides an object noun 

phrase C'bo1d face"), identified as a Combination Embedded metaphor. 

"Bold face" combines two metaphorically extended lexical items combined 

with one another: "face" referring to the side of a mountain and "bold" 

referring to the face of the mountain (rather than to an animal or human 

being). Because the particular metaphorical interpretation of "bold" is 

dependent upon the metaphorical interpretation of "face," and because 

both metaphors occupy the same syntactic space, the metaphor is analyzed 

as Combined. 

Complex Embedded. This Type Relationship consists of an Embedded 

metaphor which itself contains another Embedded metaphor. This Type 

Relationship was not found in "Sheep Dog." However, it remains a logical 

possibility, and if found would suggest recursivity as a property of 

metaphor. 

Complex Combination. This expression is a Combination metaphor 

which contains an Embedded metaphor. An example is: 

Example 4-17 

Immediately, the five black button noses were groping eagerly. 

The Combination metaphor involves first a semantic incompatibility be

tween "noses" and "groping" in that "groping" requires a subject which 

is both animate and capable of intention. Secondly, a semantic incom

patibility exists between "groping" and "eagerly" in this context. 
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This latter metaphor was not analyzed as a separate Embedded metaphor 

because its semantic incompatibility is dependent on "noses" as the 

subject. That is, in a different context, where the subject of 

"groping" is an animate being capable of intention, "eagerly" may 

modify "groping" nonmetaphorically (for example, lithe men were groping 

eagerly"). The context-dependent semantic incompatibility is due to 

the nature of manner adverbs like "eagerly." While a manner adverb 

syntc(ctically modifies a verb ("groping eagerly"), it conceptually 

modifies the subject of the verb Clnoses were eager in their groping"). 

The semantic incompatibility between "groping" and "eagerly" becomes 

clear in this view. 

Thus, the metaphors "noses were groping" and " ... groping 

eagerly" are woven together in such a way as to be most accurately 

described as Combined. The metaphor embedded within the Combination 

metaphor is "black-button noses." 

To summarize, there are seven possible Type Relationships: 

Simple 
Combination 
Complex 
Embedded 
Combination Embedded 
Complex Embedded 
Complex Combination 

Undoubtedly, this list will be expanded and its application refined as 

other texts are explored. 

Clause Relationship 

In determining the Clause Relationship of a metaphor, its syn

tactic relationship to the clause is assessed. Development of this 
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aspect of the system enables us to discover the influence which the 

syntactic representation of metaphors may exert on processing of these 

expressions by readers. All examples of Clause Relationships are under

lined once, except for Coordinate metaphors, which are underlined twice. 

Whole Sentence. These metaphors constitute one complete inde

pendent clause or one minimal terminal unit (MTU). An example of such 

an expression is: 

Example 4-18 

Her eyes became soft with pride and affection 

Part Sentence. These metaphors constitute part of one complete 

independent clause, part of a dependent clause, or one complete dependent 

clause. Examples are: 

Example 4-19 

Two Burros, their long gray ears sagging in drowsiness, stood 

stolidly in the midst of the sheep. 

Example 4-20 

The dog's uneasiness, growing for the past two days, now became 

more acute. 

This Clause Relationship has potential for further differentiation and 

expansion through future studies. 

Discontinuous. This type of metaphor lies within one clause or 

minimal terminal unit, but is split by a relative clause, anaphora or 

some type of parenthetical segment which does not contribute to the 

metaphor itself. The following diagram may be helpful in clarifying: 
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This diagram represents a metaphor involving the noun phrase and verb 

phrase of the rna in cl ause, with a nonrnetaphori cal rel ati ve cl ause (S2) inter

vening syntactically. An example of a discontinuous metaphor found in 

the text is: 

Example 4-21 

The band that had been huddled about the stoic burros was a 

mass of bleating movement. 

Coordinate. A clause or string of clauses which are syntactically 

and semantically dependent on and subordinate to the main clause. An 

example will follow in the next subsection. 

Head Coordinate. The main clause metaphor to which other 

Coordinate metaphors are subordinate. A good example of Coordinates 

and Head Coordinates are found in the first sentence of the text: 

Example 4-22 

The rays of the setting sun lingered over the high Arizona desert, 

touching the rocky tip of Badger Mountain and tinting the bold 

face of Antelope Rim. 

The Head Coordinate metaphor in this expression is underlined once and 

the two Coordinate metaphors are underlined twice. This sentence is, 



then, analyzed as three metaphors: (1) The rays of the setting sun 

lingered over the high Arizona desert (Head Coordinate); (2) touching 

the rocky tip of Badger Mountain (Coordinate); (3) tinting the bold 

face of Antelope Rim (Coordinate). 
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Discontinuous Head Coordinate. This type of expression would 

be a Head Coordinate, which contains a metaphor irrelevant relative 

clause. Although Discontinuous Head Coordinate was developed in an 

effort to describe several particular metaphors within the text, closer 

analysis did not justify coding any of the text expressions as such. 

Future investigations will determine the validity of this Clause Rela

tionship type. 

To summarize, the coding possibilities for Clause Relationship: 

Whole Sentence 
Part Sentence 
Discontinuous 
Coordinate 
Head Coordinate 
Discoutinuous Head Coordinate 

This completes the ,entire Metaphor Feature Matrix. Each meta

phor is coded for Metaphor Type, Type Relationship, and Clause Rela

tionship. The Matrix is summarized below. 

Metaphor Type 
Semantically Incompatible 
Frozen 
Frozen Used Literally 
Metaphorically Extended 
Lexical Item 

Syntactic 
Similes and Explicit 
Pragmatically Incompatible 

Type Relationship 
Simple 
Combination 
Complex 
Embedded 
Combination Embedded 
Complex Embedded 
Complex Combination 

Clause Relationship 
Whole Sentence 
Part Sentence 
Discontinuous 
Coordinate 
Head Coordinate 
Discontinuous 

Head Coordinate 



CHAPTER 5 

CODING CHANGE TO METAPHOR 

Rationale for Coding 

The coding questions chosen from the Goodman Taxonomy to be 

used in this study were outlined in Chapter 3. The purpose of the 

present chapter is to present in some detail the additional coding 

questions developed to assess the effect of the miscues on the meta

phoric expressions, also briefly outlined in Chapter 3. 

The preliminary study of the miscues on the metaphors suggested 

that the metaphoric expressions may be changed by miscues in two dif

ferent and somewhat independent ways: (1) the metaphoricality of the 

expression may be changed; and (2) the meaning of the expression may 

be changed. Metaphoricality refers to the status of an expression as a 

metaphor. Miscues can retain the metaphorical quality of an expression 

despite various structural or lexical alterations or they can eliminate 

the metaphorical quality, rendering the expression nonmetaphorical. 

It was found that there is no direct relationship between the change to 

the metaphoricality and the extent to which the meaning of the expres

sion is changed. For example, a major structural change to a metaphor 

may not significantly change the meaning of the expression, while a 

single lexical substitution can cause an extensive change in meaning. 

For this reason, two separate coding questions were developed to 
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evaluate the change to metaphors resulting from the miscues: (1) How 

does the miscue change the metaphorica1ity of the expression?; and 

(2) How does the miscue change the meaning of the expression? The 

coding alternatives for each of these questions are found below: 

165 

Change to Metaphorica1ity Change to the Meaning of the Metaphor 

1. Metaphorica1ity Retained--Minor 1. No Change in Meaning. 
or No Structural Change. 

2. Metaphorica1ity Retained--Major 2. Slight Change in Meaning. 
Structural Change. 

3. Metaphorica1ity Retained--Major 3. Major Change in Meaning 
Change to Lexical Content. 

4. Metaphorica1ity Eliminated. 4. Change to Non-Metaphorical 
Meaning of the Expression. 

5. Metaphorica1ity Retained Except 5. No Change in Meaning Except 
for Other Miscues. for Other Miscues. 

6. Indeterminate. 6. Indeterminate. 

Each miscue occurring on a metaphor is coded for its change to 

metaphorica1ity and meaning. 

In the following discussions, text items are underlined and 

unexpected responses are quoted. 

Change to Metaphorica1ity 

The coding alternatives for change to metaphorica1ity include 

the following. 

1. Metaphorica1ity Retained--Minor or No Structural Change 

Miscues may retain both the metaphorica1ity and structure of an 

expression, or they may retain the metaphorica1ity while exerting a 
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minor structural change. Minor structural changes involve omissions, 

insertions or substitutions of immediate constituents within major 

phrasal categories. Changes to function words, tense, number, or gender, 

which do not affect the major categories of a phrase marker, are con

sidered Minor changes. 

Consider the following example: 

Example 5-1 

Text: Then ... came the startled bleat of a sheep, 

Reader: Then ... came the startled bleat of sheep, 

The omission of ~, does not change the major phrasal categories, but 

rather deletes a determiner from the object noun phrase. The metaphori

cality arising from startled bleat is clearly retained despite the 

structural alteration. (See Chapter 4 for criteria for metaphor iden

tification, and classification system.) The slight change in the mean

ing of the expression is coded separately. 

Another example follows: 

Example 5-2 

Text: ... her momentum carried her 

Reader: ... the momentum carried her 

Here we see that the possessive pronoun her has been changed to a 

determiner IIthe. 1I Again, the noun phrase node is not affected, while 

the immediate constituents of the noun phrase are. Despite the struc

tural change, the expression is still clearly a metaphor. 
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2. Metaphoricality Retained--Major Structural Change 

Miscues may cause extens~ve change to the structure of an 

expression but still preserve the metaphoricality. Miscues are coded 

as causing major structural changes when major categories of a phrase 

marker (NP, VP, PP, etc.) are omitted or inserted, or when the gramma

tical relations existing between the major categories are changed. 

An example follows: 

Example 5-3 

Text: ... her teeth still bared in a silent snarl 

Reader: ... her teeth still bared a silent snarl 

The reader's omission of in changes a silent snarl from the object of a 

preposition, to the object of the verb phrase. Because major categories 

are affected by this miscue, it constitutes a major structural change. 

The status of the expression as a metaphor is nevertheless preserved. 

Another example of a major structural change may be found below: 

Example 5-4 

Text: ... coyotes singing a protest from ... 

Reader: ... coyotes singing and protesting from. 

An extensive change in phrasal relations results from the sub

stitution by the reader of a protest, the object noun phrase of singing 

to "and protesting," a verbal conjunction. Although the expression has 

undergone extensive structural changes, it is still metaphorical, i.e., 

a semantic rule violation still exists between the noun coyote and the 

verb phrase{s). The meaning change resulting from structural change is, 

again, coded separately. 



168 

3. Metaphoricality Retained--Major Change to Lexical Content 

Miscues may cause minor and major structural changes which often 

involve substitutions of function words, as seen above. Miscues may 

also involve changes of lexical items which are fundamental to the con

tent of the metaphor. This usually results in a major change in the 

meaning of the original metaphor. 

An example follows: 

Example 5-5 

Text: She froze, looking intently into the darkness. 

Reader: She froze, looking internally to the darkness. 

The substitution of "internally" for intently changes a lexical 

item which is fundamental to the content of the metaphor. In fact, this 

miscue transforms the original metaphor into a different metaphor (using 

the same criteria for metaphor identification presented in Chapter 4). 

Notice that the grammatical structure of the original expression remains 

intact. Only the lexical content has changed. 

Another example follows: 

Example 5-6 

Text: Her hunger made her sniff hopefully. 

Reader: Her hunger made her sniff hopelessly. 

The substitution of Ihopeless1 y" for hopefully affects the 

lexical content of the embedded metaphor sniff hopefully (a syntactic 

metaphor), while retaining the metaphorica1ity of the original 

expression. It could be argued that the miscue results in a new and 
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different metaphor. As in Example 5-5, the structural relations remain 

unchanged. 

4. Metaphoricality Eliminated 

Miscues may affect a metaphor such that the underlying rule 

violations are Icorrected,"3 thereby eliminating the metaphoricality. 

That is, the expression is changed f.rom a metaphor to a nonmetaphor. 

The following example will demonstrate this phenomenon: 

Example 5-7 

Text: . .its got the blind staggers. 

Reader: ... its going to be a blind straggler. 

Treating all of the alterations to the text sentence as one 

complex miscue, it is clear that its overall effect is to eliminate 

the Frozen metaphor its got the blind staggers. The resulting expres

sion is not evaluated as a metaphor according to the criteria for meta

phor identification: it does not have the potential for interpretation 

of rule violations on the part of the reader because it is no longer 

noncompositional. 

The same is true for the follov/ing example: 

Example 5-8 

Text: ... both coyotes and Peggy were a snarling whirl of fury. 

Reader ... both coyotes and Peggy were snarling, whirling in 

fury. 

3. Hereafter, "correction" refers to readers' elimination of 
rule violations underlying the metaphors. It is distinguished from 
corrections of miscues. This latter use of the word is not quoted. 
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The original expression is actually a combination of two Syn

tactic metaphors; coyotes and Peggy were a snarling whirl and whirl of 

fury (see Chapter 4). The miscues change the syntactic structure of the 

expression so that the source of the metaphoric quality (llmisapplications ll 

of modifiers) is eliminated. The resulting expression no longer may be 

considered a metaphor according to the established criteria set forth 

in Chapter 4. 

5. Metaphoricality Retained Except for Other Miscues 

Several separate miscues may occur on the same metaphoric expres

sion. It may happen that one miscue has no effect on the metaphoricality 

while other miscues on that same expression do affect the metaphoricality. 

In order to differentiate between those miscues which do not affect a 

change from those that do, this subcategory was established. Examples 

of miscues coded under this subcategory follow: 

Example 5-9 

Text: ... the five black-button noses were groping eagerly. 

Reader: ... the five black-button nose were gropper eagerly. 

Example 5-10 

Text: The slanting rays of moonlight probed the shallow wash. 

Reader: The slanting rays of the moonlight swopped the shadow 

wash. 

In Example 5-9 the miscue of IInose ll for noses involves the dialect 

of the reader. In and of itself, it has no effect on the metaphoricality 
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(or meaning) of the expression. However, the other miscue in the sent

ence, "gropper," is a nonword and does adversely affect the metaphori

ca1ity of the expression (see discussion of Indeterminate below). In 

order to note the benign effect of the dialect miscue, it is coded under 

the present subcategory. 

In Example 4-10 the insertion of "the" would have been coded a 

"1" (Metaphorica1ity Retained--Minor or No Structural Change) had there 

been no other miscues in the sentence. However, the substitution of 

"swopped" for probed does affect the metaphorica1ity of the sentence. 

Therefore, the insertion of "the" is coded under this subcategory. 

6. Indeterminate 

Miscues may alter an expression to the extent that it is no 

longer semantically acceptable. When this occurs, it is impossible to 

evaluate the change to metaphorica1ity. Miscues such as these are coded 

Indeterminate. 

Examples follow: 

Example 5-11 

Text: The chorus rapidly rose and fell. 

Reader: They chorus rapidly rose and feil. 

Example 5-12 

Text: The five black-button noses were groping eagerly. 

Reader: The five black-button noses were gropping eagerly. 
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In Example 4-11 the substitution of "they" for the renders this 

sentence semantically unacceptable (its meaning cannot be determined). 

Its effect on metaphoricality is, therefore, indeterminate. 

In Example 4-12 the substitution of nonword "gropping" for the 

expected response groping results in a semantically unacceptable struc

ture. The extent to which the metaphoricality of the expression is 

changed cannot be determined. It is therefore coded Indeterminate. 

Change to Meaning of the Metaphor 

The coding alternatives for Change to Meaning include the 

following. 

1. No Change to Meaning 

Miscues may have no detectable effect on the meaning of a meta

phorical expression. The surrounding context must be considered in 

making this decision, because the apparent effect of a miscue may be 

minimized by the constraints on meaning which the context exerts on the 

metaphor. 

Consider the following: 

Example 5-13 

Text: The alert ears of the larger dog caught the sound of a 

sharp whistle. 

Reader: The alert ears of the large dog caught the sound of a 

sharp whistle. 

The substitution of "large" for larger appears to change the 

reference for this expression. However, the preceding text states that 
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there are only two dogs in the story. Therefore, the "large dog" dis

tinguishes between the two possible references as well as the larger 

m (the "large dog" necessarily meaning the larger of the two dogs). 

Therefore, this miscue does not change the meaning of this metaphorical 

expression within the context of the story. 

The next example clearly has no effect on the meaning of the 

expression: 

Example 5-14 

Text: In a depression, about twenty feet wide~ shaped like an 

amphitheater ... 

Reader: In a depression, about twenty feet wide, shaped like a 

amphi theater. . 

The substitution of "a" for an, reflecting the dialect or idio

lect of the reader, does not change the meaning of the metaphor. That 

is, the simile remains intact with the original meaning of the expres

sion preserved. 

2. Slight Change in Meaning 

A miscue can cause a slight change in the meaning of an expres

sion while still retaining its basic metaphorical image. 

An example follows: 

Example 5-15 

Text: Peggy1s numbed brain told her to move forward. 

Reader: Peggy1s numb brain told her to move forward. 
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The substitution of "numb" for numbed changes the meaning 

slightly in that there is no longer any inferred agent (causing the 

numbing). However, the image achieved through the modification of brain 

remains unaffected. That is, the metaphor still evokes a sense that the 

brain, while not literally numb, is unable to function normally. (This 

interpretation, of course, will vary from reader to reader.). Because 

the miscue does not affect the basic image of the metaphor, it is evalu

ated as causing only a Slight Change in Meaning. 

A similar example is found below: 

Example 5-16 

Text: Her eyes became soft with pride and affection. 

Reader: Her eyes became soft with pride, and affectionate, 

The substitution of "affectionate" for affection (causing a 

major syntactic change), changes the meaning of this metaphor only 

slightly. Although affection is no longer grammatically or semantically 

tied to soft, the metaphorical image evoked by attributing human charac

teristics to eyes remains intact. That is, her eyes are still under

stood to communicate pride and affection. The miscue is therefore coded 

as causing a slight change in the meaning of the metaphor. 

3. Major Change in Meaning 

Miscues may have a major effect on the meaning of a metaphor. 

A major meaning change is one in which the basic image evoked by the 

rule violation is drastically altered. This is often caused by a major 

syntactic or lexical change. 



An example follows: 

Example 5-17 

Text: Then her eyes caught a movement .. 

Reader: Then her ears caught a movement. 
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Although the metaphoricality of the expression (arising from 

the extended usage of caught) is preserved by the miscue, the image of 

the metaphor is changed. The resulting expression evokes an auditory 

rather than visual image. The substitution of a lexical item in this 

case, causes a major meaning change. 

Another example follows: 

Example 5-18 

Text: The yelping wail of a coyote was brought to her ears. 

Reader: The yelping wail of a cow was brought to her ears ... 

a coyote was brought to her ears (reader sel f-corrects). 

In this example, the substitution of "cow" for coyote changes 

the whole image of the metaphor. It is inconsistent with the story line 

as well, in that there is no mention of cows anywhere in the story. 

Probably due to the extensive change in meaning which this miscue 

causes, the reader does regress to correct it. 

4. Change to Nonmetaphorical Meaning of the Expression 

Certain metaphoric expressions, such as Frozen metaphor, differ 

from other metaphoric and non-metaphoric expression to the extent that 

. they are subject to particular syntactic constraints. That is, the 



176 

metaphor is "frozen" in both meaning and structure. If this fixed 

syntactic structure is altered by a miscue, a nonmetaphorical interpre

tation of the lexical items within the expression is made possible. 

Consider the following example: 

Example 5-19 

Text: She was spent. 

Reader: She spent 

The Frozen metaphor she was spent, meaning she was fatigued, 

loses its metaphoric interpretation through the omission of was by the 

reader. The meaning of spent becomes non-metaphorical as its function 

in the sentence structure che.nges to a verb. 

Another example is found below: 

Example 5-20 

Text: ... she turned at bay. 

Reader: ... she turned to the bay. 

The Frozen metaphor at bay exhibits a syntactic constraint 

common to many Frozen metaphors--the lack of a determiner between the 

preposition and the noun. The miscue, which inserts the missing deter

miner, therefore transforms the expression from a Frozen metaphor to a 

non-metaphor. 

5. No Change in Meaning Except for Other Miscues 

Miscues which themselves do not affect the meaning but which are 

surrounded by other miscues on the expression which do change the meaning, 

are coded as No Change in Meaning Except for Other Miscues. 



Consider the following example: 

Example 5-21 

Text: Then her eyes caught a movement in the sage. 

Reader: Then her ears caught the movement in the sage. 
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Although the substitution of "ears" for eyes changes the meaning 

of the expression, the substitution of "the" for a does not. Therefore, 

"the" would be coded under the present subcategory, distinguishing its 

effect on the expression from the other miscue. 

6. Indeterminate 

Any miscue which has been judged Indeterminate for Change to 

Metaphoricality is coded Indeterminate for Change to Meaning. This sub

category was included for both questions (rather than simply left out) 

for statistical simplification. 

By coding each miscue for both Change to Metaphoricality and 

Change to the Meaning of the Metaphor, relationships between this aspect 

of metaphor processing and other variables related to Metaphor Type and 

comprehension of text can be explored. This will be discussed in 

Chapter 7. 



CHAPTER 6 

FREQUENCY AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
METAPHORS IN "SHEEP DOG" 

The text "Sheep Dog" was originally chosen for this study 

because of the high frequency and variety of metaphors occurring within 

it. This determination was based on an initial analysis utilizing cri

teria for metaphor identification and variety cited in the literature 

(principally, Ortony,1979a). A closer examination of the text as well 

as theoretical considerations regarding reader-text interaction resulted 

in an expanded and elaborated system for metaphor identification and 

categorization described in Chapter 4. Application of this system to 

the text and subsequent statistical analyses, revealed an even greater 

frequency and variety of metaphors than initially anticipated. 

The purpose of this chapter is to report these findings regard

ing the frequency of metaphors and metaphor varieties occurring in the 

entire text as well as different portions of the text. 

Frequency of Metaphors in the Text 

Frequency of ~letaphors 

Utilizing the criteria for metaphor identification described in 

Chapter 5, it was found that a total of 115 metaphoric expressions of 

various kinds occur within the text. This frequency is quite high in 

relation to the text. Approximately one-third (33.7%) of the 243 
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sentences in the text contain at least one metaphor. Six of these 

sentences contain three or more metaphors. (Sentences are numbered 

according to their order of appearance in the text): 

Sentence Number 
1 
2 
5 

26 
62 

172 

Number of Metaphors 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 

It is significant to note that three of the first five sentences of 
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the text (sentences 1, 2, and 5) involved multiple metaphors. (Sentences 

3 and 4 had one metaphor each.) Several of the sentences listed above 

contain Complex Combination and Coordinate metaphors rather than separ

ate Simple metaphors. Each of the sentences with multiple metaphors is 

1; sted below. Simpl e and Coordi nate metaphors are underl; ned once. Embedded 

or Combination metaphors are underlined twice. Each metaphor is numbered. 

Sentence #1 :lThe rays of the setting sun lingered over the high 

Arizona desert'2touching the rocky tip of Badger 

Mountain and3tinting the bold face of Antelope Rim. 

Sentence #2: 1The shallow basin of Salt Creek Wash became a 

2gathering pool of darkness where a band of eight 

hundred3sheep with their lambs were bedding down for 

the night on a small patch of meadow. 



Sentence #5: It was fully dark when1the alert ears of the larger 
2 3 
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dog caught the sound of a sharp whistle from the small 

camp a hundred yards up the wash. 

Sentence #26: 1A growl swelled in her throat, and2she froze31ooking 

intently into the darkness. 

Sentence #62: As they approached the1bedded sheep'2the moon rose, 

it's cold light transforming the desert into a maze of 
3,--------

line and shadow. 

Sentence #172: Then from the base of the next knolllcame the startled 

bleat of a sheep'2followed by a second bleat that rang 

with fear, and3a third filled with pain4before it was 

choked to silence. 

The complexity and metaphor density of these sentences is not 

reflected in research materials used in the studies of metaphor compre

hension cited in the literature (see Chapter 2) and surpassed even this 

researcher's expectations. These findings suggest that further explora

tion of natural, uncontrived text is crucial to an understanding of the 

true nature of metaphor, and consequently, metaphor processing. 

Frequency of Metaphor Types 

Table 6-1 presents the frequencies and percentages of each 

metaphor type. There is considerable variation in the frequency with 

which different Metaphor Types appear in the text. (See Chapter 4 for 
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Table 6-1. Frequencies and percentages of Metaphor Types. a 

Metaphor Type Frequency 
Percent of Total 

Metaphors 

Semantically Incompatible 29 25.2 

Metaphorically Extended Lexical Item 29 25.2 

Syntactic 19 16.5 

Frozen -15 13.0 

Pragmatically Incompatible 6 5.2 

Frozen Used Literally 3 2.6 

Simile and Explicit 2 1.7 

a. Combinations of Metaphor Types not included. Therefore the 
percentages for all Metaphor Types do not equal 100% of the 
total metaphors. 
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complete discussion of Metaphor Type.) The most frequently occurring 

Metaphor Types are Semantically Incompatible metaphor and Metaphorically 

Extended Lexical Items, each occurring 29 times and constituting 25.2% 

of all metaphors, or 50.4% together. This is an interesting finding, 

in that both these metaphor types can be viewed as variations of the 

same phenomenon. That is, Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items are 

in a sense, frozen or conventionalized Semantically Incompatible meta

phors. (Consider for instance, "cold light" or "thin wail.") 

The fact that both these Metaphor Types occur with equally high 

frequency in the text, lends support to the notion that semantic incom

patibility as a basis for metaphor creation, and the "freezing" process 

which conventionalizes the meanings of the incompatibilities are very 

productive processes of language. This process may be so productive 

that expressions may go through several stages of freezing and "thawing" 

(Strauss, 1979). As an example, consider the freezing of the originally 

fresh metaphor "dead end" (idiomatically referring to a street which 

ends) reused metaphorically in the context "this job is a dead end," and 

freezing after this to produce the new conventional idiomatic meaning, 

"anything having no productive leads. 1I 

The second most frequently occurring Metaphor Type is Syntactic 

metaphor, constituting 16% of the total metaphors (19 occurrences). 

This is followed closely by Frozen metaphors, which occur fifteen 

times (13%). Again, there may be some relationship between these two 

Metaphor Types. One important source of Frozen metaphors may be 
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Syntactic metaphors. Consider, for example, the idioms "He has a 

cheating heart" and "He plays a dynamite guitar." As in Syntactic 

metaphor, the adjectives modifY the "wrong" item, even though the 

"right" item is present. "Cheating" syntactically modifies "heart, II 

though it is clearly an attribute of "He." Furthermore, Syntactic meta

phors, by their very nature, involve several lexical items, thereby 

making them perfect donors for the multiword Frozen metaphors. 

Frozen metaphors. 

As Table 6-1 shows, Pragmatically Incompatible metaphors occurred 

six times (5.2%), Frozen Metaphors Used Literally three times (2.6%), 

and Simile and Explicit Metaphors two times (1.7%). In this text, the 

various combinations of metaphor types occur no more than two times each. 

The combinations represented in the text are: 

1. Semantically Incompatible with Semantically Incompatible, 

Metaphorically Extended Lexical Item, Frozen Metaphor, and 

Pragmatically Incompatible Metaphor. 

2. Frozen Metaphor with Pragmatically Incompatible. 

3. Metaphorically Extended Lexical Item with Metaphorically 

Extended Lexical Item, and Syntactic metaphor. 

4. Two Syntactic metaphors together. 

5. Two pragmatically Incompatible metaphors together. 

Frozen Metaphors Used Literally did not occur in combination, nor did 

some mixed combinations such as Semantically Incompatible with Syntactic. 

Further studies should investigate whether the absence of such 
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combinations is simply incidental to this particular text, or a more 

pervasive phenomena. If these sorts of expressions are indeed rare, 

one might explore text coherence or processing complexities as possible 

constraints on their use. 

Frequency of Type Relationships 

(See Chapter 4 for complete discussion of Type Relationship.) 

From Table 6-2 we can see that the majority of metaphors in the text 

are Simple metaphors, occurring 74 times and constituting 64.3% of the 

total. In surveying the literature on metaphor and metaphor comprehen

sion, examples and test items generally exemplify Simple Metaphors. 

The high frequency of Simple metaphors found in this text, seems to 

justify somewhat this pervasive use of such forms in past research. 

However, Complex and Embedded metaphors were found to constitute 12.2% 

and 13.0% of the total metaphors. Combination metaphors occur 10 times 

and make up 8.7% of the total and Combination Embedded and Complex 

Combinations occur once each. Therefore, it seems reasonable to suggest 

that this variety of forms be represented in future research dealing 

with the nature and comprehension of metaphor. 

Frequency of Clause Relationships 

(See Chapter 4 for complete discussion of Clause Relationship.) 

The overwhelming majority of metaphors are Part Sentence, occurring 79 

times (68.7%, see Table 6-3). If this holds true in other texts, we 

must again reevaluate claims about general metaphor processing based 
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Table 6-2. Frequencies and percentages of Type Relationships. 

Type Relationship Frequency 

Simple 74 

Complex 14 

Embedded 15 

Combination 10 

Combination-Embedded 1 

Complex-Combination 1 

Percent of Total 
Metaphors 

64.3 

12.2 

13.0 

8.7 

.9 

.9 
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Table 6-3. Frequencies and percentages of Clause Relationships. 

Clause Relationship 

Part Sentence 

Whole Sentence 

Coordinate 

Head Coordinate 

Discontinuous 

Frequency 

79 

16 

11 

7 

2 

Percent of Total 
Metaphors 

68.7 

13.9 

9.6 

6.1 

1.7 
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on research materials utilizing only Whole Sentence metaphors. Whole 

Sentence metaphors in this text occur only 16 times and constitute a 

much lower percentage of the total (13.9%). Eleven of the metaphors 

are coordinates (9.6%) which are subordinate to seven Head Coordinates 

(6.1%). Two Discontinuous metaphors occur in the text {1.7%}. 

Frequency of Type Relationship and 
Clause Relationship Combinations 

As might be expected when frequency data on Type Relationship 

and Clause Relationship are combined, some interesting patterns emerge. 

Table 6-4 shows that Simple-Part sentence metaphors occur most frequently, 

constituting 40.9% of the total metaphors. Other frequencies fall far 

below this: Embedded-Part Sentence metaphors occur 15 times (13%); 

Simple-Whole sentence, 12 times (10.4%); Complex-Part sentence, 10 

times (8.7%); Simple-Coordinates, 9 times (7.8%); and Simple-Head 

Coordinates, 7 times (6.1%). Each of the other combinations constitute 

less than 5% of the total metaphors. 

Frequency of Various Combinations of Metaphor 
Types, Type Relationships and Clause Relationships 

Table 6-5 displays the 42 different metaphor varieties found in 

this text when all three classifications are combined. While this is 

certainly a wider variety than one might expect to find in any text or 

field of discourse, judging from past research, the number of combina

tions which actually occur in this text is much lower than the number 

that can potentially be generated from the Feature Matrix. One must 
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Table 6-4. Frequencies and percentages of combinations of Type 
Relationship and Clause Relationship. 

Type Relationship/ 
Clause Relationship 

Simple-Part 

Embedded-Part 

Simple-Whole 

Complex-Part 

Simple-Coordinate 

Simple-Head Coordinate 

Combination-Part 

Combination-Whole 

Complex-Whole 

All Others 

Frequency 

47 

15 

12 

10 

9 

7 

5 

3 

2 

'l each (5) 

Percent of Total 
Metaphors 

40.9 

13.0 

10.4 

8.7 

7.8 

6.1 

4.3 

2.6 

1.7 

4.3 
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Table 6-5. Total metaphor combinations. 

Metaphor Type Type Clause Frequency Relationship Relationship 

l. Semantically Incompatible + Simple + Whole 5 
2. Semantically Incompatible + Simple + Part 9 
3. Semantically Incompatible + Simple + Coordinate 5 
4. Semantically Incompatible + Simple + Head-Coordinate 2 
5. Semantically Incompatible + Complex + Whole 2 
6. Semantically Incompatible + Complex + Discontinuous 1 
7. Semantically Incompatible + Complex + Coordinate 1 
8. Semantically Incompatible + Embedded + Part 1 
9. Frozen + Simple + Whole 2 

10. Frozen + Simple + Part 11 
11. Frozen + Complex + Part 1 
12. Frozen + Embedded + Part 1 
13. Frozen Used Literally + Simple + Part 2 
14. Frozen Used Literally + Simple + Head Coordinate 1 
15. Similes or Explicit + Simple + Part 2 
16. Extended Lexical Item + Simple + Whole 1 
17. Extenoed Lexical Item + Simple + Part 16 
18. Extended Lexical Item + Simple + Discontinuous 1 
19. Extended Lexical Item + Simple + Head Coordinate 2 
20. Extended Lexical Item + . Complex + Part 5 
21. Extended Lexical Item + Embedded + Part 4 
22. Complexic + Simple + Whole 2 
23. Syntactic + Simple + Part 4 
24. Syntactic + Simple + Coordinate 3 
25. Syntactic + Simple + Head Coordinate 2 
26. Syntactic + Embedded + Part 7 
27. Pragmatically Incompatible + Simple + Whole 2 
28. Pragmatically Incompatible + Simple + Part 1 
29. Pragmatically Incompatible + Simple + Coordinate 1 
30. Pragmatically Incompatible + Complex + Part 1 
31. Pragmatically Incompatible + Embedded + Part 1 
32. Sem. Incomp. + Sem. Incomp. + Complex Combin.+ Part 1 
33. Sem. Incomp. + Lex. Extend. + Combination + Part 1 
34. Sem. Incomp. + Prag. Incomp. + Combination + Part 2 
35. Frozen + Prag. Incomp. + Combination + Whole 1 
36. Mxt. Lex. Item + Ext. Lex. + Combination + Part 1 
37. Ext. Lex. Item + Ext. Lex. + Comb. Embedded + Coordinate 1 
38. Ext. Lex. Item + Syntactic + Combination + Whole 1 
39. Syntactic + Syntactic + Combination + Part 1 
40. Prag. Incomp. + Ext. Lex. + Combination + Part 2 
41. Prag. Incomp. + Prag. Incomp. + Combination + Part 1 
42. Sem. Incomp. + Complex + Part 3 

Total Number of Metaphors: 115 
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consider that "Sheep Dog" only contained 115 metaphors. Hhi1e this a 

no small number, it may take a text containing over a thousand metaphors 

before the full range of possibilities appear. However, some combina

tions are not theoretically possible. For example, it is impossible 

for an Embedded metaphor to be a Whole Sentence. This strongly sug

gests that rules and constraints govern the possible combinations of 
4 metaphor features. Future research could focus on this issue. 

