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4Affect and Metaphor 2

Abstract

vDiffeéences between ﬁetaphors'énd similes havé often‘been
‘dverlooked iﬁ the experiﬁental literéﬁure. The comparison theory
that 1s applied-to explaining comprehenéion of simile may be-léss
éppropriate to tﬁe more transformational éropertieé_pf metéphbp.
It is proposed that one.of the variables associated with the
difference is éffective response, leading t6 the hypothesis that
metaphdr's;éreéter power té unsettle -a subject's view of its
topic will be accompanied by a higher incideﬁce of affective
responses. A first tgst of this hypothesis was made using
children and young adul; sugjccts.A,The_data from thé children
were in agreeménf with the hypothesis: Q;h and 5th grade
subjects generated a higher frequency of affeétive responses to
me;aphors thaﬁ to similes; but the édult data were inconclusive,
.showing a slight trend in the opposite direction. A second
‘experiment Qith adult subjects investigated the degree of
affectiye shift -in response to metaphors, similes; or literal
éaraphrases in a story. A greatgr degree of affective shift was
found in the simile condi;i9n than in either the metaphor or the
“literal ‘control conditions% It is suggegted that, in contrast to
children, depth of affective processing rather than frequency of

affective ideas mav be a key factor in adult figurative response.
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Affective Implications of Metaphér and Simile in Discourse

The traditional vieﬁ of metaphor is that it is an
abbreviated simile, and that reconstructing the implied
comparison is the main step in comprehending a metaphor. The

Random House Dictionary of the English Language (1966), for

b'example;fnotes that metaphor is "the application of a word or
phrase to an object or concept yhich it does not literally
aenote,.in'o£dér to suggest'comparison with anoﬁher object or
concept}" Many expefimental studies of metaphor have béen baséd
on the_assumption that, since metéphoricity depends on
'recogniziﬁg similarity, there is no ésSential différence between
ﬁetaphors and similes. But metaphér, particularly‘in literary
texts,.appears to be used mofe frequently er transforming the
"heérer's view of its topic, while simile is cuployed for
highlighting features of the tbpic that already exist. Thé role
of metaphor may tﬁﬁs be to change a hearer's perspective~oq its
topic;

A part of this more'raQical effect of a metaphor, we
‘suggest, 1is ;hat affective involvement is likely to be greater in
the case of a metaphor than a simile. if_a metaphor has the
power to transform a hearer;s'pérspéctive, the unsettling of the
heérer'g existing view of its topic will be accompanied by a
_ higher incidence of affective responsés. The variety of

o
v

implications aroused by such a metaphor results in a richer
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response, perhaps one of greatér ambiguity.or uncertainty:
conflicgqu'affects may be a part of such response.

For example,-in-the second scene of Macbeth the account of
the Scottish victory against the Nofwegians is conveyed by the
wounded ‘soldier in a series of similes: "As two spent swimmers

« + « Showed like a rebel's whore . . . Like valour's minion . . ."
The cefﬁainty of Scottish power; in particular the power of
Macbeth, is carried largely in the sense of assurance of these
similes; thefscene exceeds best expectations: fortune proved a
whore by deser;ing the enemffside, and Macbeth was bold é;d
.Jictorious. By conpraét, the uncertainty of Maqbeth as he feels

his way toward the crown 1s often expressed in metaphors: why

do you dress me/In borrowed robes?”, “function/Is smothered in
surmise . . .," "here, upon this bark and shoal of time . . -
Such Qetaphors contain a variéty of implications, whereas the
similes present one main méaning; also, the metaphors seem
calculated to engage .the hearer's affects at a deeper level than
the similes. To respohd to Macbeth's metaphors is to feel both
sympathy at his perplexities and foreboding at his intentions.
While Wé are not proposing an absolute division between metaphor
aqd.;imile——certain.similes may on occasion perform like
qetaphors;—in general, similes seem to function as comparisons
while ﬁetaphoré dépend on some more tfénsformational process.
The view that metaphors are understood as implicic

comparisons, however, has prevailed in recent experimental

literature. Billow (1981), for example, remarks that “Stating a.
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ground of éomparison“ is evidenceméf “undgrlying metaphoric
awareness.” ' Malgady and Johnson>(l980) see mefaphoric'meaning as
“the overlap orfintersectign of'the feature sets of .the
indi?idual w;rds." Miller (i9793.¢1;1mé that "Recoﬁstructioﬁ of
the implied comparison 1is a crifical step inlﬁnderstaﬁding a

