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CHAPTER 1, - 7
INTRODUCTION

‘Teaching students how.to comprehend metaphor especfa]]y
_1n poetry, is one of the most .difficult’ tasks faced by an Eng11sh
teachers The teacher is confronted by a c1ass of students who,
generally, are,_or.qutckly beopme,‘d1senchanted_w1th‘poetry when

metaphor{ca1 comprehens{on is seemingly insurmountagTe The

' “'-chwldren s frustrat1on 1s most . often not a11ev1ated throughout the1r

years of schoo11ng, Why metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1on is so d1ff1cu1t
remains a mystery to both the students and teachérs.

;f. A1though educators believe thatstudents 1nterpretmetaphor‘i o

1nadequate1y, they seem to spend 11tt1e time exp1a1n1ng to the. //Z//’—\\

children what steps to fo11ow in 1nterpret1ng a metaphor The_ . .

student is left to attempt whatever processes he th1nks m1ght work

Often his approach is 1ncons1stent and haphazard " He may a]so be -

confused when he attempts to use a systemat1c procedure to infer a

-; mean1ng, 1f he 15 to]d that his 1nterpretat1on is 1nadequate The/ff._f
| prob]em may be that what~the metaphor means is rarely separated from -
,how the ‘metaphor means. Th1s separat1on for the purpose of teach1ng

metaphor would perhaps benef1t the student 1n that he cou]d ]earn:

a 1og1ca] procedure that could be applied to a work in order to fand'

-
L

mean1ng
The task of an educator, it wou1d seem,fgs to provide and
teach a- systemat1c procedure to students hav1ng d1ff1cu]ty 1nterpret—

ing metaphor. What conf1nes teachers, however,:1s.an,1nadequate~




Ty
N,

/"

_reserve of 1nformat1on How ch11dren 1nterpret metaphor what

d1ff1cu1t1es they exper1ence, and what methods for teaching are

most effect1ve are rare]y found in’ the 11terature on metaphor ' a
4

Emlg (1972) cr1t1c12es the nature of the research .on

. mataphor: ',' oo B S

N
P

-

If comprehending and creat1ng metaphor. form .one of the
pillars of human cognition," such a major.mode- of learning
would seem an essential subject: for research...yet, the:

‘literature surprises. -The few direct efforts to describe

. how ch11dren‘dea1 with metaphor ‘tend to be anecdotal, with

'11tt1e conceptual anchoring. Emp1r1ca1 studies concerning
.children and the: role metaphor play$ in their ‘cognitive
development scarcely exist. (pp 164 165)

However, it wou]d seem that studies determ1n'ng the re]at1on-‘

"sh1p between metaphor and cogn1t1ve deve]opment wo 1d be premature,

unt11 the under1y1ng assumpt1ons of metaphor1ca1 process1ng are. -~ "

quest1oned and emp1r ' 1y proven or d1sproven

: t"Among.these assumptions ost in need of quest1on1ng are '
threec".' o |
1.4‘that agreement upon what 8’ metaphor meansAmay be
atta1ned and therefore, a correct answer may be
*vdeterm1ned | . : o
_2. that the context of the work from which- the metaphor
u‘ is abstracted is not significant in determining its =
' mean1no, o : o |
3, that the medium of presentat1on of the metaphor has no.
effect upon 1nterpretat1on . —#\;

It may be that process1ng 1s affected by a]l three, and that\\;/

conc]us1ons based upon these assumpt1ons need to be re exam1ned



1. 'I{URPOSE_ T

It was the Durpose of th1s study to exam1ne the foTTow1ng,
e 2

hypotheses ‘ftyf - -“L - ,i- R '”' S ;‘ R

<

1. Interpretat1ons for poems and metaphors are un1que,,v
'dependent upon the 1nd1v1dua] 1nterpreier

2; The comp]ete context of a work : s1gn1f1cant1y
~influences the metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1on

3. A d1fference in process1ng w1TT be observed when the

-a‘med1um is aTtered from read1ng, to TJsten1ng, to
read1ng and. T1sten1ng g ) 0'
The study 1s restr1cted to metaph0r1ca1 1nterpretat1on in.

poetry, s1nce short, compTete works may be used thus ensur1ng use.’

of the compTete context of the work ATso, swnce most gtudies on

o metaphor exam1ned the subgect s 1nterpretat1on on the bas1s of h1s

read1ng of . the metaphor exce]]ent and poor readers were used to
"determ1ne whether maJor changes 1n the1r proceSSTng occur when the
commun1cat10n med1um is aTtered The group be1ng observed were grade
ten h1gh schooT students who, upccord1ng to most of the T1terature,
are capabTe of abstract thought |

S1nce the processing of metaphor is the maJor concern, how-ei'

metaphor means . rather than what metaphor means was the pr1nc1p1e

‘focus ‘ ~ . _i' " '_" ‘";H".;:*
1I. -DEFINITIONS <

METAPHOR -

‘_.A metaphor 1sia_figurewof'speech in which one term (uSuaTTy



| .'t». ' A .; " - ""_ S L ] : . PR . . ."‘.-av
’the tener) is descr1bed or 111um1nated 1n terms of another e]ement“

V'j(usually ca]]ed the veh1c1e) The tenor and veh1c1e are d1sparate,d

“ﬁrealms, but have certa1n qua11t1es that are a]1ke‘ These common f"'“

propert1es ‘are cal]ﬂd the ground or br1dge of the metaphor ~Fbr) 3,f2.7°

' examp1e, 1n Shakespear' S Romeo and Ju]1et when Ju11et ﬁs ca]]ed .
f;the sun Ju11et 1s the te.ir and the sun 1s the,veh1c1e 111um1nat1ng S

‘) Ju11et The shared propert1 5 of br1111ance warmth, susta1n1ng"11fe,'?f;;,i

Ci

iblcenter of Romeo s un1verse etc , form the br1dge between the d1sparate

' vrea]ms be]oved humans and astronom1ca1 bod1es (Gardner_et_ al., ffﬁ%vt;ff

1977) _“f&*;,i{ | B , TR S ] I

f‘TENOR S
o * e

- . , SRR

. The tenor( 5 ) 1s/are the 1dea( ). belng expressed or the subJect of the -

compar1son B

VEWIoe
The vehic}e(s)‘iS/ane‘the 1ma§e(s)7usEd tonconVey the‘tenbr;-.
'METAPHOR SYNTHE§IZER*

- A metaphor synthes1zer is. an 1nterpreter who accosts a metabnor and be-

comes act1ve1y enaaqed in determ1n1nq 1ts mean1nq He brov1des the 1nfnr:\\\\\\;
»Vmat1on that has been 1m011ed in the. metabhor (a tenor veh1c1e or hnth. '

o the relat1onsh1ps between tenor and veh1c1e) He fuses two or more nfﬁ

dlsparate rea]ms, creat1nq a unlque qesta]t of the mean1nq
}ual%AmR

PO w e e N B
‘A high neaEEr is a grade ten student scoring in the quartile above.



ffpercentw%e onthe read1ng comprehens1on sect1on of the TASK Leve1 ii

Jschoo] An the Lethbr1dge Pub11c Schoo] System as the subJects for the .
';7study The s1xteen studentsﬂwere chosen on the bas1s of the1r read1ng
; ‘f:..comprehens1on scores, ha]f be1ng exce]]ent readers the other ha]f

f}[poor readers L . ’i, : ~!“‘a s

| _when the data were analyzed f"'1'é;;f;.yL

the 75th percent11e on the read1nq comprehens1on sect1on of.the"

u
LOW READER

’_,J'.'.

'-A 1ow reader 1s a grade ten student scor1ng 1n the quart11e beL@W the 25th.t'r

B ~"III.A-PLANfoE:TH£5STuDijVj'i'

B

E1ght_ma1es and e1ght fema]es were se]ected from a h1gh

: , o
-~ .

A11 déta were co]]ected in Apr11, 1979 Each student was.

3'pr1vate1y 1nterv1ewed so that any 1nterference W1th h1s process1ng

.wou1d be m1nfmaq Each student was asked to read two poems, ]1sten

,,,,,

",to two poems, and s1mu1taneous]y read and ]1sten to two poems thathe -

"had not orev1ous]v read or 11stened to After read1ng each poem, the )

subgect was asked to 1nterpret the poem and the metaphors w1th1n the S

~

o poem _Each 1nterv1ew was tape recorded, and 1ater transcr1bed

No categor1z1ng system was determ1ned Qr1or for fear that L

the system m1ght 1nf1uenCe the resu]ts Thus, the patterns emerged

R ;- 5 I LIMITATIONS
. The fo1}owjnngactors'may‘have;ihtidehééd*the'resuﬁts:l“;t

.l ta - _]_'



F pE \:. ~5lff' };ﬂ;f_ff_ﬁ;‘tifi.5ﬁ¢:
v 1: Only poetry was exam1ned but the l'terary form m1ght L

‘?'f“f" (1nf]uence metaphor1ca] process1ng

~N

.‘QOn]y short poems were used 1ength m y 1nf1uence the ‘ff'f-'

: method of process1ng \
' : A :
s"“When ]1sten1ng to the poems, the students were subJected

e @

';to' he researcher s vo1ce wh1ch may have 1nf1uenced to o
”;hsomh degree the 1nterpretat1ons | » . ‘ }»t -
'*Z:f4t ,The use’ ‘of - the tape recorder may have 1nf]uenced student
o 7:fresponses "t h : ' | | ' B
-'f_détrpOn]y a 11m1ted number of students at one grade 1eve1 were
".t j"op]-f'f" - exam1ned 11m1t1ng the genera11zat1ons that can be made
| o ':The method of process1ng cou1d change at d1fferent age e
1vaj6L hNo contro1 Was made for d1fferenceb 1n 1nd1v1dua]s accOrd-bv |
o L :a't"~';f ';”v_;51ng to verba] fac111ty, other than to ask the Eng]1sh
a,{e'}h“'_?h“'?fi'd';fdh_fa:'h“teachers of the students 1n the sample whether the SUbJects
,ﬁfn:ﬁt5{:fhih. inﬁi.’ : u:possessed an average or better level of .verba] faC1]1ty

O I SR vNo contro] was made for: the prevxous amount of: 1nstruc—

';?tlon 1n metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat10n

- fVléuSIGNIFICANCEL L g -

Rather thanefocus1nq on the metaphor, 1tse1f th1s study _Wf,i‘h;vij;
focuses uoon the processang of the metaphor synthes1zer Such a LR

'"?9~]-% chhange,ln oerspect1ve a]1ows the Quest10n1nq of - $°$f of- the i
; Mo i’ F -"wﬁ‘r\

fo]low1ng issues:. o Lo L o LD e f'; i
ST T BT ﬁﬂr A AR RS SR 23 g
ii, S 1 what makes metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1ons un1que, 1f