Table 6-5 indicates that Simple-Part Sentence-Metaphorically 

Extended Lexical Items occur with greatest frequency (16 times), fol

lowed by Simple-Part Sentence-Frozen metaphors (11 times). Interestingly, 

these are both idiomatic types of expressions. The high frequency of 

these Metaphor Types is consistent with the notion among linguists that 

idioms are stored in the lexicon as whole units similarly to other 

lexical items, and are thus ready resources for language use. Past 

studies, comparing the comprehension of idioms with the comprehension 

of literal phrases suggest that idioms are processed as efficiently or 

more efficiently (Ortony et al., 1978). 

Metaphor Distribution 

Statistical analyses were conducted in order to determine the 

distribution of metaphors across the text. The text was divided into 

4. This is not unlike other aspects of linguistic research. For 
example, while English contains both front vowels and round vowels, there 
are no vowels which combine both of these features. Such a combination 
is not ruled out universally, since languages like French do contain 
front-round vowels. Furthermore, while "+high" and "+low" features are 
used to describe vowels, they cannot logically be combined. Hence, 
no language contains vowels which are simultaneously high and low. 
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quarter portions for this purpose. The total metaphors found in the 

text are fairly evenly distributed throughout the four quarters of the 

text (38, 23, 24, and 30 metaphors, respectively). However, the first 

quarter does have the greatest metaphor density. As was mentioned 

earlier, in the first five sentences of the text alone, there are 

twelve metaphors. This high density at the very beginning of the story 

may be related to the function of this section of the text; an intro

duction and description of the story setting. A mood of impending 

danger is set for the events which unfold in the following sections of 

the text. It is interesting to note that of all Semantically Incom

patible and Syntactic metaphors in the text, the greatest proportion 

of each (38% and 42%, respectively) are contained in this first quarter 

of the text. These are "fresh" metaphor types. Frozen metaphors have 

their greatest concentration in the final quarter of the text (46% of 

their total), as part of the only dialogue in the story. This suggests 

an interesting avenue of research on the relationship between the nature 

and function of particular passages in stories, and the frequency of par

ticular metaphor varieties. 

Table 6-6 displays the r~etaphor Types per total metaphors for 

each quarter of the story. Semantically Incompatible metaphors and 

Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items are the most frequently occurring 

Metaphor Types for the whole text. However, they vary in terms of which 

type dominates particular text portions. In the first quarter, 



Table 6-6. Metaphor Types per total metaphors in each quarter 
portion of "Sheep Dog." 

Metaphor Typea 

Semantically Incompatible 

Frozen 

Frozen Used Literally 

Simile and Explicit 

Metaphorically Extended 
Lex i ca 1 Item 

Syntactic 

Pragmatically Incompatible 

Percent 
First 

Quarter 

28.9 

10.5 

0 

0 

26.3 

21.1 

13.2 

Percent 
Second 
Quarter 

26.1 

8.7 

0 

0 

34.8 

8.7 

13.0 

Percent 
Third 

Quarter 

12.5 

8.3 

4.2 

4.2 

33.3 

20.8 

8.3 

a. Combinations of Metaphor Types are not included. Therefore 
percentages of Metaphor' Types for each quarter portion will 
not equal 100% of the total metaphors. 

192 

Percent 
Fourth 
Quarter 

30.0 

23.3 

6.7 

3.3 

10.0 

13.3 

6.7 
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Semantically Incompatible metaphors constitute the highest percentage 

of metaphors, followed closely by Extended Lexical Items and Syntactic 

metaphors. In the second quarter this order changes, with Metaphoric

ally Extended Lexical Items dominating, and Semantically Incompatible 

and Pragmatically Incompatible metaphors following behind.. In the 

first two quarters of the text there are no occurrences of either Frozen 

metaphors or Simile and Explicit metaphors. In the third quarter of the 

text, all the metaphor types are represented, with Metaphorically Exten

ded Lexical Items again constituting the highest percentage of metaphors. 

Syntactic metaphors constitute the next highest percentage, with Seman

tically Incompatible metaphors dropping down to its lowest percentage 

for the text. However, Semantically Incompatible metaphors again lead 

the final portion of the text with Frozen metaphors following closely 

behind. 

This variation in Metaphor Type domination across the text does 

not exist for Type Relationship of Clause Relationships, as Tables 6-7 

and 6-8 demonstrate. For Type Relationship, Simple metaphors constitute 

the highest percentage by far, for all portions of the text. Complex 

and Embedded metaphors, although falling far below Simple metaphors, 

consistently take second place, and Combinations consistently take 

third. Combination-Embedded and Complex-Combinations only occur in the 

first Quarter of the text. 

For Clause Relationships (Table 6-8), Part Sentence metaphors 

dominate all portions of the text, with all others falling far below 



Table 6-7. Type Relationship per total metaphors for each 
quarter portion of "Sheep Dog." 

Type Relationship 

Simple 

Combination 

Complex 

Embedded 

Combination-Embedded 

Complex-Combination 

Percent 
First 

Quarter 

52.6 

7.9 

15.8 

18.4 

2.6 

2.6 

Percent 
Second 
Quarter 

52.6 

13.0 

17.4 

17.4 

0 

0 

Percent 
Third 

Quarter 

79.2 

4.2 

8.3 

8.3 

0 

0 
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Percent 
Fourth 
Quarter 

83.3 

3.3 

6.7 

6.7 

0 

0 



Table 6-8. Clause Relationship per total metaphors for each 
quarter portion of "Sheep Dog." 

Clause Relationship 

Whole Sentence 

Part Sentence 

Discontinuous 

Coordinate 

Head Coordinate 

Percent 
First 

Quarter 

15.8 

68.4 

o 

10.5 

5.3 

Percent 
Second 
Quarter 

17.4 

73.9 

8.7 

o 

o 

Percent 
Third 

Quarter 

8.3 

62.5 

4.2 

16.7 

8.3 
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Percent 
Fourth 
Quarter 

20.0 

60.0 

o 

10.0 

10.0 



them. In the first, second and fourth quarters, Whole Sentence meta

phors account for the second highest percentage of total metaphors. 

Coordinate metaphors take second position in the third quarter only. 
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The fact that Metaphor Type domination changes throughout the 

text, while Type Relationship and Clause Relationship domination remains 

fairly consistent, suggests that aspects of story structure and story 

content may have more influence over Metaphor Type than other metaphor 

features. Perhaps, other non-text-specific language factors constrain 

Type Relationships and Clause Relationships more than Metaphor Type. 

Further research will be needed in order to determine if Simple and 

Part Sentence metaphors occur most frequently and consistently in other 

forms of discourse, and if any relationship exists between story struc

ture and Metaphor Type. 



CHAPTER 7 

METAPHOR PROCESSING 

Introduction 

The present chapter presents the findings of the study relative 

to the research questions posed in Chapter 1. These research questions 

are: 

Primary Questions 

1. In reading metaphoric expressions, how are semantic, syntactic 

and morphological cuing systems utilized? How are reading 

. strategies utilized? 

2. What is the relationship between processing of metaphoric expres

sions and comprehension of the text? 

3. How does the processing of various types of metaphors differ? 

Secondary Question 

4. How do sixth, eighth, and tenth graders differ in their proces

sing of metaphoric expressions? 

Several previous chapters presented analyses which were prerequi

site to the determination of the findings presented in the present 

chapter. First, the metaphoric expressions occurring in the story "Sheep 

Dog" had to be identified and characterized. The criteria which was 

developed in order to distinguish the metaphoric expressions from the 

197 



rest of the text, as well as the Metaphor Feature Matrix developed in 

order to characterize the expressions presented in Chapter 4. 
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Miscues produced in reading the metaphoric expressions were analyzed 

according to the Goodman Taxonomy of Oral Reading Miscues. The Taxonomy 

questions were presented in Chapter 3. Two new questions were added to 

the Goodman Taxonomy which evaluate the effects which miscues have on 

the metaphoricality and meaning of the metaphors. These Taxonomy ques

tions were presented in Chapter 5. The findings for the present study 

are primarily derived from quantitative and qualitative analyses of the 

miscues which occur on the various metaphoric expressions. 

The organization of the present chapter is as follows: the first 

major section (Metaphor Processing and Text Comprehension) presents find

ings which relate to the first and second research questions. Due to the 

fact that utilization of cuing systems and strategies are integrally 

related to the comprehending of the text, the findings for questions 1 

and 2 will be integrated within the discussion. The second major section 

of the chapter (Differences in the Processing of Various Kinds of Meta

phors) will present the findings related to the third research question. 

Di fferences in the processi ng of r~etaphor Types, Type Rel ati onshi ps, and 

Clause Relationships will be discussed. These categories were defined 

in Chapter 4. The final section of the chapter (Differences in Sixth, 

Eighth, and Tenth Graders Processing of Metaphors) will present findings 

related to the secondary research question #4. In this section, differ

ences in sixth, eighth, and tenth graders' processing of the metaphoric 

expressions will be discussed. 



Metaphor Processin~ and 
Text Comprehensl0n 

Miscue Quagtity and Metaphor 
Processing 

199 

Although a quantitative analysis of the miscues on the metaphors 

is not the primary focus of the study, several interesting findings re

garding the relationship between quantitative and qualitative measures 

will be reported. 

Several measures of miscue frequency and density of miscue pro

duction were computed: 

1. Ratio of Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues: This measure 

specifies the percentage of the total miscues produced in reading 

the entire text, which occurred on the metaphoric expressions. 

2. Total Metaphor Miscues: This specifies the exact number of miscues 

produced on the metaphoric expressions. 

3. Miscues Per Metaphor: This is a measure of miscue density. It 

is the total number of miscues produced in reading the metaphors, 

divided by the total number of metaphoric expressions occurring 

in the text. 

Quantitative measures consist largely of summary statistics com

puted for the Goodman Taxonomy questions (see Chapter 3 for discussion 

5. Miscue quantity includes miscues which are normally not 
counted as miscues in other miscue studies, and were not analyzed guali
tatively in the present study. Such miscues include repeated miscues, 
pauses, partial miscues which are corrected and repetitions. They were 
counted as miscues in this study in an attempt to consider all unexpected 
responses in reading the metaphors. 
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of each question), and provide insights into the processing of the meta

phoric expressions as well as the whole text. Several of the summary 

measures computed for each subject were derived from Goodman's 1973 study 

and are based on all the miscues produced within the coded portion of 

the text (hereafter referred to as Total Miscues). These miscues include 

those produced on metaphors and nonmetaphors alike. All the summary 

measures utilized in the present study are presented below: 

1. Percentage of Semantically Acceptable Metaphor Miscues: The 

percentage of metaphor miscues which are fully semantically 

acceptable. 

2. Percentage of Semantically Acceptable Total Miscues: The percent

age of total miscues which are fully semantically acceptable. 

3. Comprehending Score for Metaphor Miscues: The percentage of 

metaphor miscues which are fully semantically acceptable or are 

corrected. 

4. Comprehending Score for Total Miscues: The percentage of total 

miscues which are fully semantically acceptable or are corrected. 

5. Mean Semantic Proximity for Metaphor Miscues: The mean semantic 

change which the miscues on the metaphors exert on the sentences. 

The higher the mean the greater the proximity (ranging from 0-9). 

6. Mean Semantic Proximity for Total Miscues: The mean semantic 

change which the total miscues exert on the sentences. 

7. Percentage of Syntactically Acceptable Metaphor Miscues: The 

percentage of metaphor miscues which are fully syntactically 

acceptable. 
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B. Percentage of Syntactically Acceptable Total Miscues: The per

centage of total miscues which are fully syntactically accept

able. 

9. Mean Syntactic Change for Metaphor Miscues: The mean syntactic 

change which the metaphor miscues exert upon the sentence 

structure. 

10. Mean Syntactic Change for Total Miscues: The mean syntactic change 

which the total miscues exert upon the sentence structures. 

11. Mean Graphic Similarity for Metaphor Miscues: The mean graphic 

similarity which the metaphor miscues bear to the expected re

sponses. 

12. Mean Graphic Similarity for Total Miscues: The mean graphic 

similarity which the total miscues bear to the expected responses. 

13. Percentage of Successfully Corrected Metaphor Miscues: The per

centage of metaphor miscues which were successfully corrected. 

14. Percentage of Successfully Corrected Total Miscues: The percent

age of total miscues which were successfully corrected. 

15. Mean Phonemic Similarity for Metaphor Miscues: The mean phonemic 

similarity which the metaphor miscues bear to the expected 

responses. 

16. Mean Phonemic Similarity for Total Miscues: The mean phonemic 

similarity which the total miscues bear to the expected responses. 

17. Number of Metaphor Submiscues: The number of submiscues produced 

in reading the metaphors only. 



18. Number of Total Submiscues: The number of submiscues produced 

in reading the entire coded portion of the text, including 

nonmetaphors. 

19. Percentage of Metaphor Miscues Coded for Change to Metaphori

cality. 
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1: Metaphoricality retained with little or no structural change. 

2: Metaphoricality retained with a major structural change. 

3: Metaphoricality retained with major change to lexical content. 

4: Metaphoricality eliminated. 

5: Metaphoricality retained except for other miscues. 

6: Indeterminate. 

20. Percentage of Metaphor Miscues Coded for Change to Meaning of 

Metaphor. 

1: No change in meaning. 

2: Slight change in meaning. 

3: Major change in meaning. 

4: Change to nonmetaphorical meaning of expression. 

5: No change except for other miscues. 

6: Indeterminate. 

21. Retelling Score: The mean retelling score for all subjects. 

Table 7-1 displays moderate and high correlations (with signifi

cance levels above. 10) found among the measures of miscue frequency and 

density and the qualitative measures of processing. 

The table indicates that miscue density and frequency is nega

tively associated with several meaning-related measures. For example, 



Table 7-1. Miscue Frequency and Metaphor Processing 
Significant Correlation Coefficients.* 

Comprehending Score 
Metaphor Miscues 

Comprehending Score 
Total Miscues 

Mean Semantic Proximity 
Metaphor Miscues 

Percentage Successfully 
Corrected Metaphor Miscues 

Percentage of Change to 
Metaphorica1ity--1 

Percentage of Change to 
Metaphorica1ity--5 

Percentage of Change to 
Meaning of Metaphor--2 

Percentage of Change to 
Meaning of Metaphor--3 

Percentage of Change to 
Meaning of Metaphor--5 

Percentage of Change to 
Meaning of Metaphor--6 

Ratio of Metaphor 
Miscues Per 

Total Miscues 

r = .61 
s = .04 

NS 

NS 

r = .48 
s = .09 

r = .55 
s = .08 

r =-.69 
s = .02 

r = .73 
s = .01 

NS 

r =-.61 
s = .04 

NS 

Total 
Metaphor 
Miscues 

r = -.49 
s = .09 

r = -.54 
s = .07 

r = .59 
s = .05 

NS 

NS 

r = .85 
s = .002 

NS 

r = -.53 
s = .07 

r = .82 
s = .004 

NS 
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Miscues 
Per 

Metaphors 

r = -.50 
s = .08 

r = -.54 
s = .07 

r = .59 
s = .05 

NS 

NS 

r = .85 
s = .002 

NS 

r = -.53 
s = .07 

r = .82 
s = .004 

NS 

* Correlation coefficients with significance levels above .10 are 
included. 
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Total Metaphor Miscues and Miscues Per Metaphors have moderate negative 

correlations with the Comprehending Score for Metaphor Miscues, and with 

the Comprehending Score for Total Miscues. This means that a greater 

production of miscues on the metaphors is related to less effective con

struction of meaning not only for the metaphors themselves but for the 

text in general. Furthermore, miscue frequency is associated with 

changes in meaning for the metaphors: Total Metaphor Miscues and Miscues 

Per Metaphors have moderate positive relationships with Percentage of 

Change to Meaning of Metaphor--3 (Major Change in Meaning). 

While measures of metaphor miscue frequency and density'are 

associated with less effective construction of meaning for the metaphors 

as well as the text as a whole, this does not seem to be the case for 

the Ratio of Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues. Findings for this meas

ure indicate that a higher percentage of Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues 

is positively correlated with meaning-related measures. This means that 

reading for \'/hich a high percentage of total miscues are produced on the 

metaphors is associated with more successful processing of the metaphors. 

Note that there is a moderate positive correlation between Metaphor Mis

cues Per Total Miscues and the Comprehending Score for Metaphor Miscues 

(.61 at .04). There is also a moderate positive correlation (.55 at .08) 

between Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues and Change to Metaphorica1ity 

--1 (No Change in Metaphoricality). This latter finding suggests that 

the Ratio of Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues is associated with the 

preservation of rule violations inherent in the metaphors. Lastly, 
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Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues is positively related (.73 at .01) to 

Change to the Meaning of the Metaphor--2 (Slight Change in Meaning), and 

the Percentage of Successfully Corrected Metaphor Miscues (.48 at .09). 

Table 7-2 displays individual subject data for Total Miscues, 

Total Metaphor Miscues, Miscues Per Metaphors, and the Ratio of Metaphor 

Miscues Per Total Miscues. This data is helpful in investigating the 

relationships among miscue frequency and density and the Ratio of Meta

phor Miscues Per Total Miscues. 

First, it is clear that as Total 'Miscues increase so does Total 

Metaphor Miscues and Miscues Per Metaphor. However, the Ratio of Meta

phor Miscues Per Total Miscues does not increase accordingly. Subjects 

225, 233, and 120, while producing among the lowest Total Miscues, Total 

Metaphor Miscues and Miscues Per Metaphors, have the highest Ratio of 

Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues. Conversely, subjects 232 and 234, 

who have the highest number of Total Miscues, Total Metaphor Miscues, 

and Miscues Per Metaphors, have the lowest Ratio of Metaphor Miscues Per 

Total Miscues. This means that with the exception of subject 114, the 

readers who produce the lowest absolute number of miscues produce a 

higher percentage of these miscues on the metaphors rather than at other 

points in the text. The readers who produce the highest number of total 

miscues produce a lower percentage of these on the metaphors. Since the 

Ratio of Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues is associated with better 

comprehending, findings suggest that more efficient construction of 

meaning corresponds to a proportionately higher production of total 
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Table 7-2. Quantitative Measures for All Subjects. 

Total Miscues Metaphor 
Total Metaphor Per Miscues 

Subject Miscues Miscues Metaphor Per Total 

225 68 31 .27 .46 

114 102 32 .28 .31 

233 136 58 .50 .47 

120 160 63 .55 .40 

115 186 58 .50 .31 

226 191 67 .58 .35 

228 346 112 .97 .32 

232 420 121 1.05 .29 

234 439 133 1. 16 .30 
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miscues on the metaphors. One reason for this might be that better 

comprehenders are more sensitive to the rule violations involved in the 

metaphors and are therefore more likely to produce miscues at those 

points in the text rather than at other points. The positive associa

tion between Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues and the Percentage of 

Successfully Corrected Metaphor Miscues (though significant at only a 

.09 level), suggests that better comprehenders are also more inclined 

to monitor the meaning more closely and correct when necessary. 

To summarize this section on the relationship between miscue 

quantity and metaphor processing, it has been found that: (1) high 

frequency and density of miscues on the metaphors are associated with 

less effective construction of meaning; (2) the Ratio of Metaphor Mis

cues Per Total ~1iscues is positively correlated with measures of mean

ingful processing; (3) generally, the lower the miscue frequency and 

density on the metaphors and the rest of the text, the higher the ratio 

of Metaphor Miscues Per Total Miscues. That is, readers who produce 

... ··'·fewer total miscues, produce more of these miscues on the metaphors. 

Conversely, readers who produce a higher number of miscues, produce 

proportionately fewer of these miscues on the metaphors. 

There is a limit to what can be learned from miscue quantity 

per se. The previous section explored relationships between miscue 

quantity and quality, but now the discussion will turn to a more in-depth 

examination of the effects of metaphors on cuing systems and strategies. 
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Comparison of Metaphor Miscues with Total Miscues. Although a 

comparison between metaphor and nonmetaphor is not the purpose of this 

study, it is helpful to compare several of the qualitative measures of 

metaphor processing with the same measures computed for the entire coded 

portion. Even though the coded portion includes some metaphor miscues, 

any general differences found between the metaphor miscues ~ and all 

those in the total coded portion may still be attributed to the effects 

of the metaphors themselves on processing. Table 7-3 displays several 

summary measures for each subject, for metaphor miscues, and total coded 

miscues. Group means are also presented. 

Table 7-3 suggests that generally, metaphoric expressions are 

processed less successfully than the text as a whole. The group means 

for semantic measures show less successful use of this cuing system in 

processing metaphors only. Use of graphic and phonemic cues are greater 

in metaphor processing. The correction rate for the text as a whole is 

higher than for the metaphors only, indicating less successful monitor

ing of miscues on metaphors. Furthermore, the number of submiscues (a 

reflection of multiword miscues) are greater for the whole text than for 

the metaphors only (even when the number of metaphor miscues is sub

tracted from the total). This indicates that there may be more of a 

word-by-word processing of metaphors than for text in general. Perhaps 

the lack of predictability for metaphors, stemming from the rule viola

tions, inhibits processing of larger language segments such as phrases 
• 

or clauses. 



Table 7-3. Measures Comparing Metaphor Miscues with Total Coded Miscues. 

Subject Number 
\\ Total 

Measures 114 115 120 225 226 228 232 233 234 Means 

Comprehending Score 
Metaphor Miscues 29.6 39.6 46.6 38.9 63.5 39.8 16.4 58.5 18.6 \\ 39.1 
Total Miscues 78.8 53.5 42.5 52.1 81. 3 67.7 37.9 17.2 28.6 57.7 

Percentage Semantically Acceptable 
Metaphor Miscues 14.8 35.4 16.3 33.3 48.1 35.7 9.6 39.0 8.411 26 . 7 
Total Miscues 69.2 48.5 21.7 45.8 66.3 60.3 31. 3 51.9 20.5 46.2 

Mean Semantic Proximity 
Metaphor Miscues 5.9 7.6 6.3 6.4 7.2 7.1 6.9 6.4 7.4 \\ 6.8 
Tota 1 I~i scues 6.7 7.5 8.1 7.1 7.2 7.2 7.4 7.3 7.8 7.4 

Percentage Syntactically Acceptable 
Metaphor Miscues 70.4 66.7 44.2 72.2 71.2 62.2 46.2 68.3 43.7\1 60 .6 
Tota 1 I~i scues 78.8 65.7 50.9 66.7 17.5 73.5 64.0 73.4 50.9 66.8 

Mean Syntactic Change 
Metaphor Miscues 7.4 7.3 8.0 8.1 7.3 7.3 7.7 7.8 

8.4 " 
7.7 

Total Miscues 7.3 7.7 7.3 7.4 7.5 7.3 7.7 7.4 8.3 7.5 
Mean Graphic Similarity 

Metaphor Miscues 5.8 5.5 5.6 6.5 4.4 5.4 5.5 6.5 5.6 II 5.7 
Total Miscues 5.2 6.3 4.7 5.0 4.8 5.6 5.3 5.2. 5.7 5.3 

Mean Phonemic Similarity 
Metaphor Miscues 5.2 5.4 4.8 6.1 4.2 5.7 5.1 4.9 5.2 II 5.2 
Total Miscues 4.3 5.6 4.2 4.9 4.5 5.3 4.8 5.0 5.4 4.9 

Percent Successfully Corrected 
Metaphor Miscues 14.8 9.8 28.9 5.3 19.2 8.1 8.3 29.3 10.0 1114.9 
Total Miscues 15.4 13.1 25.5 6.3 27.5 13.2 10.9 41.8 9.8 18.2 

Submiscues 
Metaphors 8.0 11.0 6.0 0.0 9.0 27.0 13.0 13.0 8.0 1110.6 
Coded Portion 15.0 45.0 22.0 8.0 34.0 125.0 84.0 31.0 47.0 45.7 

N 
a 
~ 



210 

Taking a closer look at the measures of comprehending and use 

of semantic information, we can see that 8 of the 9 subjects had lower 

Comprehending Scores on the metaphors only, and all nine subjects had 

consistently lower Percentages of Semantically Acceptable Metaphor 

Miscues. The group means on these measures are considerably lower on 

the metaphors than on the total coded portion. For Mean Semantic 

Proximity, the differences in group means are not as dramatic. In that 

semantic change is coded only when the structures remain semantically 

acceptable, the statistics compare only those miscues which preserve 

meaning. Therefore, we find that acceptable miscues affect the meaning 

of the structures only slightly more for the metaphors than for the 

general text. In both cases, the Mean Semantic Proximity is fairly high, 

indicating a minimum of semantic change. 

Comparing the use of semantic information with syntactic infor

mation, the group means indicate that metaphors have a much greater in

fluence on semantic processing than on syntactic processing. Note that 

the difference between the Percent of Syntactically Acceptable Metaphor 

Miscues and the Percent of Syntactically Acceptable Total Miscues is 

only 6.2, while the difference between the Percentage of Semantically 

Acceptable Metaphor Miscues and Percentage of Semantically Acceptable 

Total Miscues is 19.5. This finding is interesting but not surprising. 

Except for Frozen Metaphors (and perhaps Syntactic Metaphors), which have 

specific syntactic constraints, metaphors are unique largely on semantic 

and pragmatic rather than syntactic grounds. Structurally, most metaphors 
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do not exhibit any defining or ~istinguishing characteristics. There

fore, the syntactic structure of metaphors may be more predictable than 

the semantic structure. Hence, we see very little difference between 

the Percentage of Syntactically Acceptable Miscues for the Metaphors and 

the Percentage of Syntactically Acceptable Miscues for the general text. 
, , 

Summary of comparison of Metaphor Miscues with Total Coded 

Miscues: In summary, it was found that metaphorical language does seem 

to influence readers' success in use of cuing systems and strategies. 

The rule violations present in metaphors and absent from other non

metaphorical language, most likely violates readers' predictions. The 

lower scores on meaning-related measures, higher scores on graphic and 

phonemic proximity, and lower numbers of submiscues (and therefore complex 

miscues), indicate less successful processing of metaphors. The lower 

Percentage of Successfully Corrected Metaphor Miscues supports this find

ing, in that less meaningful monitoring of miscues is taking place. 

Although the difference in correction is slight (3.3), this is particu

larly noteworthy in light of the comparatively low Percentage of Seman

tically Acceptable Metaphor Miscues. There is a higher percentage of 

miscues on the metaphors which invite correction, and yet there is less 

correction activity. Finally, we find that processing of syntactic 

information is affected far less by metaphors than processing of semantic 

information. This supports the notion that metaphors are less distinctive 

syntactically than semantically. 

Additional Summary Statistics Regarding Processing of Metaphors 

~. Several other measures were computed for the subjects as a whole. 



212 

These will provide further insight into the processing of the metaphoric 

expressions at various linguistic levels. 

A cross-tabulation was generated for the total single word sub

stitution miscues produced by the subjects on the metaphors, to ·determine 

the match between the grammatical functions of the observed responses 

(miscues) and the grammatical functions of the expected responses. It 

was found that for all grammatical functions except noun modifiers, the 

majori ty of observed responses di d match the grammati ca'l function of the 

expected response: noun for noun, 77% match; verb for verb, 69% match; 

verb modifier for verb modifier, 75% match; function word for function 

word, 86% match; noun modifier for noun modifier 46.6% match. 

The 46.6% match between observed response and expected response 

for noun modifiers is lower than that found for total miscues in Goodman, 

1973. Interestingly, many of the rule violations occurring within the 

metaphoric expressions lie precisely between the noun modifiers and the 

nouns. Some examples from the text are as follows: 

The frantic bleating of the sheep. 

The alert ears of the larger dog caught the sound of a sharp 

whistle ... 

She turned questioning eyes. 

The high thin wail ... 

She gave him a questioning look ... 

The band was a mass of bleating movement, 

Then came the startled bleat of a sheep ... 

Both coyotes and Peggy were a snarling whirl of fury ... 
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In each of the above examples, the source of at least one of the 

violations within the expression stems from the relationship between the 

noun modifier and the noun. Several of these expressions are classified 

as Syntactic Metaphor (for which the "wrong" noun is modified) and others 

as Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items. For all of them, it is the 

peculiarity or originality of the noun modifier-noun relationship which 

identifies them as metaphor. The low match of observed responses and 

expected responses for the noun modifiers indicates that this type of 

metaphoric noun modifier-noun relationship may indeed be difficult to 

predi ct. 

Further information regarding the processing of metaphors at the 

lexical or free morpheme level was obtained by computing measures for 

the types of miscues produced by the subjects as a whole. It was found 

that substitutions constitute 81.6% of the metaphor miscues, omissions 

10.6%, insertions 7.8%. This order in percent of miscue type is concor

dant with other mi scue studi es (Goodman and Burke, 1968; Goodman, 1973, 1978). 

However, the percent of word-far-word substitutions is particularly 

high for the metaphor miscues. This lends support to the claim that 

metaphors are processed on more of a word-by-word basis. One may hypo

thesize that insertions and at least certain types of omissions (Goodman 

and Gol1ash, 1980) are reflective of a more meaningful, predictive inter

action with the text. That is, in order to reject visual information 

(in the case of omissions) or supply nonvisual information (in the case 

of insertions) meaningful interaction is required of the reader. In 
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support of this contention, it is also noted that 10% of the word-for

word substitutions were nonwords. This means that at least for 10% of 

the substitutions, there was a focus on graphic and phonemic informa

tion without successful construction of meaning. 

Each metaphor miscue was coded for its effect on the metaphori

cality and the meaning of the metaphor. Table 7-4 displays the fre

quencies and percentages of metaphor miscues which were coded for each 

subcategory of Change to Metaphoricality. Table 7-5 provides the same 

findings for Change to Meaning, and Table 7-6 for combinations of sub

categories of Change to Metaphoricality with Change to Meaning. We will 

discuss these tables in the above order. 

As Table 7-4 indicates, the majority of the metaphor miscues 

were coded Indeterminate (52.2%). Recall from Chapter 5 that miscues were 

coded indeterminate if they resulted in semantically unacceptable struc

tures, where metaphoricality could not be determined. This finding is 

consistent with the low comprehending score and semantic acceptability 

score for the metaphor miscues presented in Table 7-3. The majority of 

the miscues on the metaphors demonstrate a lack of successful construc

tion of meaning. However, when miscues do retain meaning, 115 of these 

(20.6% of the total) do retain the metaphoricality of the miscue with 

minor or no structural change. These miscues preserved both the viola

tion underlying the metaphor and the structural relationships of the 

phrase marker. The fact that a greater number of miscues preserved the 

syntactic structure than changed it (Major Change = 4.7%) is further 



Table 7-4. Frequency and Percent of Metaphor Miscues Coded for 
Subcategories of Change to Metaphorica1ity. 

Subcategory Frequency 

1. Metaphoricality Retained-- 115 Minor or No Structural Change 

2. Metaphoricality Retained-- 26 Minor Structural Change 

3. Metaphorica1ity Retained-- 43 Major Change to Lexical Content 

4. Metaphorica1ity Eliminated 33 

5. Metaphorica1ity Retained 50 Except for Other Miscues 

6. Indetermi nate 291 
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Adjusted 
Percent 

20.6 

4.7 

7.7 

5.9 

9.0 

52.2 



Table 7-5. Frequency and Percent of Metaphor Miscues Coded for 
Subcategories of Change to Meaning. 

Subcategory Frequency 

1. No Change in Meaning 81 

2. Slight Change in Meaning 78 

3. Major Change in Meaning 42 

4. Change to Nonmetaphorica1 13 Meaning of the Expression 

5. No Change in Meaning Except 53 for Other Miscues 

6. Indetermi nate 291 
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Adjusted 
Percent 

14.5 

14.0 

7.5 

2.3 

9.5 

52. 1 



Table 7-6. Frequency and Percent of Miscues Coded for Combinations of Change to 
Metaphorica1ity and Change to Meaning of the Metaphor. 