" Many experimentél designs that have made

e

important contributions to the étudf of figurative languége have

métaphor. . .

been informed by similar views (Winner, Rosenstiel, & Gardner,
"1976; Kogan, Connor, Gross, & Fava, 1980), but such findings mayhu
have more relevance'to the understanding of simiie or anang§ “
than metaphor. Aspects of respdnse to metaphér that are not
amenable to the comparison view, including affect, may be
escaping the notice of such investigations. If the experimentér
}s set to notice only the attribute that is shared by tobic and

&
vehicle, he disallows other responses of the subject that might

suggest a richer response. “
In'ﬁiliow's (1975) developmental-study, for éxampie, which
investigated metaphor from the pe;spectiQe of Piaget's
dévelopmentél stages, two ;ypes of metaphor interpretatidn were
allowed on theoretical grounds, according to whether a metaphor
is based on similarity or proportion. The similarity metaphor
was describéd és comparing ftwo (or more) disparate objects
(including feelings, ideas,'etc.) on the basis of a shared

attribute.” The test metaphors in his study were considered to

be satisfactorily understood if only one common attribute was
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selected. Bué Billoy's téét procedure actually.allowed for only
one éttribute, previously sglecﬁed by him. This prevented him
from crgqiting other reéponses which were appropriate to the
petaéhégnas a process of thought-Beyond similarity or proportiqn.
A child callea Andy (age 7.4) in this study was presented
with the ﬁetaphor “A butterfly is a flying rainbow.” At the
second attempt he gaQeAche response required by Billow: ;If's
colorful like a rainbOW." (Note the overt simile in this
rééponse.)‘ In reply to Billow's further Piaéetian class-
inclusion query whether there are more colorful fhings in the
world or mére butterflies, the chiid anéwered that butterflies
are colorful and that people like‘colorfalqthings, and added:

. -

"Butterflies aren't here too often <{evidences confu§idh>." This
Tesponse was not credit;d, since it failed to meet the Piagetian
requirement of the experiment. As a result, the idea that

butterflies "aren'E here too often,"” which is appropriate to the

metaphor in question, passed unnoticed. A rainbow 1is an

evanescent, fleeting appearance: S0 too, for this child, are

" butterflies. His embarrassment over expressing this thought

o

seems due to the constraints of the test prdced@re.

The limitation of Ehé.comparison view can be simply stated.
Where a metaphor, as in the examplé quoted above, suggests some
new attribute of the topic }butterfly), the pre-existing
attributes which the vehiclé (rainbow) shares with the topic (if
any) do not constituéelthe basis on whic? the metaphor is

comprehended; comparison cannot take place because there 1is
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'nothing to compare. What takes place instead in such

circumstances is that an attribute of the vehicle (the

>

evanescence of the rainbow) seems to transfer to the topic,

" requiring tﬁe‘creation of a new perspective on it. The result,

in the case of a powerful megaphor, is to d%familiarize the topic
sznd cause a tension; such te;sion is, of poursé, affpctivély
arousing. With literary métaphors, in particular, further
inferences may be generated from the new méaning created (Miall,
1977) . This apprqach, we shall suggest, offers a better way to

disﬁinguish metaﬁhofs from similes. Metaphbrs tend to generate

new meaning (what might be called the Creativity Thesis in

met aphor studies; Miall, 1983); thus the creativity of metaphors

would seem to.be a cardinal concern for any theory of metaphor.
Perhaps the missing factor inaour understanding of the creativity'
of metaphor will prove to be affect. —

‘It has been arguea by Zajonc (1980) that cognitive research
in general is overcommitted to the information processing modql,
to .the neglect of affective and attitudinal components of
thought. This might suggest thaﬁ one limitation of meﬁaphor @
theory in the cognitive trédition ﬁas-been an undue reliancé on
semantic mode1s of comprehen;ion. Such theorigs depend heavily
on subjects' cognitive understanding of figurative language (this
is‘true even of such research as that of Verbrugge and McCar;elf

(1977), despite the authors' awareness that affective and

imaginal types of response may be implicated). Thus, an
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inadequacy of the vafious cqmparison theories méntioned above 1is
that the digferencg between metaphor and simile is conceived only
in termg of the directness or indirectness of the underlying
comparison: that is, the availability of semantic featurés of
topic and vehicle. An alternative'way of conceptuélizing the
difference would be to extend the study to affective‘variables.