. ”,)..,yv . ‘rff v b

1ndeed they are7 : ?f' s ﬁ,'TA"f N



“.iZ‘ fWhat genera] patterns of process1ng occur when-subJectsi
h;5"1nterpret metaphor’ l ' |
"i'.fw b-'1’7';__1n hf Do these patterns‘change when the metaphor 1s pre—
B Hv'/ sented through a d1fferent med1um of commun1cat1on7
*‘b; Are these patterns affected by context7 T
g'%f_ f: :f_~33'fWhy do students exh1b1t d1ffacu1ty 1n 1nterpret1ng ‘f
' ;g : 1‘,j .-‘;} metaphor’ S 'gr_v,;Iaﬁ‘.gu _ -,:, o - E n'.i _\;
These spec1f1c 1ns1ghts were expected to prov1de genera] 1nformation' |
| -on how any 1ncom1ng data is organ1zed categor1zed and used to
revea] how ]earn1ng, genera]]y takes place _

As we]], such a study was expected to offer a number of

_2;~mzl 1mp11cat1ons for teach1ng, concern1ng | -

- -~ zaéy?iffi{{“how a 1ow read1ng comprehender may be a1ded 1n his "
) . crprocess1ng of 1nformat1on, spec1f1ca]1y metaphor, 3..
?fﬁfLQT,fd”th" .é, _what k1nds of materla]s a grade ten student m1ght be

able to process successfu]ly, such as those evok#ng
;concrete or abstract 1mages and- re]at1onsh1ps,'
3;: what k1nd of presentat1on a student prefers, whether
%'aud1tory, v1sua1 or both, and why; =
4. 'what approach to ana1y21ng a student uses focustng |
on one or two attr1butes or many |

S1nce on]y a 11m1ted number of stud1es exam1ne metaphor1ca1

prapm o

1nte2§retat1on at the h1gh schoo] 1eve] there is a great need for

“iRfo

o 1n Hunsberger s (1978) declarat1on that "on]y aﬂSma]T number of the

mostwab1ehstudents can rESpond 1n319htfu11y and 1mag1nat1ve1y to the - -

atﬁon on how students process metaphor Th1s need.can be notedh;;.?“”
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N fkf metdphor ': L v_"‘

i framework for the study

o research

T is study was des1gned to prov1de some of the 1nformat10n
Chapte Two surveys the re]ated 11terature

Then Chapter Three exp1a1ns the exoer1menta]f

des1gn, descr1b1ng the 1nstrument the 1nterv1ew,

the p110t study,- and

Cbpter Four dlscusses the fmdmgs
1]]ustrat1ng the or1g1na11ty of, the student responses,

the treatment of :the data

the patteré

of the organ1z1ng processes, and- the process1ng d1fferences between.

h1gh and Tow readers Lastly, Chapter Five conta1ns a summary of" the
resu]ts, 1mp11cat1ons for teach1ng poetry, recommendat1ons for further'5u

» and the conc]us1on of the report

R and presents a theoret1ca1 o



CHAPTER 2: .. -

f»REVwa'QF REbﬁTED'LITERATURE;

L4 ". .

Study1ng how metaphor means m1ght prov1de va]uab]e 1ns1ght
1nto cogn1t1ve process1ng A1though any g1ven metaphor may have a
- un1que ‘meaning for each. 1nd1v1dua1 because of his un1que sets of back-
ground know1edge and cogn1t1ve and 11ngu1st1c structures, patterns -of
proce551ng may be common Throughout the 11terature on metaphor, such
a thread of stud1es 1s beg1nn1ng to. ga1n s1gn1f1cance | |

' Many of the attempts to descr1be the ro]e of metaphor 1nfj ‘

_ cogn1t1ve deve]opment de]1neate the stages of metaphor1ca1 product1on B

\

or metaphor1ca1 understand1ng by relat1ng them to P1aget s stages of
cogn1t1ve deve]opment thce thws study was restr1cted to a descr1p—
t1on of, how 11terary metaphor is 1nterpreted on1y the stud1es

. exam;n1ng the 1nterpretat1on and understand1ng of metaphor w1]] be :
rev1ewed | ' i e 'v__

In that the revwew of the 11terature on what netaphor is or
how+it funct1ons was found to be controvers1a1, a theoret1ca1 frame—
7t;work from 0ut of wh1ch metaphor may be ana]yzed 1s deve]oped in the
ytf1rst part of th1s chapter Second]y, an overv1ew of the emp1r1ca1 ',
'stud1es query1ng ch11dren S understand1ng of metaphor is g1ven
F1na11y, ‘the chapter prov1des a rev1ew of the stud1es that compare the

: effects of readtng and ]1sten1ng upon a ch11d s method of process1ng

information.s . . ) .



-7‘1; THE THEORETICAL FRAMENORK

DEFINITION OF METAPHQ\’///

o ;f‘ Because the concept of metaphor 1s complex, there 15 no’one :
= def1n1t1on of metaphor Wha11ey (1965) expresses the confus1on

‘ The nature and” def1n1t1on of metaphor1ca1 terms and of
. the re]at1ons between thém have. both ‘been matter: for much : -
, -:{specu1at1on .and. d1sagreement .the’ metaphor1ca1 relation. -
' has been variously described as comparison, contrast,
analogy, s1m11ar1ty,-Juxtap051t1on, identity, tens1on,
. collisibn, <fusion: : and different views have been held
‘-_x‘?egard1?g the nature 0perat1on, and funct1on of metaphor
- {p. 490) - . A : , _

i L1kew1se the mudd11ng of the concept obscures the boundar1es of

metaphor Whereas metaphor for one researcher may des1gnate a]] L

1anguage for another researcher 1t may mean -an: 1mp11ed compar1son

“U*ﬁ\between two d1ss1m11ar obJects The need for a c]ear def1n1t1on

'»Vj,:to work. from 15, therefore, apparentf l¢jrff
Because the form of a metaphor may vary from a sentence or y

o book .an art1st1c 1con, a concrete phys1ea1 modelg or. concrete-d

-.‘d1agram or even a ra1sed eyebrow (Berggren, 1962 p 238) . the TR

\

-def1n1t1on created for the purposes of th1s study w111 be 11m]ted to o

11terary metaphpr A reyaew of the ex1st1ng def1n1t1ons and the1r .f7941~’a

'”pcommona11t1es 111ustrate how the def?n1t1on of metaphor cruc1a11y

£y

'~~:¢affects the perspect1ve of the research j;hereby 1nf1uenc1ng the

‘_;-2methods used in. 1dent1fy1ng meta hor, and in descr1b1ng the subJect s,'_in

“'icompetence in understand1ng metaphor ’? oo  yt‘ o 3 1: ‘;T-

10



. comwon CHARA.CTERIS?TI’CS .w‘OE‘*thTAPHO'R- P

’Th1s reTat1on 1nvoTves compar1son of unT1ke th1ngs (Herschberger,
;ft1943 I A R1chards, 1939 Perr1ne, 1956 McCToskey, 1964 ATtenbernd -

,_'and Lew1s,_1966 and Gardner, 1977), that 1s,_“someth1ng is, or 1s.

'-,i‘tand Lew1s, 1966 p 15)"1”:f“ ";;' Z,j-'jﬁhf _x,bl[-ﬁ

: in that "fus1on connotes no express1on of exact re]atﬂrf,_'
.-1964 Char]esworth and Lee’,
“7,[McCarreTT 1977) what 1s condensed in a
/ ‘
rexp]anat1on of how therd4sparate”?ea1ms are reTated (H1Samoto 1975)
»and 1dent1fy1ng the reaTms w111 not reveaT thé reTat1onsh1p Asi

“Tjstated by Stern (1964)' "there is- no essent1al 1dént1ty between the t:}f’ o
not expressed"(p 300) ' Often one of the referents 1s not even

| ”»bthen demands a receptor to comp]ete 1ts mean1ng The receptor must

2’
e
M
BRI S 1
: "
e
"

A somewhat globa] def1n1t1on of verbaT metaphor is prov1ded

ifby whaTTey (1965) Metaphor is’ a

: condensed yerba] reTat1on 1n wh1ch an 1dea, 1mage, or symboT el

~{may by the’ presence of one or more-ideas,. images or symbols: R .
© be enhanceéd “in: v1v1dness, compTex1ty, or breadth of o

: 1mp11cat1on (p 490) B . : ‘

-xzequ1vaTent to, someth1ng wh1ch Js-in most ways unT1ke 1t (ATtenberndi_"»

PN

.".‘,,' R | e

The commona11t1es of the reTat1onsh1p between the two f.

: f,ﬁ d1sparate rea]ms, Gardner (1977) TabeTs ground”or br1dge The ground

:-[15 1mp11ed and resuTts through a “fus1on" ofPthe two d]sparate rea]ms,//;/;k/

:64 Ramsey, 1972 Verbrﬂ’f-'

phor then, 1s the

two referents 1nvoTved and the reTat1on between the two referents 1s
\ - .

,.,nexpressed (I A R1chards, 1939) and must aTso be 1nferred Metaphor ,__s-,

4h’,fdform a gestaTt where the sum is greater than 1ts parts

.To_caTT the person 1nterpret1ng the metaphor a rece1ver or.




“Eg receptor'wmp11es that he 1s an 1nact1ve absorber of 1nformat1on

7'1nterpreter perce1ves the barrage of 1nformat1on conta1n1ng the

y "fpotent1a1 for mean1ng he 1s an act1ve producer He se]ects cues

ifmetaphor

- znthes1ze W1thout a metaphor1cal,synthes1zer the metaphor

£1nferred T['

.?."“ Th1s concept of fus1on with a resu]tant gesta]t

;gwh1ch he f1nds meaﬁ1ngfu], organtzes them and produces a mean1ng

'fH"vas\we]l as the creator, 1nVents the

L

v's n that he 1s act1ve]y 1nvo]ved in producwng mean1ng, by

'h]prOduced by 1ts creator rema1ns 1n 11mbo; mak1ng sense only when the: -

,_'ated aspects are g1ven mean1ng “f- . -;f'”

(1972) descr1bes th1s process of 1nterpretat1on as the

Rams_y

‘%i;ttof the unre]ated parts

E ;the st of a’ metaphor has to be~understood as a c1a1m that

Jo {1)0A and B in contact;have;generated‘a disc1osure-revealing
f;*some_object,andf(ZJ%what‘tt}fsfthat~has*been disclpsed denands

. ~discourse which infiltrates B into A. - In this® way we wou]d

-..explicate;: for example,."E]ectr1c1ty is. f]owwng in the ’, -

o Wire"y 3."Light is a-wave motion', “Jesys ¢ the ‘Messiah". '
In.each case, . the. copula “15“ points to a d1sclosure whose

. -object brnngs with it the p 1b111ty and need o endles

_ *nove]ty in metaphor1caL taTK/Se :.a metaphor holds’ togetﬁ%> _
two'conitents in such'a way as to generate an unspec1f1ab1e R