4. Change to 5. No Change 
2. Slight 3. Major Nonmetaphorical in Meaning 

Change to 1. No Change Change Change Meaning of Except for 
Metaphorica1ity in Meaning in Meaning in Meaning Expression Other Miscues 

1. Metaphorica1ity 65 43 3 0 3 
Retained-- 11.7% 7.7% .5% 0 .5% 
Minor or No 
Structural Change 

2. Metaphoricality 15 11 0 0 0 
Retained--Major 2.7% 2.0% 0 0 0 
Structural Change 

3. Metaphoricality 0 14 29 0 0 
Reta i ned--Major 0 2.5% 5.2% 0 0 
Change to 
Lexical Content 

4. Metaphorica1ity 0 10 10 13 0 
Eliminated 0 1.8% 1.8% 2.3% 0 

5. Metaphorica1ity 1 0 0 0 49 
Retained Except .2% 0 0 0 8.8% 
for Other Miscues 

6. Indeterminate 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Indeter-
minate 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

291 
52.3% 

N 
-' ..... 
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evidence for the claim (made earlier in the chapter) that the syntax of 

metaphors is generally more predictable than the semantics or pragmatics. 

A greater percentage of miscues changed the lexical content (7.7%) than 

changed the syntactic structure in a major way (4.7%). In most cases, 

the change in lexical content actually changes the whole image of the 

metaphor, transforming it into a completely different metaphor. The 

larger percentage of miscues changing the lexical content further sup

ports the notion that the lexical content is more unpredictable than 

the syntactic structure, and is more difficult to process. 

Only 5.9% of the metaphor miscues eliminated the metaphoricality 

of the metaphor. That is, only a small number of miscues IIcorrectedll 

the violation underlying the metaphor. It seems reasonable to assume 

that IIcorrectionll of rule violations requires meaningful, active predic

tion of rule-governor language. This finding, then, suggests less suc

cessful processing taking place in reading the metaphors. We will return 

to this question later in the chapter, in discussing the relationship 

between Semanti c Acceptabil ity and Change to r~etaphori ca 1 i ty. 

Turning now to Table 7-5, we see that here too, the majority of 

metaphor miscues (52.1'%) were coded as Indeterminate. This is expected 

since both Change to Metaphoricality and Change to Meaning were coded 

indeterminate in the case of no semantic acceptability. Of those mis

cues which were acceptable, 14.5% of the total caused no change in the 

meaning of the metaphor, and 14% of the total caused only a slight 

change. This is consistent with the findings reported earlier in the 
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chapter regarding Semantic Proximity of metaphor miscues and total coded 

miscues. It was found that there was very little difference between the 

semantic proximity of the miscues on the metaphors and those on the 

general text. In both cases, the semantic proximity of the acceptable 

miscues were fairly high. We can therefore suggest that when readers 

meaningfully process the metaphors, they tend not to cause major changes 

to the meaning of the sentence or the metaphor. Major change to the 

meaning of the metaphor constitutes only 7.5% of the total, far below 

the 28.5% of combined no change and slight change in meaning. When we 

add to this the miscues coded as No Change in Meaning Except for Other 

Miscues, we get a total of 38.0% of miscues which caused either no change 

or a slight change in the meanings of the metaphors. 

Table 7-6 presents findings regarding the frequencies and per

centages of miscues coded for various combinations of Change to Meta

phoricality and Change to Meaning. Of course, the largest percentage of 

miscues were coded Indeterminate for both categories. The combination 

with the next highest percentage is Metaphoricality Retained-Minor or 

No Structural Change and No Change in Meaning (1+1), constituting 11.7% 

of the miscues. Although this is the next highest percentage, it is 

still fairly low. Following thi~ combination are the categories Meta

phoricality Retained Except for Other Miscues and No Change in Meaning 

Except for Other Miscues (5+5), constituting 8.8% of the total metaphor 

miscues. In total, 20.5% of the miscues caused no change to metaphori

ca1ity or meaning, 7.7% of the miscues retained the metaphorica1ity of 
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the expression with only a slight meaning change (1+2). These findings 

indicate that when acceptability is retained, many miscues do preserve 

the rule violations and the meanings of the metaphors. 5.2% of the mis

cues changed the lexical content of the metaphors, thereby causing a 

major change in meaning (3+3). This is an interesting combination, in 

that the readers are creating new and different expressions which, never

theless, remain semantically acceptable in the sentence or in the entire 

text and retains the metaphoricality (and the rule violations). In 

these instances, the readers must be ascertaining the appropriateness 

for metaphor from some linguistic or textural clues. 

Summary of additional summary statistics for metaphor miscues 

Qrrll: At this point let us summarize the findings regarding the summary 

statistics computed for metaphor miscues only. It was found that at a 

lexical or free morpheome level, somewhat more than half of the single 

word substitutions matched the grammatical function of the expected 

response. The exception for this was substitutions of noun modifiers, 

for which the majority of miscues did not match the grammatical function 

of expected response. The large numbers of metaphors which exhibit a 

violation between noun modifiers and nouns can explain this exception. 

It was also found that like other miscue studies, the majority 

of word-level miscues were substitutions, followed by omissions and 

insertions. 

In regard to the effect which miscues have on metaphoricality, 

it was found that the majority of miscues were classified Indeterminate 
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due to lack of semantic acceptability. When semantic acceptability of 

the sentence is preserved, the largest percentage of the miscues retains 

the metaphoricality and causes little or no structural changes. Very 

few miscues actually IIcorrectll the rule violation underlying the meta

phor, thereby eliminating metaphoricality. 

In terms of change in the meaning of the metaphors, it was found 

that most miscues were Indeterminate due to lack of semantic accepta

bility. Of the remaining miscues the largest percentage caused No Change 

to the Meaning of the Metaphors, followed by only a Slight Change in 

Meaning, and No Change Except for Other t~i scues. 

When considering the various combination of subcategories coded 

for Change to Metaphoricality and Change to Meaning, it was found that 

as expected, Indeterminate for both categories constitutes the highest 

percentage of miscues. This was followed by No Change to the Metaphori

cality or Meaning, and No Change to Meaning or Metaphoricality Except 

for Other Miscues. The next highest percentage of miscues cause major 

changes in the lexical content and in the meaning. These miscues are 

still acceptable within sentences and/or the entire text, while main

taining the metaphoricality of the expressions. 

Relationships Among Qualitative Measures of Metaphor and General 

Text Processing. Pearson Product-Moment correlations and cross-tabula

tions were computed to discover relationships among qualitative measures 

of metaphor processing and general text processing (the latter based on 

the total coded miscues). The primary focus was to reveal relationships 
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among meaning-related measures and metaphor processing, and among cor

rection strategies and metaphor processing. The discussion will begin 

first with findings for meaning-related measures and then proceed to 

those regarding correction strategies. 

Table 7-7 presents the Pearson-Moment Correlations found among 

the qualitative measures. We can see from the table that measures of 

general text processing do bear moderate and strong relationships with 

measures of metaphor processing. The Comprehending Score for Total 

Miscues has positive moderate correlations with Metaphoricality Retained 

with Little or No Structural Change (.66 at .03), No Change to the 

Meaning (.57 at .05), and Change to the Nonmetaphoric Meaning of the 

Expression (.56 at .05). This means that more meaningful processing of 

the text in general is related to a preservation of meaning and meta

phoricality of metaphors. Interestingly, there is a positive relation

ship between text comprehending and IIcorrection" of rule violations 

involved in metaphors, changing the expressions to their nonmetaphorical 

meaning. (An example of this would be reading "at the bay" for at bay.) 

Perhaps more successful processors of text are more likely to predict 

rule-governed language, and therefore "correctll violations. We would 

expect that more successful comprehenders would, however, not accept the 

inconsistencies in the meaning of the story which result from changing 

the metaphors into their nonmetaphorical counterparts. We will return 

to this question in our discussion of correction strategies. The high 

negative correlations between the Comprehending Score for Total Miscues 



Table 7-7. Correlation Coefficients among Qualitative Measures of Processing. 

Percentage Percentage 
Comprehending Semantically Comprehending Semanti ca lly 

Score Acceptable Score Acceptable 
for Total Total Retell ing Metaphor Metaphor 
Miscues Miscues Scores Miscues Miscues 

Percentage of Metaphor Miscues 
Coded for Change to Meta~horicalit~ 
l. Metaphoricality Retained-- r = .66 NS NS r = .93 r = .83 

Little or No Structural Change s = .03 s = .001 s = .003 
2. Metaphoricality Retained-- NS NS r = .60 NS NS 

Major Structural Change s = .05 
4. Metaphoricality Eliminated NS r = .55 NS NS NS 

s = .06 
6. Indeterminate r = .70 r =-.68 r =-.77 r =-.65 r =-.81 

s = .02 s = .02 s = .01 s = .03 s = .004 
Percentage of Metaphor Miscues Coded 
for Change to Meaning of Meta~hor 
l. No Change in Meaning r = .57 r = .62 r = .72 r = .55 r = .80 

s = .05 s = .04 s = .02 s = .06 s = .01 
2. Slight Change in Meaning NS NS NS r = .74 r = .68 

s = .01 s = .02 
4. Change to Nonmetaphorical r = .56 r = .57 NS NS NS 

Meaning of Expression s = .05 s = .05 
6. Indeterminate r =-.70 r =-.68 r =-.77 r =-.64 r =-.80 

s = .02 s = .02 s = .01 s = .03 s = .01 
Retelling Scores NS NS r = .46 r = .74 

s = .10 s = .01 
COJl1)rehending Score NA* NS r = .68 r = .68 
for Total Miscues s = .02 s = .02 
Percentage Semantically NA* NS NS r = .64 
Acceptable Total Miscues s = .03 

* NA = not available. 
N 
N 
(.oJ 
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and Indeterminate for Change to Metaphoricality and Meaning are predict

able, in that all semantically unacceptable miscues were coded as Inde

termi nate. 

We see a similar pattern of correlations between the Percentage 

of Semantically Acceptable Total Miscues and the metaphor processing 

measures: moderate positive correlations with No Change in Meaning (.62 

at .04), and Change to the Nonmetaphorical Meaning of the Expression 

(.57 at .05); moderate negative correlations with Indeterminate. Unlike 

Comprehending Scores for Total Miscues, there is no significant relation

ship between the Percentage of Semantically Acceptable Total Miscues and 

Metaphorically Retained with Little or No Structural Change. Instead, 

there is a moderate positive correlation (.55 at .06) between Percentage 

of Semantically Acceptable Total Miscues and the elimination of meta

phoricality. The difference between Percentage of Semantically Accept

able Total Miscues and the Comprehending Score for Total Miscues is that 

the former does not consider self-correction in its computation, while 

the latter does. Therefore the findings mean that when correction is not 

considered in measuring processing, semantic acceptability correlates 

positively with rule violation "correction." We can infer from this 

finding that readers who are processing for meaning do initially predict 

semantically and pragmatically rule-governed language, but tend to self

correct in view of the incompatibilities in story meaning which result 

from eliminating the metaphoricality. Obviously, once corrected, the 

meaning of the metaphors is restored, thereby resulting in a positive 
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positive relationship between the Comprehending Score for Total Miscues 

and No Change in the Meaning of the Metaphor. 

Several interesting correlations exist between the Retelling 

Scores and measures of metaphor processing. There is a high positive 

correlation between Retelling Scores and No Change in the Meaning of 

the Metaphor. This means that readers with better retelling of the 

story have a greater tendency not to change the meanings of the meta

phors. We can infer that these readers are better able to integrate 

metaphoric expressions into the meaning of the whole story. We also 

find a moderate positive relationship between Retelling Scores and re

tention of metaphoricality with slight structural change. This implies 

that readers with better comprehension of the story tend to actively 

manipulate the structural relationships within the expression while 

retaining the metaphoricality. Finally, Retelling Scores have a high 

negative correlation with percent of Indeterminate for both Metaphori

cality and Meaning. This indicates that readers with large numbers of 

unacceptable miscues on the metaphors tend to comprehend and integrate 

the entire text less successfully. 

The relationships among meaning-related measures for metaphor 

miscues and other metaphor processing measures, is similar to those 

found for comprehending measures for total miscues. For example, the 

Comprehending Scores for Metaphor Miscues correlates positively with No 

Change to Metaphoricality and Meaning of the Metaphor, and negatively 

with Indeterminate for Metaphoricality and Meaning. A high positive 
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correlation was also found for the Comprehending Score for Metaphor 

Miscues and Slight Change in the Meaning of the metaphor (.74 at .01). 

This means that miscues which preserve the semantic acceptability of an 

entire sentence in relation to the text, tend to cause either no change 

or a slight change to the meaning of the metaphors within those sentences. 

The Comprehending Score for Metaphor Miscues was also found to correlate 

positively with the Comprehending Score for Total Miscues, indicating a 

strong relationship between comprehending of the metaphors and compre

hending of the total text. This finding must be evaluated in light of 

the fact that a variable number of metaphor miscues are included in the 

total coded portion. Future studies focusing more on the relationships 

between metaphor and nonmetaphor processing should utilize mutually 

exclusive data to determine the true relationship between these variables. 

The Percent of Semantically Acceptable Metaphor Miscues, like 

the Comprehending Scores, correlates positively with No Change to Meta

phorica1ity and Meaning and Slight Change in Meaning. It correlates 

negatively with Indeterminate for Metaphoricality and Meaning. Interes

tingly, it also correlates with the Retelling "Scores, underscoring our 

prior conclusion that success of processing metaphors is related to the 

overall comprehension of the text. This, in combination with the rest 

of the findings in this section, indicates that better comprehending and 

integrating of text is related to more successful comprehending of meta

phor, and that conversely, poor comprehending and integrating of text is 

related to poorer comprehending of metaphor. 
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We will turn now to a discussion of findings regarding the use 

of correction strategies in processing metaphor. 

In order to assess general use of correction strategies for 

metaphor miscues, frequencies and percentages for each subcategory of 

Correction were computed. In addition, cross-tabulations were generated 

for Correction with several measures of metap~or processing. These 

measures are as follows: (1) Semantic Acceptability of the Sentence 

(Table 7-8); (2) Syntactic Acceptability of the Sentence (Table 7-9); 

(3) Change to Metaphorica1ity (Table 7-10); (4) Change to the Meaning of 

the Metaphor (Table 7-11). 

The percentages of all metaphor miscues coded for each subcategory 

of Correction are: (1) No Attempt to Correct, 80.4%; (2) Successful 

Correction, 13.1%; (3) Abandons Correct Form, .4%; (4) Unsuccessful 

and Burke, 1968; Goodman, 1973, 1978). The particularly high percentage 

of miscues for which there is No Attempt to Correct could be related to 

the high percentage of metaphor miscues which were unacceptable, or to 

greater difficulty in the processing of metaphors. 

the processing of metaphors. 

Table 7-8 presents the cross-tabulation for subcategories of Correc

tion wi th Semanti c Acceptabi 1 ity. Tab1 e 7-9 presents cross-tabu1 ati ons 

for subcategories of Correction with Syntactic Acceptability. These two 

tables will be discussed together in order to compare and contrast the findings. 6 

6. The discussion of these tables as well as all other cross
tabulation tables will focus on patterns of miscue frequency for the two 
variables of the table. In order to assess the relative importance of 
any cell frequency or percentage, these will be evaluated in relation to 
the column and row totals. 



Table 7-8. Cross-Tabulation of Semantic Acceptability and Correction of Metaphor Miscues 
for All Subjects. 

Semantic Acceptability 
Correction Acceptable Acceptable in 

Frequency Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable in Sentence Passage Except 
Row Percent No Only With Only With in Sentence in Except for Other for Other Row 
Co1ulTll Percent Acceptability Prior Following Only Passage Other Miscues Miscues- Total 

No Attempt to Correct 150 58 28 24 110 2 70 442 
33.9 13.1 6.3 5.4 24.9 .5 15.8 80.4 
80.2 62.4 90.3 80.0 84.6 100.0 90.9 

Successful Correction 15 32 3 4 13 0 5 72 
20.8 44.4 4.2 5.6 18.1 .0 6.9 13.1 
8.0 34.4 9.7 13.3 10.0 .0 6.5 

Abandons Correct Form 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
100.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .4 

1.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Unsuccessful Correction 20 3 0 2 7 0 2 34 
58.8 8.8 .0 5.9 20.6 .0 5.9 6.2 
10.7 3.2 .0 6.7 5.4 .0 2.6 

Co 1 UITll 187 93 31 30 130 2 77 550 
Total 34.0 16.9 5.6 5.5 23.6 .4 14.0 100.0 

N 
N 
00 



Table 7-9. Cross-Tabulation of Syntactic Acceptability and Correction for All Subjects. 

Syntactic Acceptability 
Correction Acceptable 

Frequency Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptab 1 e . in Passage 
Row Percent No Only With Only With in Sentence in Except for 
Column Percent Acceptability Prior Following Only Passage Other Miscues 

No Attempt to Correct 54 51 21 1 260 55 
12.2 11.5 4.8 .2 58.8 12.4 
75.0 63.7 87.5 100.0 84.1 85.9 

Successful Correction 9 28 3 0 26 6 
12.5 38.9 4.2 .0 36.1 8.3 
12.5 35.0 12.5 .0 8.4 9.4 

Abandons Correct Form 1 0 0 0 0 1 
50.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 50.0 
1.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.6 

Unsuccesfu1 Correction 8 1 0 0 23 2 
23.5 2.9 .0 .0 67.6 5.9 
11. 1 1.3 .0 .0 7.4 3.1 

Column 72 80 24 1 309 64 
Total 13.1 14.5 4.4 .2 56.2 11.6 

Row 
Total 

442 
80.4 

72 
13.1 

2 
.4 

34 
6.2 

550 
100.0 

N 
N 
\.U 



Table 7-10. Cross-Tabulation of Change to Metaphoricality and Correction for All Subjects. 

Change to Metaphoricality 

Correction Retains Retains 
Metaphor- Metaphor-

Count icality-- icality-- Eliminates No Change 
Row Percent Structural Lexical Metaphor- Except for Row 
Column Percent No Change Change Change ica1ity Other Miscues Indeterminate Total 

No Attempt to Correct 99 2'- 36 24 47 218 445 
22.2 4.7 8.1 5.4 10.6 49.0 80.2 
86.8 80.8 83.7 72.7 94.0 75.4 

Successful Correction 9 5 5 7 2 46 74 
12.2 6.8 6.8 9.5 2.7 62.2 13.3 
7.9 19.2 11.6 21.2 4.0 15.9 

Abandons Correct Form 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .4 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .7 

Unsuccessful Correction 6 0 2 2 1 23 34 
17.6 .0 5.9 5.9 2.9 67.6 6.1 
5.3 .0 4.7 6.1 2.0 8.0 

Column 114 26 43 33 50 289 555 
Total 20.5 4.7 7.7 5.9 9.0 52.1 100.0 

N 
W 
:::::l 



Table 7-1l. Cross-Tabulation of Change to Meaning of the Metaphor with Corrections 
for All Subjects. 

Change to Meaning 
Correction No Change 

Count Change to Except for 
Row Percent No Slight Major Nonmetaphoric Other Indeter- Row 
Column Percent Change Change Change Meaning Miscues minate Total 

No Attempt to Correct 75 61 34 9 49 217 
I. 

445 
16.9 13.7 7.6 2.0 11.0 48.8 80.2 
92.6 78.2 81.0 69.2 92.5 75.3 

Successful Correction 2 13 7 3 3 46 74 
2.7 17.6 9.5 4.1 4.1 62.2 13.3 
2.5 16.7 16.7 23.1 5.7 16.0 

Abandons Correct Form a a a a a 2 2 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .4 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .7 

Unsuccessful Correction 4 4 1 1 1 23 34 
11.8 11.8 2.9 2.9 2.9 67.6 6.1 
4.9 5. 1 2.4 7.7 1.9 8.0 

Column 81 78 42 13 53 288 555 
Total 14.6 14.1 7.6 2.3 9.5 51.9 100.0 

N 
W 
--' 
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The column totals for the subcategories of Semantic and Syntactic 

Acceptability point out one apparent difference. For Semantic Accepta

bility, the highest percentage of miscues are totally unacceptable (34%), 

followed by fully acceptable (23.6%) and acceptable with prior only 

(16.9%). For Syntactic Acceptability the highest percentage of miscues 

are fully acceptable (56.2%), followed by acceptable with prior only 

(14.5%) and totally unacceptable (13.1%). These findings are consistent 

with the claim made earlier in the chapter; syntactic information is 

processed more successfully than semantic information for structures 

which contain metaphors. The syntax of the metaphors themselves, or the 

manner in which they are embedded into the sentence structure is easier 

to predict than the semantics. This of course is consistent with our 

theoretical position that metaphors are incompatable on semantic or 

pragmatic grounds. The semantic and/or pragmatic information is. harder 

for readers to predict. 

We shall turn now to the interaction between correction and 

semantic and syntactic processing presented in Tables 7-8 and 7-9. For 

both Semantic and Syntactic Acceptability, the greatest percentage of 

miscues with No Acceptability receive No Attempt to Correct (80.2% and 

75%, respectively). However, a proportionately higher percentage of 

syntactically unacceptable miscues are successfully corrected (12.5%) 

than are semantically unacceptable miscues (8.0%). This indicates that 

more effective correction strategies are utilized in processing syntactic 

information than are utilized in processing semantic information. There 
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are slightly fewer semantically unacceptable miscues for which even an 

unsuccessful attempt to correct is achieved (10.7% as opposed to 11.1%). 

For miscues which are acceptable only with prior information, 

the findings for semantic and synta"ctic processing are similar: No 

Attempt to Correct constitutes the highest percentage (62.4% and 63.7%), 

followed by Successful Correction (34.4% and 35%). The Successful Cor

rection rate is relatively high in relation to the column totals for 

miscues which are acceptable with prior only. This indicates that 

readers are actively monitoring predictions based on prior information, 

and correcting these predictions when they are inconsistent with follow

ing i"nformation. The rule violations involved in metaphors which may 

reasonably violate predictions, could be a contributing factor in this 

phenomenon. 

For miscues Acceptable in the Passage, those Acceptable in Sen

tences Only, and those which are Acceptable Except for Other Miscues in 

the Sentence, we also see a similar pattern of results for semantic and 

syntactic information. Both tables show slightly higher percentages of 

these miscues receiving No Attempt to Correct and a proportionately lower 

percentage of successful corrections (especially for miscues acceptable 

in whole passage). These findings indicate a tendency not to regress 

to correct when miscues on metaphors are semantically and syntactically 

acceptable in relation to the surrounding text. Correction activity in 

relation to the effect of the metaphor itself will be explored below. 

Tabl e 7-10 presents the cross-tabul ations for subcategories of 

Correction with Change to Metaphoricality. The first column shows that 
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miscues which do not change the metaphoricality of the expression or the 

structure of the sentence have proportionately a slightly high percentage 

of no attempts to correct, and a proportionately lower percentage of both 

successful and unsuccessful attempts to correct. This means there is a 

greater tendency not to regress for correction purposes when the meta

phoricality and structure of the metaphor remains intact. Recall from an 

earlier part of the chapter that comprehending measures correlate posi

tively with this subcategory of Change to Metaphoricality. These find

ings taken together suggest a relationship between more successful 

comprehending of metaphor and production of miscues which preserve meta

phoricality and structure and which are not corrected. 

For those miscues which retain metaphoricality while changing 

structural relationships, the highest percentage receive No Attempt to 

Correct (80.8%). However, unlike the miscues which cause little or no 

structural change, these miscues also have a proportionately high Suc

cessful Correction rate (19.2%). This suggests that readers are sensi

tive to structural changes in the metaphors and tend to correct these 

almost 20% of the time. 

For miscues which eliminate metaphoricality, the highest percent

age receive No Attempt to Correct (72%). However, this percentage is 

low in relation to the total number of miscues which receive No Attempt 

to Correct (80.2%), and other subcategories of Change to Metaphoricality. 

Furthermore, miscues coded for this subcategory have a higher percent of 

successful corrections than all other subcategories (21.2%). These 
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fi ndi ngs i ndi cate a greater tendency for readers to regress to correct 

miscues which eliminate metaphoricality and which consequently cause 

inconsistencies with the surrounding text and/or story. This finding, 

together with our earlier finding that comprehending measures correlate 

positively with the elimination of metaphoricality, indicates that more 

successful comprehending involves prediction of rule-governed language, 

elimination of rule violations, followed by regression to correct so as 

to achieve compatibility with the story. 

Miscues which do not change metaphoricality except for other 

miscues have the highest percentage of No Attempt to Correct (94%) and 

the lowest Successful Correction (4%). One explanation for this is that 

correction activity would more likely involve the other miscues on the 

metaphor which do change the metaphoricality rather than these miscues 

which are in and of themselves acceptable. Indeed, findings for this 

category are similar to those found for No Change to Metaphoricality. 

Finally, miscues coded as Indeterminate (the majority of all 

miscues), have a moderate percentage of Successful Corrections (15.9%), 

and of all subcategories, the highest percentage of Unsuccessful Correc

tions (8%). This indicates more frequent unsuccessful attempts to 

correct miscues which are indeterminate in their change to the metaphori

ca li ty. 

Table 7-11 presents the cross-tabulations for subcategories of 

Change to the Meaning of the metaphors, and subcategories of Correction. 

For miscues which cause no change in the meaning of the metaphor, the 
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highest percentage receive No Attempt to Correct (92.6%). They have a 

relatively low Successful Correction rate (2.5%) and Unsuccessful Cor

rection rate (4.9%). Obviously, there is little correction activity on 

these miscues. This seems reasonable, in that there is little need to 

self-correct miscues which do not affect meaning. 

There is more correction activity for miscues which change the 

meaning of the metaphor slightly. 78.2% of these miscues receive No 

Attempt to Correct (lower than for No Change in Meaning), and 16.7% are 

successfully corrected (much higher than for No Change in Meaning). 

This greater correction activity is also true for miscues which cause 

Major Change in meaning. 81% of these miscues receive No Attempt to 

Correct, and 16.7% are successfully corrected. Increase in correction 

activity for miscues which change meaning demonstrates a monitoring of 

miscues for text coherence. 

Miscues which have the highest percentage of Successful Correc

tion are those which change the expressions to their nonmetaphorical 

meanings, 23.1%. They also have a lower percentage of No Attempt to 

Correct than all other subcategories, 69.2%. This indicates that readers 

are more apt to self-correct when nonmetaphorical meanings of metaphorical 

expressions are predicted. As suggested earlier, the nonmetaphorical 

meaning is most likely at odds with the meaning of the surrounding text 

or the whole story, and so demands correction. In light of our earlier 

finding regarding the positive correlations between text comprehending 

measures and this subcategory of Change to Meaning, we find that although 
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elimination of metaphorical meaning is rare, successful processing of 

the text in general is related to prediction of nonmetaphorical meanings 

of these miscues which we can infer is for the purpose of achieving con

tinuity with the meaning of the story. 

Finally, miscues which are coded as No Change Except for Other 

Miscues and Indeterminate, show patterns which are almost identical to 

those coded this way for No Change to Metaphoricality (see discussion 

under that section). 

Summary of relationships among gualitative measures: We will 

conclude this section on relationships among qualitative measures of 

metaphor processing with a brief summary of the findings. The primary 

focus of this section was to investigate in greater depth the relation

ships between meaning-related measures and other measures of metaphor 

processing, and the utilization of correction strategies in the proces

sing of metaphorical expressions. Findings related to construction of 

meaning were derived through various Pearson-Product-Moment Correlation 

coefficients. Findings related to correction were derived primarily 

through cross-tabulations of the subcategories of Correction with sub

categories of various taxonomy questions. Relationships between compre

hending and correction were also drawn from the above statistics. 

General findings on the relationship between comprehending and 

metaphor processing include: (1) successful comprehending of the general 

text is positively related to successful processing of metaphors; (2) 

better comprehending of text is related to preservation of the meaning 

• 
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and metaphoricality of the metaphors; (3) successful comprehending of 

the general text is also related to the changing of metaphors to their 

nonmetaphorical meanings; (4) more successful comprehending is also 

positively related to el imination of metaphoricality, or IIcorrectionli 

of the author's violation, although this does not occur frequently; 

(5) retelling scores are related to retention of metaphor meaning, and 

retentiorr of metaphoricality with structural change to the metaphor. 

The latter finding suggests that better comprehension of text is related 

to more active prediction and manipulation of syntactic structures. 

General findings regarding utilization of correction strategies 

are as follows: (1) there is more effective use of correction strategies 

in the processing of syntax than in the processing of semantics. This 

is further evidence for the earlier suggestion that the syntactic charac

teristics of metaphors in general seem to be easier to predict than the 

semantic; (2) there is a particularly high percentage of total metaphor 

miscues which result in No Attempt to Correct; (3) there is a lower inci

dence of self-correction among miscues which retain the metaphoricality 

and meaning of the metaphors, than among other miscues; (4) there is a 

greater incidence of self-correction among miscues which eliminate meta

phoricality and change metaphors to their nonmetaphorical meanings, than 

other miscues. We can infer that the purpose for self-correction of these 

miscues is to achieve compatibility between the resulting nonmetaphorical 

expressions and the general story. 
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This part of the chapter will deal with differences in the pro

cessing of the various kinds of metaphoric expressions described by the 

Metaphor Feature Matrix (see Chapter 4). Quantitative findings regarding 

miscue frequency will be reported for various Metaphor Types, Type Rela

tionships and Clause Relationships. This will be followed by a discus-

sion of the findings on the qualitative processing of each of the various 

Metaphor Types, Type Relationships and Clause Relationships; differences 

in the use of cuing systems and strategies will be reported. 

Miscue Quantity and Metaphor Variety 

In order to compare the various Metaphor Types, Type Relation

ships and Clause Relationships in regard to miscue quantity, differences 

in metaphor frequency in the text, as well as metaphor length must be 

equalized. In order to do so, a measure of miscue frequency called 

Miscues Per Word Per Metaphor was developed. This measure appears as the 

final column in Tables 7-12, 7-13 and 7-14. A full explanation of all 

measures of miscue frequency and density will be found in the discussion 

of Metaphor Type below. 

Metaphor Type. Table 7-12 presents the findings of miscue fre

quency for Metaphor Types. Frequency (column 1) lists the frequency 

with which each Metaphor Type occurs in the text. This is divided by 

the Total Number of Words to yield the Words Per Metaphor. This latter 

measure is the average number of words for all metaphors of each Metaphor 



Table 7-12. Quantitative Findings for Miscues on Metaphor Types. 

Total Total 
Number of Words Per Number of 

Metaphor Type Frequency Words Metaphor Miscues 

Semantically Incompatible 29 200 6.89 158 

Frozen 15 87 5.80 67 

Frozen Metaphor Used 3 20 6.66 15 Literally 

Simile and Explicit 2 14 7.00 18 

Metaphorically Extended 29 163 5.62 111 Lexical Item 

Syntactic 19 91 4.79 92 

Pragmatically Incompatible 6 49 8.17 30 

Miscues Per 
Metaphor 

5.44 

4.46 

5.00 

9.00 

3.82 

4.84 

5.00 

Miscues Per 
Word Per 
Metaphor 

0.78 

0.78 

0.75 

1.3 

0.68 

1.0 

0.61 

N 
../::> 
a 



Table 7-13. Quantitative Findings for Miscues on Type Relationships. 

Total Total 
Number of Words Per Number 

Type Relationship Frequency Words Metaphor Miscues 

Simple 74 453 6.1 452 

Combination 10 68 6.6 68 

Complex 14 138 9.9 106 

Embedded 15 33 2.2 37 

Combination Embedded 1 2 2.0 1 

Complex Combination 1 8 8.0 11 

Miscues Per 
r~etaphor 

6.11 

6.80 

7.57 

2.46 

1.00 

11.00 

Miscues Per 
Word Per 
Metaphor 

.99 

1.03 

.77 

1. 12 

.50 

1.37 

N 

""'" --' 



7-14. Quantitative Findings for Miscues on Clause Relationships. 

Total Total 
Number of Words Per Number of 

Clause Relationship Frequency Words Metaphor Miscues 

Whole 16 140 8.8 135 

Part 79 411 5.2 409 

Discontinuous 2 27 13.5 19 

Coordinate 11 67 6. 1 64 

Head Coordinate 7 55 7.9 48 

Miscues Per 
Metaphor 

8.43 

5.17 

9.50 

5.81 

6.85 

Miscues Per 
Word Per 
Metaphor 

.96 

.99 

.70 

.95 

.87 

N 
oj:::> 
N 
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Type. We find for instance, that Pragmatically Incompatible Metaphors 

and Simile or Explicit Metaphors are on the average the longest metaphors. 

The Total Number of Miscues lists the total miscue occurrence for all 

the subjects for each of the Metaphor Types. As shown, Semantically 

Incompatible Metaphor and Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items received 

the highest total number of miscues. The Total Number of Miscues is 

divided by the Type Frequency to yield the Miscues Per Metaphor. As 

shown, Simile or Explicit Metaphor has the highest number of Miscues 

Per Metaphor Type. The final column (Miscues Per Word Per Metaphor) 

presents the miscue frequency adjusted for both frequency and length of 

the Metaphor Types and is computed by dividing the Miscues Per Metaphor 

Type by the Words Per Metaphor Type. This last column provides us with 

a basis for comparison of miscue frequency for all the Metaphor Types. 

Simile or Explicit Metaphor, although occurring only twice in 

the text, clearly has the highest miscue frequency. The majority of 

miscues which occurred on this Metaphor Type, were produced for one par-

ticular metaphor. 

In a depression about twenty feet wide shaped like an amphi

theater. 

The word amphitheater produced a high number of miscues. These 

miscues are recorded below: 

Subject 115 
in desperation 
In ~ depression about twenty feet wide, shaped like an 
am-phor-theater 
amphitheater. . . 



Subject 228 
in desperation 
In@ depression, about twenty feet side, shaped like an 
am-hibi-ter 
amphitheater. 