.-Taking into consideration the possible affectng component

N

of figurative response, it seemed probable to us that subjects
would respond differéntly to a metaphor.and simile of the same
type, permitted a free choice of focus on‘exposure\to the figure
and conditions that allowed for affective ;asponses. ‘Since a
metaphor unsettles the topic of the figure more strongly than an
equivalent simile, i£ 1s less easily assimilated to eXisting
knowledgek‘metaphor ;ould therefore produce more affective'and
fewer pércepfhal types of response than simile. In order to test
tﬁis Qiew, the specific hypothesis was made that in the casefof a
figure about a character in.a story, subjects recelving the !
met aphor woula be more likely to look into the charactér to
understénd the meaning _of the figure,'wher;as in the case of a
simile Subjects would look at the- character for metonymic-type
assdéiations té understand the figure. This would incline
squects in tﬁe metaphor condition both to dwell for longer on
the figure's immediate implications for the character than.

subjects in the simile condition, and at the same time to read
) f . ’

into the character more of their own affective responses to the

figure. In the first study to be reported, stories were designed

10

-~



; oo Affect” and Metaphor 9

v

0 . <
which were inten&ed to be neutral with respect to their
perceptual or affective implications: any differences in
response could therefqre be attributed to the different effézts
of the figures.

To -test this hypothesis subjects crawn from different age-
groups were used: children and young adults. Since‘tbe
inferential powers of children interpreting figurétive language
"~ have been little explored, in contrast to the extant’studies of
comprehension (such as Billow, 1981, or Winner, Ros;hsteil, &
iGardner, 1976, mentiohed above), it was felt that a‘toﬁparison of
the range and nature of inferences made by childreﬁ‘and,adults
might be illuminating. It might be expected, for‘example, that
children would be less ready to mention the intrinsic aspects of
a character in a_sfory than gdults, and likely to dwell more on
extrinsic, observab%e aspects, particularly behavior.

Direct measures of figurative comprehension werg not
designed to be a part of th; study.' Any observed differences iﬁ
the types of inferences made, however,,would reflect differing
effects of metaphor or simile on comprehension. Since under\
normal conditions a metaphor or simile is embedded in an ongoingm
text, any differenyes obtained would also suggest the type of 5
effect that different fjgures have on subsequent text proce;;ing
(or in the re—eval&acion of text already interpreted): ﬁetaphor

and simile might direct a hearer's understanding or expectations

in different ways. '
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Another implication of the argument about the affective
aspect of metaphor which we have been making, is that one effect
of the surprise (or defamiliarization: Miall, 1977) resulting
from a metaphor would be a shift in the affective state being
registered by the subject, from before the metapﬁor to the moment
of its reception. The direction of such a shift would most
likely be from the less arousing to the more afousingetype of

affect. A second study was therefore designed to gather measures

of affective shift from adults, using a version of the circumplex

kY

model of affect developed by Russell (1980).

An assumption of this model is that affects are related by

similarity and opposition: ‘thus gladness and excitement are

adjacent tYpes of affect, but both are opposite to sadness. When

a range of such affective~state terms were,?ated for similarity
by Russell's subjects, the groupings that resulted tended to
order the affects in a circular arrangement around the
circumference of a circle. The shift to a different affect that
is recorded by the recelver of a metaphor could thus be
approximately quantifieh by its angle of devfgkion.from an
initial state using the circumplex model. Tt was hypothesized

t hat metaphérs, being more surﬁrising thanxéimiles, would result

in a greater affective shift; similes, in turn, would show a

-
]

greater shift than a literal paraphrase.
Since we hoped to produce responses to figurative language
as close as possible to the normal processes of discourse

4 .

interpretation, both experiments in the present study made use of

12

A
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story materials. In the first experiment the stories were

. .
devised by the first author; in the second, an adaptation of an

Italian folk tale, The Priceless Cats was used.

i | ' ‘ Eerriﬁent 1

Method | ' ' .

| "The gests were administered to child and adult subjects, °

The children wére 54 students (average age: 9.8 years) iﬁ fourth
‘ and fifth grade classes at an elementary school in Arlington
‘Heights in Illiﬁoié. The adults were 70 ;tudénts {average age:
19.0 years) gnfo}}ed elther in a first year Rhetoric course or in
.a first year Educational Psychology course at the University of

Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.