. number of-articulation possibilities.. Genera11z1ng we may h;i}fffif'{;!.g:
.- say that. metaphor1ca1 expressions Occur-when two. Situations ..o ,
‘-f;..vstr1ke us “in-such a.way as to reveal what includes them butﬂi~-%v~

o ise n0»mere comb1nat1on -0f them both (pp 163 - 164)

o R b

necess1tates a metaphor synthes1zer, for a metaphor, 1nu1tse1f has ’ngv

Ve ool

no power to fuse The emphas1s upon the recelver s 1nteract1on w1th

“~.,' Thus receptor seems an 1nappropr1ate 1abe]. FrOm the mOment the-f _

L 6.:‘

T__w.ithm h1s un1que framework of backgr0und know]edge, 11ngu1st1c and;;T' o

R I g

'5?#cogn1t1ve structures

l-fus1ng 1deas, he m1ght more appropr1ate1y be ca]]ed a metaphor1ca1 jf}i

”~;;; ‘"\0f the metaphor He perce1ves the fus1on as a tangent1a] meet1ng .1.h
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the metaphor seems to shggest that "spec1f1c metaphors can have :

id1fferent mean1ngs for dvfferent peop]e d1fferent mean1ngs for the e

same person or the same mean1ng for deferent peop]e (Hﬂsamoto,

1975 P 3),‘_{The'rece1ver 1s 1nvo]ved in. "an 1nterchange and

. 1dent1f1cat1on of one th1ng or 1dea w1th another not usua11y re]ated
reshap1ng the thouqht of both to be held 1n m1nd as 1f the two were
one"(M1Tes 1963 p 428) . How the thought of both w11J be reshaped
and what tangent1a1 meet1ng po1nts w111 be determ1ned w111 depend 1n t
part on the cogn1t1ve structures of the 1nterpreter (Walker/ 1973 |

J

Bruner 1963 Kempson, 1977)

st1mu]us and processes the 1mp]1ed re]at1onsh1ps thus form1ng a

gesta]t that causes cogn1t1ve surpr1se and emot1on _ To 11m1t the e

:f:ion to on]y the st1mu1us (or the. 1mp11ed re]at1onsh1ps 4
between un11ke thﬁngs) woqu ]1m1t the study of metaphor to what the
forms of metaphor are what the purposes of metaphor are, and how :7'
these purposes are achleved However, 1nc1ud1ng the rece1ver 1n the
vdef1n1t10n perm1ts a study of the process of 1nterpretat1on, and o
a11ows for the un1que perspect1ve of any g1ven synthes1zer w1th1n the
boundar1es of the- context deflned by the work - »

Tesiee

whether the synthe51zer reJects the metaphor because he

-cannot perce1ve 1ts re]at1onsh1 s'

SEPT

he is at, : ;fava*?f..:“, o :“-:;r‘.-

h: Understand1ng what metaphor 1s, therefore, wou1d‘necess1tate .
1nformat1on about the st1mu]us 1mp11ed re]at1onsh1p, the. metaphor f?;F'
synthes1zer, and the process of 1nterpretat1on The re]atlonsh1p is ;;f~f§

1mp]1ed and condensed the metaphor synthes1zer 1nteracts w1th the ﬂ Hf':
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' the objects being companed

\
(THE LIFE OF A METAPHOR

The stage of 11fe .of a metaphor is dependent upon the

metaphor synthes1zer s ability to perce1ve the re]at1onsh1ps between

iy

In the first stage, the synthes1zer cannot re]ate the

’disparate rea]ms. He eJther rejects the metaphor as meaningless and

_inappropriate, or he interprets it literally:

at first a word's use is simply inappropriate. This is
because it gives the thing a.name that belongs to something
else. It is a case of misusing words...our first response
is to deny the metaphor and affirm the literal truth:
"Bodies attract each other! (only people attract or_are
attracted, although -bodies may move together)..."Méta
fatigue and the cruel sea"-(only people suffer fatigue and
are cruel, though metals wear out after constant use, and

. harmless peop]e may drown 1in a rough sea). (Turbayne, 1970,

- p. 24) .

In the_second stage, the;synthesﬁzer'is’able to perceiwe'

the relationships, and consider the as if nature of the comparison.

)Not on]y.cen he view the parts, but he can also form the gestalt,

- providing increased awareness:

because such affirmation and denial produce the required
duality of meeting, the effective metaphor quickly enters
the second stage in its 1ife; the once inappropriate name
‘becomes a metaphor It has its moment of triumph.. We
accept the metaphor by acquiescing in the make be11eve

This is the stage at which...the metaphor is used by us
with awareness to 111uminate obscure or previously hidden
facts. This is the stage at which the metaphor, being new,
fools hardly anyone.(Turbayne, 1970, P 25)

Th1s 15 the orily. stage where the metaphor is alive. Whereas in

-~ o .

stage one the*metaphor was den1ed the metaphor ip stqge three no

@ 1onger causes the syntheSTzer to react, s1nce he no Tbnger needs to

L Y
‘ W e "

o



- make sense of the unusual comparison. He‘accepts it and it becomes

)
.
[
A
|
o

"

—

.commonplace for him. Coghitive]y and affective]y;nit hasmdied for

him: ..

The moments of 1nappropr1ateness are short compared to the
infinitely long period when the metaphor is accepted as
commonplace. The last two stages are sometimes described
as the transition from a "live" metaphor to one moribund or
"dead". But it is better to say that either the metaphor is
<= now hidden, or it ceases to be one. Within this Tong period
the original- -metaphor may develop in various .ways, one of
which is taking metaphor 11tera11y

. - | o U

.~ In this part of the third stage of metaphor we no -~
Tonger ‘make believe that camels are dogs, that sounds are
vibrations, etc. Camels are now nothing but dogs; sounds
are nothing but vibrations, and the human body is nothing
but a machine. What had before been models, are now ~
taken for ¢he things modeled. (Turbayne, 1970, p. 26) . -

It is now used'in a denotationa1 manner; a short-hand phrase forba
concept. | | | i

| A spec1f1c metaphor then, can have different 1nterpretat1ons
~merely because of the stage of }1fe of the metaphor for :he metaphor
syntheswzer Langer (1957) Brown (1958), and Borges (1970) refer

to the concept of metaphor1ca1 11fe in terms of dynam1c and static.

Yet, whatever the stages of -the metaphor synthesrier 1nteract1ng wqth

the metaphor are. ca11ed thex,stress that one metaphor may be o1d to

T e - e @ -Aﬂ-q-’n.-.»-,-.n.-;.

one person but new to another Cons1der what for many adults isa

' c11che ) sweet tooth - When a ch11d hears this phrase “the. f1rst t1me{-"‘

he may be puzz1ed H1s 1nm1ted concepts of “SWeet“ and "tooth" wou1d7i’

suggest that the 1ntended message was that a tooth has sugar a]] over
it, or that. a tooth tastes sweet. Through his senses, he will verify
that this interpretation is 1ncorrect He _then must reject the

metaphor, because 1t is, 1nappropr1ate to h1m When he*is o1der,'he

[P

may quest1on the metaphor aga1n, and by us1ng cqntextua] 1nformat1on
N o T ’
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f'he wiTi asSociate meaning to'-the phrase He may associate tooth With

' eating, and sudden]y comprehend that sweet tooth means Wishing or

desiring something that TS§SWQEt, such as candy,,cakes, fruits or

sauces. That is assuning that‘the context remains within the>rea1m |

. AN
- of food. If for'exampie, he heard a man remark that he had a sweet

‘tooth just . as an attractive woman passed by, the chi]d might interpret

sweet tooth as a wish for béautifu1 things. In either case, when he-
comprehends what it mears to have a sweet tooth, the metaphor. becomes"
afive;_”(The‘ciiché_in'such a cohtext.Would“a]so be alive for any'A

Tistener who had previousiyvassociated it with food). Haweyéﬁ;”saoh'

“the phrase will no longer cause questions, or have a special meaning

of its own.. It wii]”become a substitote:phrase neaning ”a;desire“for”'
sweet things ‘ when he reaches this third stage, the phrase becomes

a ciiche, and is ”dead“ un]ess p]aced in a totai]y new context

For this reason, differentiating the exact stage of the ..

‘.receiver interacting With ‘the metaphor is necessary, Since it ‘wiTl

-~ - Lol By P -, by S

determine whether the metaphor~is«unders d 1iteraily, figurative]y, ;”::_,' -

or notrat al].: If it is. understood figuratively, it may be aiiye and T

« n - .

e

B dynamic, or dead and static Whereas it 1S non- existant in the first

- of the metaphor . the stage where the—creative menta] actiVity '

'i_stage, it ceases to be a- creative act on the part of the syntheSizer
vin ‘the thrrd stage,'reqUiring no mental accommodation for understand—

| ing. - What seems significant is that if the child were. given a

transiation of a metaphor and told how fo think what it means, he

~ - —

would never achieve what ;Seems. to be. the most Vita1 dynamic stagea R N N TN

o Jﬂ! 4-""’ Y 2 o V s .
s - .8 P @ o h ©ae .

_;.persona]izes the meaning The metaphor wou]d never rea]]y be aiive"

for him: “he wou]d not have to contribute through thinking what the

v el T N -
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phrase means. He would never. have to. Juxtapose two or more,1deas 1nto

a paradox1ca1 re]at1onsh1p that would force h1m to extend h1s concepts

- in order to accommodate the metaphor

A1though he may rea11ze the |

phrase is- f1gurat1ve, the metaphor wou]d rema1n static or "dead".

THE VEHICLE AND TENOR

¢

s o ; In orderto descr1be the re]at1onsh1p between the d1sparate

"~ realms 1n metaphor more apt]y, the terms tenor and: veh1c1e, 1nvented

by . A R1chards were used However, some. confus1on about what. these

terms ‘mean was noted : R1chards used . them to name ”the phrase“ and_'w

the subst1tut1on for the phrase"'

.the whole task is to compare the dtfferent re1at1ons wh1ch
41n different -cases, these two members of .a metaphor hold to
~ ‘one dndther, and we are confused at the start if we do not
~ _know which of the two we:are talking about. ‘At present we
o sy have only some c]umsy descriptive- phrases with. wh1ch to
.. .. .. séparaté them: - "The- oritginal’ jded and’ ‘the. borrowed one’;
< e owhatldg rea11y~be1ng -said-or thought of, and what it is”
- compared to,sthe.under1y1ng idea” and the imagined nature; the

’ ‘1‘_5j=“**f"}'prﬁnc1pa1 subjéct and what it resemb]es oYy st11t’more Jfgyi«'-

'*s1mp1y the mean1ng and ‘the. metaphor ortthe 1dea and 1ts

S inage (1936, P 96)

s

~’:—Tb-ﬂarrt’y, He desér1bed fhe tenor as "the under]ywng 1dea or princ1p1e

L subJect wh1ch the veh1c1e or T]gure means (p 97) - Others, us1ng .

lh1s terms, have redef1ned “them.. To Bar

rone (1968), tenor is "what the

"veh1c1eumeans”a(p 7), the veh1c]e_be1ng the word used Leondar (1968)

stressed the attitude that metaphors cannot be paraphrased or stated

o a e

© : '3

9) , and the vehxc]e as "the m1n1ma1 context requ1red to 1nd1cate the‘l

presence of a- metaphor (pp-. 8 -9) 7

in h1s very attempt to allay confusion,

when he def1ned tenor as “the concom1tant mean1ng conveyed by the

o fveh1cle whethermor not that meanfhg Can be stated 11tera11y {pp. 8 -

o

It 1s ironic that 1. A. R1chards

provaded the jmpetus to

TN

17

L



,: 1§  “ :