Subject 114 

In a depression, about twenty feet wide, shaped like an 
am-phi-thee-ater 
amphi theater. 

Subject 226 
a 

In a depression, about twenty feet wide, shaped like an 
1. amp1ifi- 2. amp1itheater 
amphitheater. 

Subject 232 
- ~) -dis-

In aldepression, about twenty feet wide, shaped like an 

~mphi theater) 

Subject 120 
a 

In a depression, about twenty feet wide, shaped like an 
1. im 2. im- 3. im-phi-thi-
amphi theater. 

Subject 233 
{2t de- a 
lIn a depression, about twenty feet wide, shaped like an 
amphitheater 
amphitheater ... 

Subject 234 
dis-pression 

In a depression about twenty feet wide, shaped like an 
1. am- 2. amhittereater 
amphi theater. 

Subject 225 
(21 d-
lIn a depression about twenty feet wide, shaped like an 
ampthecter 
amphitheater ... 

244 
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I would like to suggest that the metaphorical context in which the word 

"amphitheater" occurs contributes to the miscue frequency. The fact 

that amphitheater is the term in the expression which is text-irrelevant 

(or lies outside the topic of discourse) classifies this expression as 

metaphorical (see Chapter 4 for discussion of similes as metaphors), and 

makes an unusual word even less predictable. The text-relevant term 

"depression," although receiving uncorrected miscues from three subjects, 

falls far below the miscue production of "amphitheater." There is no 

supporting information or clarification from the text which may be used 

by readers in order to make a prediction as to the meaning of amphi

theater. It occurs once only, is texturally unsupported, and therefore 

unpredictable. If this same word were to occur, in a more texturally 

relevant and supportive environment, there would perhaps be a lower 

miscue frequency. 

Syntactic metaphor has the next highest miscue frequency. Recall 

from Chapter 4 that Syntactic metaphor contains odd modifier relation

ships, such that the "wrong" lexical item is the recipient of modifica

tion. This syntactic oddity creates an effect which is similar to 

Semantically Incompatible metaphor. The high frequency of miscues for 

this Metaphor Type suggests that these syntactic irregularities in com

bination with the semantic irregularities may increase the potential for 

violation of readers' expectation. That is, both the syntactic and 

semantic predictions of the readers may be violated. The quality of the 

miscues, and use of correction strategies will be explored later in this 

chapter. 
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Semantically Incompatible metaphors, Frozen metaphors, and 

Frozen Metaphors Used Literally receive a moderate Miscues Per Word Per 

Metaphor (.78, .78, .75, respectively). Metaphor Types with the lowest 

miscue frequency are Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items and Pragmati

cally Incompatible Metaphor (.68 and .61). Metaphorically Extended 

Lexical Items were included in this study because of their potential 

for metaphoric interpretations by readers who do not know the metaphori

cally extended meaning of the lexical items. The low miscue frequency 

for this Metaphor Type may be an indication that some readers are treat

ing them as non-metaphors and may indeed know the metaphorically extended 

meanings of these lexical items, and are able to predict them appropri

ately. 

One explanation for the low miscue frequency for Pragmatically 

Incompatible metaphors may be that the rule violations involved are not 

as jolting or immediately apparent as those in Syntactic metaphor or 

Semantically Incompatible metaphor. More global processing and compre

hending of the text is necessary in order for the reader to notice a 

Pragmatically Incompatible expression. 

Type Relationship. The same statistics computed for Metaphor 

Type and displayed in Table 7-12 were computed for Type Relationships 

and are displayed in Table 7-13. 

As shown under Words Per Metaphor, Complex metaphors and Complex 

Combination metaphors are proportionately the longest Type Relationships. 

This is predictable in that these expressions have to be long enough to 
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contain other Embedded metaphors (which are the shortest Type Relation

ships). 

Controlling for the variation in length, and Frequency, Miscues 

Per Word Per Metaphor indicates that Complex Combination, Embedded, and 

Combination metaphors have the highest miscue frequency (1.37,1.12 and 

1.03, respectively). These findings mean that metaphors which are 

combined with one another and therefore contain not one but two viola-

tions occupying the same syntactic domain, and metaphors residing within 

larger metaphors generate a higher miscue frequency. Interestingly, 

Complex metaphors do not produce a high number of miscues, indicating 

that the host metaphor may be more predictable than the one residing 

within it. 

Simple metaphors produce a relatively moderate miscue frequency, 

while Combination Embedded metaphors produce the lowest miscue frequency 

(.5). This latter Type Relationship occurs only once in the text and 

is underlined in the expression below: 

The rays of the setting sun lingered over the high Arizona 

desert, touching the rocky tip of Badger Mountain, and tinting 

the bold face of Antelope Rim. 

This metaphor only produced 2 miscues. One explanation for this 

low miscue frequency relates to our previous discussion of Metaphorically 

Extended Lexical Items. The above metaphor consists of a combination of 

two such lexical items: face being a Metaphorically Extended Lexical Item 

referring to the side of a mountain, and bold metaphorically extended to 
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describe an inanimate object (the side of the mountain). It might in

deed be the case that most of the subjects already have these metaphori

cally extended meanings in their linguistic or cognitive repertoires, 

making them fairly predictable. Further research should explore the 

processing of Combination Embedded Metaphors which are not composed of 

Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items. 

Clause Relationship. Table 7-14 displays the quantitative 

findings for Clause Relationships. Miscues Per Word Per Metaphor shows 

that those with the highest relative miscue frequency are Part and Whole 

Sentence metaphors (.99 and .96, respectively). Although there is not 

a big difference between these frequencies, it is still interesting that 

Part metaphors produce more miscues. One explanation for this is that 

the readers may be predicting part of a clause to follow in a rule

governed matter from a preceding clause. When this doesn't occur, a 

miscue results. 

The metaphors with the next highest miscue frequency are Coordi

nate (.95) and Head Coordinate (.87). Though their miscue frequencies 

are fairly close, it remains interesting to note that Head Coordinates 

have a lower frequency that Coordinates. One mi~ht expect that the 

opposite be the case, in that Head Coordinates precede Coordinates and 

therefore may be less predictable. As we shall see in our discussion of 

miscue quality, Head Coordinates may indeed be less predictable, though 

this is not reflected in miscue quantity. It is possible that Coordinate 

metaphors have a higher frequency than Head Coordinates because readers 
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attempt to reconcile poor quality miscues produced in reading the Head 

Coordinates by altering the Coordinate (and subordinate) metaphors. 

The Clause Relationship with the lowest miscue frequency is 

Discontinuous. Discontinuous metaphors contain nonmetaphorical segments 

which separate the components of the metaphor. In light of the low 

quality of miscues for this Clause Relationship (discussed later in this 

chapter), the low miscue quantity suggests little interaction on the 

part of the readers. However, the low frequency of occurrence of this 

Clause Relationship in the text makes all conclusions tentative. 

Summary of miscue quantity and metaphor variety: Quantitative 

measures were developed in order to compare miscue frequency across 

Metaphor Types, Type Relationships and Clause Relationships. These 

measures are adjusted for frequency of text occurrence and word length. 

It was found that for Metaphor Type, Similes or Explicit, Syn

tactic, and Frozen metaphors generated the highest miscue frequency. It 

was suggested that syntactic idiosyncrasies inherent in the latter Meta

phor Types may confound the semantic irregularities,resulting in a low 

level of predictability. The high miscue frequency for Similes and 

Explicit metaphors was due to one particular expression which contains 

a fairly uncommon word which is text-irrelevant, contextually unsupported 

and therefore probably unpredictable. 

It was found that for Type Relationships, Complex Combination, 

Embedded and Combinations metaphors generate the highest miscue frequency. 

This suggests that metaphors which are embedded within larger metaphors, 
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and those which are intertwined with one another in the same syntactic 

space may ·be less predictable. For Clause Relationships, it was found 

that Whole and Part sentence and Coordinate metaphors have the highest 

miscue frequency, indicating a great deal of reader interaction. 

Coordinate metaphors have a higher miscue frequency than Head Coordinate 

metaphors. One explanation for this is that readers may alter Coordinate 

metaphors so as to recover any loss of meaning or structure resulting 

from miscues produced in reading the preced,ing Head Coordinate. It was 

also found that Discontinuous metaphors have the lowest miscue frequency. 

Although low miscue frequency can be evidence of ease of predictability 

as well as unsuccessful interaction, greater problems in processing found 

for this Clause Relationship (reported later) suggests that the latter 

possibility ;s more probable. However, further studies examining this 

interesting kind of metaphor are needed. 

While it is interesting to report quantitative findings for the 

various kinds of metaphors, miscue frequency alone cannot be taken as 

evidence for ease or difficulty in processing. The following section 

will address this issue. 

Use of Cuing Systems and Strategies in 
Process i ng Va ri ous. Ki nds of Metaphor 

This section of the chapter will report findings regarding the 

qualitative measures of metaphor processing as determined by each tax

onomy question selected for analysis (see Chapter 3). Findings for 

qualitative processing of the Metaphor Types, Type Relationships and 



Clause Relationships will be discussed in order. Attention will be 

focused on differences in the processing of the various metaphoric 

expressions. 

Metaphor Type. 
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Word and free morpheme miscues: Table 7-15 presents findings for 

the word and free morpheme miscues generated for each of the Metaphor 

Types. As stated earlier in this chapter, it was found in previous 

miscue research that the majority of miscues are usually substitutions, 

followed by omissions and insertions. This pattern was also found for 

the total miscues produced in the present study of metaphors. 

While all Metaphor Types had high substitution frequencies, 

Table 7-15 shows that the usual pattern for omissions and insertions is 

not present for particular Metaphor Types. Semantically Incompatible, 

Frozen, and Frozen Used Literally all have higher percentages of inser

tions than omissions. The finding for Frozen metaphors and Frozen 

metaphors Used Literally is not surprising. As stated previously, these 

types of metaphors exhibit syntactic irregularities which include the 

absence of articles (at ~ instead of "at the bay"). Miscues which 

"correct" the apparent rule violation would add the items which are miss

ing from the expression. Hence, we would expect this higher insertion 

rate. In fact, Frozen metaphors has the highest insertion rate of all 

Metaphor Types (17.9%). 

Similes or Explicit metaphors, Metaphorically Extended Lexical 

Items, Syntactic metaphor, and Pragmatically Incompatible metaphor all 



Table 7-15. Percentage of Word and Free Morpheme Miscues for Each Metaphor Type. 

Metaphor Type Substitutions Omissions Insertions 

1. Semantically Incompatible 73.8 12.2 14. 1 

2. Frozen 68.7 13.4 17.9 

3. Frozen Used Literally 82.3 5.9 11.8 

4. Similes and Explicit 70.0 30.0 0 

5. Metaphorically Extended Lexical Item 75.0 16.6 8.3 

6. Syntactic 71.5 16.5 12.1 

7. Pragmatically Incompatible 82.2 10.8 7. 1 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Nonwords 

12.2 

4.5 

17.6 

30.0 

11.1 

24.2 

14.3 

N 
U"I 
N 
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follow the general pattern for frequency of miscue type. Similes, 

however, exhibit an exaggerated pattern, with 30% omissions and no 

insertions. This suggests a particularly low-quality processing of this 

kind of expression. 

Turning now to the percentage of nonwords, we see that Similes 

or Explicit metaphors also have the highest nonword rate (30%). This 

supports the claim made above concerning low-level processing of these 

expressions in this particular text. Syntactic metaphor received the 

next highest percentage of nonwords (24.2%). This supports the claim 

made earlier in the chapter (see discussion of miscue quantity), that 

because these metaphors are both syntactically and semantically irregu

lar, that they may be difficult for readers to predict. The high non

word rate for this Metaphor Type lends supporting evidence that proces

sing of these expressions is more difficult. The Metaphor Type with the 

lowest nonword rate is Frozen metaphor. Together with our findings 

regarding its high insertion rate, this suggests that readers may be 

better able to process this Metaphor Type than other types. 

Graphic and Phonemic Proximity: Table 7-16 displays the mean 

Graphic and Phenomic Proximity for the Metaphor Types. As stated earlier 

in the chapter, overall Phonemic Proximity is lower than Graphic Proxim

ity, meaning that graphic cues are utilized more than phonemic cues. 

Looking first at Graphic Proximity, Table 7-16 shows that Similes 

or Explicit metaphors have the highest mean Graphic Proximity (7.8). 

This, again, supports the claim that these Metaphor Types occurring in 
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Table 7-16. Mean Graphic and Phonemic Proximity for Metaphor Type. 

Mean Mean 
Graphic Phonemic 

Metaphor Type Proximity Proximity 

l. Semant i ca 11 y Incompatible 5.8 5.3 

2. Frozen 5. 1 4.6 

3. Frozen Used Literally 6.6 5.4 

4. Similes and Explicit 7.8 4.7 

5. Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items 5. 1 5.4 

6. Syntactic 4.8 4.5 

7. Pragmati cally Incompatible 6.7 5.9 



the text are processed less effectively. Pragmatically Incompatible 

metaphors have the next highest Graphic Proximity (6.7), though still 

much lower than the mean for Similes or Explicit metaphors. The 

Metaphor Type with the lowest Graphic Proximity is Syntactic metaphor 

(4.8). 
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The pattern for Phonemic Proximity is somewhat different from 

that of Graphic Proximity. Pragmatically Incompatible metaphor has the 

highest Phonemic Proximity (5.9), followed by Frozen Used Literally 

(5.4) and Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items (5.4). The Metaphor 

Type with the lowest Phonemic Proximity is Syntactic metaphor (4.5). 

Syntactic Acceptability: Table 7-17 presents the cross-tabula

tions for Metaphor Type and Syntactic Acceptability. Semantically 

Incompatible metaphor has a relatively low percentage of miscues which 

are acceptable with the prior text portion (10.1%), and a relatively 

high percentage which are acceptable with the following text portions 

(5.7%). This indicates that the readers' predictions are not consistent 

with the prior text but are consistent with the following text for this 

Metaphor Type. A relatively high percentage of miscues are acceptable 

in total passage (60.8%). 

Frozen metaphor has a fairly high percentage of miscues which 

are acceptable with prior. Being that Frozen metaphors violate syntactic 

as well as semantic rules, miscues which are syntactically acceptable 

with prior indicate that at least some readers are expecting rule-governed 

structures and may be "correcting" the author's violation. Frozen 



Table 7-17. Cross-Tabulations for Metaphor Type and Syntactic Acceptability. 

Syntactic Acceptability 
Metaphor Type Acceptable 

Count Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable in Passage 
Row Percent No Only With Only With in Sentence Acceptable Except for 
Column Percent Acceptabil ity Prior Following Only in Passage Other Miscues 

Semantically Incompatible 20 16 9 0 96 17 
12.7 10.1 5.7 .0 60.8 10.8 
27.8 20.0 37.5 .0 31.1 26.6 

Frozen 8 11 2 1 42 3 
11.9 16.4 3.0 1.5 62.7 4.5 
11.1 13.7 8.3 100.0 13.6 4.7 

Frozen Used Literally 1 3 0 0 3 8 
6.7 20.0 .0 .0 20.0 53.3 
1.4 3.8 .0 .0 1.0 12.5 

Similes and Explicit 1 2 1 0 10 3 
5.9 11.8 5.9 .0 58.8 17.6 
1.4 2.5 4.2 .0 3.2 4.7 

Metaphorically Extended 13 17 3 0 62 10 
Lexica 1 Item 12.4 16.2 2.9 .0 59.0 9.5 

18.1 21.2 12.5 .0 20.1 15.6 
Syntactic 11 11 3 0 53 12 

12.2 12.2 3.3 .0 58.9 13.3 
15.3 13.7 12.5 .0 17.2 18.8 

Pragmatically Incompatible 2 3 2 0 18 5 
6.7 10.0 6.7 .0 60.0 16.7 
2.8 3.8 8.3 .0 5.8 7.8 

Co1ulTll 72 80 24 1 309 64 
Total 13.1 14.5 4.4 .2 56.2 11.6 

Row 
Total 

158 
28.7 

67 
12.2 

15 
2.7 

17 
3.1 

105 
19.1 

90 
16.4 

30 
5.5 

550 
100.0 

N 
U"1 
0'\ 
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metaphor also has a relatively high percentage of miscues which are 

totally acceptable within the passage (62.7%). Although the majority 

of all miscues coded for Syntactic Acceptability are totally acceptable 

within the passage (56.2%), Frozen metaphor has a proportionately greater 

percentage of these than the other Metaphor Types. 

Frozen Metaphors Used Literally have a relatively low percentage 

of miscues which have no syntactical acceptability (6.7%), a relatively 

high percentage which are acceptable only with the prior text (20%), and 

the highest percentage which are acceptable except for other miscues 

(53.3%). The high percentage of miscues acceptable with prior only in

dicates that this Metaphor Type exhibits a structure which violates 

readers' predictions based on the prior text portion. The low percentage 

of miscues which are totally acceptable indicate some difficulty in 

syntactic processing for this type of metaphorical expression. 

Recall that Frozen Metaphors Used Literally are expressions 

which appear to be idiomatic and noncompositional, but which are used 

nonidiomatrically in a particular context. The low percentage of totally 

syntactically acceptable miscues suggests that readers may experience 

difficulty in determining the compositionality or noncompositionality of 

the expression. 

Similes or Explicit Metaphor has a relatively low percentage of 

miscues which have no syntactic acceptability, and relatively high per

centage of miscues which are acceptable except for other miscues. This 

latter finding may be due to its particularly high miscue density. 
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Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items have a slightly higher 

than average percentage of miscues which are acceptable with prior text 

only (16.2%), and a fairly low percentage which are acceptable with 

following text only (2.9%). Like Frozen metaphor, this indicates that 

readers' expectations based on the prior text are different from the 

actual lexical items in the expression. This Metaphor Type has a fairly 

high percentage of miscues which are totally acceptable in the passage. 

The relatively low percentage of miscues coded as acceptable except for 

other miscues is most likely due to its low miscue frequency. 

Syntactic metaphor has a slightly higher-than-average percentage 

of miscues which are totally acceptable in the passage (58.9%) or are 

acceptable except for other miscues (13.3%). This indicates that readers 

can deal with the syntactic structures of these expressions despite their 

syntactic peculiarities. 

Finally, Pragmatically Incompatible metaphor has a relatively 

low percentage of miscues which have no syntactic acceptability (6.7%). 

It also has a low percentage of miscues acceptable only with prior text 

(10.0%). Furthermore, this Metaphor Type produces a high percentage of 

miscues which are acceptable in the total passage, and those that would 

be acceptable except for other miscues (60% and 16.7%, respectively). 

Syntactic Proximity: Table 7-18 presents the Syntactic Proximity 

of miscues generated for each of the Metaphor Types. In general, the 

syntactic proximity for all the Metaphor Types is high, ranging from 

minor changes to no changes to the syntax of the sentence in which the 

metaphors occur. 



Table 7-18. Mean Syntactic Proximity for Metaphor Type. 

Metaphor Type 

Semantically Incompatible 

Frozen 

Frozen Used Literally 

Similes and Explicit 

Metaphorically Extended Lexical Item 

Syntactic 

Pragmatically Incompatible 

Mean Syntactic 

7.5 

7.4 

7.9 

8.4 

7.7 

7.8 

7.2 
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Proximity 
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Similes and Explicit metaphor has the highest syntactic proxim

ity (8.4), indicating that many of the miscues generated for this 

Metaphor Type caused no change in the syntax. This indicates a strong 

tendency to retain the syntactic structure. The Metaphor Types with the 

lowest syntactic proximity are Frozen metaphor (7.4%), Semantically 

Incompatible (7.5%) and Pragmatically Incompatible (7.2%). This indi

cates a fair amount of syntactic manipulation of the sentence structure. 

Taken together with the relatively high percentages of miscues for these 

metaphor types which are totally acceptable, this indicates that readers 

interact with, and manipulate the sentence structures of these expressions 

in a fairly successful manner. 

Semantic Acceptability: Table 7-19 presents the cross-tabulations 

for Metaphor Type and Semantic Acceptability. 

For Semantically Incompatible Metaphor, the pattern for Semantic 

Acceptability is similar to that for Syntactic Acceptability. There is 

a relatively low percentage of miscues which are acceptable with the 

prior text (12.7%) and a higher-than-average percentage which are accept

able only with the following text (7.0%). There is also a fairly high 

percentage of miscues which are acceptable in the total passage (26.6%). 

The Semantic Acceptability pattern for Frozen metaphors is also 

similar to the pattern for Syntactic Acceptability. One interesting 

difference is that there is a fairly high percentage of miscues which 

are acceptable only within the sentence, and not within the whole passage. 

This means that readers are making miscues for Frozen metaphors which 



Table 7-19. Cross-Tabulations of Metaphor Type with Semantic Acceptability. 

Semantic Acceptability 
Metaphor Type Acceptable 

Count Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable in Sentence 
Row Percent No Only With Only With in Sentence Acceptable Except for 
Column Percent Acceptabil i ty Prior Following Only in Passage Other Miscues 

Semantically Incompatible 51 20 11 7 42 1 
32.3 12.7 7.0 4.4 26.6 .6 
27.3 21.5 35.5 23.3 32.3 50.0 

Frozen 15 12 3 11 21 0 
22.4 17.9 4.5 16.4 31.3 .0 
8.0 12.9 9.7 36.7 16.2 .0 

Frozen Used literally 6 2 1 0 2 0 
40.0 13.3 6.7 .0 13.3 .0 
3.2 2.2 3.2 .0 1.5 .0 

Simile and Explicit 7 2 1 0 3 0 
41.2 11.8 5.9 .0 17.6 .0 
3.7 2.2 3.2 .0 2.3 .0 

Metaphorically Extended 31 20 7 5 26 1 
lexical Item 29.5 19.0 6.7 4.8 24.8 1.0 

16.6 21.5 22.6 16.7 20.0 50.0 

Syntactic 41 16 3 4 14 0 
45.6 17.8 3.3 4.4 15.6 .0 
21. 9 17.2 9.7 13.3 10.8 .0 

Pragmatically Incompatible 7 4 2 2 10 0 
23.3 13.3 6.7 6.7 33.3 .0 
3.7 4.3 6.5 6.7 7.7 .0 

Column 187 93 31 30 130 2 
Total 34.0 16.9 5.6 5.5 23.6 .4 

Acceptable 
in Passage 
Except for 

Other Miscues 

26 
16.5 
33.8 

5 
7.5 
6.5 

4 
26.7 
5.2 

4 
23.5 
5.2 

15 
14.3 
19.5 

12 
13.3 
15.6 

5 
16.7 
6.5 

77 
14.0 

Row 
Total 

158 
28.7 

67 
12.2 

15 
2.7 

17 
3.1 

105 
19.1 

90 
16.4 

30 
5.5 

550 
100.0 

N 
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retain semantic coherence within the sentence, but which result in an 

inconsistency between the text and the sentence. This is further evi

dence for the claim that readers are "correcting" the author-imposed 

violations inherent in these expressions. "Corrections" eliminate the 

violation within the expression, but then necessarily cause a semantic 

inconsistency between the resulting nonmetaphor, and the rest of the 

text. 

Frozen Metaphor Used Literally has a somewhat different pattern 

for Semantic Acceptability than for Syntactic Acceptability. A moderately 

higher percentage of miscues are semantically unacceptable while a rela

tively low percentage are syntactically unacceptable. This means that 

readers have more difficulty in processing the semantic properties of 

this expression than the syntactic properties. There is also a rela

tively high percentage of miscues which are acceptable except for other 

miscues. 

Similes and Explicit metaphor generate a higher-than-average 

percentage of miscues which are totally semantically unacceptable (41.2%). 

This is in contrast to findings for Syntactic Acceptability for which a 

lower-than-average percentage were totally unacceptable. Taken together 

with the low percentage of miscues which are acceptable only with prior 

(11.8%) and the low percentage which are totally acceptable (17.6%), 

this suggests that there is more difficulty in processing the semantic 

structures of these expressions than the syntactic structures. Like 

Frozen Metaphor Used Literally, Similes and Explicit metaphor has a 
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relatively high percentage of miscues which are acceptable except for 

other miscues in the expression. 

Semantic Acceptability has a similar pattern to Syntactic 

Acceptability for Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items. A relatively 

moderately high percentage of miscues are acceptable only with prior 

text. It does not have a particularly high percentage of miscues which 

are totally acceptable in comparison to other Metaphor Types. 

Syntactic Metaphor has the highest percentage of miscues which 

are totally unacceptable (45.6%), a low percentage of miscues which are 

totally acceptable (15.6%). This contrasts sharply with results for 

Syntactic Acceptability for which a high percentage were acceptable 

within the whole passage. Semantic processing is less successful than 

syntactic processing of the sentences within which this type of expres

sion occurs. Since the source of the violation is syntactic, it is 

interesting that readers are better able to maintain the unexpected syn

tactic pattern, than deal with the semantic shift. that results. 

Pragmatically Incompatible metaphor exhibits a pattern for Seman

tic Acceptability which is very similar to the pattern it exhibits for 

Syntactic Acceptability. The percentage of miscues which are totally 

acceptable (33.3%) is the highest in relation to all other Metaphor 

Types. This percentage goes up to a full 50% when adding miscues 

acceptable except for others. Findings indicate that readers process 

the sentences within which Pragmatically Incompatible Metaphor occurs 

most successfully both syntactically and semantically. 
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Semantic Proximity: Table 7-20 presents the findings for Semantic 

Proximity for each of the Metaphor Types. Generally, the Semantic Prox

imity for all the Metaphor Types is considerably lower than that for 

Syntactic Proximity. Again, the range is not great: 6.4 to 8.1 with five 

of seven clustering between 6.8 and 7.3 Findings indicate that few 

miscues for any of the Metaphor Types cause major inconsistencies. 

The Metaphor Type with the lowest proximity (and therefore 

affecting the greatest semantic change) is Frozen Metaphor (6.4%). Frozen 

Metaphor Used Literally (6.8%), Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items 

(6.9%), Semantically Incompatible (7.2%), Pragmatically Incompatible 

(7.2%), and Syntactic (7.3%), indicate some moderate changing of the seman

tic relationships within the sentences. The affect which this change has 

on the metaphors themselves will be discussed later. 

The Metaphor Type for which miscues have the highest Semantic 

Proximity is Simile and Explicit metaphor. This may seem surprising in 

relation to the low percentage of miscues generated for this Metaphor 

Type which were totally acceptable. However, it should be noted that 

only the acceptable miscues are coded for Semantic Proximity. In light 

of this, the findings suggest a split in the nature of the miscues for 

this Metaphor Type. A high percentage are semantically unacceptable, 

but for those that are acceptable (and many miscues were also acceptable 

except for other miscues), they generally retain the meaning of the text. 

All the other Metaphor Types generated miscues which caused 

mostly minor changes to the meaning. 
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Table 7-20. Mean Semantic Proximity for Metaphor Type. 

Metaphor Type Mean Semanti c Proximity 

Semantically Incompatible 7.2 

Frozen 6.4 

Frozen Used Literally 6.8 

Similes and Explicit 8.1 

Metaphorically Extended Lexical Item 6.9 

Syntactic 7.3 

Pragmati ca lly Incompatible 7.2 
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Change to Metaphorica1ity and Meaning: Table 7-21 presents the 

cross-tabulations for Metaphor Type and Change 'to Metaphorica1ity. 

Table 7-22 presents the cross-tabulations for Metaphor Type and Change 

to the Meaning of the Metaphor. These two tables will be discussed 

together so that whole patterns in the processing of the various Meta

phor Types can be·c1ear1y seen. 

Semantically Incompatible metaphor has a moderately high percent

age of miscues which do not change the metaphorica1ity of the expression 

(24.7%). However, it has a somewhat higher-than-average percentage of 

miscues which retain metaphorica1ity with a structural change. This 

finding is consistent with the finding of low Syntactic Proximity. 

Readers manipulate the structural properties of these expressions. A 

10wer-than-average percentage of miscues change the expression to a non

metaphor. While a relatively high percentage of miscues cause no change 

to the meaning of the metaphors, a higher-than-average percentage cause 

minor changes (8.9%). The findings suggest some tendency to change the 

meaning of the metaphors by changing the lexical content of the expres

sions (although these changes affect only minor changes to the meaning 

of the whole text), and manipulating the structural properties of the 

expressions themselves and the sentences in which they occur. Interest

ingly, only a small percentage of the miscues generated for these meta

phors tend to "correct" the semantic violations within the expressions. 

Rather, there is some evidence of change to the content of the metaphor 

in a way that changes the metaphorical image while preserving the integ

rity of the whole text. 



Table 7-21. Cross-Tabulations for Metaphor Type with Change to Metaphoricality. 

Change to Metaphorica1ity 

Metaphor Type Retains Retains 
Metaphor- Metaphor-

Count icality-- ica1ity-- Eliminates No Change 
Row Percent No Structural Lexical Metaphor- Except for Row 
Co1um Percent Change Change Change ica1ity Other Miscues Indeterminate Total 

Semantically Incompatible 39 9 13 6 17 74 158 
24.7 5.7 8.2 3.8 10.8 46.8 28.3 
33.9 34.6 30.2 18.2 34.0 25.4 

Frozen 22 3 5 5 8 24 67 
32.8 4.5 7.5 7.5 11.9 35.8 12.0 
19.1 11.5 11.6 15.2 16.0 8.2 

Frozen Used Literally 1 0 1 1 3 9 15 
6.7 .0 6.7 6.7 20.0 60.0 2.7 

.9 .0 2.3 3.0 6.0 3.1 
Simile and Explicit 5 0 0 0 3 10 18 

27.8 .0 .0 .0 16.7 55.6 3.2 
4.3 .0 .0 .0 6.0 3.4 

Metaphorically Extended 27 5 6 13 6 54 111 
Lexical Item 24.3 4.5 5.4 11. 7 5.4 48.6 19.9 

23.5 19.2 14.0 39.4 12.0 18.6 
Syntactic 6 9 9 1 7 60 92 

6.5 9.8 9.8 1.1 7.6 65.2 16.5 
5.2 34.6 20.9 3.0 14.0 20.6 

Pragmatically Incompatible 10 0 3 3 2 12 30 
33.3 .0 10.0 10.0 6.7 40.0 5.4 
8.7 .0 7.0 9.1 4.0 4.1 

Column 115 26 43 33 50 291 558 
Total 20.6 4.7 7.7 5.9 9.0 52.2 100.0 

N 
en 
....... 



Table 7-22. Cross-Tabulations of Metaphor Type with Change to the Meaning of the Metaphor. 

Metaphor Type Change to Meaning 

Count Nonrreta- No Change 
Row Percent No Slight Major phorical Except for Row 
Colum Percent Change Change Change Meaning Other Miscues Indeterminate Total 

Semantically Incompatible 27 24 14 1 18 74 158 
17.1 15.2 8.9 .6 11.4 46.8 28~4 
33.3 30.8 33.3 7.7 34.0 25.5 

Frozen 16 8 6 5 8 24 67 
.23.9 11.9 9.0 7.5 11.9 35.8 12.0 
19.8 10.3 14.3 38.5 15.1 8.3 

Frozen Used Literally 0 1 1 1 3 9 15 
.0 6.7 6.7 6.7 20.0 60.0 2.7 
.0 1.3 2.4 7.7 5.7 3.1 

Similes and Explicit 3 2 0 0 3 10 18 
16.7 11. 1 .0 .0 16.7 55.6 3.2 
3.7 2.6 .0 .0 5.7 3.4 

Metaphorically Extended 17 19 8 5 8 53 110 
15.5 17.3 7.3 4.5 7.3 48.2 19.7 
21.0 24.4 19.0 38.5 15.1 18.3 

Syntactic 12 6 8 0 6 60 92 
13.0 6.5 8.7 .0 6.5 65.2 16.5 
14.8 7.7 19.0 .0 11.3 20.7 

Pragmatically Incompatible 4 10 1 0 3 12 30 
13.3 33.3 3.3 .0 10.0 40.0 5.4 
4.9 12.8 2.4 .0 5.7 4.1 

Column 81 78 42 13 53 290 557 
Total 14.5 14.0 7.5 2.3 9.S 52.1 100.0 

N 
m 
ex> 
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Frozen metaphors have a comparatively high percentage of miscues 

which do not change the metaphoricality (32.8%) or meaning (23.9%) of 

the metaphor, and have the lowest percentage which are Indeterminate 

(35.8%). This indicates rather successful processing. However, the low 

Semantic and Syntactic Proximity found for this Metaphor Type is never

theless reflected in our findings for Change to Metaphoricality and 

Change to Meaning of the Metaphor. A relatively high percentage of mis

cues for this Metaphor Type (7.5%) eliminate the metaphoricality. A 

high percentage of the miscues cause major changes to the meaning of the 

metaphor (9%), and a high percentage cause a change to the nonmetaphorical 

meaning of the expression (7.5%). These percentages, while not high, are 

higher than those of any other Metaphor Types. Our findings for Frozen 

metaphor thus far indicate that unlike Semantically Incompatible meta

phor, readers are somewhat more likely to "correct" the rule violations 

within the expression, thereby eliminating the metaphoricality. In 

doing so, the meaning of the metaphors as well as the text changes. The 

meaning of the metaphor often becomes nonmetaphorical. We would expect 

based on these findings, that readers would tend to correct these mis

cues in order to preserve the meaning of the whole text. This is indeed 

the case, as will be demonstrated later in this chapter. Though this is 

a minor trend, it is still worth noting since it shows some tendency to 

treat Frozen metaphors somewhat differently. Our earlier contention was 

that some Frozen metaphors would be treated as fresh metaphors by some 

readers some of the time. 
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Findings for Frozen Metaphors Used Literally indicate that this 

Metaphor Type which involves, in a sense, a double violation, is not 

processed very successfully. A very low percentage of miscues (6.7%) 

caused No Change to the metaphoricality of the expression. A high per

centage are Indeterminate (60%), and a fairly high percentage cause No 

Change Except for Other Miscues (20%). In terms of the meaning of the 

metaphor, there are no miscues at all that cause No Change to the meaning. 