~

’

Four short unfinished stories about different characters
were qonstructed,‘each ;erminatihg with a figure that cohld Be
preseﬁted e;thér as a metaphor or as a simile. For instance, one
story concerned Sam, a Ehief. The story described him entering
and robbing a house whose owners are away when he heats voices
coming towards the house. The last'senteﬁcefof the story read
weither "Sém-was-a fly in,é‘bottle,“ or "Sam was like a fly in a

bottle.” A third control condition was presented with the same

stories but without the final figuracive sentence. It was

. P

" established by previous pilot studies thggf;he-maféfials, and the

figures in particular, were readily comprehensible byféhildren of

the age to be tested, as well as-by adults. .

[}

13
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Subjects were randomly assigned to one of the three
conditions. A test booklet containing a preliminary training
story and four test stories 4%5 passed out to each subject, who

then worked at his own pace through the material. The stories

were presented in two different sequences as a counterbalancing

measure., After subjects had read each story they were asked a
series of questions. The key question for testing the hypothesis
referred to the sentence preceding the figurative sentence ahd

asked the subject to describe the character's situation at that

. moment (e.g., "Describe Sam's situation when he heard voices

~coming."”). Most subjects wrote several lines in response to this

question. The experimental session took about forty minutes to

complete.

Results and Discussion

Answers to the key question were analyzed intc constituent
idea units,.each of which was coded according to particular

caﬁegories (with the assistance of impartial judges in the case

“of the adult reéponses). Most of the idea units fell into one of

four main categories: those concerned with direct

interpretations_ of the thoughts, the feelings, the behavior, or

_the situation of the character. For example, Sam might be

described respectively as wondering who was coming,‘feeling

frighﬁéned, running to phé window, or as being trapped. Other
types of response consisted of a retelling of some part of the
story, elther verbatim, or in a close paraphrase;. or general

comments about the traits or history of the character unconnected.

'14_‘
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with the immediate situation.addresswd by the key question. Both
types of response were eliminated from the tabulation of idea
units; The order of presentation of stories was found to have

. had no significant effect oﬁ the resulgs.

" In support of the hypothesis th;t metaphor involves.greater
affective arousal; it was found that.the children tended to
genérate more responses iﬂ'the feeliné catégory under the
metaphor condition than under the simile condition [see Table 1].
The Aifference between the tWO_conditioﬁs was tesged for
significance using the Mann-Whitney test.’IThe difference between
metaphor -and simile conditions on feeling idea ﬁnits was
significant beyond thé‘0.05>1qve1. This was mainly due to
differences on two of the gtories, Pat (R = 0.05) and Elll_(g =
0.01); although the difference.on the other two stories showed a
clear trend in the same direction. Betweép the metaphor and
control conditions ﬁhe difference was not gignificant (p = 0.1),
although a significant’differenég (p = O.OS)Hwas obtaiﬁed on two.
bf the stories. Bétween simile and éontrol there were no
significant differences. Thus it can be seen thét in the case of
responses involving feeling, children in'the metapﬁﬁr condition
tended to prdducé Significantly more Inferences than those in
either the control or simile conditions, whereas the simile and
confrol conditions on tﬁis meaéuré appeared to produce mﬁch’the

same pattern. Differences. between the conditions on the other

main idea units did not reach significance.

5~
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Insert Table 1 abput here.