. -

;.perpetuate the confus1on - Is ‘the vehlc]e the f1gure or the word

’Is the tenor the comp]ete meanwng of” the~f1gure, or on]y the obJect

| 5used or: the m1n1ma1 context 1nd1cat1ng the presence of the f1gure7

e

of the compar1son7

| Thra11 H1bbard and Ha]]man (1960) prov1de a’ class1f1cat1on

- of tenor and veh1c1e that, 1s c]ear]y stated, and s1m11ar to the view

Aof th1s author They state:

' who extends the poss1ble k1nds of express1on

AThe TENOR is the idea being expressed or: the SUbJECt of the
comparison; the VEHICLE is the -IMAGE by which this idea is ,
-~ conveyed or the subject COmmunwcated “When Shakespeare wr1tes T

That time of year thou mayst in me behold o ,
_When  yellow Teaves, or. none, or few do. hang SR
Upon those boughs. wh1ch shake. agaipst the cold S
" Bare’ ru1ned cho1rs where late the sweet birds sang, -

»/the TENOR is old age, the VEHICLE is the season of late fall,
.or early winter, conveyed through-a group of images usually
- -complex- in their implications. The TENOR and VEHICLE taken
. together constitute -the -FIGURE OF SPEECH, the TROPE the -
" "turn" in'meaning which the: ‘metaphor conveys The purpose
for using metaphors can vary widely. .At one extreme, the. _
.VEHICLE may merely be a means -of ‘decorating. the TENOR, at the
. ~other extreme, the TENOR may merely be-an excuse “for having
“the VEHICLE. ALLEGORY; for example, may be thought of as_an
”ﬂde]aborate and: cons1stent1y constructed extended metaphor
-in which the TENOR is never expressed. . In the simplest kind
. of metaphors, there is an obvious resemb]ence that exists
" ‘objectively between the TENOR and VEHICLE, and in some.
the relationship between TENOR -and VEHICLE is in the m1nd
of the mdker of the metaphor (pp 281 - 282)

Th1s def}n1t1on of- metaphor necess1tat1ng the tenor and
veh1c1e to produce the. “turn" in mean1ng which the metaphor conveys,-
reou1res the netaphor synthes1zer to create mean1ng, espec1a11y

]

when the tenor is notkstated The v1ewpo1nt presented v \

]U by Thral] H1bbard and Ha]]man is s1m11ar to that of Perr1ne (1971)/

"l. both 11tera1 and f\gurat1ve terms may be named
2; on]y the 1iteral is named and the f1gurat1ve must be

.inferred.



. 3}s,on1y the f1gurat1ve term is named and the 11tera1 must
be 1nferred - .?:' o o
- 4. yne1ther the ]1tera1 nor. the f19urat1ve term 1s named

” gz;s;; *‘and both must be 1mp11ed

- The d1st1nct1on of tenor and veh1c]e, and whether they are e

v stated or 1mp11ed must be con51dered in study1ng metaphorica¥‘1nter-'n

pretat1on As H1samoto (1975) suggests e
Mot
- _Ta]kwng about a vehicle and tenor is an 1mprovement over
- talking about a metaphor, because it allows for one-to be -
more specific about exactly what constitutes the principie .
.mean1ng and what is the derived mean1ng Such .a d1st1nct1on
is necessary...because what is used as the stimulus (the =~
~ vehicle or tenor) and what ‘the child-focuses upon (the vehicle
" or. the tenor) is an: 1mportant factor to. consider in. 1nterpret1ng
" results. How the child ‘interprets the metaphor is in part
qeterm1ned.by which vehicles and tenors he.encounters. . How
- “each vehicle and each tenor, in turn, affect the ch11d s
; -response is another 1mportant factor. (p. 26\

It is necessary to observe th1s 1nterpTay of veh1c1e and tenor and
'swhat re]at1ons are chosen w1th1n a context to observe how process1ng

- Js occurr1ng ' In the context are suggest1ons fOr mean1ng, but f” -

L context on]y carr1es the potent1a1 for convey1ng a number of ’j-

:fre1at1onsh1ps wh1ch one is focused upon is dependent upon the cues

: se]ected by the synthe51zer

fb assume that the metaphor cou]d have on]y one mean1ng wou1d ;ﬁf

,“constra1n the potent1a1 of metaphor, and contrad1ct the very nature

of metaphor1ca1 statement 1n that the veh1c1e the tenor, “OF, both may_thf.., L

‘ not be stated It wou1d be 1mposs1b1e ¢o determ1ne the exact-relatton—'

S S BTy SHET a AP

' sh1p the author had 1n m1nd un]ess he d1rect1y Stated;1tf*“To do so

“r'recepto‘

Seebaee i e e

attractlon of metaphor : ,»;A..,'

RO s ek
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,étﬂvndes.for a one to-many




. .VTLTgas the phy51ca11y 1nvar1ant pattern 15 taken to- represent .ﬂu:'.h R
Cetaott e different .conceptions;. the subject aesthet1ca]1y, imaginatively.:
e <o Trestruttures e - -pattern;so that a re]atiohship of " "f1tt1ngness" v,:~;=.
“EmoCobtadins, between vehicle and referent; the. external oné-many. - ‘:*«'ﬁ AR
e ”1re1at1%Qsh1p turns: out;, from the-point:of view of the subJect IR
-engage to be. g .one- to -one re]at1onsh1p (Kap]an, 1962 Pp. 84)

‘_iHowever a. receptor could perce1ve many one

. the same context _’”‘ he’

Studylngjh1s’process of'prov1d1ng onexor more of the d1sparate
'?sfrea1ms, and re]atwng them "m1ght revea1 what the 1nd1v1dua] 1s do1ng '
r;twhen he 1mp11es a re1at1onsh1p of f]tt1ngness between veh1c1e and tenor“  ';;u,m
h.(H1samoto 1975 p 31) To restr1ct h1s env1ronmentv1n any way by, .
'for example, prov1d1ng both veh1c1es and tenors, 11m1t1ng the amount s 3
of context, 1nferr1ng that some responses are better than others, or ::-lh

Evby 11m1t1ng the commun1cat1on med1um m1ght restr1ct or otherw1se affect ‘;Gfi

: the process1ng used by the metaphor1ca] synthes1zer
A;CLASSIFICATiON‘CF METAPHQRICAL RELATIONSHIPS‘

Most of the stud1es,'1n the1r attempts to c]ass1fy the tenor—.f
_veh1c1e re]at1onsh1ps, do not cons1der how the re]at1onsh1p 1s v1ewed -
.lby the metaphor 1nterpreter Th1s 11m1ted perspect1ve restrlcts the

. /
'*‘~use of the1r c]ass1f1cat1ons to a d1scuss1on of the form. a: metaphor

“may possess,_d_;jjmjotfd"" :

Brook :




i

/

LT 'rece1ver s bacquound exper1ence and his h1s se]ect10n

*>4$uf53f7tj}z;,::naji 1 S1mp1e Rep]acement the proper term is’ rep]aced a]together -

";by the" metaphor w1thout be1ng ment1oned at a]] The;"
‘Ufmetaphor 1S assumed to be c]ear from the context or from
% the: reader s 1nte111gence D -f.i’i‘ i,'ht‘”; ;;*;'-*

'f2}1fThe Po1nt1ng Formu]ae the proper term A s ment1oned

'“;*ﬁrdthen rep}aced by the metaphor B wwth some demonstrat1ve

-;hffifexpresswon po1nt1ng back to the proper term (A that B)
:?VThas can be a very SUbtle formu]a, rather 11he a f‘fl'
'.:sy11ognsm, 'w‘ s '” e
13;:;The Copu]a "a"dtnecttstatement-that:A isfé,’whichiiS'”
e author1tat1veg1n tone and even. d1dact1c ~It is so dfrect |
ithat 1t can be used for h1gh1y orwgwna] metaphors or

) paradox1ca4 equat1ons, and seems: wasted on the tr1v1a]

’ pIt can be var1ed dn- many ways, and 1nc1udes more t1m1d

L Hor caut1ous forms such as to seem to ca11 or be ca}%ed

to s1gn1fy, to be worth to- become

4. The-11nk wfth "To Make": ..a direct statement 1nvo]v1ng

;~f1a th1rd party C makes A 1nto B

5. AThe Gen1t1ve (1n the very w1de sense of proyenance form)

: thws 1slthe.most comp]ex ‘type of a]] for the noun metaphor

1s ]1nked sometames to 1ts,proper term and sometwmes to ™

N

'fth1hd“term whwch g1Ves the provenance of the metaphor1c

..,...- :
' r;‘. - s

is attr1buted to Jor~1s found 1n C from wh1ch re]at1onsh1ps :"0

. ® -
R _;__.ﬂ‘» ::w v—"' M“., e E w\:v

IRt

AQ‘QAfﬂheart body? The comp1e£1tj of the type is. part]y due
L U I SRR RECOTE . S o «_g?

21

term B 15 part of or der1yes from, or be]ongs to or P

jfoﬁliwe can guess A the proper term (eg ﬂhe ho§te1 of my g}g§;55;g



R {{ﬁ;;;;»;d.,.hA“, Jo Upton 1961) -Meaning, 1s what goes on in the bra1n when

~ _to. the fact that the same granmat1ca] 11nks (chﬁefiyvgf.;;)rU
ihare used to express many d1fferent re]at1onsh1ps even_
'f“;j-:.‘ .;_,;;‘.the 1dent1ty of two 11nked terms -eg: An the fire of
S 'fih?love, ]OVe is. the fwre, there 1s no’ rep]acement;.no o
ZT::ff;SSi{R%ffh}i”tf?thproper term- to guess the gen1t1ve 1s pure]y the 5‘; :f\\1h*""'
S e '-E:‘t‘;"}:app‘o-ﬂt‘lve f.'.{‘;# - T S SRR

L S L e e P
e o st PR e N . e

Whereas Brooke Rose S method of c]ass1fy1ng re]at1onsh1ps

’Vchar1f1es the structure a metaphor may assume, 1t offers 11tt1e to

“the semantwc process1ng a metaphor synthes1zer emp]oys when 1nterpret-

"-uﬁng metaphor ﬁ:"f“""’“"*'

» : Ne1ther does.the use: of 11ngu1st1c”markers such as + An1mate, ;h"
‘r : i+ Use, or - Abstraet't;und”1n c]ass1f1cat1ons by Katz and Fodor (1962)

| _orvBarone“«1968 revea] 1ns1ght into the cogn1t1ve and affect1ve
_proeessthVOf'the synthes1zer. Barone acknow1edges/the 11m1tat1on-df.-"i_ o ?7

o hws c]ass1f1cat1on

e

T We are st111 a 1ong way from understandTn§ exact]y how a h f._ . 5,;.. Sl ed
. metaphor works, but at least we are mov1ng somewhat c]oser_:fqﬁ-;qbi S
-to an understand1ng of what a metaphor is.(p.-12) -~ .. ooy Tl =

"1L1ngu1st1c markers could conce1vab1y be used an descr1bnng what k1nds
of re]at1onsh1ps a’ receptor may prefer in his- synthe51z1ng of the
mean1ng,_or in the. k1nds of re]atxonsh1ps he reJects, but emphasis
'wou1d then have to be ‘placed upon how the 1nd1v1dua1 1nteracts w1th

 the metaphor To attempt to: descr1be a metaphor using 11ngu1st1c_

’":fff"markerg w1thout con51der1ng the metaphor 1nterpreter would seem
"li1mposs1b1et At most only the tehor or veh1c1e could be descr1bed ,i