All fifteen miscues for this Metaphor Type affect the meaning of the 

expression (though 20% would have caused no change but for other mis

cues). The large majority of these miscues are Indeterminate. All the 

findings for this Metaphor Type indicate a tendency to change the mean

ings of the metaphors and the whole text (the~e is a low Semantic Proxim

ity rate as well). There seems to be little active manipulation of the 

syntactic structure of the sentence or the metaphor itself (0% Struc

tural Change to the metaphor, and high Syntactic Proximity rate). The 

relatively high graphic and phonemic proximity rate also provides evi

dence for a lack of meaningful interaction. 

Simile and Explicit metaphor shows a pattern which is reflective 

of its high miscue density. Almost half the miscues do not change the 

metaphoricality of the expression or would not except for other miscues, 

but all the rest of the miscues are Indeterminate (55.6%). No miscues 

cause structural changes (reflective of high syntactic proximity), 

lexical changes, or eliminate metaphoricality. In terms of Change to 

the Meaning of the metaphors, a third cause no change or no change except 
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for other miscues. Eleven percent show slight changes. The majority of 

the miscues are Indeterminate (55.6%). There seems to be a split in the 

kind of effect the miscues have on the metaphors. Either they have no 

effect or a disruptive effect, with the majority reflecting the latter. 

This pattern is also reflected in the Semantic Acceptability and Seman

tic Proximity findings. A high percentage of miscues have no semantic 

acceptability, yet those which are acceptable have a high semantic 

proximity. This split in miscue type suggests that perhaps this Metaphor 

Type which actually represents two subtypes (Similes, and Simile-Based 

Compounds--see Chapter 4) should be further differentiated into separate 

Metaphor Types. Further studies could focus on this problem. 

The pattern which emerges for Metaphorically Extended Lexical 

Items is similar to that for Frozen metaphor. A somewhat higher-than

average percentage of miscues cause No Change to the metaphoricality 

(24.3%), and a relatively high percentage (11.7%) render the text non

metaphorical. This supports the earlier suggestion that the high per

centage of miscues semantically acceptable with prior text is due to 

violation "correction." Several miscues cause structural and lexical 

changes to the expressions, but these percentages are not high. There 

is a low percentage of miscues which are Indeterminate or are acceptable 

except for other miscues. This latter finding is probably due to the low 

miscue density for these expressions. In terms of meaning, a moderate 

percentage cause No Change to the meaning of the metaphor (15.5%), a 

higher-than-average percentage cause a Slight Change in meaning (17.3%), 



272 

and a moderate percentage of miscues cause major changes in meaning 

(7.3%). (This pattern is different for Frozen metaphors. A higher 

percentage cause a Major Change than a Slight Change.) A relatively 

high percentage of miscues cause a change to the nonmetaphorical 

meaning. The moderately low Semantic and Syntactic Proximity findings 

reported earlier suggest that miscues on these metaphors tend to change 

the metaphorical expressions as well as the whole text. Like Frozen 

metaphor, many of the miscues "correct" the rule violation. This find

ing lends strong support for including Metaphorically Extended Lexical 

Items as a Metaphor Type. Readers do sometimes find the metaphori cally 

extended meaning of the expression unpredictable. Criterion #2 for 

metaphor identification (see Chapter 4) is satisfied. 

Syntactic metaphor has the highest percentage of miscues coded 

Indeterminate. This is consistent with the low Semantic Acceptability 

which the miscues for this Metaphor Type exhibited in relation to the 

whole text. A relatively high percentage of miscues retained the meta

phoricality of the expression while exerting a structural change (9.8%, 

the highest for all Metaphor Types). This finding supports the analysis 

of Syntactic metaphor discussed in Chapter 4. That is, Syntactic 

metaphor has certain syntactic properties stemming from "creative mis

application" of modification which results in the potential for meta

phorical interpretation. Readers are apparently modifying the structural 

properties of the expression while retaining the metaphorical quality of 

the expression. A fairly high percentage of miscues also change key 
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lexical items while retaining the metaphoricality. In terms of meaning, 

a very high percentage are Indeterminate (65.2%), the highest of all 

Metaphor Types. Percentages for all other subcategories are low except 

for Major Change to meaning which is moderately high (8.7%). This 

latter percentage is probably a reflection of the change in key lexical 

items. For this Metaphor Type we again see an interesting split in the 

types of miscues generated. A large number of miscues are not seman

tically acceptable and are therefore coded as Indeterminate for Change 

to Metaphoricality and Meaning. These miscues are reflective of unsuc

cessful processing of the metaphors in relation to the whole text. 

Miscues which are semantically acceptable cause lexical as well as 

structural changes while retaining the metaphoricality of the expres

sions. Many of these miscues cause major changes to the meaning of the 

expression, while others cause no change or slight changes. Regardless 

of the effect which these miscues have on the metaphors themselves, the 

high Semantic Proximity which they exhibit indicates that the integrity 

of the text is preserved; miscues are sensitive to and perhaps motivated 

by the meaning of the whole story. Generally, it seems reasonable to 

suggest that Syntactic metaphors possess properties which are fairly 

unpredictable for readers. At times this lack of predictability is 

overcome by reconciling the expression with the meaning of the whole 

text, while other times the readers' comprehending breaks down. 

For Pragmatically Incompatible metaphor, a relatively high per

centage of miscues cause No Change to the metaphoricality of the 
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expressions, and a low percentage are Indeterminate (the lowest for all 

Metaphor Types). However, relatively high percentages of the miscues 

cause lexical changes (10%) and eliminate the metaphoricality (10%). The 

latter percentage indicates some "violation corrections" on the part of 

the readers. In terms of meaning, a very high percentage of the miscues 

(33.3%) cause only aSlightChange in the meaning of the expression. 

These changes in the metaphoricality and meaning of the expressions, 

however, affect only minor changes to the meaning of the story as a 

whole (Semantic Proximity is 7.2%). The findings indicate that Pragmati

cally Incompatible metaphors are processed relatively successfully. 

Changes in the metaphoricality (even when eliminating the metaphori

cality) and of the meaning of the expressions remain consistent with the 

meaning of the whole story. Although Pragmatically Incompatible meta

phors may be contrary to readers' expectations, they are better able to 

process them in a manner which is consistent with the entire story. 

Correction and summary of Metaphor Type processing: Table 7-23 

presents the cross-tabulations for Metaphor Type and Correction. Dis

cussion of results for Correction will relate back to the other findings 

for the Metaphor Types discussed previously. 

Semanti ca lly Incompati bl e metaphor has a comparati ve'ly hi gh per

centage of miscues for which there was No Attempt to Correct. Although 

a higher-than-average percentage of miscues for this Metaphor Type 

change the meaning of the expressions, it was also found that the meaning 

of the text as a whole is fairly well preserved. Probably for this 



Table 7-23. Cross-Tabulations of Metaphor Type with Correction. 

Metaphor Type Correction 
Count 
Row Percent No Attempt Successful Abandonment of Unsuccessful Row 
Column Percent to Correct Correction Correct Form Correction Total 

Semantically Incompatible 137 15 0 . 7 159 
86.2 9.4 .0 4.4 28.3 
30.4 20.3 .0 20.0 

Frozen 48 11 0 8 67 
71.6 16.4 .0 11.9 11.9 
10.6 14.9 .0 22.9 

Frozen Used Literally 12 2 0 1 15 
80.0 13.3 .0 6.7 2.7 
2.7 2.7 .0 2.9 

Simile and Explicit 16 0 0 1 17 
94.1 .0 .0 5.9 3.0 

3.5 .0 .0 2.9 

Metaphorically Extended 92 14 1 3 110 
83.6 12.7 .9 2.7 19.6 
20.4 18.9 50.0 8.6 

Syntactic 73 12 1 10 96 
76.0 12.5 1.0 10.4 17. 1 
16.2 16.2 50.0 28.6 

Pragmatically Incompatible 21 6 0 3 30 
70.0 20.0 .0 10.0 5.3 
4.7 8.1 .0 8.6 

Column 451 74 2 35 562 
Total 80.2 13.2 .4 6.2 100.0 N 

-....J 
U'1 
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reason, readers tend not to attempt correction of these miscues. This, 

of course, is totally consistent with the view of the reading process 

underlying this study. When predictions are fairly consistent with the 

meaning constructed for a whole text, readers will confirm the predic

tions and therefore leave them uncorrected. 

Frozen metaphor exhibits quite a different pattern. For this 

Metaphor Type, there is a correction attempt for about one-third of the 

miscues: a relatively high percentage of miscues are successfully cor

rected (16.4%), and unsuccessfully corrected (11.9%). The percentage 

of miscues for which there is No Attempt to Correct is low relative to 

other Metaphor Types. In relation to previous findings, the correction 

activity indicates that readers change the meanings of metaphors and 

the whole text, often by eliminating the rule violations, but then suc

cessfully or unsuccessfully attempt to correct the resulting inconsisten

cies. 

The correction patterns for Frozen Metaphor Used Literally are 

average. Other findings indicate that this Metaphor Type is generally 

not processed successfully; a large percentage of miscues are semantically 

unacceptable, and the meanings of the metaphors as well as the whole text 

are changed. Unlike Frozen metaphors which generated miscues that are 

semantically acceptable despite semantic changes, the miscues for Frozen 

Metaphor Used Literally tend to destroy the meaning of the passage. With 

the comprehending process breaking down to this degree, readers are appar

ently not very successful in recovering the inconsistencies through 

correction. 
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Similes and Explicit metaphor has the highest percentage of 

miscues of all Metaphor Types, for which there was No Attempt to Correct. 

There is not a single successful correction, and only one unsuccessful 

attempt at correction. This low correction activity may be due to the 

sharp split in the quality of miscues for this Metaphor Type. Some of 

the miscues are completely disruptive to the meanings of the metaphors 

and the whole text, and so are perhaps unresolvable. Some are perfectly 

acceptable and therefore don't require correction. There are no miscues 

for this Metaphor Type which are semantically acceptable while causing 

a Major Change in the meaning of the metaphor, or which change the mean

ing to a nonmetaphorical meaning. It seems that some degree of accepta

bility must be preserved in order for an inconsistency in meaning to be 

resolved by correction. When miscues are either totally acceptable and 

consistent with the text, or when they are completely disruptive of 

meaning, little correction activity results. This appears to be the 

case for Similes and Explicit Metaphor. 

Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items, while exhibiting a miscue 

quality pattern similar to that of Frozen metaphor (including elimination 

of metaphoricality), has a somewhat different correction pattern. It 

has a relatively higher percentage of miscues for which there is No 

Attempt to Correct (83.6%), and a relatively lower Successful Correction 

rate (12.7%). It also has the lowest Unsuccessful Correction percentage 

of all the Metaphor Types. A plausible explanation for the lower correc

tion activity for Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items in comparison to 
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Frozen metaphor is that the changes in the meaning of the metaphors and 

the whole text are not as great for Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items. 

Therefore, there is less need to correct the miscues. 

Syntactic metaphor has a somewhat below average percentage of 

miscues for which there was No Attempt to Correct (76%). It also has a 

moderate percentage of successful corrections. However, it has a com

paratively high percentage of unsuccessful attempts to correct (10.4%). 

It was suggested earlier that this Metaphor Type is fairly unpredictable 

for readers, as evidenced by major changes to the meaning of the meta

phor, structural and lexical changes to the metaphor, and low semantic 

acceptability. The relatively low successful corrections and high unsuc

cessful corrections indicate that for these miscues, readers are unable 

to resolve the inconsistencies. 

Pragmatically Incompatible matephor has the highest percentage 

of successful corrections (20%), with 30% involving some correction 

attempt. This finding lends further support to the claim that this 

Metaphor Type is generally processed successfully by readers, and indi

cates an ability to resolve even slight inconsistencies to story meaning 

resulting from eliminations of metaphoricality and slight changes in the 

meaning of the metaphors. Findings regarding the processing of Prag

matically Incompatible Metaphors indicate that readers are sensitive to 

apparent violations of pragmatic rules operating in written discourse 

(as evidenced by the frequent "corrections" of these violations); make 

plausible and meaningful predictions for these expressions (as evidenced 
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by high semantic acceptability); and are able to correct these predic

tions which result in even slight inconsistencies in the meaning of the 

whole story (as evidenced by the high correction rate). 

Type Relationship. The following section of the chapter will 

explore the differences in processing strategies and use of cuing sys

tems for the various Type Relationships. 7 

Word and free morpheme miscues: Table 7-24 presents the findings 

for the word and free morpheme miscues for each metaphor Type Re1ation-

ship. All of the Type Relationships follow the usual order of miscue 

type frequency (Substitutions, followed by omissions and insertions) 

except Complex metaphors and Embedded metaphors. Complex metaphors 

generate a higher percentage of insertions than omissions, and Embedded 

metaphors have an equal percentage of omissions and insertions. 

Simple metaphors have the lowest percentage of substitution mis

cues (69%) and the highest percentage of omissions (17.3%) and insertions 

(12.5%), indicating more active processing. This is most likely reflec

tive of the fact that for this Type Relationship, one and only one meta

phor must be processed at one time. For all other Type Relationships, 

more than one metaphor must be processed by the reader simultaneously. 

Combination metaphors have a somewhat exaggerated pattern, in 

which insertions constitute a particularly low percentage of the miscues 

7. The full list of Type Relationships presented in Chapter 4 
is not presented in this discussion. There were no occurrences of 
Complex Embedded metaphors in the text, and no miscues for Combination 
Embedded metaphors that could be fully coded. Only one pause and one 
corrected partial miscue occurred on the Combination Embedded metaphor. 



Table 7-24. Percentages of Word and Free Morpheme Miscues for Each Metaphor Type. 

Metaphor Type Substitutions Omissions Insertions 

Simple 69.6 17.3 12.5 

Combination 81.5 15.3 3.4 

Complex 81.0 7.2 11.9 

Embedded 93.5 3.2 3.2 

Complex Combination 100.0 0 0 

II 

" 

Nonwords 

15.5 

13.6 

6.0 

22.6 

37.5 

N 
ex> 
o 
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(3.4%). Embedded metaphors have a particularly high substitution per

centage (93.5%) and low insertion and omission percentages (3.2% each). 

Complex Combinations generate ~ substitution miscues with no occur

rences of omissions and insertions. 

In terms of nonwords, Complex metaphors generated the lowest 

percentage (6%), suggesting less use of graphic and phonemic cues to the 

exclusion of meaning. Complex Combinations generated the highest per

centage of nonwords (37.5%), followed by Embedded metaphors (22.6%). 

The latter two findings are consistent with other Word and Free Morpheme 

Miscue findings, and supports the notion that these Type Relationships 

may be processed less successfully than the others. 

Graphic and Phonemic Proximity: Table 7-25 displays findings 

for the Graphic and Phonemic Proximity for each Type Relationship. The 

findings are predictable from our Word and Free Morpheme Miscue findings. 

That is, Embedded and Complex Combination metaphors have the highest 

phonemic and graphic similarities. This lends further support for less 

meaningful processing of these Type Relationships. 

Simple metaphors have the lowest Phonemic Proximity (4.9) and, 

with Complex metaphors has the lowest Graphic Proximity (5.4% each), 

suggesting more meaning-oriented processing of these Type Relationships. 

Combination metaphors generate Graphic and Phonemic Proximities (5.5% 

and 5.4%, respectively), which are slightly greater than for Simple and 

Complex. 

Syntactic Acceptability: Table 7-26 presents the cross-tabulations 

for Type Relationship with Syntactic Acceptability. 



Table 7-25. Mean Graphic and Phonemic Proximity for 
Type Relationships. 

Type Relationship Graphic Proximity 

Simple 5.4 

Combination 5.5 

Complex 5.4 

Embedded 6.6 

Complex Combination 6.4 
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Phonemic Proximity 

4.9 

5.4 

5. 1 

6.4 

6.5 



Table 7-26. Cross-Tabulations for Syntactic Acceptability and Type Relationship. 

Syntactic Acceptability 
Type Relationship Acceptable 

Count Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable in Passage 
Row Percent No Only With Only With in Sentence Acceptable Except for 
Column Percent Acceptability Prior Following Only in Passage Other Miscues 

Simple 40 46 17 1 219 47 
10.8 12.4 4.6 .3 59.2 12.7 
55.6 57.5 70.8 100.0 70.9 73.4 

Combination 13 16 2 0 18 6 
23.6 29.1 3.6 .0 32.7 10.9 
18.1 20.0 8.3 .0 5.8 9.4 

Complex 13 15 5 0 44 10 
14.9 17.2 5.7 .0 50.6 11.5 
18.1 18.8 20.8 .0 14.2 15.6 

Embedded 4 2 0 0 22 1 
13.8 6.9 .0 .0 75.9 3.4 
5.6 2.5 .0 .0 7.1 1.6 

Complex Combination 2 1 0 0 6 0 
22.2 11. 1 .0 .0 66.7 .0 
2.8 1.3 .0 .0 1.9 .0 

Column 72 80 24 1 309 64 
Total 13.1 14.5 4.4 .2 56.2 11.6 

Row 
Total 

370 
67.3 

55 
10.0 

87 
15.8 

29 
5.3 

9 
1.6 

550 
100.0 

N 
OJ 
w 
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In comparison to other Type Relationships, Simple metaphor has 

a fairly low percentage of miscues for which there is no syntactic 

acceptability (10.8%). A slightly higher-than-average percentage of 

miscues are acceptable within the entire passage (59.2%), and are accept

able except for other miscues (12.7%). 

For Combination metaphors, a high percentage of miscues (23.6%) 

have no syntactic acceptability, and a low percentage (in comparison with 

other Type Relationships) are acceptable within the entire passage 

32.7%). A relatively high percentage of miscues (29.1%) are acceptable 

with prior text only, which suggests that this Type Relationship has 

unpredictable syntactic properties. 

Complex metaphors generate a moderate percentage of miscues 

which have no syntactic acceptability. A moderate percentage of miscues 

are acceptable only with the prior text portion (17.2%). A moderate per

centage of miscues are acceptable within the entire passage. 

Embedded metaphors have the highest percentage of miscues which 

are totally acceptable within the entire passage (75.9%). Percentages 

for all other subcategories of Syntactic Acceptability are lower than 

average .. 

Complex Combinations generate a high percentage of miscues which 

are totally unacceptable (22.2%). However, this Type Relationship also 

has a relatively high percentage of miscues which are totally acceptable 

within the entire passage (66.7%). Therefore, it seems that there is a 

split in the syntactic processing of these expressions, such that a high 
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percentage are acceptable and a high percentage are unacceptable. With 

the exception of one miscue which is acceptable with the prior text 

portion only, all miscues fall into the two aforementional subcategories. 

Syntactic Proximity: Table 7-27 presents the findings for Syn

tactic Proximity for each Type Relationship. It should be noted once 

again that only acceptable miscues are coded for syntactic change. 

Miscues generated by Complex Combination metaphors have the 

highest mean Syntactic Proximity of all Type Relationships (9.0). All 

acceptable miscues for Complex Combination metaphors cause no change to 

the syntax of the structure in which the expressions occur. Miscues on 

Embedded w~taphors have the next highest Syntactic Proximity (8.17). 

These findings indicate a minimum of syntactic manipulation in the pro

cessing of Complex Combination and Embedded metaphors, and is reflective 

of the high substitution and low omission and insertion percentages re

ported earlier. 

Miscues on Simple metaphors, as expected from previous findings, 

has the lowest Syntactic Proximity (though not dramatically lower than 

Combination and Complex). The low proximity indicates greater active 

manipulation of the syntax for these acceptable miscues. 

Semantic Acceptability: Table 7-28 presents the cross-tabulations 

of Semantic Acceptability with Type Relationships. 

Simple Metaphors generate a moderately high percentage of mis

cues which are acceptable within the whole passage (25.9%), and a some

what higher-than-average percentage which are acceptable except for other 



Table 7-27. Mean Syntactic Proximity for Type Relationship. 

Type Relationship 

Simple 

Combination 

Complex 

Embedded 

Complex Combination 

Mean Syntactic Proximity 

7.6 

7.8 

7.8 

8.2 

9.0 
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Table 7-28. Cross-Tabulations for Type Relationship and Semantic Acceptability. 

Semantic Acceptability 
Type Relationship Acceptable Acceptable 

Count Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable in Sentence in Passage 
Row Percent No Only Wi.th Only With in Sentence in Except for Except for 
Co 1 umn Percent Acceptab i1 i ty Prior Following Only Passage Other Miscues Other Miscues 

Simple 122 54 21 18 96 1 58 
33.0 14.6 5.7 4.9 25.9 .3 15.7 
65.2 58.1 67.7 60.0 73.8 50.0 75.3 

Combination 23 16 1 1 8 0 6 
41.8 29.1 1.8 1.8 14.5 .0 10.9 
12.3 17.2 3.2 3.3 6.2 .0 7.8 

Complex 23 19 9 8 16 1 11 
26.4 21.8 10.3 9.2 18.4 1.1 12.6 
12.3 20.4 29.0 26.7 12.3 50.0 14.3 

Embedded 15 3 0 3 6 0 2 
51.7 10.3 .0 10.3 20.7 .0 6.9 
8.0 3.2 .0 10.0 4.6 .0 2.6 

Complex Combination 4 1 0 0 4 0 0 
44.4 11.1 .0 .0 44.4 .0 .0 

2.1 1.1 .0 .0 3.1 .0 .0 

Column 187 93 31 30 130 2 77 
Total 34.0 16.9 5.6 5.5 23.6 .4 14.0 

Row 
Total 

370 
67.3 

55 
10.0 

87 
15.8 

29 
5.3 

9 
1.6 

550 
100.0 

N 
ex> 
-....J 



miscues (15.7%). This is further evidence for relatively successful 

processing for this Type Relationship. 

288 

Combination metaphors have a relatively high percentage of mis

cues which are totally unacceptable (41.8%), and a quite high percentage 

of miscues acceptable with only the prior text portion (29.1%). This 

suggests some IIviolation correction ll activity. The percentage of miscues 

which are totally semantically acceptable within the text is relatively 

low (14.5%). 

In comparison to other Type Relationships, Complex metaphors have 

a low percentage of miscues which are totally unacceptable (26.4%). How

ever, a low percentage of miscues are acceptable within the entire text 

(18.4%). A larger percentage of the miscues for this Type Relationship 

have partial acceptability of some kind. 21.8% are acceptable only with 

the prior text portion, and 10.3% are acceptable only with the following 

text portion. A comparatively high percentage of miscues are acceptable 

within the sentence only, but not within the entire text (9.2%). These 

findings suggest that Complex metaphors are somewhat semantically unpre

dictable for readers, but not to the extent that semantic processing 

completely breaks down. Readers are able to achieve some level of 

acceptability within the sentence. 

Findings for Embedded metaphors indicate relatively unsuccessful 

semantic processing. They generate the highest percentage of miscues 

which are totally unacceptable (51.7%). The percentage of miscues which 

are totally acceptable within the passage is slightly below average 
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(20.7%). Compared to other Type Relationships, a fairly high percentage 

of miscues (10.3%) are acceptable only within the sentence boundaries, 

but not with the rest of the text. These findings are consistent with 

the findings for Word and Free Morpheme Miscues and Graphic and Phonemic 

Proximity, and indicate greater use of grapho-phonic information, less 

syntactic manipulation, and less use of semantic information during 

processing. 

Findings of Semantic Acceptability for Complex Combination mis

cues are similar to those of Syntactic Acceptability. That is, a split 

in the nature of the miscues emerges. A high percentage of miscues are 

totally unacceptable (44.4%), while a high percentage are totally 

acceptable (also 44.4%). 

Semantic Proximity: Table 7-29 presents the Semantic Proximity 

for each of the Type Relationships. While generally, semantic proximity 

is much lower than syntactic proximity, there are differences among the 

various Type Relationships. 

Miscues on Embedded metaphors have the lowest Semantic Proximity 

(but still in the range of minor changes to the meaning of the text). 

This means that even when the miscues for this Type Relationship are 

semantically acceptable, they may change the meaning of the passage 

somewhat. Miscues of all the other Type Relationships range between 

effecting minor changes or no change to the meaning of the passage. 

The miscues on Complex Combination metaphors which were coded acceptable 

have relatively high Semantic Proximity. This interesting finding means 
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Table 7-29. Mean Semantic Proximity for Type Relationship. 

Type Relationship Mean Semantic Proximity 

Simple 7.0 

Combination 6.9 

Complex 7.1 

Embedded 6.6 

Complex Combination 7.5 
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that although a very high percentage of miscues on this Type Relation

ship are unacceptable, those which are acceptable preserve the meaning 

of the entire passage. 

Change to Metaphoricality and Meaning: Tables 7-30 and 7-31 pre

sent the cross-tabulations for Type Relationship and Change to Metaphori

cality and Change to the Meaning of the metaphors, respectively. The 

discussion of these two tables will be combined so that patterns for 

the miscues' effects on the metaphors can become clear. 

A higher-than-average percentage of miscues on Simple metaphors 

preserve the metaphoricality and meaning of the expressions. A compari

tively high percentage of miscues preserve the metaphoricality but cause 

structural changes to the expression (5.3%). This latter finding is 

consistent with the findings for syntactic proximity which indicated a 

great deal of interaction with the syntax of the sentence in which the 

metaphors occur. A comparatively moderate percentage of miscues also 

change key lexical items, and eliminate metaphoricality (7.5% and 5.3%, 

respecti vely). 

An average percent of miscues change the meaning only slightly 

(14.9%) and a lower-than-average percentage cause a major change (6.4%). 

A moderate percentage of miscues change the metaphor to its nonmetaphori

cal meaning, or "corrects" the violations. 

The findings for Change to Metaphoricality and Meaning of the 

metaphors indicate that Simple Metaphors are processed most successfully 

in comparison to other Type Relationships. The metaphoricality is 



Table 7-30. Cross-Tabulations for Type Relationships and Change to Metaphoricality. 

Change to Metaphoricality 

Type Relationship Retains 'Retains 
Metaphor- Metaphor-

Count icality-- ical ity-- Eliminates No Change 
Row Percent Structural lexical Metaphor- Except for 
Column Percent No Change Change Change icality Other Miscues Indeterminate Total 

Simple 85 20 27 20 34 190 376 
22.6 5.3 7.2 5.3 9.0 50.5 67.4 
73.9 76.9 62.8 60.6 68.0 65.3 

Combination 4 0 3 4 3 41 55 
7.3 .0 5.5 7.3 5.5 74.5 9.9 
3.5 .0 7.0 12.1 6.0 14.1 

Complex 19 5 6 3 12 43 88 
21.6 5.7 6.8 3.4 13.6 48.9 15.8 
16.5 19.2 14.0 9.1 24.0 14.8 

Embedded 6 1 4 6 0 13 30 
20.0 3.3 13.3 20.0 .0 43.3 5.4 
5.2 3.8 9.3 18.2 .0 4.5 

Complex Combination 1 0 3 0 1 4 9 
11.1 .0 33.3 .0 11.1 44.4 1.6 

.9 .0 7.0 .0 2.0 1.4 

Column 115 26 43 33 50 291 558 
Total 20.6 4.7 7.7 5.9 9.0 52.2 100.0 

N 
1.0 
N 



Tabl e 7-31. Cross-Tabulations for Type Relationship and Change to the Meaning of the Metaphor 

Type Relationship Change to the Meaning 

Count Change to No Change 
Row Percent No Sl i ght Major Nonmetaphori c Except for Row 
Column Percent Change Change Change Meaning Othet~ Mi scues Indeterminate Total 

Simple 61 56 24 9 36 189 375 
16.3 14.9 6.4 2.4 9.6 50.4 67.3 
75.3 71.8 57.1 69.2 67.9 65.2 

Combination 1 6 3 1 3 41 55 
1.8 10.9 5.5 1.8 5.5 74.5 9.9 
1.2 7.7 7.1 7.7 5.7 14.1 

Complex 14 10 7 1 13 43 88 
15.9 11. 4 8.0 1.1 14.8 48.9 15.8 
17.3 12.8 16.7 7.7 24.5 14.8 

Embedded 4 4 7 2 0 13 30 
13.3 13.3 23.3 6.7 .0 43.3 5.4 
4.9 5.1 16.7 15.4 .0 4.5 

Complex Combination 1 2 1 0 1 4 9 
11.1 22.2 11. 1 .0 11.1 44.4 1.6 
1.2 2.6 2.4 .0 1.9 1.4 

Column 81 78 42 13 53 290 557 
Total 14.5 14.0 7.5 2.3 9.5 52.1 100.0 

N 
~ 
tAl 



preserved despite instances of structural changes, and there is an 

above-average incidence of no change or only a slight change to the 

meaning of the expression. 
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There are few Combination metaphor miscues which cause no change 

to the metaphoricality (7.3%) and meaning (1.8%) of the expressions. 

There are no miscues which preserve the metaphoricality while causing 

structural changes. This is consistent with the high Syntactic Proximity 

found for the miscues on this sort of expression. A comparatively low 

percentage of miscues change the major lexical content of the expressions 

(5.5%). However, a moderately high percentage of miscues eliminate the 

metaphoricality, in comparison to other Type Relationships (7.3%). This 

is consistent with the finding that a high percentage of miscues are 

semantically acceptable only with the prior text. There is some "viola

tion correction" activity generated for this Type Relationship. In 

comparison to other Type Relationships, Combination metaphors also have 

a low percentage of miscues which cause slight meaning changes (10.9%), 

major meaning changes (6.4%), or which change to the nonmetaphorical 

meaning (1.8%). The highest percent of the miscues are Indeterminate 

(74.5%, the highest of all Type Relationships). 

Findings for the miscues on Combination metaphors indicate a 

greater tendency not to preserve the meaning or metaphoricality of the 

expressions. A moderate percentage of miscues "correct" author-induced 

violations, but a greater percentage of the miscues are simply Indeter

minate. 
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For miscues on Complex metaphors, an average percentage causes 

No Change to the metaphoricality (21.6%) or meaning (15.9%) of the ex

pressions, while a relatively high percentage causes no Change Except 

For Other Miscues (13.6%). A comparatively high percent (5.7%) of the 

miscues retained metaphoricality with a structural change. This is 

consistent with the moderate Syntactic Proximity found for this Type 

Relationship. 

An average percentage (8.0%) caused major changes to the meaning 

of the metaphors. A comparatively high percentage do not change meaning 

except for other miscues (14.8%). These findings indicate two different 

patterns of miscue quality. Many of the miscues retain the metaphori

cality and the meaning, while many others cause major changes in meaning. 

The moderate Semantic and Syntactic Proximity of the miscues indicate 

that the changes to the meaning and structure of the metaphors also 

affect the meaning and structure of the entire text. 

Findings for the miscues on Embedded Metaphors indicate some 

tendency to change the metaphoricality of the expressions, as well as 

their meanings. For example, a higher-than-average percentage of the 

miscues eliminate the metaphoricality (20%), indicating "corrections" 

of violations within the expression. A relatively high percent of the 

miscues retain the metaphoricality but alter the lexical content of the 

expressions. Only one miscue alters the structure of the metaphor while 

retaining the metaphoricality. This latter finding is reflective of the 

high Syntactic Proximity found for the miscues of this Type Relationship. 
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The changes in metaphoricality have a strong affect on the 

meaning of the Embedded metaphors. For example, the percentage of mis

cues which cause a major change to the expression is higher than those 

of all other Type Relationships (23.3%). A comparatively high percentage 

of miscues change the expression to its nonmetaphorical meaning (6.7%). 

These changes in the meaning of the metaphors also affect the meaning 

of the whole story, as evidenced by the low Semantic Proximity of the 

miscues on this Metaphor Type. 

Complex Combination metaphors generate a high percentage of 

miscues which alter the lexical content of the expressions while retain

ing the metaphoricality. There are no miscues which cause structural 

changes or which eliminate metaphoricality. The lack of structural 

changes corresponds to the high Syntactic Proximity found for these mis

cues. There is no evidence of violation "corrections" occurring for 

this Type Relationship. A moderate percentage of miscues are Indeter

minate. 

A very low percentage of miscues cause No Change to the meaning 

of the metaphors (only one miscue). A low number of miscues (two) but 

a nonetheless high percentage (22.2%) cause only slight changes to the 

meaning. The majority are Indeterminate (44.4%), though this is not 

comparatively high. These findings reflect those for semantic proces

sing. Though a higher percentage of miscues are semantically unaccept

able, those that are acceptable tend not to change the meaning of the 

story. This seems to be true for the effect which the miscues have on 

the metaphoric expressions as well. 
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Correction and summary of Type Relationship processing: Table 

7-32 presents the cross-tabulations for Type Relationship and Correction. 

Findings for correction strategies will be discussed in relation to pre

vi ous fi ndi ngs. 

An average percentage of miscues generated for Simple Metaphors 

receive No Attempt to Correct (80.8%). In comparing Type Relationships, 

a low percentage of the miscues for Simple metaphors are successfully 

corrected (11.6%). There is a slightly higher-than-average percentage 

for which an Unsuccessful Attempt to Correct is initiated (7.1%). 