=Y

Adults, by contrast, tended to p;oduce slightl& more feeling
responses in the simile condition than in the.metaphor condition,
which does not support the hypbthesis (Table 1). The Mann-
Whitney test applied to the adult(feeiing responses, however,
showed the différence between metaphor and simile conditions on
this respoﬂse did nbt reach sighificance for any of the stories,
nor:were significant diffefenceé found between the other pairs of
conditions. (Other idea units were also examined, but none
yielded sh;Jificant &ifferencgs betweeﬁ.the thrée conditions.)
Although the trénd with the adult subjects is thus in.ﬁhe
opposite difection ﬁo that of the childrgn; the trend itself is

‘not significant.

insert'Table 2 about here. ~

o

It can be seen from Tables 1 and 2, wﬁere the mean responses
for feeling and the mean responses summédAacross.all idea units :
are shown, that the children were more fluent than the adults in

'generating idea units concerning feeling. Not only were adults
~ less fluent, but those in the métaphor bonditiqn wefe slightly
less flgsﬁt_th;n those in the simile condit?on. The opposite

trend was found amoﬁg the childrén; those in the metaphor

condifion proved to be the moét fluent in generating such 1deas.
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The expectation that metaphor involves more affective
responsés than simile is thus confirmed by the results from thg
éﬁildreﬁ's data; it is not born out, hoﬁever, by the results from
the adult data. This unexpected finding may indicate a greater
readiness by children to entertain affective ideas, and a
corresponding lower availability of more abstréct modés of
iﬁtefpretation. In line with this suggestioﬁ, the children were
also gomewhat more fluent than the-adults in behavior idea
units-—although the'difference does not reachkstati;ticalv
signifiéance-—but less fluent thaﬁ the adults in the situation
and thinking units. If children's responses té stories tend to
be of a more concrete nature than those of adults, then the
éffécts, as our results indicate, are é:geadily avallable part of
that inferential reberfoire. The affective implications of the
situ;tions described in our storiés Qere immediately grasped and

utilized by most of the nine and ten year old children in the

study; in fact, feeling idea units were twice as common as any

other single type of unit. This is in contrast to the adult
data, wﬁere feeling units also predominated, but were only 1.5
timeé as common. | | |

The lack'of'significant affective differences in the adult
data suggested that another method of testing affective resﬁonse
with adults should be investigated. The method used in the first
expefigent_taps only those éoméonents of response tﬁat can be

-

readily verbalized. Iﬁ'Egg case of adults, in contrast to

17
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children, éffective fesponées may be only partly available to
this mbde of report. The circumpiex model of affect was employed
to test adult response to metaphors and similes because, while
the affect points on the ciréle are identified by verbal labelé,
the shifts between them that it was used to ﬁeasure'are
indcpéhdgnt of verbal report. It was hoped in this way to gain a

more direct measure of the affective response. to figures in a

story.
Exgeriment 3
Method

The subjects were 33 freshmen students enrolled in an
Educatidnal,?sychology course at the University of Illinois at

Urbana-Champaign (average age: 19.8).

A folk-tale, The Priceless Cafs, translated from the
Italian, was adapted to containlinsgaﬁceS'of figurative language
at various points in the tale. Thrée such points were used to
test the affective response to metaphors, similes, an& literal -
paraphrases. The first point in theustory, foi example, in which
two Venetian merchants are Eéing described, in the metaphor
version reads: "One was a fine merchant, bﬁt the other was a

vulture.” In the simile version the same passage reads: "One
was a fine merchant, bﬁt the other was like a.vulture." The -
literal pdfaphrase in the third version reads: "One was a.fine
me;chant, but the other was a greedy man."

Half of the story was presented in a test booklet. The

‘story was printéd in sections on separate pages, in such a way.

18
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that the story was stopped just before each test metaphor, to
request respohses from thé subject, then just after the hetaphor,
with a further request for responses. As three.metaphors were
being tested, the story was stopped in this way six times. The
simile and literal versions were presented in the‘same férm. At
each .such pause in the story tﬁe subject was first asked to wilce
down briefly what image Zn'picture he had in mind for “he last
sentence orltwo that he(had just read. ThiS-requégt was made
principally in.order to have the subject dwell a little.longer on
his response to the story at thaévpoint, making it more likely
thét the response to the main qdestion would be a considered one.
The key queétion which followed asked the subject to "decide
which féeling'wouid be the most appropriate;for sémebody rgéﬂing

the last sentence or two.” A circle of named affects was

pfesented (see Figure 1), in which the subject was requested to

. check one of the named feelings or (if he preferred) one of the

spaces between two feelings. Three checking positions for each
feeling were allowed for gradations in intensity, according to

whether the feeling was considered to be‘strong,.medium, or

slight.

Insert Figure 1 about here.