"'_1f it were stated exp11c1t1y 1n the work

P

P

PRI

"v1t makes a. th1ng or connectlon between two or more th1ngs"(ps 31)

5 [
N - e el e vooan ®
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The context of the veh1c1e can obta1n many're]at1ons to the context

T¥ A

LAT"» ‘ of the tenor Wh1ch A5 chosen 1s dependent upon the‘1nterpreter d‘

Mean1ng s a]ways a matter of re]at1on Noth1ng ever means '

. , - fitself alone; it” can. only'.be. meanTngful to somebody. .about

e v someth1ng e]se Mean1ng, then, is s1mp1y a function of the
T —.cortex in act1on, it is-what ‘goes ‘on in a. bra1n when 1t )
makes a thing or connection between: two. or more things, We

“"might say. that meaning is the - "stuff" of consciousness...a .. .

o e

. e o
-

Zﬁetk*-}ﬁfihtff“ ;,,un1t of meaning...that is;; a.ineaning sthit-¢annot at thé - "7*1f""

“momeént . be.. practﬂca1Ty ‘broken up into.two or more lesser -
mean1ngs .1t .is.made of ‘a" thing and the re]at1on wh1ch
connects 1t to another th1ng (pp 30 = 31)

'?_«?ua=“,,'Uptoh attempted to c]ass1fy the re1at1ons of-s1m11ar1ty caﬂlﬁng them

"s1m111tudes, and concerns h1mse1f w1th how the parts relate to the

.

who]e lTh'" who]e _for Upton 1s the overa11 structure and the A

parts are the e]ements of compar1son w1th1n that structure -he o
attempts to note how the tenor and veh1c]e -are re]ated in terms of

structure or compared act1ons or events The vehtc]e and tenor both

. _,have un1versa1 contexts, 1n essence each 15 a. genus and what aspects

R L - S :.‘. .
L L . .\. L Sl e

‘;';_Q;jfg; ~{or spec1es w1th1n the genus)«chosén from each to be re]ated are ft:it_.;

vl -

7?_fffdeterm1ned by the 1nterpreter . A]though Hpton p]aces a greater

'”~emphas1s upon the re]at1onsh1p between veh1c1e and tenor noted by the

R

?

ﬁmetaphor synthes1zer, he fa11s to ment1on that somet1mes the un1versa1 R

"contexts must be determ1ned by the receptor as wel] before he can t"
determine what aspects of these concepts will be re]ated or 1n what :

- ways, however, his: stress1ng of _glgug_mean1ng for a synthes1zer does
emphas1ze the 51gn1f1cance of the 1nterpreter 1n,metaphor1ca1

‘j‘1nterpretat1on ; ‘h_ ._, ﬂ L:,‘ - “fi_ |

,,1‘: _'

Stern 'S (1964) c]ass1f1cat1on of s1m11ar1t1es qn. relat1onsh1ps

’ between nouns, Nerbs etc., is rather unw1e1dy, because of its “huge -

'f?'ajf numbers of classes” and sub c]asses However, he'does,contr1bute-1n

e e . VR
o




. .'."‘,
) e v

e e for the nouns the s1m1]ar1ty may refer £o’ (1) ‘the

terms of what the common e]ement 1n a re]at1onsh1p m1ght be

ae 1 wnn
L e . el e &

:i-appearance, (2): fhe qua11t1es, Afunctions,-activities," or :

- §3) the)perceptua] .or emotive- effects of the referents - "fizf4f*; f
Ap. 314 S : f _ ‘ N _ N :n R

/

The prob]em l1es 1n 1ts assumptlon that the re]at1onsh1p between a';'.l__:,'

.
r' R’- e e : »—-
.m— ";;-,r_."

n

' In th1s sense, Stern seems to d1sregard the un1que contr1but1on of_'f

the 1nterpreter or the llfe of the metaphor
| B]ack s (1962) 1nteract1on view of metaphor c1ass1f1es
beyond a subst1tut1on-or compar1son v1ew | He refers to a new context

(frame of the metaphor) that 1mposes an extens1on of mean1ng ThecJ

th0ughts generated by the veh1c1e and tenor are/act1ve together,f' ’; “:%T

_.A.-,_

'f 1nteract1ng to produce a resu]tant mean1ng The reader be1ng forced

e

—;,//’ﬂfdﬂ,;,,’~/fﬁé’process1ng of the 1nteract1on between the cues se1ected wou]d

e sy ¥ -

to connect"the two 1deas (R1ehards, 1936 p 125) must use a system

of assoc1ated common p1aces to construct a correspondlng system of

-
..«0""« . ~
-

deta1ls wh11e emphas1z1ng others and thereby prov1des organ1zat1on 'fﬁi.’

e e e

for semant1c meanlng R IR

" The effect of. (metaphor1ca11y) ca]11ng a man a. “wolf” 15 to
-7'_evoke the wo]f~system of related commonp]aces If the man
is a wolf, he preys upon other animals, is fierce, ‘hungry,
~engaged in constant struggle, a scavenger and so on...A -
“suitable hearer will be led by the wolf system of. 1mp11ca-.
‘tions to construct-a correspond1ng system of 1mp]1cat10ns
about the principle subject. ...Any human tra1ts ‘that-‘can, ‘
‘without undue-strain, be ta]ked about in "wolf. Tanguage"™ will
‘berendered prom1nent and any that cannot will-be- pushed €
into.the background: - The wolf. metaphor suppresses some. -
.::,deta1ls, emphas1zes others - 1n short organ1zes our view.
of man. (p. 41) :

be 1nf1uenced though by the var1ous 1ntetact10ns between these

cues and those from the 1arger context They cou]d partTy be

T
P

-g1ven veh1c1e and tenor w0u1d a]ways be class1f1ed 1n the same Way.oLo e e

w.

P R

a 1mphcatmns about the tener«‘ As a resutt he 5uppresses some of the,}l’”"‘*”



cem T TN e T LY B R ke e -
ilh‘ N L i k it e ;}75;'-., B ff;
~: L?ﬁ?'f - determ1ned by‘the*1nterpretat1on of a prev1ous metaphor B1ack
o | recogn121ng that “in a. poem the wr1ter can estab11sh a novethﬁﬂf//
7 _; of 1mp11cat1ons for the 11tera1 uses of the key e ) ‘s1ons, pr1or to
; US1”9 them asﬁyeh1c1es for h1s-metaphors"(1962)~ over}ooks ‘the e
N . R RIEAC it SRV . Lo *.,,_:'-:,.m. ';"va-?,b:-,';t‘:,~_;_v.f-"~

ﬁgi”ffﬁfstC - s1gn1f1cance of th1s overa11 context espec1a11y _n poetry e Nowattny o R

(1962) draws atte”t1°” to the 519nf¥:ance of: thé)overa11 coﬁtﬁfﬂ-ft,f:'ﬁ

"Q;%f*‘: Lin ord]nary d1scourse we expect that the d1scourse will . . -
B o hang together in one'main way, that what iggmeans as a who]e o )
“Will come to us if we see -its ground '‘plan.. “in poetry the = -~ &

ground p]an is on1y one.element in a. 1arger organization..
by ‘virtue of which we derive from the poem as a whole a - - :
‘vérbal expérience more exciting than, and not reducible to, . . .
a reiteration of ‘a common idea...What in. ordinary - discourse” -
T & the - h1ghest Tevel: of organ1zat1on = the-hang of utterance -
. disin the poem, only one “Tevely . the poem hangs together this R
. .-way-but: aiso Ap.other. ways . as: Me}li Withio.the, very- part1""“j*&;ﬂgxcg;;iygﬁ;v,
.ﬁ~¥ﬁvcu1ars wh1ch c]othe the 1deogram (s1c) (p 82 - 83) . h ’ '

e

It is conce1vab1e that the organ1z1ng force of the macro-

1nf]uence the relat}onsh1ps noted 1n the metaphor Jhatemay be of '1i51;ufg-iw§

"ﬂ consequence 1s how the comb1nat10n of un1que relatwonsh1ps perce1ved

throughout @ work~wouﬁl"

Ll

1nterpretat1on un10ue _
e Wh11e B]ack does no: offer a class1f1cat1on 1n the sense of
']? | ’ﬁi' k1nds of 1nterpretat1ons a receptor may make he does tay the ground

p1an - the need to study the 1nterpreter‘ what deta11s\3<e emphas1zed

'*‘ whxch are suppreSsed in f1nd1ng common p]aces and in makﬂng 1mp11ca- ;
RN ¢ '

t1ons o '4;34.'1. 7v"'fff77 ﬂai*'ﬂi“f‘;*““' \ ,':ezu13;,4:5<1+@,4

ﬂi’ - H1samoto (1975) has. p1oneered the c]ass1f1cat1on]of 1nt\ P 73.

N : .
preters responses Her c1a551f1cat10n 1s a range of responses upon :

,,,,,

whtch spec1f1c metaphors can be p1aced It is an attempt to c]ass1fyed‘

the forms of organ1zat1on used 1n the process of 1nterpretat1on

"\-' P S B
AN
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Cruc1a] to her c]ass1f1¢at1on, though, 1s her argument that: one

<,

h--v metaphor may be found on “any spot of the cont1nuum Where 1t 1s ;
p]aced w111 depend upon the rece1ver s perceptﬁon of 1t Th1s seems o
__.;i';f;f . to. be the ‘only c1a;s1f1cat1on that a]]ows for a change in mean1ng of
e a metaphor depend1ng on 1ts stage of 11fe for the receptor . It"”
a]]ows metaphor to come’ a11ve, and s an exc1t1ng deve]opment 1n the.
| study of metaphor1ca] 1nterpretat1on Thus, one metaphor has the cap—f- ' f‘?-; .
ae1ty to be a]] th1ngs 1n the c1ass1chat1on it conta1ns the ,'5 -:
potent1a1 for a mu1t1tude of re]at1onsh1ps wh;ch re]at1onsh1ps and
what k1nds oF: re]at1onsh1ps 1t w11] have' w111 be dependent}npon’the:;T;i' _5;;fw1;"df
Citgﬁflil» rece1ver‘ ~It 8116“" the metaphor;ca] character;st1c “of amb1gu1ty, -
e that prov1des the de11ght in the receptor -_f,ﬂuglg.ﬁv_'"_;:f[[-' .d*évrff‘larfs
- Q Bn her'c%ass1f1cation, the contexts of the veh1c1e and R g |

tenor may possess re]at1onsh1ps that are phys1ca1 funct1ona1

‘s- R

) . ’ . e e L
b o - E -

connotat1ve or c]ass1f1catory,that over]ap, are embedded or ffdﬁfff B

categor1zed or conta1nedo1n ana]og1es.‘ Three maJor types of
o re]at]onsh1ps are proposed ¥ :f7&_”l7‘A.“ o | _
e 4”3:lf1 the tenor and veh1c]e resemb]e e@fh other: phys1ca11y,
| hav1ng e1ther a one- attr1bute or. two-attr1bute (11nked) o ’f;q;ha‘
_ 'v_resemb1ence “The re1attonsh1ps are concrete and
. | ;f§, , ,r“jihphys1ca1 p&_ﬁf | h‘t'
» .;fthe tenor and veh1c1e are compared by one or two -
- 1functlon§, by three 11nked phys1ca1 attr1butes or- by
fa§' e h'.' B -fiff‘,'a comb1nat1on of a- funct1ona1 Qua11ty w1th a phys1ca1

| “cattr1bute Though these re]at'

nsh1ps are bas1ca11y
' concrete and tang1b1e they ha more than twov

11~Q,g.:,:- a;;*zphys1ca1 attr1butes or one or"wo funct1ona1

P



"=}}3ff1cu1ty and complex1ty of 1nterpretat1on He7~study, however was

‘ﬂrlbased upon spec1f1c examp1es of: 1so1ated metaphors ' Whether i

"‘_metaphor is w1th1n the context of a work has not been estab11shed

T the 1nterpreter must often produce a veh1c1e,\tenor or both and

SRR “ e e .