Relating the findings concerning correction strategies to other 

qualitative findings for this Type Relationship, a fairly clear picture 

of processing emerges. Readers interact a great deal with these meta

phors. A large percentage of the miscues are either insertions or omis

sions. The syntactic structures of the expressions are changed and 

manipulated as evidenced by the low Syntactic Proximity and high percent

age of miscues which retain the metaphoricality while altering the 

structure. Some violation "correction" occurs as evidenced by the mod

erate percentage of miscues which eliminate metaphoricality. In terms 

of semantic processing, generally only minor changes to the meaning of 

the metaphors and the story as a whole result. A moderate number of 

miscues also lend the expression a nonmetaphorical meaning. The moderate 

percentage of miscues for which there is No Attempt to correct is most 

likely due to the· fact that the miscues effect only minor changes to the 

meaning. That is, there is a likelihood that readers will not perceive 



Table 7-32. Cross-Tabulation for Type Relationship and Correction. 

Type Relationship Correction 

Count Abandonment 
Row Percent No Attempt Success ful of Unsuccessful 
Column Percent to Correct Correction Correct Form Correction Total 

Simple 307 44 2 27 380 
80.8 11.6 .5 7. 1 67.6 
68.1 59.5 100.0 77.1 

Combination 42 13 0 0 55 
76.4 23.6 .0 .0 9.8 
9.3 17.6 .0 .0 

Complex 73 13 0 2 88 
83.0 14.8 .0 2.3 15.7 
16.2 17.6 .0 5.7 

Embedded 23 3 0 4 30 
76.7 10.0 .0 13.3 5.3 
5. 1 4.1 .0 11.4 

Complex Combination 6 1 0 2 9 
66.7 11. 1 .0 22.2 1.6 
1.3 1.4 .0 5.7 

Column 451 74 2 35 562 
Total 80.2 13.2 .4 6.2 100.0 

N 
\0 
co 
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there to be a necessity for correction of these miscues. However, the 

successful and unsuccessful corrections may be reflective of readers' 

attempts to reconcile those miscues which do alter the metaphoricality 

and/or structural properties of the expressions. 

Generally, findings suggest a fairly successful processing of 

this Type Relationship. Active prediction of semantic and syntactic 

cuing systems are evident, as is the confirmation/disconfirmation of 

these predictions. Changes in the meaning and metaphoricality of the 

expressions effect only minor changes in the meaning of the whole story. 

The percentage of miscues on Combination Metaphors which are 

successfully corrected is higher than that of any other Type Relationship 

(23.6%). There are no unsuccessful corrections or abandonments of cor

rect forms. Other qualitative findings indicate that readers have 

difficulty in the semantic and syntactic processing of Combination 

metaphors as evidenced by the low percentages which are totally accept

able in the passage. Those miscues which are syntactically acceptable 

tend to achieve high Syntactic Proximity. Miscues which are semantically 

acceptable have low Semantic Proximity. Readers alter the lexical con

tent of the metaphors; and "correct" rule violations, and this affects 

the meaning of the story. 

In light of these findings, the correction activity for this Type 

Relationship becomes understandable. Readers, disconfi~ming the predic

tions which change meaning, eliminate metaphoricality, or which destroy 

meaning, are able to achieve successful corrections in many cases. 
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Perhaps, the preservation of Syntactic Proximity provides the reader 

with enough structural support to retrieve the meaning. Generally, 

findings indicate that Combination metaphors are somewhat less predict

able and more difficult to process than Simple Metaphors. Nonetheless, 

although two, rather than one metaphor must be processed by the reader, 

the type of relation existing between the metaphors does not pose insur

mountable problems. 

Complex metaphors have the highest percentage of miscues 

for which there is No Attempt to Correct (83%). However, they also 

generate a moderately high percentage of miscues which are successfully 

corrected (14.8%). There are very few unsuccessfully corrected miscues. 

Other qualitative findings for this Type Relationship indicate 

difficulty in syntactic and semantic processing. Of those miscues which 

are acceptable, two different patterns emerge. While many of the miscues 

caused No Change to the metaphoricality and meaning of the metaphors, 

many miscues exert structural changes and major meaning changes. The 

lower-than-average Semantic and Syntactic Proximity for these miscues 

indicate that the changes to the metaphors also change the meaning and 

syntax of the rest of the text. Unlike Combination metaphors, the 

miscues for Complex metaphors suggest that readers are less likely to 

"correct" violations. They are more likely to alter the structural 

relationships within the metaphor and the whole sentence, and cause major 

changes to the meaning of the metaphor. Perhaps due to these differen

ces, there is less successful correction activity for Complex metaphors 

than there is for Combination metaphors. 
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In summary, findings suggest that Complex ~~taphors, like 

Combination metaphors, are less predictable and more difficult to pro

cess than Simple metaphors. However, it appears that Complex metaphors 

(within which other metaphors are embedded) may be less successfully 

processed than Combination Metaphors, in that less correction activity 

resu1 ts. 

Miscues on Embedded metaphors have the lowest successful cor

rection rate of all Type Relationships. This amounts to 10% success

fully corrected. A moderate percentage of miscues received no correction' 

attempts at all (76.7%). There is a relatively high percentage of mis

cues for which there is an Unsuccessful Attempt to Correct (13.3%). 

Given the other findings for this Type Relationship, the rela

tively low successful correction activity indicates some difficulty in 

the processing of these expressions. A comparatively high percentage 

of miscues eliminate the metaphorica1ity, or alter its lexical content. 

Consequently, a fairly high percentage of miscues cause major changes 

to the meaning of the metaphors, or assign them nonmetaphorica1 meanings. 

These changes in the metaphors appear to also alter the meaning of the 

passage, as evidenced by the lower Semantic Proximity which is found 

for these miscues. Despite these changes to the metaphoricality of the 

expressions as well as to the meaning of the whole story, the successful 

correction rate is low. One possible reason for this may be the rather 

high miscue quantity produced on Embedded metaphors. Readers may have 

difficulty correcting disconfirmed predictions because of the compounding 

effect multiple miscues have on the meaning. 
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All the findings indicate that Embedded metaphors are processed 

even less successfully than Complex metaphors. That is, readers process 

the host expressions better than they process the metaphors which reside 

within them. Perhaps the task of grasping the Embedded metaphor while 

in the process of grasping the larger Complex metaphor is too demanding 

on the psycholinguistic operations of the reader. The high Phonemic 

and Graphic Proximity, high nonword rate, and low insertion and omission 

rate, when considered in relation to the low Semantic Acceptability and 

Proximity findings, strongly indicate less meaningful processing of 

these expressions. 

While the majority of miscues generated for Complex Combination 

metaphors receive No Attempt to Correct, this percentage (66.7%) is 

lower than those of other Type Relationships. Only one miscue is suc

cessfully corrected, and two miscues are unsuccessfully corrected. 

From other qualitative findings, two distinct patterns of miscue 

activity emerge. While a rather high percentage of miscues are both 

syntactically and semantically acceptable, a high percentage are also 

totally unacceptable. Of the miscues which are acceptable, several 

change the lexical content of the metaphors while retaining the meta

phoricality, and change the meaning of the expressions slightly. 

Complex metaphors are the only Type Relationship for which there are no 

miscues which attempt to "correct" the author's violation. The changes 

to the metaphors affect the meaning of the story only slightly, as 

evidenced by the high Semantic Proximity which these miscues achieve. 
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The low successful correction for this Type Relationship indi

cates that neither the unacceptable miscues, nor those that affect the 

meaning slightly are corrected (only one miscue was corrected). Reasons 

for the low successful correction rate may be the high miscue density on 

these metaphors, and the very complicated relationships which exist 

between the metaphors involved. Three rather than two metaphors are 

intertwined in this Type Relationship; two metaphors in combination with 

one another, and one metaphor embedded within them. The processing load 

for this Type Relationship may be too extensive to enable the reader to 

make consistently logical predictions or corrections. It is a tribute 

to the human intellect that any successful processing of these expres

sions takes place. Nevertheless. many of the miscues reflect some 

ability to process these metaphors appropriately. 

Clause Relationship. The following section of the chapter will 

present findings regarding use of cuing systems and strategies in pro

cessing the various Clause Relationships. 

Word and Free Morpheme miscues: Table 7-33 displays the findings 

for the Word and Free Morpheme miscues for each Clause Relationship. 

All Clause Relationships except for Discontinuous and Head Coordinate 

metaphors exhibit the usual order of Word and Free Morpheme miscue fre

quency (substitutions. followed by omissions, followed by insertions). 

For Discontinuous and Head coordinate metaphors, there is a higher 

percentage of insertions than omissions. 

Discontinuous metaphors produce the highest percentage of sub

stitution miscues (85%), the lowest percentage of omissions (5%) and the 



Table 7-33. Percentages of Word and Free Morpheme Miscues for Each Clause Relationship. 

Clause Relationship Substitutions Omissions Insertions 

Whole Sentence 71.3 16.5 12.2 

Part Sentence 78.4 13.8 7.8 

Discontinuous 85.0 5.0 10.0 

Coordinate 58.2 21.8 20.0 

Head Coordinate 71. 7 10.9 17.4 

II Nonwords 

14.8 

13.8 

25.0 

9.1 

21. 7 

w 
o 
.;::. 
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second lowest percentage of insertions (10%). In addition, Discontinu

ous metaphor has the highest percentage of nonwords (25%). This latter 

finding indicates less meaningful processing. This might be due to the 

structure of Discontinuous metaphors for which nonmetaphorical segments 

intervene within the metaphor. Perhaps proximity of all components of 

the metaphor to each other is one factor which benefits processing. 

Head Coordinate metaphors, which like Discontinuous metaphors, 

haveahigher percentage of insertions (17.4%) than omissions (10.9%), 

do not have a particularly high percentage of substitution miscues 

(71.7%). It does, however, have the second highest percentage of non

words (21.7%), indicating some loss in meaning, but not to the same 

extent as Discontinuous metaphors. 

Coordinate Clause Relationships generate the lowest percentage 

of substitution miscues (58.2%), and the highest percentage of omissions 

(21.8%), and insertions (20%). They also generate the lowest percentage 

of nonwords (9.1%). These findings suggest that Coordinate metaphors 

are handled more successfully than Discontinuous or Head Coordinate 

metaphors. 

Whole Sentence and Part Sentence metaphors exhibit similar pat

terns. Both have moderate percentages of substitution miscues, greater 

percentages of omissions than insertions, and a moderately low percent

age of nonwords. 

Graphic and Phonemic Proximity: Table 7-34 presents the mean 

Graphic and Phonemic Proximity for all the Clause Relationships. 



Table 7-34. Mean Graphic and Phonemic Proximity for 
Clause Relationships. 

Clause Relationship Graphic Proximity 

Whole Sentence 5.2 

Part Sentence 5.9 

Discontinuous 6.5 

Coordinate 5.4 

Head Coordinate 4.5 

306 

Phonemic Proximity 

5.1 

5.3 

6.4 

4.9 

4.2 
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Discontinuous metaphors have the greatest @raphic and Phonemic Proximity. 

This is consistent with findings for Word and Free Morpheme miscues and 

lends further evidence for less meaning-oriented processing. Findings 

for Head Coordinate metaphors are somewhat unexpected. Although this 

Type Relationship has a high percentage of nonwords, it has the lowest 

mean graphic and phonemic proximity (4.5% and 4.2%, respectively). In 

that nonwords usually exhibit a high Graphic and Phonemic Proximity to 

the expected response, the low means indicate that a large number of 

other miscues were graphically and phonemically dissimilar to the 

expected responses. This split in the nature of the miscues is a pat

tern that shows up in all findings for Head Coordinate metaphors, as 

will be reported later in this chapter. 

Whole sentence, Part Sentence and Coordinate metaphors all have 

fairly moderate Graphic and Phonemic Proximity. For all Clause Relation

ships, Graphic Proximity is slightly higher than Phonemic Proximity. 

Syntactic Acceptability: Table 7-35 presents the cross-tabulations 

for Clause Relationship and Syntactic Acceptability. 

Whole Sentence metaphors generate a comparatively high percentage 

of miscues which have no syntactic acceptability (20.3%), and an average 

percentage which are totally syntactically acceptable (56.8%). 

Part Sentence metaphors also have an average percentage of mis

cues which are totally syntactically acceptable (56.4%), but the lowest 

percentage which are totally unacceptable (9.9%). A relatively high 

percentage of the miscues are acceptable only with the prior text portion 



Table 7-35. Cross-Tabulations for Clause Relationship and Syntactic Acceptability. 

Syntactic Acceptability 
Clause Relationship Acceptable 

Count Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable in Passage Row 
Row Percent No Only With Only With in Sentence Acceptable Except for Total 
Co 1 umn Percent Acceptability Prior Following Only in Passage Other Miscues 

Whole Sentence 24 9 7 0 67 11 118 
20.3 7.6 5.9 .0 56.8 9.3 21.5 
33.3 11.2 29.2 .0 21. 7 17.2 

Part Sentence 31 62 11 1 117 32 314 
9.9 19.7 3.5 .3 56.4 10.2 57.1 

43.1 77.5 45.8 100.0 57.3 50.0 

Discontinuous 2 1 1 0 16 0 20 
10.0 5.0 5.0 .0 80.0 .0 3.6 
2.8 1.3 4.2 .0 5.2 .0 

Coordinate 7 8 5 0 21 13 54 
13.0 14.8 9.8 .0 38.9 24.1 9.8 
9.7 10.0 20.8 .0 6.8 20.3 

Head Coordinate 8 0 0 0 28 8 44 
18.2 .0 .0 .0 63.6 18.2 8.0 
11. 1 .0 .0 .0 9.1 12.5 

, 
Co1unm 72 80 24 1 309 64 550 
Total 13.1 14.5 4.4 .2 56.2 11.6 100.0 

w 
0 
co 
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(19.7%). This suggests predictions based on rule governedness, which 

are contrary to the rule violations underlying the metaphor. This 

"correction" behavior is evident in other findings, which will be dis

cussed 1 ater. 

Discontinuous metaphors have a very high percentage of miscues 

which are totally syntactically acceptable (80%). This is consistent 

with the findings on Word and Free Morpheme miscues which indicated very 

little omission or insertion activity. 

In contrast, Coordinate metaphors have the lowest percentage of 

syntactic acceptability (38.9%). This is consistent with the findings 

on Word and Free Morpheme miscues, which indicate a great deal of syn

tactic interaction. However, a high percentage of miscues for this 

Clause Relationship are acceptable except for other miscues in the sen

tence. This latter finding is probably due to the fact that coordinates 

are syntactically related, and so miscues anywhere within one coordinate 

are likely to affect other coordinates. 

Head Coordinates generate a comparatively high percentage of 

miscues which are totally syntactically unacceptable. At the same time, 

a high percentage of miscues are totally acceptable (63.6%). This again 

reflects the split in the nature of the miscues for this Clause Relation

ship. Like the Coordinates, but to a lesser degree, many miscues are 

acceptable except for other miscues in the sentence (18.2%). 

Syntactic Proximity: Table 7-36 presents the Mean Syntactic 

Proximity for the Clause Relationships. 
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Table 7-36. Mean Syntactic Proximity for Clause Relationships. 

Clause Relationship Mean Syntactic Proximi ty 

Whole Sentence 7.4 

Part Sentence 7.9 

Discontinuous 8.3 

Coordinate 7.7 

Head Coordinate 7.3 
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As expected, Discontinuous metaphors have the highest Syntactic 

Proximity (8.3). Head Coordinates have the lowest Syntactic Proximity 

(7.3), indicating that those miscues which are syntactically acceptable 

do affect the syntactic structure of the sentence. 

Whole Sentence metaphors have the second lowest Syntactic Prox

imity (7.4). This reflects the moderately high percentage of omissions 

and insertions found for this Clause Relationship. 

Semantic Acceptability: Table 7-37 presents the cross-tabulaticns 

for Clause Relationship and Semantic Acceptability. 

Whole Sentence metaphors have a comparatively high percentage of 

miscues which are totally acceptable within the passage (27%). This means 

that there is a greater tendency for the miscues on the Whole Sentence 

metaphors to be consistent with the meaning of the whole text. Interest

ingly, there is a relatively high percentage of miscues for this Clause 

Relationship which are acceptable only within the sentence (6.8%). This 

indicates that some miscues are meaningful only within the confines of 

the metaphor, but not within the entire text. Finally, a moderately 

high percentage of miscues are totally unacceptable (39.8%). 

Part Sentence metaphors have a high percentage of miscues which 

are acceptable only with the prior portion of the text (21.3%). This is 

further evidence for "correction" activity on the part of the readers. 

A fairly low percentage of miscues are totally unacceptable (30.6%), and 

an average percentage are totally acceptable (23.6%). Like Whole Sen

tence metaphors, Part Sentence metaphors have an above-average percentage 

of miscues which are acceptable within the sentence only (6.1%). 



Table 7-37. Cross-Tabulations for Clause Relationship and Semantic Acceptability. 

Semantic Acceptability 
Clause Relationship Acceptable Acceptable 

Count Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable in Sentence in Passage 
Row Percent No Only With Only With in Sentence Acceptable Except for Except for Row 
Col umn Percent Acceptability Prior Following Only in Passage Other Miscues Other Miscues Total 

Whole Sentence 47 12 6 8 32 1 12 118 
39.8 10.2 5.1 6.8 27.1 .8 10.2 21.5 
25.1 12.9 19.4 26.7 24.6 50.0 15.6 

Part Sentence 96 67 16 19 74 1 41 314 
30.6 21.3 5.1 6.1 23.6 .3 13.1 57.1 
51.3 72.0 51.6 63.3 56.9 50.0 53.2 

Discontinuous 14 1 1 0 0 0 4 20 
70.0 5.0 5.0 .0 .0 .0 20.0 3.6 
7.5 1.1 3.2 .0 .0 .0 5.2 

Coordinate 14 9 7 1 11 0 12 54 
25.9 16.7 13.0 1.9 20.4 .0 22.2 9.8 

7.5 9.7 22.6 3.3 8.5 .0 15.6 

Head Coordinate 16 4 1 2 13 0 8 44 
36.4 9.1 2.3 4.5 29.5 .0 18.2 8.0 
8.6 4.3 3.2 6.7 10.0 .0 10.4 

Column 187 93 31 30 130 2 77 550 
Total 34.0 16.9 5.6 5.5 23.6 .4 14.0 100.0 

w 
-' 
N 
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Discontinuous metaphors generate the highest percentage of mis-

cues which are totally unacceptable (70%). This finding contrasts with 

findings concerning syntactic processing. Readers' miscues for this 

Clause Relationship tend to be syntactically acceptable but semantically 

unacceptable. In fact, there are no miscues at all which are totally 

semantically acceptable. (However, 20% of the miscues are acceptable 

except for other miscues). All findings thus far indicate less meaning

ful processing for this Clause Relationship. 

A comparatively high percentage of miscues on Coordinate meta

phors are acceptable only with following text portions (13%). This Clause 

Relationship also has the highest percentage of miscues which are accept

able except for other miscues in the sentence (22.2%). These findings 

suggest that miscues on prior Coordinates or on the Head Coordinate are 

disrupting the meaning of the sentence and story. Miscues which are at 

the beginning of the sentence are affecting the meaning of the entire 

sentence, due to the interdependence among all the coordinates. 

While Head Coordinates have the highest percentage of miscues 

which are totally acceptable within the passage (29.5%), a moderately 

high percentage are totally unacceptable (36.4%). The split nature of 

the miscues is again apparent in these findings. 18.2%, a rather high 

percentage of miscues, are acceptable except for other miscues in the 

sentence. 

Semantic Proximity: Table 7-38 displays findings for Mean Seman

tic Proximity for each Clause Relationship. 



Table 7-38. Mean Semantic Proximity for Clause Relationships. 

Clause Relationship 

Whole Sentence 

Part Sentence 

Discontinuous 

Coordinate 

Head Coordinate 

Mean Semantic Proximity 

7.2 

6.9 

7.0 

7.6 

7.0 

314 
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Although the variation in Semantic Proximity is not extensive, 

Coordinate metaphors do have the highest proximity (7.6%). This indicates 

that the miscues just on the metaphoric expressions tend to be consis

tent with the meaning of the whole passage. Based on the finding that 

so many of the miscues on this Clause Relationship are acceptable except 

for other miscues in the sentence (see discussion of Semantic Accepta

bility), we can conclude that processing of these metaphors themselves 

are fairly successful. 

Clause Relationships with the lowest Semantic Proximity are Part 

Sentence (6.9%), Discontinuous (7.0%), and Head Coordinate (7.0%). Whole 

Sentence metaphors have only a slightly higher Semantic Proximity (7.2%). 

This indicates that miscues for these Clause Relationships affect the 

meaning of the passage only slightly. 

Ch~nge to Metaphoricality and Meaning: Table 7-39 and Table 7-40 

present the cross-tabulations for Clause Relationship with Change to 

Metaphoricality and Change to the Meaning of the metaphor, respectively. 

These will be discussed together. 

Whole Sentence metaphors generate an above-average percentage of 

miscues which do not change the metaphoricality (22.9%), nor the meaning 

(17.8%) of the metaphors. A comparatively low percentage of miscues 

eliminate the metaphoricality of the expressions (3.4%), and only one 

miscue changed the expression to its nonmetaphorical meaning (.8%). 

Generally, we can claim that readers tend to process this Clause Rela

tionship successfully at least half the time (51.7% are Indeterminate, 

indicating unacceptability). 



Table 7-39. Cross-Tabulations for Clause Relationships and Change to Metaphoricality. 

Change to Metaphoricality 
Clause Relationship Metaphor- Metaphor-

Count icality-- ical ity-- Eliminates No Change 
Row Percent No Structural lexical Metaphor- Except for 
Co 1 umn Percent Change Change Change ica1 ity Other Miscues Indeterminate Total 

Whole Sentence 27 6 9 4 11 61 118 
22.9 5.3 7.6 3.4 9.3 51. 7 21.1 
23.5 23.1 20.9 12.1 22.0 21.0 

.Part Sentence 62 14 24 24 29 167 320 
19.4 4.4 7.5 7.5 9.1 52.2 57.3 
53.9 53.8 55.8 72.7 58.0 57.4 

Di sconti nuous 2 0 2 0 1 15 20 
10.0 .0 10.0 .0 5.0 75.0 3.6 
1.7 .0 4.7 .0 2.0 5.2 

Coordinate 13 4 4 1 5 29 56 
23.2 7.1 7.1 1.8 8.9 51.8 10.0 
11.3 15.4 9.3 3.0 10.0 10.0 

Head Coordinate 11 2 4 4 4 19 44 
25.0 4.5 9.1 9.1 9.1 43.2 7.9 
9.6 7.7 9.3 12.1 8.0 6.5 

Column 115 26 43 33 50 291 558 
Total 20.6 . 4.7 7.7 5.9 9.0 52.2 100.0 

w 
--' 
0"1 



Table 7-40. Cross-Tabulations for Clause Relationship and Change to the Meaning of the Metaphor. 

Clause Relationship Change to the Meaning 

Count Change to No Change 
Row Percent No Slight Major Nonmetaphoric Except for Row 
Column Percent Change Change Change Meaning Other Miscues Indeterminate Total 

Whole Sentence 21 17 6 1 12 61 118 
17.8 14.4 5. 1 .8 10.2 51. 7 21.2 
25.9 21.8 14.3 7.7 22.6 21.0 

Part Sentence 42 44 25 11 30 167 319 
13.2 13.8 7.8 3.4 9.4 52.4 57.3 
51.9 56.4 59.5 84.6 56.6 57.6 

Discontinuous 0 2 2 0 2 14 20 
.0 10.0 10.0 .0 10.0 70.0 3.6 
.0 2.6 4.8 .0 3.8 4.8 

Coordinate 9 9 4 0 5 29 56 
16. 1 16. 1 7. 1 .0 8.9 51.8 10.0 
11. 1 11.5 9.5 .0 9.4 10.0 

Head Coordinate 9 6 5 1 4 19 44 
20.5 13.6 11.4 2.3 9. 1 43.2 7.9 
11. 1 7.7 11.9 7.7 7.5 6.6 

Column 81 78 42 13 . 53 290 557 
Total 14.5 14.0 7.5 2.3 9.5 52.1 100.0 

w 
-' 
'-J 
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Part Sentence metaphors generate a relatively high percentage 

of miscues which eliminate metaphoricality (7.5%). This is consistent 

with the fact that a high percentage of miscues are acceptable (both 

syntactically and semantically) with only the prior text portion. Read

ers have a greater tendency to "correct" the violations which are present 

in these metaphors. This is also reflective of the relatively low Mean 

Semantic Proximity found for the miscues on this Clause Relationship. 

The "corrections" of the rule violations are inconsistent with the mean

ing of the whole passage. 

The majority of Discontinuous metaphors are Indeterminate (75%). 

They generate a low percentage of miscues which cause No Change to the 

metaphoricality (10%), and no miscues at all which cause No Change to the 

meaning. A comparatively high percentage of the miscues cause lexical 

changes to the metaphors (10%). A comparatively high percentage of the 

miscues cause a Major Change to the meaning of the metaphor (10%). Al

though the same percentage of mi scues cause a Sl i ght Change (.10%), thi sis 

lower than all the other Clause Relationships. All the findings thus 

far indicate less successful processing of this Clause Relationship. 

For Coordinate metaphors, an above-average percentage of miscues 

cause No Change to the metaphoricality (23.2%), nor to the meaning (16.1%). 

In light of other findings which suggest that many miscues on this Clause 

Relationship are acceptable except for other miscues in the sentence, it 

seems that many miscues on these metaphors tend not to disrupt the meta

phoricality, the meaning of the metaphor, nor the meaning of the whole 
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passage (highest Semantic Proximity). Rather, miscues which lie beyond 

these metaphors (perhaps in the Head Coordinate) may be responsible for 

meaning disruption. 

A comparatively high percentage of miscues (7.1%) preserve the 

metaphoricality while exerting a structural change. This is reflective 

of the high percentage of omissions and insertions, and low percentage 

of substitution miscues. Of the miscues which do cause some change to 

the meaning of the metaphors, 16.1% cause only slight changes. In 

general, findings indicate fairly successful, meaningful processing of 

Coordinate metaphors. 

For Head Coordinate metaphors, the dual nature of the miscues is 

again apparent. Although this Clause Relationship has the highest per

centage of miscues which cause No Change to the metaphoricality nor 

meaning of the metaphors (25% and 20.5%, respectively), a fairly high 

percentage cause lexical changes (9.1%), eliminate the metaphoricality 

(9.1%), and cause major changes to the meaning of the metaphor (11.4%). 

The miscues which do change metaphoricality and meaning, or which are 

unacceptable in the whole passage could be those affecting processing 

of the Coordinate metaphors. This would make sense, in that all Coordi

nate metaphors are subordinate to the Head Coordinates. Miscues on Head 

Coordinate metaphors which are disruptive will surely affect the Coordi

nate metaphors. 

Correction and summary of Clause Relationship Processing: Table 

7-41 presents the cross-tabulations for Clause Relationship and Correction. 



Table 7-41. Cross-Tabulation for Clause Relationship and Correction. 

Clause Relationship Correction 

Count No Attempt Abandonment 
Row Percent to Successful of Correct Unsucessful Row 
Column Percent Correct Correction Form Correction Total 

Whole Sentence 97 17 0 4 118 
82.2 14.4 .0 3.4 21.0 
21.5 23.0 .0 11.4 

Part Sentence 251 48 0 24 323 
77.7 14.9 .0 7.4 57.5 
55.7 64.9 .0 68.6 

Discontinuous 20 0 0 0 20 
100.0 .0 .0 .0 3.6 

4.4 .0 .0 .0 

Coordinate 44 6 1 4 55 
80.0 10.9 1.8 7.3 9.8 
9.8 8.1 50.0 11.4 

Head Coordinate 39 3 1 3 46 
84.8 6.5 2.2 6.5 8.2 
8.6 4. 1 50.0 8.6 

Column 451 74 2 35 562 
Total 80.2 13.2 .4 6.2 100.0 

w 
N 
0 
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Whole Sentence metaphors have a somewhat above-average percentage 

of miscues which are successfully corrected (14.4%), and a comparatively 

low percentage which are unsuccessfully corrected (3.4%). All the find

ings indicate fairly successful processing of Whole Sentence metaphors 

in comparison to other Clause Relationships. The fact that the rate is 

above average may be a reaction to those miscues which are syntactically 

or semantically unacceptable. Violation "correction" is not common for 

this Clause Relationship. 

Like Whole Sentence metaphors, Part Sentence metaphors generate 

an above-average percentage of successful corrections (14.9%). Other 

findings indicate that a great deal of "violation correction ll occurs in 

processing this Clause Relationship. The "correctionsll tend to be syn

tactically and semantically acceptable only with the prior text portion. 

Miscues also tend to change the meaning of the metaphors and the passage 

as a whole. The above-average successful correction may be a reflection 

of reader sensitivity to these disruptions of meaning. The reader self

corrects the initial prediction of nonmetaphor in favor of metaphor and 

passage coherence. 

The low-level processing which is apparent in all findings for 

Discontinuous metaphors is also apparent in correction strategies. There 

are no miscues which are successfully or unsuccessfully corrected. Inter

estingly, Discontinuous metaphors have the lowest miscue quantity. Taken 

together with the high percentage of substitution miscues, high Graphic 

and Phonemic Proximity, high Syntactic Proximity, high percentage of 
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semantically unacceptable miscues, and change to meaning of metaphor and 

passage, it becomes clear that little meaningful interaction takes place 

in processing this Clause Relationship. 

A moderately low percentage (10.9%) of the miscues on Coordinate 

Metaphors are successfully corrected. In light of the fact that miscues 

on this Clause Relationship generally do not affect passage or metaphor 

meaning, we would not expect a great deal of correction activity. The 

high percentage of Unsuccessful Correction attempts may be related to 

the high degree of syntactic manipulation which takes place in processing 

these expressions. Generally, findings indicate that readers have less 

difficulty with Coordinate metaphors than with the Head Coordinates. 

Although many miscues on Head Coordinate metaphors do affect 

metaphoricality, as well as passage and metaphor meaning, this Clause 

Relationship has a percentage of miscues for which there is no attempt 

to correct (84.8%). It also has a very low percentage of successful 

corrections (6.5%) in relation to other Clause Relationships, and a 

relatively moderate percentage of unsuccessful corrections (6.5%). 

Unlike Part Sentence metaphors for which a high percentage of miscues 

eliminate metaphoricality, but which also has an above-average 

Successful Correction rate, Head Coordinates have a high percentage of 

miscues which eliminate metaphoricality, but a low Successful Correction 

rate. The elimination of metaphoricality without successful self

correction surely creates incompatibilities between the metaphors and 

the text. Perhaps Head Coordinates are processed less successfully than 

Coordinate metaphors because the initial rule violation is located within 



it. Coordinate metaphors are more predictable in that the reader is 

already "set up" for metaphorical language by the Head Coordinate. 

Differences in Sixth, Eighth and Tenth 
Graders' Processing of Metaphor 
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The final section of this chapter will report findings related 

to the secondary research question posed in Chapter 1: How do the sixth, 

eighth and tenth graders differ in their processing of metaphors? 

As stated in Chapter 3, each of the grade levels differ in their 

reading proficiency as determined by teacher judgement and standardized 

tests. The sixth graders were rated as high-ability readers, the eighth 

graders as average readers, and the tenth graders as low readers. This 

must be considered in the discussion of findings. 

Use of Cuing Systems and Strategies 

Table 7-42 displays findings for the Word and Free Morpheme 

miscues produced by the three grade levels. 

For all three groups, the pattern for Word and Free Morpheme 

miscue frequency is consistent with the usual pattern found in miscue 

studies: the highest percentage of miscues are substitutions, followed 

by omissions and insertions. However, there are differences among the 

groups in terms of percentages for each miscue type. 

The tenth grade low-readers have the highest percentage of sub

stitutions (80.9%), and the lowest percentages of omissions (11.2) and 

insertions (7.9). This is largely accounted for by the higher percent 

of nonword substitutions of the tenth graders. The sixth and eighth 



Table 7-42. Mean Percentages of Word and Free Morpheme Miscues for 
Sixth, Eighth, and Tenth Graders. 
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Grade Substitutions Omissions Insertions Nonwords 

6 68. 1 18.6 13.3 9.7 

8 69.2 17. 1 13.7 11.4 

10 80.9 11.2 7.9 18.7 



graders have very similar percentages for Word and Free Morpheme mis

cues. The eighth-grade average and sixth-grade high reader produce 

virtually the same percentage of substitutions, omissions, and inser

tions. 
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In terms of nonwords, the tenth-grade low readers generate the 

highest percentage (18.7%). This indicates less meaningful processing 

of the text and a greater tendency (noted in Goodman, 1973) to produce 

nonwords rather than omissions. The sixth-grade high readers generate 

the lowest percentage of nonwords (9.7). The eighth-grade average 

readers have a somewhat higher percentage of nonwords (11.4), though still 

far below the percentage produced by the tenth graders. 

In general, the findings for Word and Free Morpheme miscues 

indicate that the sixth- and eighth-grade readers are fairly similar 

while tenth graders differ greatly from both these groups. The sixth 

and eighth graders generate more successful responses to the text than 

the tenth-grade low readers. 

Table 7-43 presents the qualitative findings for each group in 

processing the metaphors. Retelling Scores are also included. The 

upper portion of the table displays the findings for meaning-related 

measures and Correction. The lower portion displays findings for the 

utilization of other cuing systems. 