The affect circle was described to the subjects_befbre the

_experiment. It was pointed out that adjacegt affects were

similar while affects on opposite sides of the circle were

\

19
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oppﬁsite types of affect. After six sets of respouses had been

made, and the test booklet had been handed back to the

experimenter, each subject.was given the remainder of the story
. to‘take out of the test—room on a debriefing sheet, The test

took about twenty minutes to complete,

Kesnlts and Discussion

,.The six affect points checked by each subject on the circle
were eOmpared. The distﬁnce between the points on the circle was
taken to représgnt a measure of affective: shift before and after
each figure or paraphrase. This distance was measured in.terms
of the angle of shift around the circle, th&s giving ;\series of
nominal shiftfmeasurements at each of thréé points in the story
for the three experimental groups. The mean degree of shift for
each instance is shown’in Table 3. For the first and second
shifts, it will be seen that the mean difference between tﬁé
simile and control respoﬁses is over 30 degrees in both cases,
while the difference:betweeh the metaphof and qon;rol responses

- 1s much smaller. The third shift resulted iﬁ‘differences that

‘are not consistent with the first two.

Insert Table 3 about here.

A wide variation in the degree of shift was found between
" subjects within each'condition, rdnning, in the case of one set

of results, from 0 to 180 degrees. For this reason the
l .
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differences in magnitude of the shifts between conditions were

-examined by ranking. A Freidman Ranks Test of variance was

carried.out on each of ;ﬁe shifts (Friedman, 1937). Comparing
the.three conditions, the first set of shifu? was found to be
significant beyond the 0.1 level, but the second and third shifts
&id not reach significance on this test. The ratings for -
intensity did not show a consistent difference between conditions
and were dropped from further anaiysis.

As in thé adult data from Experiment 1, however, the
expected-direction of difference in the effects of metaphor and
simile was contrary to the results obtained. Just as those in
the simile condition in the first study produced a s%ightly
larger (alfhough non—significant) number of feeling units than
those in the metaphor condition, similes in the sedﬁh&ksgudy‘were
assoclated with a larger affective shift compared with metaphors.
Whilé this diéference was, again, notbsignificant, the difference

between simile and control conditions on the first shift was

large enough to belsignificant (p < 0.05), while a less

éign;ficant (E_=.0.1)vdi?ference was alsd found on the second
shift:A‘ThuS it is simile, not metaphor, which appears to result
in greater affg;tivé iévolbemenf...The consistency.éf tﬁe two
sets of~adu1t_daté“qn the affective measures is evident, although

an explanation for it\fe@ains to be explored.

~
~

General Discussion

N

. . o« -
- The unexpected findings on the affective implications of

)

metaphors and similes for adults muét lso be reconciled with the

21
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results of the children's data, which are in accord with the
original hypothesis. Since this is a fifst, exploratory study,
using indirect methods to examine the different effects of
metaphors and similes 1in text, it is clear that too much reliance

should not be placed on the results obtained. A replication of

both studies, particularly with a wider age-range of child

subjects, would belp to establish the reliability of the
differences found. It would also, presumably, help to determine
the developmental course of éhanges in tpése responses.

In measuring affective response, ideational fluency in
itself 1s not, of course, a direct indication of the quality of a
subject's fesponse to metaphors or similes. It will be
remembered, however, that our‘concern in this study was not to
elicit direct méasures of comprehension, but rather to examine
the influence that different figures might have on text
pfocessing.' The ideas recorded by tﬁe subjects represent
ﬁotential extensions of the story at Fhe point where it breaks
off. The findings suggest,.for.example, that according t; the
interest a‘writer wishes to create in his reader, a metaphor is
more likely to arouse concern over ;hé affecti?e state of a

character, while a simile tends to direct attention to a

character's situational aspects. The fact that the children in
our study were responsive to affective and other implications of
metaphor also suggests that more use might be made of metaphors.

in educational texts, both for reading instruction. and for

22
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expository purposes. If metaphor produces greater affectlve
arousal,‘a child reading a text containing metaphors is likely to
become more involved with the text and to find 1t more memorable.
Other recent studies have also pointed to significant gains in
children's understanding or recall of material using metaphoré
and analogies (Pearson, et al., 1981; Vosniadou & Ortony, 1983).