',,attr1butes, or a comb1nat1on of a funct1ona1 phys1ca1
‘-_attr1bute | _

"3! dthe tenor and veh1c1e are re1ated through a. comb1nat1on

.f.of three 11nked phys1ca1 and funct1ona] attr1butes, an -

: embedded re]at1onsh1p,,or categorIc or ana]og1c relat1one

”shwp, and any. comb1nat1on of an embedded categorlcvor ;2

};analog1c re]at1on In generzl, abstract1ons and comp]ex o

"reTat1ons can occur the*veh1c1es and tenors are not.

B ‘tano1b1e and can be und1fferent1ated and d1ffuse poss1b1yh:37
~1nvolv1ng genera11zat1ons based upon severa] c]asses that.

v' _are embedded ;l.:_j,h*f o f;.';" e . "q" ;;'ﬁ:h~‘.i

'ZLﬂThese types represented what H1samgto be11eved te be. staoes of de“'

'ch11dren S responses could be c]ass1f1ed 1nto these three types when

"It does, however br1ng the metaphor rece1ver and- his- re]at10nsh1p
‘w1th a metaphor 1nto focus | )

' METAPBORicAL SYNTHESIZING-AS'AN ORGANIZING PROCESS
-f, The prev1ous sect1ons w1th1n the theoret1ca1 framework

A'attempted to exp1a1n that in. produc1ng the mean1ng for a metaphor,"

','through assocmataon determlne the re]at1ons between them These
»re]at1ons, or ground of the metaphor wou]d be used to determ1ne )
'the mean1ng of the metaphor Th1s Sect1Qn descrlbes what the

'; 1nteract1on of an 1nd1v1dua1 w1th a metaphor m1ght be’ 11ke

LS
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If ”meaning‘is‘a1ways“; ﬁatté;‘of relation"(Upton, 1961,
5 “p." 30) the_metaphoriéa] prdcesgimay be similar to the general
‘icognitivé processes oyt]inéd'by Piaget and”Brunér. Cognitivé
_5rocessjngsiﬁV01ves the formaﬁioh of new categories of thought and
.mefaphoricél'iﬁtérprététion. In fact, "metaphoric effectiveness -
fhe combining, reshuffling and reafrangemént'of existing frémgs of
- reference" Br "connecting. domains of experiéhcé that were befdfe_
~apart” (Bruner, 1962, pp. 19 - 20),. are 1ﬁterpreted‘by Bruner as
conditlpﬁs-of créativify: |

g - ‘ . o . ' .
What we are observing is the connecting of diverse experiences

by thecmediation of symbol and metaphor and image. Experience
~in literal terms is a categorizing, a placing in a syntax of
concepts. Metaphoric combihation leaps beyond systematic
~ placement, explores connections that_before were..unsuspected.
Metaphorical Eynthesjzihg<may be a necessary cohditjqn (or perhaps
'stage) ofccognitive growth, "since mental growth invdTvés the
formation of new mental structureéf” (Elkind, 19€9, p. 327)
-iPossib1y Piaget's stages of coghitivé growth would then

apply to an interpreter's prdcessing of metaphor. The occurrence of

rejectioh, ;;simifatA'wand accommodation in aftaining equilibration
(Hal1, 1970)‘aré suggested by a number of”reséarchefg..
In interpretingkmefaphor, the syhthesizer feels a form of
tension caused by fhe’figurétive language suggesting a message that
: seemsltb céntradict an implied message (Percy, 1958, p. 81). The : ‘L

interpreter is shocked, reacting emotionally with tension but also ggﬁ%ﬁ

N

with intellectual arousal (Anderson, 1964; Hisamoto, 1975). In o der.

to reduce the tension and.ardﬁsafﬁ‘bgimust explore the possibili¥ies,

. . Q N Q'b & T’“ v\ - Ll e
and find meaning: L, . L. > AR
« Tenor and vehicle are widely divergent, their resemblances -~ . .
) i e @ s '
. e
~f /;‘ . - ! '
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‘i, explanagion .(Leondar,

for the construction of meaning, and a limited number of cues are ¢

minimal; and this operation generates a poWerfUl'tenstp.

The very absurdity -of the literal content thrusts into -
wprqminencewtge~p9$entia1'secondary meaninag ... By providinag
‘a phinciple of selection, the figure itself directs his
.search, byt to find its meaping he must, look beyqnd. it to, -
~the environment,-to a.physical event or a verbal - .
1968, p. 145) -

»

One factor,influencing:thi§zpchess would be individual”
differences in cue selection. The Semantic Potential Theory of"

Language,(Fagan, 1978) arngs that Tanguage gontains the dotentia]

-

selected by the receptor, from which he "reconstructs" or produces
'meaning. In a sense, what cues are focused upon provide a ?ramework

for the interpretation. This form of "screening" or'”f11tering"

{Black, 1962) defines the interaction a receiver wfl] have with a
metaphor, his pérspective'created thrdugh his background expetiences
acting as a filter for the cues he chogses:* |

Well, what does a filter do? It allows some things to pass, .-
disallows others. It organizes the things which pass through -
1t in some sort of systematic fashion. It selects some things
over others. It rearranges things. (Swanson, 1966, p. 306)

Because these cues can be related in many ways in metaphorfzing, the

"rearranging of ideas" could be a unique ‘process for every receptor.

In this way, metaphorical interpretationlwou1d guide .the fnterpretation
of a work, but not confine the interpreter to one meahing:

...metaphor when used as a sentence does not contribute to
" whatever directly informative use that sentence may have but
rather serves to-put the hearer jin a position to explore and = -
- find out new things...It aF¥lows him to Took rather thah v
_ describing for him what there .is to see...A...metaphor supplies
- a conceptual map that allows the mind to range freely over a
complex of. concepts some .of which it shifts to the dbjects
mapped, and to use a perspective metaphor is to show such a
map rather than to describe what is mapped...a literal
description gives the object piecemeal with the gestalt loss
while the metaphor gets closer to the gestalt by directly
presenting the organizing icon-(C.M. Myers, 1968, p. 163)

29
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' receptor synthesizes meaning. If the Juxtapos1tlon of tenor and vehicle

'1nf1uence the ‘meaning of the comp]ete work

The interpretation of each metaphor wou]d then seem1ng1y influence the

. ‘1nterpretat1on of andther metaphor, and all wou]d have. the potent1a1 to

B A

A second factor 1nvo1ved 1n métaphor1z1ng wou]d be the process

of compar1son between'the known and unknown. Verbrugge and McCarre]

| (1977) in not1ng that the ground of the metaphor was a very effect1ve

retr1eva1 cue, suggested that the metaphor1ca1 process does requ1re a

,compar1sod and categor1zat1on of the context of the veh1c1e and the

tenor. Us1ng his sense of shared commona11t1es (Black, 1962) the

: produceoprev1ous1y unthought of s1m11ar1t1es, creat1ng a unique inter:

pretat1on -the receptor will react with p]easant shock He w111

accommodate by form1ng a new mental structure or by ass1m11at1ng the new'

AN

concept 1nto a prev1ous category If the Juxtapos1t1on, however, does

not cue any kind of re]at1onsh1p, the metaphor will be reJected or

o

understood 11tera]1y
" Because metaphor1ca] interpretation demands the crossing of
categories, 1ikely only temporarily, the receptor becomes engaged in

"going beyond“ his. norma1 categories stored in his 1ong term memory

\

Miles (1963) 1]1ustrates th1s act1ve process1ng through the fo]]ow1ng

T

examp]e

Metaphor trades upon, common rather than uncommon word \
assaciation, patterns. So:as-an apple is associated with
fruit, pumpkin may be with vegetable, and. s0, by their
.re]at1ve ‘positions in their. Classes, -we. cou]d call pumpkin
the apple of vegetables - not a very enthralling metaphor
. but ane that makes the point by its very_dyllness p. 158)"

Given this examp]e, a receptor cou]d, through a temporary over1app1ng

of classes,.accommodate the new meaning by forming a new category. Or

w > ) o coL
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3

he could recategor1ze one of the c]asses 1qto the other - a form of
embedd1ng, 0 that” the pumpk1n wou]d now bei. considered an app1e or

-
the app]e a pumpk1n, the app]e a vegetab]e, or the pumpk1n a fru1t

L .4"“'.'1

Ass1m1]at1ng the concept wou]d a]ter one of the ex1st1ng categor1es, R

rather than accommodate through form]ng a new one, by finding the -

ground of ‘the metaphor that\1nd1cates in what_ways the'tenor and

veh1c1e are a11ke

. zt;: ~ X . P
« It is possible, then, that there are stages of metaphor1ca1 Z
1nterpretat1on-3ust as there are stages in the ]1fe of the metaphor for
} 4 : % . o A :
the receptor.. :It seems that when the relationship cannot be noted, (or

when it no ]onéer causes cognitive puzzlement) rejection of the .