Findings indicate that the average eighth-grade readers are more 

successful processors of the metaphors than the sixth-grade high readers, 

or the tenth-grade low readers. The sixth-grade readers, though much 



Table 7-43. Qualitative findings on metaphor miscues for Sixth, Eighth, and 
Tenth Graders. 

Mean Percent Mean Mean 
Comprehending Semanti ca lly Semantic Retell ing 

Grade Score Acceptable Proximity Score 

6 38.6 23.7 6.9 39.7 

8 47.4 39.3 7.0 46.7 

10 31.2 13.6 7.1 45.0 

Percent Mean Mean 
Syntactically Syntactic Graphic 

Grade Acceptable Proximity Proximity 

6 29.3 7.5 5.6 

8 66.1 7.4 5.3 

10 48.5 8.0 5.5 

Percent 
Successful 
Correction 

17.9 

11.2 

12.3 

Mean 
Phonemic 
Proximity 

5.1 

5.3 

5. 1 

W 
N 
0'1 
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younger, comprehend the metaphors more successfully than the tenth 

graders. For example, the eighth graders averaged a Comprehending Score 

of 47.4%, while the sixth graders averaged 38.6% and the tenth graders 

averaged a much lower 31.2%. In terms of Semantic Acceptability, again 

the eighth graders achieve the highest percentage (39.3%), the sixth 

graders follow with a much lower 23.7%, and the tenth graders trail far 

behind with a low 13.6%. 

There is little difference among the groups in Semantic Proximity, 

with the range in scores amounting to a mere .2%. This means that when 

miscues are semantically acceptable (and so coded for semantic change), 

there is not much difference among grades in the extent to which the 

miscues affect the meaning of the whole story. That is, each grade's 

acceptable miscues preserve the meaning of the text to approximately the 

same degree. 

The findings thus far are very interesting. Although the litera

ture would suggest that older readers would generally be more successful 

in comprehending the metaphors (see Chapter 2), the findings of this 

study suggest that there is a delicate interaction between both ~ and 

reading proficiency. For the comprehending of the metaphors while 

reading, the average eighth graders perform more successfully than the 

more proficient sixth graders. Here the age factor may be playing an 

important role. Perhaps more experience in reading literatures gives the 

eighth graders the~edge over the younger, less experienced sixth graders, 
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despite the fact that the sixth graders are supposedly better readers. 

That is, the older eight-grade readers would probably have had more 

exposure to literature containing metaphor than the younger sixth 

graders. This then might compensate for differences in proficiency. 

Experience would enable them to be better predictors of metaphoric lan

guage. However, age cannot be an overriding factor because the tenth 

graders, who are older and assumedly more experienced, perform less 

successfully than the younger eighth graders during processing. This 

must be due to differences in overall reading ability. Perhaps, beyond 

a certain point, lack of proficiency in utilizing and integrating stra

tegies and cuing systems outweighs the experience factor. If readers 

are unable to make appropriate predictions on the basis of semantic 

and pragmatic cues, it would be unlikely that they would be successful 

processors of metaphoric expressions. 

The Retelling Scores follow a slightly different pattern than 

the other measures of comprehension. The eighth graders achieve the 

highest Mean Retelling Score (46.7%). However, the tenth rather than 

the sixth graders follow, with a Retelling Score of 45.0%. The sixth 

graders have the lowest Mean Retelling Score (39.7%). This suggests 

the possibility that age and experience may play 'an even greater role 

than proficiency in the ability to integrate the whole text. Perhaps 

the older, more mature readers have the experience necessary for inte

grating a long and involved story like Sheep ~, while the sixth 

graders do not (regardless of their supposedly higher proficiency). 
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Further research is needed in order to fully understand the 

relationship between age and proficiency in the processing of metaphor 

and whole texts. 

Table 7-43 also indicates differences among the groups in regard 

to correction strategies. The sixth graders have a higher percentage 

of Successful Correction (17.9%) than the eighth graders (11.2%). This 

is expected, since the sixth graders have lower semantic acceptability, 

and thus greater need for correction. The tenth graders, who have the 

lowest percentage of semantic acceptability have a successful correction 

percentage of 12.3, slightly higher than that of the eighth graders, but 

lower than that of the sixth graders. Due to their low percentage of 

semantically acceptable miscues, the tenth graders have the most neces

sity for correction, yet fall far below the sixth graders in achieving 

this. 

The lower portion of Table 7-43 displays the findings for utili

zation of other cuing systems. In terms of syntactic acceptability, we 

see the same pattern "jZound for semantic acceptability. That is, the 

eighth graders have the highest percentage of syntactically acceptable 

miscues (66.1%), followed by the sixth graders (59.3%) and the tenth 

graders (48.5%). In general, all groups achieve higher percentages of 

syntactic acceptability than they do for semantic acceptability. 

Findings for Syntactic proximity indicate that tenth graders' 

acceptable miscues tend to preserve the syntactic structure of the sen

tences to a greater degree than do the sixth and eighth graders'. This 
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is consistent with the findings for Word and Free Morpheme miscues which 

indicate that tenth graders have fewer omissions and insertions. 

Findings for mean Graphic and Phonemic Proximity indicate minimal 

differences among groups. Eighth graders have the lowest Mean Graphic 

Proximity (5.3). However, the sixth and eighth graders' mean proximity 

is only .2 and .3 higher. For Phonemic Proximity, the sixth and eighth 

graders have the same group means (5.1), while the eighth graders have 

a negligibly higher mean (5.3). These findings suggest that the differ

ences among the groups lie more with utilization of semantic and syntac

tic cues than with graphphonemic cues. 

Table 7-44 presents the cross-tabulations for Grade and Change 

to Metaphoricality. Findings indicate differences among the grades in 

terms of the effect which their miscues have on the metaphoricality of 

the expressions. 

The eighth graders have the highest percentage of miscues which 

effect no change to the metaphoricality (28.4%). The sixth graders have 

a moderate percentage of such miscues (19.8%), and the tenth graders 

have the lowest percentage (16.0%). The eighth graders, then, have the 

highest percentage of miscues which preserve the metaphoricality. 

In terms of miscues which retain the metaphoricality while 

exerting structural changes, the sixth graders have the highest percent

age (7.4%), followed by the eighth graders (5.9%). The tenth graders 

have a relatively low percentage of miscues which exert structural 

changes on the metaphor. These findings are consistent with those found 



Table 7-44. Cross-Tabulation of Grade with Change to Metaphoricality. 

Change to Metaphoricality 

Grade Retains Retains 
Metaphor- Metaphor-

Count ical ity-- icality-- Eliminates No Change 
Row Percent No Structural Lexical Metaphor- Except for 
Column Percent Change Change Change i cal ity Other Miscues 

6 24 9 9 10 4 
19.8 7.4 7.4 8.3 3.3 
20.9 34.6 20.6 30.3 8.0 

8 48 10 16 11 17 
28.4 5.9 9.5 6.5 10.1 
41. 7 38.5 37.2 33.3 34.0 

10 43 7 18 12 29 
16.0 2.6 6.7 4.5 10.8 
37.4 26.9 41.9 36.4 58.0 

Column 115 26 43 33 50 
Total 20.6 4.7 7.7 5.9 9.0 

Indeter-
minate 

65 
53.7 
22.3 

67 
39.6 
23.0 

159 
59.3 
54.6 

291 
52.2 

Total 

121 
21. 7 

169 
30.3 

268 
48.0 

558 
100.0 

w 
w 
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for Word and Free Morpheme miscues, which indicate that sixth and eighth 

graders engage in more manipulation of the syntax than do the tenth 

graders who have higher substitution and lower omission and insertion 

rates. 

The eighth graders have a comparatively high percentage of mis

cues which retain the metaphoricality while changing the lexical content 

of the expression (9.5%). Taken together with their high semantic prox

imity, this means that the eighth graders change the lexical content of 

the expressions without effecting major changes to the meaning of the 

entire text. That is, they make predictions in reading the metaphor 

which preserve the metaphoric quality of the expressions and are consis

tent with the whole story. The sixth graders have only a moderate per

centage of such miscues (7.4%), and tenth graders have a slighly lower 

percentage (6.7%). 

Findings regarding miscues which eliminate metaphoricality indi

cate that sixth and eighth graders have comparatively high percentages, 

while tenth graders have a low percent of such miscues. Sixth graders 

have a somewhat higher percentage of these (8.3%) than the eighth graders 

(6.5%). This means that the elimination of metaphoricality, or "viola

tion correction II is predictable from proficiency in reading rather than 

from age. High readers engage in a greater amount of such activity, 

followed by the average readers, and by the low readers. One explanation 

for this is that better readers are more ~ctively involved in making 

predictions consistent with their intuitive knowledge of semantic and 
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pragmatic rules. Interestingly, the sixth graders also have the highest 

correction rate, perhaps suggesting that they are more likely to self

correct their predictions when they are in conflict with the meaning of 

the whole text. This is consistent with all the findings reported thus 

far in this chapter, which strongly suggest that "violation correction" 

followed by self-correction to eliminate resulting inconsistencies 

between the expression and the text are related to successful comprehend

ing of the metaphors and the whole text. 

The tenth graders have a high percentage of miscues which would 

be accp.ptable were it not for other miscues on the expression (10.8%). 

This is no doubt due to the high miscue frequency on the metaphors which 

they produce as opposed to the sixth and eighth graders. The tenth 

graders also have a high percentage of miscues for which metaphoricality 

is Indeterminate (59.3%). The eighth graders have a slightly high per

centage of miscues which are acceptable except for other miscues (10.1%), 

but a relatively low percentage which are Indeterminate (39.6%). Sixth 

graders have a much lower-than-average percentage of miscues which are 

acceptable except for other miscues (3.3%) (due, again, to a lower miscue 

rate), and a moderate percentage of Indeterminate miscues (53.7%). 

Table 7-45 presents the cross-tabulations for Grade and Change 

to the Meaning of the metaphor. 

As expected, the sixth and eighth graders have a higher percent

age of miscues which do not change the meaning of the metaphor (16.5% and 

23.2%, respectively). The tenth graders have a comparatively low 



Table 7-45. Cross-Tabulation of Grade with Change to the Meaning of the Metaphors. 

Grade Change to Meaning 

Count Change to No Change 
Row Percent No Slight Major Nonmetaphoric Except for 
Col umn Percent Change Change Change Meaning Other Miscues Indeterminate 

6 20 14 15 3 4 65 
16.5 11.6 12.4 2.5 3.3 53.7 
24.7 17.9 35.7 23. 1 7.5 22.4 

8 39 27 10 7 19 66 
23.2 16. 1 6.0 4.2 11.3 39.3 
48.1 34.6 23.8 53.8 35.8 22.8 

10 22 37 17 3 30 159 
8.2 13.8 6.3 1.1 11.2 59.3 

27.2 47.4 40.5 23.1 56.6 54.8 

Column 81 78 42 13 53 290 
Total 14.5 14.0 7.5 2.3 9.5 52.1 

Row 
Total 

121 
21. 7 

168 
30.2 

268 
48.1 

557 
100.0 

w 
w 
.j:::o 



335 

percentage of such miscues (8.2%). The eighth graders have a somewhat 

higher percentage of miscues which change the meaning slightly (16.1%). 

The sixth and tenth graders produce a somewhat lower percentage of such 

miscues (11.6% and 13.8%, respectively). For major changes to the mean

ing of the metaphor, the sixth graders have a higher percentage of 

miscues (12.4%), while the eighth and tenth graders have lower percent

ages (6.0% and 6.3%). This is interesting in that the sixth graders 

achieved high comprehending and semantic acceptability scores. The high 

rate of correction could be a result of the major change in meaning to 

the metaphors. 

The eighth graders have a relatively high percentage of miscues 

which change the expression to its nonmetaphorical meaning. The sixth 

graders also have a slightly high percentage of these miscues. The 

tenth graders have a very low percentage of such miscues. These findings 

are predictable based on the findings for Change to the Metaphoricality. 

Findings for miscues which cause No Change Except for Other 

Miscues, and which are Indeterminate, are the same as those for Change 

to Meaning: the tenth graders have high percentages of each, the eighth 

graders have fairly high percentages of miscues Acceptable Except for 

Other Miscues and a low percentage of Indeterminate miscues. The sixth 

graders have a low percentage of miscues which are Acceptable Except for 

Oth~r Miscues and a moderate percentage of Indeterminate miscues. 

Summary: To summarize our findings for differences among the 

groups in use of strategies and cuing systems for all the metaphors, we 
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have found that generally the sixth- and eighth-grade readers are more 

successful than the tenth graders in processing the metaphoric expres

sions while reading. The eighth-grade average readers seem to be super

ior in this regard to the sixth-grade high readers. In terms of the 

effect which miscues exert on the metaphoric expressions, it has been 

found that the sixth and eighth graders' miscues more frequently retain 

the metaphoricality and meaning of the metaphors. Furthermore, these 

readers more often manipulate the structure of the metaphor, and elimin

ate the metaphoricality by "correcting" the rule violation. In addition, 

the eighth graders also change the lexical content of the metaphoric 

expressions. Tenth graders have higher percentages of acceptable miscues 

which cause no change to the metaphoricality or the meaning except for 

other miscues, and high percentages of miscues which are Indeterminate. 

Eighth graders' miscues more frequently change the meaning of the expres

sions only slightly, or change them to their nonmetaphorical meanings. 

Sixth graders have a relatively high percentage of miscues which cause 

major changes to the meaning of the expressions. 

In terms of correction strategies, the sixth-grade high readers, 

whose miscues effect greater changes on the metaphors, have the highest 

rate of successful corrections. Eighth-grade average readers,who achieve 

the highest semantic acceptabilit~ have the next highest rate of correc

tion. The tenth graders, who have the lowest percentage of miscues 

which are semantically acceptable, and the lowest percentage of miscues 

which cause no change to metaphoricality and meaning of the metaphors, 

have the lowest percentage of successful corrections. 
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Interestingly, despite the pattern in comprehending for which 

the eighth graders are clearly the most successful, followed by the 

sixth graders and lastly by the tenth graders, the pattern for retelling 

scores are different. For this, the eighth and tenth graders achieve 

higher scores than the sixth graders. All the findings indicate that 

success in processing metaphors as well as integrating and retelling the 

story are not influenced solely by age or by proficiency. Rather, there 

is an interaction between these two factors such that one may take 

precedence over the other for particular tasks. The ability to integrate 

and retell long and complicated stories such as Sheep Dog may be more 

related to age and experience than is the comprehending of the metaphors 

while reading. 

In terms of other cuing systems, it was found that eighth graders 

utilize syntactic cues more effectively than either sixth or eighth 

graders, while the tenth graders utilize these cues the least effectively. 

There is little difference between the groups regarding use of graphic 

and phonemic cues. 



CHAPTER 8 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

This study has been a psycholinguistic analysis of sixth, 

eighth and tenth grade readers· processing of metaphoric expressions. 

Unlike most other studies, the metaphoric expressions in the present 

study occur naturally within a text. They were not contrived or arti

ficially embedded in the text, nor was the text itself written for 

research purposes. Thus the study more closely approximates the natural 

reading setting. The metaphoric expressions were identified according 

to theoretically based criteria and classified according to the Metaphor 

Feature Matrix (see Chapter 4). The application of the matrix to the 

metaphoric expressions allowed for influences in processing to emerge 

based on the variation in the expressions. This aspect of the study is 

somewhat unique, in that past studies have tended to overgeneralize 

findings related to one unidentified type of figure to all metaphoric 

language. 

Miscues generated in reading the metaphoric expressions were 

analyzed according to an expanded version of the Goodman Taxonomy of 

Oral Reading Miscues (see Appendix A). Categories added to the taxonomy 

were utilized in analyzing the affects of miscues on the metaphoricality 

and meaning of the expressions. Unique to this study was the analysis 

of processing at several linguistic levels--morphological, syntactic, 
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reference to the Retelling Score 
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Four research questions were posed in Chapter 1 of this thesis: 

Primary Questions 

1. In reading metaphoric expression, how are semantic, syntactic 

and graphophonemic cuing systems utilized? How do reading 

strategies interact with the cuing systems? 

2. What is the relationship between the processing of metaphoric 

expressions and the comprehending of the text? 

3. How does the processing of various types of metaphoric expres

sions differ? 

Secondary Question 

4. How do the sixth, eighth and tenth graders differ in their 

processing of metaphoric expressions? 

Due to the descriptive nature of this study, findings for the research 

questions emerged through the use of contingency tables (displaying 

frequencies and percentages) means, and correlation coefficients based on 

summary stat i st i cs computed for va ri ous categori es of the Goodman Taxonomy. 

Findings Related to Research Questions 1 and 2 

Findings for questions 1 and 2 were integrated so that pro

cessing strategies could be assessed in relationship to comprehending 

of the text. Although quality of processing was the major focus of 

this study, quantitative analyses of the miscues were also reported. 
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Comparisons were made between findings for processing of the metaphoric 

expressions and the total coded portion (see Chapter 3), in order to 

discover aspects of processing unique to metaphoric language. 

It was found that high miscue quantity and density on metaphors 

is negatively associated with successful construction of meaning for 

the metaphors and the text in general. However, a higher ratio of total 

miscues produced on the metaphors only is positively associated with 

more successful construction of meaning, use of correction strategies, 

and slight changes in meaning of the metaphors. Higher ratios of total 

miscues produced on the metaphors are also associated with lower overall 

miscue production. This means that the optimum condition for successful 

processing of metaphors is low overall miscue production with a high 

percentage of these miscues produced, occurring on the metaphoric expres

sions. This is perhaps reflective of a sensitivity to rule violations 

unique to metaphoric language. 

It was found that metaphors are processed less successfully than 

the text as a whole. In comparing metaphor miscues only to the total 

coded portion, it was found that metaphor processing involves: (1) less 

successful use of semantic information; (2) slightly less successful 

use of syntax; (3) less effective use of correction strategies; (4) 

greater use of the graphophonic system; and (5) fewer complex miscues. 

In regard to the metaphor miscues only, it was found that meta

phors have little effect on processing of the lexical and free morpheme 

level, except for a somewhat higher than usual substitution rate. This 
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might be a reflection of greater word-by-word processing of metaphors. 

In addition, a lower match of observed responses with expected responses 

was found for noun modifiers than for other grammatical functions. In 

reviewing the metaphors occurring in the text, it was noted that many 

of the expressions exhibit a rule violation precisely between noun modi

fiers and nouns. This could explain the lower match for noun modifiers, 

indicating violations of predictions for these linguistic units. 

In assessing the effect of the metaphor miscues on the metaphori

cality of the expressions it was found that more than half (52.2%) 

rendered the expression Indeterminate (lacking any acceptability). This 

was followed in order by (1) Metaphoricality Retained--Minor or No 

Structural Change; (2) Metaphoricality Retained Except for Other Miscues; 

(3) Metaphoricality Retained--Major Change to Lexical Content; (4) Meta

phoricality Eliminated; (5) Metaphoricality Retained--Major Structural 

Change. In assessing the effect of metaphor miscues on the meaning of 

the metaphoric expression, it was found that similarly, more than half 

the miscues rendered the expression Indeterminate. This was followed in 

order by (1) No Change in Meaning; (2) Slight Change in Meaning; (3) No 

Change in Meaning Except for Other Miscues; (4) Major Change in Meaning; 

(5) Change to Non-Metaphorical Meaning of the Expression. 

Note that for both metaphoricality and meaning, after Indeter

minate, the highest percentage of miscues caused no structural or 

meaning changes. The incidence of "violation corrections" (reflected 

in Metaphoricality Eliminated and Change to Non-Metaphorical Meaning of 
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the Expression) is fairly low. In all, findings indicate that proces

sing of metaphoric expressions is most often unsuccessful, resulting in 

Indeterminate structures. When processing remains intact, the highest 

percentage causes no changes. Few IIviolation corrections ll occur. 

Analyses were conducted in order to discover relationships which 

exist among qualitative measures of metaphor and general text processing. 

It was found that success in processing of the general text was posi

tively associated with success in processing metaphors. More successful 

processing of the text as a whole was also positively associated with 

preservation of metaphoricality and meaning of metaphors. Although as 

previously reported IIviolation corrections ll were infrequent, this 

phenomenon was positively related to successful construction of meaning 

for metaphors and the general text. IIViolation correction" also seems 

to be related to self-correction. Thus, initial elimination of viola

tions followed by self-correction (probably for the purpose of achieving 

consistency with the text) is related to successful construction of 

meaning. 

Retelling, an indication of overall comprehension of the text, 

was found to be positively related to No Change in Meaning of the 

metaphors and retention of metaphoricality with structural changes. 

These findings indicate that there is a relationship between success 

in processing metaphors and comprehension of the text containing the 

metaphors. 

Although the rate of successful correction for metaphors is 

comparatively low, some interesting relationships between correction 
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strategies and other processing factors emerged from the data. It was 

found that more effective use of correction strategies were utilized 

for miscues affecting the syntax than for those altering semantic 

relationships. This finding, in relation to other such findings regard

ing syntactic processing, indicate that the syntactic relations within 

metaphoric expressions are more predictable and recoverable than the 

semantic relationships. More effective use of correction strategies 

were also utilized for those miscues which eliminated the metaphoricality 

and changed the expression to a nonmetaphoric meaning. This provides 

further evidence that readers tend to self-correct miscues which 

initially eliminate rule violations, probably for the purpose of achiev

ing overall text coherence. Lastly, fewer occurrences of self-correction 

were found for those miscues which retain metaphoricality and meaning 

of the metaphor. This indicates that readers will accept those miscues 

which preserve metaphoric expressions more readily than those which 

eliminate metaphoricality. 

Summary of Findings Related to Research Question 3 

Quantitative as well as qualitative findings regarding the 

various kinds of metaphors found in the text were reported. 

It was found that Similes and Explicit, Syntactic, and Frozen 

metaphors received the highest miscue frequency. Syntactic irregularity 

(and thus less predictability) was cited as one reason for the higher 

miscue quantity of the latter two Metaphor Types. One particular meta

phoric expression of the Simile and Explicit Metaphor Type was deter

mined to be responsible for the high miscue frequency for that Type. 



344 

In terms of Type Relationship, Complex Combination, Embedded, 
~, 

and Combination metaphors received the highest quantity of miscues. 

This indicates that metaphors which are embedded within one another or 

which are syntactically intertwined may be less predictable for readers. 

Whole Sentence, Part Sentence and Coordinate metaphors are the 

Clause Relationships with the highest miscue frequency. Interestingly, 

Head Coordinates had a lower miscue frequency than Coordinates (though 

a lower miscue quality). Readers attempt to recover any meaning or 

structural loss from miscues on Head Coordinates by manipulating and 

altering relationships in the Coordinate (and subordinate) metaphor. 

Variations in qualitative findings also emerged from the miscue 

data for the various kinds of metaphoric expressions. 

In terms of Metaphor Type, Pragmatic metaphors were processed 

the most successfully, including high self-correction activity. This 

indicates that readers find these metaphors more predictable and perhaps 

1 ess ja rri ng than other Metaphor Types. Readers may util i ze more effecti vely 

pragmatic rules governing the text. Frozen and Metaphorically Extended 

Lexical Items both generated miscues which eliminated metaphoricality or 

IIcorrectedli rule violations. As these two metaphor types share the 

property of IIfrozeness,1I it is not surprising that they were processed 

similarly. The correction rate, however, differs for these types, with 

Frozen metaphor generating greater correction activity that Metaphori

cally Extended Lexical Items. This is most likely due to a higher 

incidence of meaning change for the Frozen metaphors than for 
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Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items'. Frozen metaphors seem more un

predictable than Metaphorically Extended Lexical Items, possibly due to 

the added complexity of noncompositionality for Frozen Metaphors. The 

less successfully processed (and more unpredictable) Metaphor Types were 

Frozen Used Literally (high semantic unacceptability, high change in 

meaning for metaphor and general text, only average correction pattern), 

Syntactic (major changes in meaning, high percentage of structural and 

lexical changes, low semantic acceptability and relatively low correc

tion rate), and to some extent Simile and Explicit (highest percentage 

of no attempts to correct, split in quality between complete disruption 

of meaning and complete acceptability). 

Miscue data for the various Type Relationships indicated that 

intertwining and embedding of metaphors results in greater processing 

difficulties. Simple metaphors which stand independently were processed 

most successfully; they received a great deal of reader manipulation, 

including some II violation corrections,1I and only minor changes in mean

ing of metaphors and general text. The fairly low correction rate is 

probably indicative of less need for this activity. The other Type 

Relationships which also involve embedding or intertwining were pro

cessed less successfully, with Combination metaphors receiving the 

highest correction rate (indicating greater recoverability) and Complex, 

Embedded and Complex Combination receiving much lower (or no) correction 

activity. Embedded metaphors were found to be particularly difficult 

to predict and correct; they generated the lowest successful correction 
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rate while exhibiting a high percentage of IIviolation corrections,1I 

changes in lexical content, high nonword rate, greater use of graphopho

nic cues, and changes in meaning of metaphors and the general text. 

The high miscue frequency found for this Type Relationship is also 

indicative of its lack of predictability, and in turn may have caused 

a compounding effect inhibiting recoverability through correction. 

For Clause Relationships, the high miscue frequency for Part 

Sentence, Whole Sentence and Coordinate metaphors did not result in 

unsuccessful processing. Both Whole and Part Sentence metaphors were 

found to receive high successful correction rates, indicating that 

readers were capable of recovering the loss of structure or meaning 

despite high miscue frequencies. Part Sentence metaphors generated a 

great deal of IIcorrection violations ll which rendered the expression 

acceptable only with prior text portions. These IIviolation corrections ll 

also tended to change the meaning of the metaphors and the text. The 

high correction rate indicates sensitivity to these disruptions in . 

meaning. The Clause Relationships with the least successful processing 

were Discontinuous and Head Coordinate. Discontinuous metaphors within 

which nonmetaphorical text segments intervene, were especially difficult 

to process. A high percentage of miscues were semantically unacceptable 

and had high graphic and phonemic similarity to the expected responses. 

Despite this, there were no successful or unsuccessful attempts to 

correct. Difficulty with this Clause Relationship perhaps indicates 

that lack of proximity of all metaphor components to each other adversely 
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affects processing. Head Coordinates also received a very low success

ful correcti on rate despite the fact that "viol ati on corrections II 

rendered expressions unacceptable. Because Head Coordinates usually 

occur at the beginning of sentences and set up metaphors to which 

subsequent metaphors refer, they may be particularly unpredictable for 

readers. 

Summary of Findings for Secondary 
Research Question 4 

Of the three groups of readers (sixth grade high, eighth grade 

average, and tenth grade low), the eighth grade average readers were the 

most successful at processing the metaphors. Miscue data and Retelling 

Scores indicated that the eighth grade average readers were better than 

their older tenth grade and more proficient sixth grade counterparts 

at processing the metaphors in context, and comprehending the story as 

a whole. The youngest sixth grade readers were not as successful as 

the eighth graders in processing the metaphors, but generally their mis

cues looked more similar to the eighth graders' miscues than did those 

of the tenth graders, which were of a much lower quality. For example, 

sixth and eighth graders were found to have similar patterns on the 

lexical and free morpheme level, while the tenth graders generated a 

particularly high word-for-word substitution rate and nonword rate. 

In terms of syntactic processing, again the eighth graders achieved the 

highest percentage of acceptability, followed closely by the sixth 

graders. Tenth graders trailed behind. Sixth graders generated the 
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highest successful correction rate (exceeding that of the eighth' 

graders), probably due to a greater need for such activity. The tenth' 

graders who exhibited the greatest need for correction, generated the 

lowest successful correction rate. 

In terms of Change to Metaphoricality and Meaning of the meta

phors, the eighth graders had the highest percentage of miscues which 

caused no change. The tenth graders had the lowest percentage of no 

change. The sixth graders generated the highest percentage of miscues 

which caused structural changes to the metaphors and caused major 

changes in their meaning. (Hence, the high self-correction rate). 

Eighth graders generated the highest number of miscues which changed the 

lexical content of the metaphors and exerted slight changes in meaning. 

The high Semantic Proximity of eighth graders' miscues indicate that 

these changes to the metaphorical expressions did not generally affect 

the meaning of the whole story. As expected from data indicating a 

relationship between successful construction of meaning and frequency 

of "violation corrections," it was found that eighth and sixth graders 

generated the highest number of miscues which eliminated metaphoricality 

and changed expressions to their nonmetaphorical meanings. This indi

cates more active predicting of rule-governed text. As expected, the 

tenth grade readers generated the highest percentage of miscues which 

rendered the expressions unacceptable and therefore Indeterminate. 

One surprising twist to the group findings was the fact that 

although eighth graders' Retelling Scores exceeded those of the other 

two groups, the tenth graders exceeded the sixth graders in this regard. 
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That is, despite the sixth graders' superiority in miscue quality, the 

older, less proficient tenth grade readers achieved a greater total 

comprehension of the story as evidenced by their Retelling Scores. 

Greater experience, and more appropriate schemata for such stories may 

explain the tenth graders' achievement. 

Theoretical Implications 

The findings from this study contribute significantly to our 

basic understanding concerning the reading of metaphoric language and 

its relationship to general text processing. 

Findings indicate that metaphoric language does seem to present 

difficulties in processing. Strategies as well as utilization· of cuing 

systems are adversely affected by the metaphoric expressions. This 

suggests that a "psychologically real II difference exists between meta

phoric and nonmetaphoric language. If the analysis of metaphors as 

instances of rule violations at some level of communication is correct, 

(and there is support from the miscue data that it is), then this means 

that such violations present difficulties to processing. The rule vio

lations conflict with reader expectations and therefore impose diffi

culties not present in nonmetaphoric language. 

Although difficulty in processing metaphoric expressions emerged 

from the data, a positive relationship between successful comprehending 

of the text and comprehending of metaphors was found. 

That is, better comprehending of the general text is accompanied 

by better comprehending of the metaphors within the text. Successful 
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text comprehending is associated with retention of metaphoricality and 

meaning of the metaphoric expressions. Although miscues occur on these 

expressions, these miscues demonstrate appropriate predictions of meta

phoricality and meaning which is consistent with the story context. It 

is important to note that the relationship between general text compre

hending and comprehending of metaphors may be text-specific. That is, 

general reading proficiency may not be the best indicator of success in 

comprehending a particular text and the metaphors in that text. In 

this study, the sixth graders who were reported to be the high readers, 

and thus the most proficient, were not the most successful comprehenders 

of the general text nor the metaphorical expressions. 

The eighth graders, older and more experienced than the sixth 

graders, but only average readers, performed most successfully in all 
• 

aspects of processing. It is reasonable to suggest that the relation

ship between the story context and form, and the background and experi

ence of the reader is of utmost importance. 

Interestingly, although instances of "violation corrections" 

are infrequent, successful comprehending is positively associated with 

this phenomenon. In addition, initial elimination of violations is also 

positively associated with subsequent self-correction. This supports 

the analysis that metaphoric language does indeed exhibit rule viola

tions which would violate reader expectation. More successful processors 

of rule-governed text are more apt to formulate predictions of rule 

governedness. These predictions result in miscues which eliminate 
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metaphorical rule violations. When elimination of metaphoric rule vio

l ati ons results in an i ncons i stency between the resulti ng nonmetaphori ca 1 

expression and the general text, self-correction of miscues follows. 

This finding lends some support to theorists such as Searle who hypo

thesize that listeners/readers assume rule governedness and only assign 

metaphorical interpretations when rule violations are recognized. 

Findings indicate that processing of metaphors is related to 

success in integrating the whole text. A positive relationship was 

found between retention of metaphoricality and meaning and the Retelling 

Scores. Thus, the occurrence of metaphorical language in a text has 

some effect on how the story is comprehended. 

Several findings have pointed to the conclusion that the syntac

tic structures of metaphors are processed with much less difficulty 

than the semantic structures. Very little difference was found between 

syntactic processing of the metaphors as a whole and the general text. 

This suggests that metaphors are unique primarily on semantic rather 

than syntactic terms. However, it is important to note that Metaphor 

Types which do exhibit syntactic irregularities (such as Syntactic 

Metaphors) do seem to present more difficulties in processing than the 

other Metaphor Types. In addition, Clause Relationships such as Dis

continuous which present rather unique clausal interactions, also seem 

to be less successfully processed than others. Syntactic irregularities, 

when combined with semantic or pragmatic rule violations, therefore 

seem to complicate processing. 
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As noted above, the study strongly indicates that the various 

kinds of metaphors identified in the text affect processing differently. 

Some are processed more successfully than others. Cuing systems and 

strategy utilization varies. There does not seem to be one uniform pro

cessing of all metaphors. The type of metaphor, its relationship with 

other metaphors, as well as its relationship to the clausal structure 

all influence processing in some unique manner. Future research must 

recognize this fact, so that findings on one type of metaphor are not 

overgeneralized to metaphor processing as a single phenomenon. 

One of the criteria utilized in this study in order to identify 

metaphorical expressions concerned the potential for metaphorical inter

pretation by readers. An interactive, transactional view of reading 

was adopted, and so the role of both author and reader was considered. 