These conclusions are indicated by the pattern of the children's

data in our study. The adult data are less conclusive.

:

But a tentative explanation for the adult pattern of
response can be formulated on the basis of fhe written protocols
from the second study. A few of the metaphor condition subjects
showed that they were anticipéting the affect of the ensuing
metaphor, which narrowed the affective shift recorded by them for
that metaphor. Three of the subjects on encountering the pbint
before the second met;phor made predictions about what Qas about
to happen next. Although the good merchant in Lhe story ﬁas been
trading successfully from one island to the next, and has now
just arrived at a new harbour, one subject, for example, said
there was "a sort of eerie feeling--foreshadowing?” Only one of
the simile condition subjects mentioned, léss:specifically, that
"something must‘happen.".

It 1s possible that metaphor,lin this way, increases Lextual
cohesion for the subject. Thus, either at a point after arn
initial metapﬁor has  begun to shape response, or retrospectively
on encountering a new metaphor, the greater depth of processing

which (we hypothesize) metaphdr induces, enhances the connections

Q ‘l \, ‘ : : ’ : _ 23:;
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of a metaphor to other concepts and affective atates activated by
the atory. The lower degree of affective uhift.of our aubjects
in the metnphof condition.mAy be rcflect*ng greater textual
cohesion in their response, compared with those in the simile
condition. The effect, if present, is a relatively small one,
however, and should be further explored by means of a more
rigorous set of measures.

' Another possible explanation for our results is that adults
;éceiving metaphors do indeed respond fully to their affective
aspects, at a level beyond the fluent children of our first
study, and that such an affective response takes place at a depth
beyond that made to an equivalent simile. But the conditions
under which the response must be described may militate against
the accuracy of the description. An affective staté in the
adult, 1if it 1s due to réadiﬁg into the story some degree of his
own experience, may be elusive and hard to describe. It is more
likély to suffer from a deficiency éf appropriate words than
other types of account. That the adult subjects were in‘general
slightly iess fluent in response to metaphor than to simile aiso
tends to support this suggestion.' Thus, subjects in the metaphor
~ condition, compared with those in the simile condition, may have
beén unéble to record as accurately or as fully their affective
respohses. No measure of the depth of affective response formed
part of either study; nor is iteeqsyﬂto'see how such a measure

could be devised. The question demands further careful research.
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In concluaton, while the present findings do not In
themselves show a clear distinction hotween a comparison-type
response and a tranaformational response (subjecin . were not,
after all, asked to interpret the figuren'dtrcctly), the
differences found among the children's pattern of responses o
suggest that the processing of the two figurea\mny proceed in
divergent dirgctiona. The finding on affect is consistent with
our earlier suggestion that metaphor creates a more radical shift
in the menning.of the topic 15 a figurative sentence. The
receiver of the metaphor, finding his view of the character
unsettled by the figure to a greater degree than is the case with
the simile, resorts more to his affective responses to the
metaphor in order to comprehend its meaning. This leéds him 1in
- turn to focus for longer, relatively speaking, on the affective
implications of the figure for the character.

The adult data, however, do not support this view, since in
both experiments simile resulted in a slightly greater affective
response than metaphor. This difference in response from
children is puzzling, and at the moment we can on1§ specuiate
about its causes. It 1is evident that the affective aspects pf
response to metaphors and similes requires further careful
investigation., It may be that depth of affective processing in

adults 1s one variable that will provide a way of distinguishing

responses to the two figures.
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® Table~l

Meén.Scores of Feeling Idea Units

26

Children Adults

Metaphor - - 8.45° 5.48
Simile 5.33 6.39
4.9

c

Control '5.63

®netaphor/simile difference significant:
metaphor/control difference: p = .1°

-0

p < .05;
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Table 2

Totals of Mean Responses per Condition

____Condition © Children  Adults
metaphor . 16.65 ' 12.69
simile | 12.45 13.85
control I 11.95 13.02
Total : . 41,05 39.56

“\




Table 3

Experiment 3

Affect Shifts:

Affect and Metaphor 28

Mean Shifts in Each Condition

Instances
Condition 1 2 3
metaphor ©99 91 88
simile 1272 112° 48
control 90 75 | 80

33imile/control difference significant: p < .05

bs;pilé/control difference: p = .1
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