‘metaphor occurs. When the various re1ationsh1psdexisting’betweencthe

contexts of the tenor and vehic]e can be cOmp6unded; accommodation

PR

occurs., But poss1b1y, a deve]opmenta] stage 1ocated between these two
1nvo1ves ass1m11at1ng one. c1ass into the other.. H1samoto (1975)
proposes that a child may percejve.metaphor d1fferent1y from an adu]t;
in that the child may grasp at a relationship which-ts g1oba1 and
undiffehentiated, embedding it into his final interpretation of the =

meantng 6f 'the metaphor Just as the child uses metaphor t0'he1p bridge

" the format1on of categor1es, he may use ass1m11at1on as an 1n1t1a] step

to d1fferent1at1on Toﬂque]] this stage~mnght be hamper}ng'the deve]op—
menta1'growth‘1n understanding’metaphor, for a mature.metaphorizer
cou]d.conceivabty note thefsimi1arities as well as the differences in
the objects compared. |

‘The comprehension of. a’metaphor WOu1d'necessitate restructur-

ing, recomb1n1ng and reshuff11ng of mental structures Synthesis must e

occur, in order to expand upon’ the 1nformat1on condensed in the: metaphor

.3 1 ‘. - - _". .‘



- ideas (Farber,

RN
'and to produce meaning. Th1s process of synthes1z1ng seems to be the o

prob]em so1v1ng procedure used in ‘the’ d1scover1ng or ﬁormunglof new o

MR ] vq

- 1963 Koest]er 19oﬂa, 1964b Murray, 1972) Thus, metaphor can be

perce1vedlas an organizing process. - =

THE  STGNIFICANCE .OF CONTEXT IN INtERhRET'I'NGT- METAPH‘OfR’ SN

Smith (1973) conc1uded that . students who attended to context
Awere“better 1nterpréters of metaphor,i In fact most studles on context :
stress the importance of-context‘ Ushenko (1955)@and Brown: (1958) found,,,;v-r
' metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1on dependent upon context ‘é1ack (1962)
Reimsch (1972) and H1Samoto (1975) suggest that- context limits the
k1nds of 1nteract1on an 1nterpreter may have w1t§ the metaphor in: that
1t suggests the po1nts of meet1ng between tenor ;nd veh1c1e Hunsberger s
(1978) reiterates th1s need to cons1der context “wh1ch common p1aces ;"
are- assoc1ated and appropr1ate depends in part on the context (p 25)
However, how much of the context of a work 1s requ1red is a
point of content1on Most stud1es consider only the frame of the metaphor
- to be sufficient context Yet, Veﬁbruooe and McCarre1 (1977) point out .

that the d1ff1cu1ty of process1no 2 metaphor amv be re1ated to the .
amount of o1ven context | o

It is possible that the comp1ete work is- the on1y suff1c1ent.
amount of context requ1red for the 1nterpretat1on of the metaphor
Consider Ortony's (1977) argument that a 11tera1 statement would be a
metaphorwca] statement 1f p]aced 1n a part1cu1ar context H1s examp]e,‘

‘“the troops marched on used to conc]ude a’ paragraph descr1b1ng an

e

NS ""w

unru]y c1ass damag1ng & room, changes from a 11tera] mean1ng ‘to . a

> -
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e

f;‘ on]y the f1gurat1ve term named (veh1c1e), requ1r1ng the 11tera1 to be :

P

L@ m g

i may 1mp1y a contro1]1ng metaphor of wh1ch the subs1d1ary ones are'a1l

B

metaphor1ca1 mean1ng Perr1ne (1971) a]so suggests that\metaphors hav1ng

LIRS T 3 e . p- o LB ~uy ->o.”

1nferred dépend’upon the 1arger context for cues to 1nd1cate a’ meta— %Pf
phor1ca1 read1ng In an. a]]egory, such as Ga]sworthy s "A Nove11st S

A]legory", the who]e work w1th 1ts 1nteract1ng re]at1onsh1ps must be

[N g " .

cons1dered in determ1n1ng the 1nterpretat1ons of the metaphor1ca1w—g'-

statements.zﬁ, : j{vtﬁgl,gv~‘4 3'~>' TR e

LI

wNowattny (1965) belqeves the lapuerucontext beyond .the -

framework of the metaphor to be cruc1a1 because metaphor has the power

to draw spec1a] effects from the 1nterp1ay of - metaphor” Perrine (1971)

’; notes. that w1th1n ! wor ,»an extended serles of subs1d1ary metaphors

o
Y ,qy T e RN AT

N e .
” part For examp]e Shakespeare s ‘:'5\\4' SR °
oy N
e Ay the - wobld's™a stage - Mo e ‘\\\ o
H1s act. be1ng seven stages L Qﬁ

o ‘uses: an 1nterp]ay of metaphors in compar1ng 11fe e a p1ay - Nb”éFCOU]d

be cons1dered 1n 1so]at1on, s1nce they 1nteract creatingt:pec1a] effects

Furthermore, in that ]anguage 1s more highly uctured 1n

pOems, context may p]ay a: more s1gn1f1cant ro]e in’ ‘poetry t'

forms of" wr1t1ng "In a poem ~the wr1ter can estab11sh a nove' pat

v of 1mp11cat1ons for the 11tera1 uses of the key express1ons, pn1or\tq\

us1ng them as vehicles for the metaphor" (B]ack 1968) Black s conme\t\

re1terates Nowattny s arguhent (wh1ch was a]ready quoted) that there , \5\3\

1s a h1gher degree of organ1zat1on/f“und in’ poetry than can be found‘A
in ord1nary d1scourse The poem may produce meaning beyond the mere
stat1ng of the 1dea,wh1ch 1s the, h1ghest leve] of organ1zat1on in

ord1nary d1scour§e The poem is organ1zed 1n nnny ways "w1th1n the

- <o

L <5t -
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"v'f very part1cu1ars that c1othe the 1deogram" (p 83) To narrow "the

. part1cu1ars wh1ch c]othe the 1deogram“ wou1d restrwct the poss1b]e ][ff",,f; h ;.n
if re]atJonshlps ex1st1ng between tenor and veh1c]e betwéen metaphor Zﬁfﬁ'}f;,;f{,?,i
'};f . f'tf;f;a *and metaphpr, and between metaphor and the who]e 1nterpretat1on 'i'd i |
e e T L R E s SR RS ST IPy I EAR
If?r STUDIES ON THE PROCESSING OF METAPHOR
i . - ‘.z.'..UN?ER§Tf‘NDi_N§ METAPHOR. - | :
V;;ﬁznt,egr' ,idjrf hrﬁ '”Richardson‘andSChurCh (1959) exam1ned how. ch1]dren, ages seven tc fﬁ
;' . tennand twe]ve to f1fteen responded to" cowmnn‘proverbs They categorized
. ' i ) the strateu1es used hv the ch11dren tnto three forms of responses : |
| | | 1;3 spec1f1c genera] response where a genera1 statement or- X
P e .‘ _.‘Mf- concrete spec1f1cat1on was g1ven, \‘ | |
IR o 'iéu; ]1t:ra1 ftgurat1ve where e1ther a 11tera], a m1xed
'V?‘.11tera1 and metaphor1ca1, or. metaphor1ca] response was N
| o made h o L . . o
N i 31 phys1ogn/;1c, 1n wh1ch the response was dom1nateg by a ,.
| single: term | o _. ' . h “ |
On the bas1s of th1s study, R1chardson and Church suggested that a
deve]opmenta] pattern in metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1on ex1sted i
| ':Hl. the mean correct def1n1t1on of the proverb 1ncreased
- .- with age, L ‘, el e |
! ¢<‘f_', - ;:é}ﬂ the genera] statements and metaphor1ca1“re5ponses JT S N
| h | '.1ncreased w1th age | | ' B o
o - ’ | ... ;3;' the 11tera1 responses decreased w1th age | h
{ | FA pattern in the understand1ng of metaphor was also noted by |
' e j‘ Asch and Ner1ove (1960),1n.the1r c]ass1c study. - They exam1ned'the
\\\\\\ | _L\- <;)
\ - \_(
NS X



o

o ab111ty of ch11dren (age 3.1 to 12 1) to 1nterpret doub]e functton terms
f';;They found 11tt]eawarenessof the psycho]og1ca] mean1ngs of these l _bt'
,ad3ect1ves 1n ch11dren younger than age s1x Seven and e1ght—year o1ds
' 6

"often understood the psycho1og1ca1 mean1ngs but- theyﬁhad d1ff1cu1ty

'7:‘1n formu]at1ng a connectton between the psycho]og1ca1 and phys1ca1 A f‘“"”

. | .
o senses A number of chwldren fe]t that the words were eﬁtﬁre]y‘drfferent ,:?j_"',“

and had no connect1on w1th one another A greater sens1t1v1ty to psycho]-
og1ca1 mean1nos and connectmons w1th the phys1ca] were shown by the nine -
to tenm year o]ds, but when probed these subJects showed 11tt1e awareness-'
of the dua] funct1ons of such terns On]y the: o]dest subJects could p1n—-"
."'po1nt the connect1ons between the doma1ns Asch and Nerlove concluded that
h‘l;t;phys1ca1 méan1ngs of dua] funct1on terms are first.
‘:apprec1ated, » |

' :2.-lnaStery”of;psychoiogical-terns'emerges on1y 1nithevmjdd1e |

| years of‘childhOOdg' | | | |

——

,3;"dua1;property of-terms_is‘realized'1ast,_andfoften,oniy‘j
b"w1th prompt1ng o _ | b
| | Gardner (l974) asked ch11dren (ages‘3>'- 19) to use-termsbthat
were usua11y app11ed in one- sense moda11ty to refer to another He
noted. s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in metaphor1c assoc1at1ons across ages,
but not by sex. He noted that | .' .
| “1. Vpreschoo1 ch11dren often gave . 1rre1evant answers or no.
i answers at a1] g "»' o T e ".w~ .
k 5 2; seyen ye;r o]ds gave reasons that were concrete and |
‘3Sub3ect1ve, N ‘
-3 fe1eyen year‘ofdsfgave‘variabTe;fhutfgenera1]y_rore
re]evant'answers; R S

&



‘~‘51metaphor as we]]

el co11ege students gave the most answers and the most

var1ety of reasons o o ,

He stated that, aTthough the task performed by the SubJECtS was s1mp1e

this same pattern wou]d exist across the ages for other ‘forms of

v e

Lesser and’ Drou1n (1975) ver1f1ed Asch and Nerlove s bas1c” -

A

f1nd1ngs but also suggested that “tactile rIferents (e.q. warm) are

understood’ear11er 1n 2 dua] sense than words w1th v1sua1 referents

R

& X

(e.a. bricqt). S . k i“ -

Kogan ‘and, h1s co]]egues (Kogan 1975, 1976) compared ch11d—

| ren s ab111ty to respond to sets of p1ctures wh1ch could be c]ass1f1ed
.on the bas1s of a. convent1ona1 superord1nate category (a bird and a

“plane are both flying mach1nes) or a-metaphor1c,(an ag1ng man and a

low flame are both dying). He noted that as children reached pre-

ado1escent years, they cou]d better form the metaphor1c 11nk *

Us1no s1m11ar pwcture sortinag techniques Pinner et. -al.

(W1nner, Kraus and Gardner 1975 observed an increasing ab111ty, with

»aoe, to oroup p1ctor1a1 seouences on the basis of a similar metaphorwc

concept A bu11d1no beo1nn1no to. burn, and growing into a rao1nq '

fire wou1d be orouped with two peop]e beo1nn1no to argue and hav1ng a

‘;'fur1ous physical f1ght They a]so noted an 1ncreas1ng ab1]1ty to :
.match an appropn1ate p1cture to a verba] metaphor ‘such as "he has a

N very heavy heart”'

-

study. She found that semantic anoma]1es and metaphors drawn from
Titerature were interpreted s1m11ar1y. In over one half‘of the

paraphrases the noun was interpreted 1itera11y, and the verb and

\
N\

The ab111ty to paraphrase metaphor is noted in Wynn's (1970) .



-adJect16e metaphor1ca11y, perhaps suggest1ng,cshe thought that nouns"
'-are most often tenor d erbs -and ad3ect1ves the ve tc]es br1ng1ng

'the f1gurat1ve mean1ng She suggested that the inte pretat1on of "the ' '_‘ N\

ch11dren 3 capac1t1es to paraphrase metaphor. He asked: the ch11

' ado]escence He a]so suggested that some preoperat1ona] ch11dren B - .