Findings concerning the Metaphor Types identified on the basis of 

potential for metaphorical interpretation, specifically Metaphorically 

Extended Lexical Items and Frozen metaphors, justify the utilization 

of this criterion. Not only did these Metaphor Types generate an abun

dance of miscues, but the nature of these miscues validate their inclu

sion as Metaphor Types. Many of these miscues eliminated what would be 

apprehended as rule violations by those for whom these expressions are 

not part of their linguistic repertoire. That is, these expressions are 

treated much like other fresh metaphors even if not intended as such by 

the author. Future research regarding the processing of Frozen meta

phors should take the above findings into consideration. 
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Implications for Research Methodology 

The Metaphor Feature Matrix developed for this study is a use

ful tool with which to classify the variety of metaphors which occur in 

written discourse. Findings regarding variations in processing strate

gies lend validity to the power of the matrix to identify "psychologic

ally real II varieties of metaphoric language. Had the findings suggested 

little variation in processing the variety of metaphors identified by 

the matrix, its usefulness would be suspect. To the contrary, the 

matrix offers future research an avenue for exploring metaphoric lan

guage which naturally occurs in authentic discourse as well as a means 

by which to investigate the influence which metaphors have on processing. 

Unlike more traditional taxonomies of metaphor, the Metaphor 

Feature Matrix analyzes and characterizes metaphors on the basis of 

their Type, Type Relationship and Clause Relationship. That is, beyond 

identifying the nature of the rule violations inherent in the expres

sions, the matrix analyzes the manner in which the metaphors intermingle 

with one another, and their interaction with structural properties of 

the text. 

The matrix revealed a tremendous variety of metaphors occurring 

naturally in the text "Sheep Dog." The variety was heretofore not re

flected in the research on metaphor processing; Of course, future 

research may reveal an even wider variety of metaphoric expressions 

than found in this study. It is assumed that refinement and expansion 

of the matrix will follow accordingly. For example, although 
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Discontinuous Head Coordinates did not occur in the present text, their 

existence as a Clause Relationship remains a question for further 

investigation. Furthermore, the potential number of feature combina

tions which the matrix allows was not exhausted in the present study. 

With future use of the matrix, it will be possible to determine which 

feature combinations are not found in natural metaphoric expressions. 

The Goodman Taxonomy of Oral Reading Miscues utilized in this 

study continues to serve as a sensitive device for revealing variations 

in psycholinguistic processing on several linguistic levels. It is the 

only instrument to date which provides us with an analysis of on-going 

processing as well as post-reading comprehension, while preserving a 

high degree of ecological validity. With the addition of two new cate

gories developed for the present study (Change to Metaphoricality and 

Change to the Meaning of the metaphor), the taxonomy has great potential 

for exploring psycholinguistic processing of metaphoric language. The 

additional categories emerged through an analysis of the miscue data, in 

an attempt to assess the affect which the miscues had on the metaphoric 

expressions. This approach to category expansion is consistent with 

past developments of the taxonomy, in that it maintains a strictly 

descriptive purpose, and emerges from an examination of real data rather 

than from ~ priori hypotheses concerning the nature of the data. The 

taxonomy therefore is a flexible tool which can accommodate expansion 

and refinement to meet demands of new data. The new metaphor categories 

will require further development as well, as our understanding of the 

nature of metaphoric language and psycholinguistic processing develops. 
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The present study suggests that the taxonomy currently requires 

expansion in order to include assessment of pragmatic information. 

Perhaps Semantic Acceptability and Semantic Change categories may be 

broken down in order to deal with semantic and pragmatic acceptability 

and change separately. With findings in the present study revealing 

differences in the processing of semantic and pragmatic rule violations, 

it seems reasonable to assume that such an expansion of the taxonomy 

could uncover interesting information regarding the processing of prag

matic information inherent in written text. 

Implications for Education 

Several findings of this study are directly relevant to issues 

regarding reading instruction generally and instruction in reading 

metaphors specifically. It was found that successful comprehending of 

text is related to successful comprehending of metaphors. This suggests 

that the psycholinguistic processes involved in reading general text 

underlie the processing of metaphoric language as well. It therefore 

follows that readers' focus on meaning should be' a primary goal for 

educators concerned with processing of metaphoric language. In that 

metaphors exhibit violations of semantic and pragmatic rules, it is 

necessary for readers to utilize these information sources within text 

in order to form appropriate predictions regarding the likelihood of 

figuration. Readers should therefore be exposed to meaningful, authentic 

text whi c h permits them to become famil i a r wi th the va ri ety of semant i c and 

pragmatic rules operating in written discourse. As in oral conversation, 
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readers must learn to assume that a cooperative principle of communica

tion as well as Gricean-like maxims operate in written discourse. Only 

in this way can readers successfully distinguish metaphors from nonsense. 

Unfortunately, however, skills-oriented workbooks are typically laden 

with nonsensical language, and may consequently hinder the students' 

development of a tacit Gricean framework. 

It was also found in this study that metaphoric language is 

indeed more difficult to process than nonmetaphoric language. Although 

this should be of concern to reading educators, one must be cautioned 

against concluding that comprehension of metaphoric language should 

consequently be taught through direct instruction or in isolation from 

reading comprehension in general. On the contrary, current theories of 

metaphor suggest that contextual elements are crucial to the identifi

cation of a linguistic expression as metaphorical. Pragmatically Incom

patable metaphors by definition exist only in relation to discourse 

context. Thus, readers should be exposed to metaphoric language in 

natural text settings. Presenting readers with a wide range of meaning

ful literature containing a variety of metaphor types, will provide them 

with the experience they require to form appropriate predictions con

cerning semantic and pragmatic rule violations. 

Findings indicate that certain metaphor varieties pose greater 

difficulties in processing than others. Again, it should not be 

assumed that exposure to these varieties should be delayed or explicitly 

taught. Rather, readers should be provided the opportunity to gain 



experience with these forms should they occur naturally in relevant 

reading materials. 
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Mechanical or rote word-by-word reading may inhibit comprehen

sion in general and metaphors specifically, in that recognition of 

semantics and pragmatic rules can only be accomplished through proces

sing larger text units. Instruction which encourages word-perfect 

reading and attention towards the grapho-phonic cuing system may there

fore be detrimental to the development of metaphor comprehension. 

Finally, reading educators should expect gradual development 

of ability to process metaphoric language as both proficiency and 

experience increase. Findings suggest that general proficiency alone 

is not the deciding factor in achieving success in the processing of 

metaphors in any particular text. Rather, familiarity with the dis

course topic and with the discourse structure seems crucial to the 

comprehension of metaphors. Simplistic though it may sound, it is 

logical to conclude from this study that the meaning-oriented reading 

instruction which benefits general reading comprehension in turn bene

fits metaphor comprehension. No special instruction in metaphor compre

hension is in order. Rather, exposure to and experience with metaphoric 

language as it occurs naturally in meaningful, coherent text is likely 

to be crucial to the development of metaphor comprehension. 

Directions for Future Research 

This descriptive and exploratory study suggests several direc

tions for future research regarding metaphor. 
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Future studies could investigate the relationship between text 

structure, story grammar and metaphor occurrence. The present study 

suggested that this may be a promising avenue of research. For example, 

it was found that the frequencies of Metaphor Types varied across story 

segments. Idioms occurred more frequently in the dialogue at the con

clusion of the story. Semantically Incompatible metaphors occurred 

more frequently in the setting at the beginning of the story. Interes

tingly, frequencies of Type Relationships and Clause Relationships did 

not vary greatly across the text, suggesting that other factors (such 

as syntactic or propositional structures) exert more influence over 

these characteristics of metaphor. This too deserves future investiga

tion. 

The findings of this study are based on one short story. Al

though this story served as a rich resource of metaphoric language, it 

cannot be assumed that the full variety of metaphors were represented. 

Future research may investigate a wide range of literary forms, includ

ing non-fiction, to determine whether particular kinds of metaphors 

occur more frequently in particular text settings. New metaphor varie

ties may of course be discovered through this analysis as well. This 

sort of research may also determine whether complexity of metaphors (in 

terms of Type Relationship and Clause Relationship) varies according to 

literary genre. ~Je might even discover why it is that so many children 

shy away from poetry in general and certain authors in particular. 

Further psycholinguistic studies focusing on processing of 

various kinds of metaphors as revealed through the Metaphor Feature 
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Matrix would also be worthwhile. More in-depth studies comparing 

processing complexity for particular kinds of metaphors could have far

reaching implications for information processing as a whole. Also of 

significance would be studies exploring in greater depth the extent to 

which metaphor density, as well as multiple metaphor embeddings and 

intertwinings affect processing. The relationship between proficiency 

and the ability to process particular varieties of metaphors would also 

be of value. 

An exciting avenue of research lies in the investigation of 

retellings. In the present study, a data base which included previously 

elicited retellings was utilized. Future studies bas~d on new data 

collections could include probed retellings which focus on specific 

metaphors in the text. This would shed more 1 ight on the influence 

of individual metaphors or metaphor varieties on overall comprehension. 

It would also provide information concerning the effect of metaphor mis

cues on the integration of metaphorical language and story comprehension. 

An important area for future investigation is the relationship 

between prior experience and familiarity with a given discourse topic, 

and the processing of metaphors occurring in a text on that topic. 

This type of study would have important implications for metaphor com

prehension, as well as the relationship between schema and reading 

comprehension in general. 

Although metaphor processing has gained much attention in 

recent years, many questions remain unanswered. The purpose of the 
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present descriptive, exploratory study was to provide tentative answers 

to some of these questions, but more importantly to pose new questions 

and new challenges. In confronting these challenges, we are sure to 

progress in our understanding of the marvelous capacities of the human 

mind. 
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GOODMAN TAXONOMY OF ORAL READING MISCUES 

Each miscue (observed response) is analyzed in relationship to the next 
(expected response) according to the following categories: 

1. Correcti on 2. 

0 No 0 
1 Yes 1 
2 Abandons 2 
3 Dialect 3 
9 Unsuc cess fu1 4 

5 
6 
7 
9 

4. Phonemic 
0 No similarity 
1 Sounds 
2 Key sounds 
3 End 
4 Beginning 
5 Begi n ., mi dd1 e 
6 Beg., end/mid., end 
7 Beg., mid., end 
8 Single difference 
9 Homophones 

7. Transformation 
o No 
1 Di fferent deep 

structure 
2 Alternate rules 
3 Alternate options 
4 Deep structure 

lost 
9 Doubtful 

10. Intona ti on 
o No 
7 Yes 

Di a1 ect 3. 

Uninvolved 0 
Yes 1 
Idi 01 ect 2 
Supercorrect 3 
Secondary 4 
Forei gn 1 anguage 5 
Eye dialect 6 
Regi ster 7 
Doubtful 8 

9 

5. All 01 ogs 
0 No 
1 Contraction for full 
2 Full for contracti on 
3 Cont. not in print 
4 Lon g, short forms 
5 To idiomatic 
6 From idiomatic 

8. Syntactic Change 
1 Key element 
4 Major change in 

sentence 
7 Minor person, tense, 

number 
9 Unchanged 

Graphic 
No similarity 
Letters 
Key letter, middle 
ElJd 
Beginning 
Beginning, middle 
Beg., end/mid., end 
Beg., mid., end 
Single difference 
Homographs 

6. Syntactic, Semantic 
Acceptabil it~ 

0 No 
1 Only with prior 
2 Only with after 
3 In sentence not in 

passage 
4 In total pa ssage 
5 In sentence but for 

another miscue 
6 In pas sage but for 

another miscue 

9. Semantic Change 
1 Affects plot in basic 

sense, major anomaly 
4 Major inconsistency 
7 Person, tense, number

noncritical connota
tion, similar name 

9 No change 

11. Bound and Combined t~orpheme 
o No 0 
1 Su b. 1 
2 Inser. 2 
3 Omission 3 
4 Reversal 

No 
Inflection 
Non-inflected 
Contraction 

4 
5 
6 
7 

Deri vati on 
Prefi x 
Across types 
Involves base 
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12. Word and Free Morpheme 13. Semantic Wd. Rela. 
0 No 0 No 0 Unrelated 
1 Substitutional 1 Multiple morpheme 1 Primarily syntactic 
2 Insertion for multiple morpheme 2 Variant form 
3 Omission 2 Single for single 3 Sequential rel ati on 
4 Reversal morpheme 4 Homophone/graph 

3 Multiple for single 5 Features in common 
morpheme 6 Categorical relation 

4 Single for multiple 7 Generic to specific 
morpheme 8 Antonyms 

5 Word in longer word 9 Semantic pair 
6 Word in compound 10 Connotation 
7 Nonword 11 Synonyms 
8 Dialect alternative 

14. Grammatical Function of Observed Response and Expected Response 

{l} Noun (2) Verb 

1 Common 
2 Proper 
3 Pronoun 
4 Verb derived 
5 Phrasal unit 
6 Word as word 

name 
7 Quantifier, 

ordinal number 
8 Noun modifier in 

noun pos it ion 

{3) Noun Modifier 
1 Adjecti ve 
2 Adjunct 
3 Verb derived 
4 Possessive noun 
5 Possessive pronoun 
6 Tit1 e 
7 Adverbi a 1 
8 Ordinal noun 
9 Phrasal unit 

(5) Function Word 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
8 
9 

Subject 
Direct object 
Indi rect object 
Appositive 
Address 
In prepositional 
phrase (Object 
of prep) 
Subject complement 
Object complement 
Intensifier 

1 Subject complement 
2 Embedded 
3 Object complement 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

1 Noun marker 7 Intens i fi er 
Conjunction 
Negati ve 
Quanti fi er 
Other 

2 Verb marker 8 
3 Verb particle 9 
4 Question marker 10 
5 Clause marker 11 

Be form 1 Active 
Trans itive 2 Passive 
Intransitive 3 Impera-
In fi nit i ve tive 
Pro-verb 4 Subjunc-

tive 

(4) Verb Modifier 
1 Proadverb 1 P1 ace 
2 Adverb 2 Manner 
3 Noun form 3 Time 
4 Adjective 4 Reason 

in 5 Other 
Adjective 
Position 

6 Phrase marker (preposition) 12 Adverb particle 



(6) Indeterminate 
1 Inter jecti on 
2 Out of syn. context 
3 Ambiguous 
4 Greetings 

(7) Contracti on 
o Eye dial contr. 
1 Pronoun 
2 Verb marker 
3 Be 
4 Let 
5 Quest/clause 

marker 
6 It/there 
7 Adverb 
8 Noun 
9 Transitive verb 

o Eye dialect 
contradiction 

1 Verb rna rker 
2 Be 
3 Transitive verb 
4 Negative 
5 Pronoun 
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Sheep Dog 

The rays of the setting sun lingered 
over the high Arizona desert, touch
ing the rocky tip of Badger Moun
tain and tin ting the bold face of 
Antelope Rim. The shallow basin of 
Salt Creek Wash became a gathering 
pool of darkness where a band of 
eight hundred sheep with their lambs 
were bedding dO\\l1 for the night on 
a small patch oi meadow. Two bur
ros, their long gray ears sagging in 
drowsiness, stood stolidly in the 
midst of the sheep. The frantic bleat
ing became less frequent as two 
sheep dogs gently ~rged the band 
into a more compact mass and each 
ewe found her lamb. 

It was fully dark when the alert 
ears of the larger dog caught the 
sound of a sharp whistle from the 
small camp a hundred yards up the 
wash. The dog turned to go, but not 
until a last look over the band as
sured her that all was well and that 
her mate was patrolling the far side. 

I t had been a long day for the 
dogs, and Peggy limped heavily as 
she approached the camp. She went 
directly to the saddlebag home of her 
five puppies, born two weeks before 
while the hard drive had been under 
way. She nosed the tight huddle 
sleeping on the canvas flap and lay 
dO\\l1. Immediately the five black
button noses were groping eagerly. 
Her eyes became soft "ith pride and 

affection, but she didn't relax, always 
being aware of her responsibility to
ward the band. Peggy was a descend
an t of a long line of good sheep dogs. 
Her heavy yellow-and-brown coat in
dir.ated no particular breed, but her 
fine head and alert eyes hinted of 
collies that worked the sheep on the 
Grampian Hills of Scotland. 

The pups were sleeping, and she 
gave her attention to her left fore
paw from which two toes were miss
ing. A coyote trap had caught her 
foot three years before, when she was 
little more than half grown and just 
learning the ways of the range and 
the work of a sheep dog. 

The herder came slowly from the 
tiny tent and spilled t~e contents of 
a saddlebag onto the ground. "Here, 
Peggy, old girl," he said. "This is all 
I've got for you tonight." He tossed 
her two cold biscuits, left from the 
morning meal. 

He sat down on an upturned pack
saddle . and coughed excessively. 
Peggy gulped the biscuits and looked 
to the herder for more, not under
standing the lack of food. The 
herder was still coughing, and he 
nodded his head to Peggy. This eve
ning there was no cooking fire, and 
Peggy trotted off to search the camp 
for scraps of bones, but there was 
nothing. 

She sniffed the cool air of the late 
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spring drifting down the wash, be
fore lowering her head to drink the 
cold water of the sIIlall stream. 
Through the still night the yelping 
wail of a coyote was brought to her 
ears. A growl swelled in her throat, 
and she froze, looking intently into 
the darkness over the low knolls to 
the east. Her trained ears told her 
it was only one coyote she heard. 
She turned questioning eyes to the 
coughing herder and then to the 
sheep and the shadowy figure of 
Chip moving about the band. 

The dog's uneasiness, growing for 
the past two days, now became more 
acute. The routine was different, and 
she could not understand this rush 
to keep the band moving. Why 
hadn't the herder butchered and 
cooked for himself and the dogs? 
Why did the dogs have to work more 
than usual? Why were there no 
coyote fires at night? 
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A high, thin wail came from the 
north this time, alerting both herder 
and dog. He lifted his head wearily 
and talked to his dog, as all herders 
do. "Well, Peggy, they're closing in. 
We'll just have to build fires again. 
It's been a bad year for rabbits, and 
the coyotes are hungry." He picked 
up a small hatchet and started to
ward the rimrock west of camp. 

Peggy was following. Her hunger 
made her sniff hopefully under rocky 
ledges and along the small trails in 
the sage. The building of coyote fires 
was not new to her, although she was 
puzzled by the frequent stops when 
the herder rested after coughing 
spells. Each evening they m~de a 
wide circuit of the bedding grounds 
and built fires on high points, where 



they could be seen for miles around. 
On nights when the fires were burn
ing, she often heard coyotes singing 
a protest from distant ridges, while 
the sheep rested safely. . 

The herder lighted some brush 
against a dead juniper tree on tDP of 
the rimrock, not bothering to stack 
limbs against the trunk. Peggy felt 
the difference ip procedure; still she 
moved toward the place where the 
next fire might be built. A short 
whistle halted her. The herder was 
heading for camp. 

"Come, Peggy. Let's go. One fire 
is all I can build tonight. It's not 
enough, but it will have to do. The 
rest is up to you and Chip." She 
tucked her nose into his hand, and 
he patted the side .of her head and 
gently pulled her ear; then he 
grabbed a handful of fur about her 
neck. He shuffled slowly down the 
hill. "Good dog. You've got lots of 
work to d~, for I'm no longer of any 
use." 

She had never heard this tone and 
she gave him a questioning look. 

"\Ve're two days out from the cor
rals and a day late on the drive. I 
sure hope the boss rides out to meet 
us." The words "corrals" and "boss" 
meant things to Peggy, and she 
whined in recognition. 

As they approached the bedded 
sheep, the moon rose, its cold light 
transforming the desert. into a maze 
of line and shadow. Chip splashed 
through the shallow stream to meet 
them. 

The herder patted Chip and gave 
an arm signal toward the flock. 
"You'd better stay here, old fellow. 
Don't want those sheep disturbed." 
Chip was hungry and had expected 
food, but he sat facing the sheep. 
The herder made a slight movement 
\\ith his hand, and Peggy knew she 
was to follow him. 

The slanting rays of moonlight 
probed the shallow wash. As they 
approached the tent, the thin wail of 
coyotes reached her ears from. up
stream, far to the north. Herder and 
dog stopped to listen as the chorus 
rapidly rose and fell. 

"\Vell, Peggy, sounds like about 
three of them have spotted our fire. 
Guess they didn't have luck hunting 
alone." 

Peggy sensed the concern in his 
voice. She, too, knew that three 
coyotes had joined forces. and that 
hunger was driving them to the 
sheep. Peggy lay dmvn v.ith her 
puppies; the herder stumbled into his 
tent .••• 

It was less than an hour before 
dawn. The moon had set. All wa5 
quiet. As Peggy lay watching, the 
shadowy form of Chip appeared IX"
tween the gray blur of the sheep and 
the knolls to the east. His actions 
gave no hint of alarm. Then her ey~ 
('..aught a movement in the sage nror 
the top of the knoll, and she look('\J 
quickly to Chip, whose slow pare 
was unchanged. There was no brreZt" 
to cause movement in the brush. 
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. 
Her muscles tensed. As she started 

forward, Chip wheeled to face the 
knoll. A coyote emerged from the 
edge of the sage, not fifty feet away, 
walking with its head down toward 
the dog. Chip held his stance between 
the sheep and the danger. The coy
ote's walk was not that of a rabid 
animal, nor was it the creeping ap
proach it used in attacking the sheep. 
It moved steadily forward. As Chip 
leaped toward the coyote, it whirled 
and ran lightly up the slope, staying 
tantalizingly ahead and leading Chip 
toward the brow of the knoll. Peggy's 
desert training had taught her the 
answer to this maneuver. She raced 
toward the spot v:here the coyote 
and Chip had disappeared from sight. 
She was too late. 

The coyotes had laid a successful 
ambush for Chip, who was fighting 
for his life. Peggy plunged over the 
brow of the knoll into the tangle of 
slashing coyotes and whirling dog. 

The impact of her charge split up 
the fighting animals and SE!Dt one 
coyote spinning to the ground. The 
nimble beast leaped away from her 
flashing teeth and was gone. The 

. others followed after. Peggy stood 
over her mate, awaiting an attack' 
that didn't come. Finally Chip 
dragged himself to his feet. ae had 
a vicious tear at his throat, the ten
don above one hind leg was severed, 
~d his life spark was flickering. 
Limping slowly on three legs, he 
sought sanctuary in the herder's 
camp. Peggy raced to the sheep. 

The band that had been huddled 
about the stoic burros was a mass of 
bleating movement. The alarm of 
the ewes, frantic for their lambs, was 
contagious. The band overflowed 
the bedding ground and started up 
the hillsides. 

Peggy needed all her skill as she 
fought to control her charges, turn
ing group after group back toward 
the center. She concentrated on the 
leaders, knowing that the ·others 
would follow. Barking occasionally 
to reassure them in their fright, she 
circled the band again and again as 
she had been trained. At last it was 
milling, going nowhere. When it be
came quiet, she was spent and trem
bling. 

The peaceful glade was filling with 
warmth from the sun a., the. sheep 
moved to the creek for water, then 
spread slowly toward the hillside to 
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search beneath the sage for succulent 
bunch grass. Peggy looked again and 
again toward the camp.' The herder 
should be here to start them on the 
trail as he had each morning in the 
past. The sheep were hungry and 
wouldn't stay long in one place. A 
few lambs . were already running 
astray, and she turned them back to 
the band before she set out for the 
camp. 

At the sight of her, the puppies 
stopped their feuding and waddled 
hopefully toward her; but she turned 
to the open tent, hesitating under 
the flap before she walked in, and 
sniffed at the silent form. Urgently 
she pawed the ground and whim
pered, but there was no response. 
For a moment she stood by the bed, 
then bounded from the tent so fast 
that the puppies scurried into the 
saddlebag. She looked toward the 
sheep down the canyon before 
thrusting her head into the bag with 
the hungry puppies. She turned once 
more to the tent, halting after a step 

... ' .... 

or two when she saw Chip lying a 
few feet away. . 

She trotted to him, sniffing at his 
still head, whining close to his ear, 
pawing his shoulder. The~ she 
licked the wound at his neck. He 
didn't move. She turned away and 
went through the camp. She barely 
turned her head in the direction of 
the puppies as she walked toward the 
unguarded sheep. She realized that 
she was alone and that the safety of 
the band depended on her. 

The band was fanning out across 
the hillside in search of grass. Peggy 
drove a few stragglers back into the 
fold, then worked up the hill, turning 
the flock so that all would feed in the 
same direction. She patrolled the 
upper edge, watching carefully that 
none should pass through the breaks 
in the rimrock to the plateau above, 
where they would become easy prey 
to the coyotes. In the past, Peggy 
had knm'm the herder's rifle to speak 
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out sharply against a bold coyote. 
Today there was no herder. 

She did not leave the band or re
lax her vigilance. The sun was high 
when she turned the sheep down 
from the hillside and across Salt 
Creek, then back toward the camp 
on the far side. Shadows filled the 
valley by the time she urged them to 
the bedding ground. As 'she passed 
the camp, she saw her forlorn pup
pies huddled at the saddlebag, and 
the urge to go to them was strong. 
Turning away, she ran ahead of the 
sheep to hold them at the bedding 
ground. 

It was well after dark when they 
were quiet and she could return to 
camp. Her tail dropped in weariness 
and her head bobbed at each step, for 
the shale of the hillside had cut deep 
into the pads of her feet. She stopped 
beside the saddlebag, and the pup
pies scrambled over her, searching 
for milk she didn't have. 

She went to a saddlebag contain
ing pots and pans and pawed it 
open, spilling the contents onto the 
ground. She found the pan from 
which she had been fed many times, 
and licked it carefully. Then she 
discovered a bit of grease clinging to 
the frying pan. The meager taste of 
food only made her hunger worse, 
and she tore frantically through the 
other bags. There was nothing more 
to eat. 

Her sense of routine told her it was 
time to build the coyote fires, but the 
tent was silent when she stopped at 

the open flap. If there were no fires 
tonight, she must return to the band. 

She made a circle about the sheep, 
limping at each step, then started a 
much wider circle, stopping on the 
knoll to look across the open desert 
and test the air for danger. Far to 
the south, a coyote call was answered 
by another far to the east. Peggy 
looked to the sou~h, then to the east, 
and began her slow circle .. 

Below her, she heard the bleat of a 
lamb that had wandered away from 
its mother, and she raced to it, brush
ing it roughly, knocking it down. 
The helpless animal at her feet 
brought her hunger to mind, and she 
held it down with her paw, reaching 
savagely for its throat. The strong 
sheep odor sweeping through her 
nostrils stopped her. She had eaten 
mutton many times from the hand of 
the herder, but she had never killed 
a sheep. She raised her paw, letting 
the lamb get to its feet, and drove it 
gently back into the band. 

Long hours passed without inci
dent while Peggy guarded the sleep
ing flock. As she plodded back to 
camp, she sniffed at the hard-packed 
meadow for field mice. Finally giving 
up in weariness, she lay dO\\TI with 
her pups. In an hour or two the 
moon would pass below the jagged 
peaks to the west. Peggy tried to 
sleep, but it was no use. Her hunger 
was so acute she could no longer lie 
still, and she got up to make another 
search for food before going back to 
the sheep. 

371 



The band was quiet as Peggy 
slowly approached. She quickened 
her pace when she saw that one burro 
was awake and standing, its head 
held high, its long ears to the east. 
She sniffed the edge of the sage 
toward which the burro's ears were 
pointed. She smelled nothing but the 
sheep. ,\Vhile she was working care
fully around the band, a great owl 
sailed down the canyon on silent 
wings, skimming a few feet above the 
sheep. She moved upstream a few· 
yards when suddenly the second 
burro stirred. Peggy turned to look. 
The band was quiet; only the ears of 
the burros justified her alann. Alert 
to the danger of ambush, she moved 
into the sage, taking each step noise
le..--sly. The coyote scent eluded her 
now, and she stopped on the top of a 
small rise, testing the air, listening 
to the stillness. Then, from the base 
of the next knoll, came the startled 
bleat of a s~eep, followed by a second 
bleat that rang "ith fear, and a third 
filled ",ith pain before it was choked 
to silence. Peggy plunged through 
the sage. 

In a depression about twenty feet 
wide, shaped like an amphitheater, a 
defenseless ewe had been brought 
dO""Il. A slashed tendon and torn 
throat were visible. Two coyotes 
stood tensely over their kill. 

At the sound of the agony in the 
ewe's last bleat, all caution left 
Peggy. There was no time for a de
ceptive approach or planned attack. 
The final leap of her headlong charge 

carried her from the rim of the hol
low into the midst of the surprised 
coyotes. 

They acted instantly to avoid the 
dog!s long white teeth. Their move
ments hindered each other, and 
Peggy's heavy shoulder struck one 
coyote on the hindquarter, sending it 
off its feet. Her momentum carried 
her to the back of the hollow. 
Stumbling on the steep slope, she 
turned at bay. The coyotes nimbly 
leaped to opposite sides of the hol
low, stopping to turn back at the rim. 
They had tasted blood and were not 
to be cheated of their prize by the 
weakened sheep dog, who stood si
lently by the dead ewe. The two had 
hunted as a team and were masters 
of feinting, dodging, slashing, and 
killing. From opposite sides of the 
basin they snarled down on Peggy 
with teeth bared, ears fiat, the hair 
on their backs raised, and their feet 
spread for a sudden spring. 

The coyote on Peggy's right made 
a sudden leap that carried it halfway 
to the dog. She turned to meet the 
threat, only to have her left shoulder 
torn by the needle-sharp fangs of the 
second coyote. The first animal had 
merely feinted, then leaped out of 
the way. Their method of fighting 
was not to come to "grips '\\ith an ad
versary but to worry and tonnent it 
until a hamstring could be cut and 
their prey was helpless; then to the 
kill. Both coyotes regained their· 
vantage points at each side of the 
hollow,andthistimethethrust~e 
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from the left. As Peggy turned to 
face it, her right flank was ripped. 
The first coyote followed through . 
this time, and for a moment, both 
coyotes and Peggy were a snarling 
whirl of fury. One of her ears was in 
shreds, and bunches of fur were tom 
from her neck before the coyotes 
danced away. 

Peggy felt the weariness in her 
. bones and the sluggishness in her 
muscles as she edged farther into the 
hollow so that the coyotes could not 
get behind her. An overpowering 
urge for escape surged through her, 
but when her hind legs backed 
against the dead ewe, the desire for 
flight left her. The sheep must be 
protected. 

She felt almost overwhelmed as 
she faced the coyotes. She stood on 
her hind feet and fought fang to fang 
with one of them who tore chunks 
of fur and hide from her neck, while 

the other slashed a hind foot. Then 
both leaped out of range. 

Regaining her position with her 
back to the ewe, Peggy knew that 
her quivering muscles would not re
spond much longer. Then she re
membered her advantage when she 
had surprised the coyotes, and she 
gathered herself for a final effort. 
She looked up at the snarling coyotes 
on either side, watching as they 
settled themSelves for their next as
sault. 

The darting attack came as be
fore. This time Peggy leaped for
ward instead of turning to meet one 
of her enemies. In mid-air she 
crashed into the coyote on her right. 
Her greater weight kept her on her 
feet as she had sensed it would. The 
coyote rolled over and over. Before 
it could get up, Peggy drove her fangs 
into the back of its neck with all the 
fury of her pain and fear. Her teeth 
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sank deep until they were stopped by 
bone. With a mighty heave, she 
lifted the smaller animal off the 
ground. There was a t\'\isting yank, 
and something snapped. 

The other coyote turned back to 
the fray as Peggy loosed her grip on 
the animal at her feet and slowly 
raised her head, teeth bared and ears 
flattened. She took one slow step 
forward and saw the coyote hesitate; 
then another step as it spread its 
back feet to spring; a third step, and 
the coyote turned its head sharply 
from side to side. Looking past her, 
it changed the position of its front 
feet. Peggy's numbed brain told her 
to move forward. She could not 
know that the coyote had just sensed 
the loss of its mate and felt fear for 
the first time. She was relieved when 
it jumped sideways and disappeared 
as she took her fourth step. 

For a moment, she dully watched 
\'\~here the coyote had been, her teeth 
still bared in a silent snarl. Slowly 
her fear left, and weakness took its 
place. She sank down, too sore and 
faint to lick her wounds. • . • 

The morning sun was warm, and 
the sheep were spreading over the 
sides of the shallow wash before 
Peggy was able to struggle to her 
feet. Her painful steps took· her 
through the sage and across the bed
ding ground. It seemed to be an 
endless distance to the camp. Again 
and again she paused, and it seemed 
she would just collapse. The sounds 

of the sheep beat upon her, but she 
could not go to them yet. Though 
her eyes were open, she failed to see 
that two men had ridden down the 
canyon to the camp and were dis
mounting from their horses. 

"You were right about the camp, 
boss," said the younger man. "When 
we saw it from up on the ridge, you 
said there. was something wrong. I 
can see a few sheep and hear more 
farther down the canyon. They must 
be scattering." 

The boss took in the camp at a 
glance, missing nothing. He stepped 
into the tent, only to return in a mo
ment to say, "It's worse than you 
think, Jake. The herder is dead. 
Been dead some time." He walked to 
the body of Chip, and as Jake ap
proached, the boss said simply, 
"Coyotes. " 

He had turned his attention to the 
yapping puppies, backed as far as 
they could into the saddlebag, when 
Jake stepped to his horse and drew a 
rifle from the scabbard. "Hey, boss," 
he called softly, "what do you make 
of this coming along the edge of the 
sage? Whatever it is, it's got the 
blind staggers." He raised his rifle. 

The quick eyes of the boss found 
what Jake saw, and he shouted, 
"Don't shoot! That's Peggy." Both 
men stood still as the big dog went 
past, without noticing them, to lie 
down heavily near her pups. 

"What a heck of a time she's had! 
Get some grub -lots of it," the boss 
said softly. 
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