R —_— A

\

B11]ow (1975) focusedfon 'kinds of metaphor in measyring

to 1nterpret s1m11ar1tx metaphors {ones equat1ng two. s1m11ar terms

such as. "hair is spaghett1“) and p;oport1ona] metaphors (ones 1nvo]v1ng TN

an ana1og1ca] re]at1onsh1p am g four terms, one of. wh1ch must be - ‘ 5\\\

1nferred, such-as "my head 1s an app1e without a core"). " He noted

»that the ab111ty to understand similarity metaphors emerges f1rst and
, s corre]ated wnth the- acqu1s1t1on of concrete operat1ons Proportiona]

.metaphors, requ1r1ng ana10g1c th1nk1ng, were on]y understood at. pre-

so]ved 51m11ar1ty metaphors on an 1ntu1t1ve bas1s, and that metaphor1c

:,understand1ng was aided on]y s]1ght1y when the metaphor was 11]ustrated

p1ctor1a]]y

Winner, Rosenst1e], and Gardner 1976) had subJects aged Six

to fourteen paranharas1no metaphor1c sentences ~ Aoain deve]opmentaT.

asnects were noted ",*i *

1. subjects aged 6 - 7 used e1ther a mag1ca1 approach os
tended to Juxtapose the two e]ements into a p]aus1b]e but
unmot1vated sequence,- .

,f2.,.8 -9 year 0lds rea11zed that a direct compar1son was

_ needed but were unab]e to equate the Jnan1mate and’

an1mate proper]y, and 1nstead cued on.a phy51ca1 feature



- v
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iN

'liiof the anlmate obJect,n

3fe 10 - 11 year o1ds apprec1ated the dual funct1on and
- understood the top1c of cons1derat1on, E
4. 'but on]y the ado]escents cou1d compare re11ab1y on a
var1ety of d1men51ons (for exampTe, stubborn, uny1e1dang,

e 'stern, crue], set in hlS ways) .

These studies requ1r1ng verba] paraphrasing were, perhaps, mo@e

difficult than those us1ng an 1nd1rect approach " The fo]]ow1ng

fstud1es suggest that metaphor1c competence occurs earlier than the

pre ado]escent years when metaphor1c match1ng is used
| Gardner (1974) found. that pre schoo] subJects ‘were - ab]e to

match pa1rs of ad3ect1ves w1th pa1rs of e]ements drawn from severa]

{

: sensory doma1ns (two p1tches, two co1ors, “two faces, etc > with the

hard one, .the soft one, the _lg@_ one, etc ) They grouped these in )
the same way as, d1d adults. . ‘

Gentner (1976) cohc]uded that pre schoo] ch11dren could map
one domatn onto another reémote one as successfu]1y as adu]ts cou]d (for

Xa p]e on a ptcture of a mounta1n they cou]drde51gnate loci corres-

po_ 1ng to nose feet etc , preserv1ng spatﬁa1 re1at1ons)

a‘f Milchman arid Ne]son.(l976) found that even four-year-o1ds

o

" could\group objects: and interpret-pantomimes in aemetaphor1c way., butf

that the capacity-tu\produce'symbolic'fnterpretations improved with-

age. \ . |
\{hese stUdieszmay be significant in that they suggestfthat v
sens1t1v1ty to metaphor may be present: far ear11er than most D i( '

lresearchers thought. Th1s sens1t1v1ty is noted, however, when the ' S|
g ' |

children, are given simpler tasks and response measures, as=we11 as - S



; _requf" 3 SF”S1t1V1ty is found\later even co]]ege students exper1ence . jt.»f A

=generous cr]ter1a for ‘con

'_paraphras';

exxst1ng stud1es are controvers1a1 B11]ow 975) noted a re]at1onsh1p

_.between the' operat1ona1 Tevél and ‘the’ capac1ty to\understand spec1f1c

s,'j( . K

etence When more str1ngent cr1ter1a such as

or explanat1on f the rat1ona]e of the metaphor are

»Ld1ff1cu1ty 1n paraphras1ng comp1ex metaphors (R1char§s 1935 Vayo, 1977)

Few stud1es have probed the\relat1onsh1p between metaphor1c .

competence and other cogn1t1ve capac1t1e {\and the resu]ts of the

types of metaphor Ma]gady (1976) and Burt (1971) found a re]at1onsh1p
between the capac1ty to 1nterpret s1m1]es and the students' 1. Q R read1ng

and academlc scores On the other handa KOgan (1975), and W1nner,

\

,-_Kraus and Gardner (1975) dJscerned na re]at1onsh1p between a tendency

\to make metaphor1ca] group1ng\\and 1. Q, scores or other ach1evement c

N\
[N

-SCOX es .

,'f\k M11chman and Ne]son (;S>6) c0nc]uded that ch11dren s ab111t1es

-\to 1nterpret f1gurat1ve 1anguage was not strong]y 11nked to the1r
- ab111ty to reason 1og1ca11y Yet Gardner et. aT., (1977) be11eves

- that such: results may be due to the standard psycho]og1ca1 tests that

are used wh1ch may not measure the 1nte]1ectua1 factors 1nvo1ved The

]1ngu1st1c and cogn1t1ve capac1t1es wh1ch seem to emerge in the pre-

ado]escent years, and wh1ch seem to generate thinking beyond a ]1tera]

-,concrete 1nterpretat1on requ1re more study (W1nner and Gardner 1977)

There is a further need to 1dent1fy what prevents a. non- comprehend1ng

: ch1]d from 1nterpret1ng metaphor

" is the 1nf1uence behav1or mwght have on a ch11d s desire. to 1nterpret

Another area of study related-to metaphor1ca]rupderstand1ng

metaphor | w1nner,'et. al., (1976) noted that subJects-between pre-

*

s
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_figurative’1anguage' B1110w (1977) observed a. dec11ne 1n the use of

, schoo1ers_and_co1]ege'stUdénts frequently resist attempts to use'

H:‘ spontaneous metaphor in the earTy schoo1 years: and Po111o and Po111o -;;h
| (1974) not1ced that few metaphors cou]d be found 1n the wr1tten
.comp051;1ons of students 1n the upper e]ementary grades Rosenberg‘s
-(1977) f1nd1ngs concur in the re]uctance of the pr1mary grades to use’
| i2f1gurat1ve 1an§uage -”151. : 4‘; ;A-y ?f -uip__. oo S f'h/:A‘
It is to be observed though that around age ten subgects
;rap1d1y beg1n to produce acceptab]e f1gures of speech (S11verman, . _
_'W1nner and Gardner, 19765 W1nner, 1975). i The reJectxng df f1gurat1ve» f

']anguage may be caused by the ch11d-pass1ng through a 11tera1 stage

.:_when he 15 conso11dat1ng 11tera1 mean1ngs of WOYds. and commun1ty

'def1n1t1ons of categor1es Metaphor1ca1 mean1ngs may 1nterfere w1th S

__the \amassmg' of htera] meamngs (Gardner i_a_'l 1979) .
A]though these stud1es cancern - pr1mar11y the product1on of -
’metaphor they wou]d seem to have implications for the understand1ng |
k of metaphor as we]] If at adolescence, a gradua] rise in the use of

- _fJgurat1ve ]anguage occurs (Gordon, 1961}} studies observ1ng how
'netaphortis processedfmay be most productive after these;adoiescent

years.

o

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG METAPHORIC OPERATIONS
AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF METAPHORIC COMPETENCES
Though a cdmprehensive theory{of metaphoric development |
Seems premature 'Hisamo:i.(r975)~has attempted\to provide}such a modef
of the organ1z1ng process used in interpreting kaséd upon elementary
) studentsm range of responses. Yet the wor("of\Asch and Ner]ove (1960)"

Mo S ) o ’ ) ‘
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E]kind (1969)” Gardner:(1974), ‘and Winner, et et. al., (1976) suggest
’.'that the deve]opment of ‘a meta11ngu1st1c capac1ty dur1ng the ado]escent
gper1od may affect ch1ldren S nroacessina, ;ardner, et. a1.,_(1977) out]nnes

'a traJectory of metaphor1c deve]opment

3

1. _Pre-schoo] years Coe S ,h ' "' Sy

1o

i . part1cu1ar1y in the v1sua1'rea1m . By the t1me of o

'2.-.Ear1y Pr1mary Schoo] Years

for exactive connect1ons, then perceptua] attr1butes,f e

'-schoo1 they gan make synthet1¢ connect1ons drawwng
metaphor1c 11nks are couched 1n exp]1c1t syntact1c
'frames . ‘5 - - -4 o ' o o

.They cannot parapﬁﬂase pr apprec1ate the metaphors.

communa]]y baseém

‘ another

.

Ch11dren are ‘most act1ve]v 1nv01ved in apnarent >

metaphor1c product1on

vTh1s may be due to the1r meagre vocabu]ary wh1ch

forces them to over- extend the use of a word; »

Their re-namings at f1rst seem based on funct1ona1

A

upon one or two perceptual moda11t1es A]so the1r B

) ! . -
. s
: &
a

'—'y : 4

of others ahd l.f“; % p]a1n the rat1ona1e under]ylng

1.gyors

& #W‘

‘They seem to have a ktnd of 1ntu1t1v§kunderstand1ng

of the processes whereby doma1ns are mapped one to ' ; !@‘ -

1.

'Ch11dren exh1b1t 11tera1 usage in the1r own speech

when given a ‘range of figures to choose from.

and;a strong preference for titeral expressions, ' o Bl

et e b A gt e e n

.Comprehensioh is tied to‘the‘lttefa1:j they Wi]]. . '|



3.

~

.This may be a valuable step. of progression siﬁce-if

e

resist comparisons cutting across established &

boundaries.

»

may be that a«netaphoragénlbé'comprehgnded and
appreciated only after a child understands the common
: o . ;

meaning of a word, .and how words are usually organized’

into a pattern. >

KN Prg—

1.

2.

adolescent Years

fhere is a febirthiof {nteresﬁ_fn the netapﬁor%ca]
domain. . The ch[d‘qanwyow zb beydnd the literal,"
using words in ways not qua]]y Eounfenanceﬁ but which,
in certain cdntexts, are apbropriate and illuminating.
Even though the'chi1d may not bevab1e to detect the .

intended linkage, the general 1dealis communicated.

4. Adolescence and Beyond

1.

Péfhéps only with the attainment of ‘formal logical
operations does a flowing of metaphoric capacity
occur. (Elkind, 1969; Inhe]der‘and Pfagét, 1958)

The child can classify objects in a{variety of ways,
reflect upon language as an object, and deal not only
with the given objects of thé‘present but also with a
universe of possibilities. |

He is no longer restricted to a sing]é_cbmpariso R
nor to an approximate understanding of a me tapnor.

He can appreciate a variety of links bétween domain§
and offer a detai]gdqparaphrase‘o% the metaphor.

With or without_prodding, hesshould be able to

R



-
illuminate the natgre-of:the metapnor, tne reasons
Whysthe comparison WOrks;'and the underlying
coneeptual and Tinguistic 1jnks 1n.a particular
dnstance. |

Gardner stresses that 1nvest1gat1ons of theSe forms of compe-

s
o

tency have'yet tn he undertaken, and that subiects would nrohablv differ
widely in their capae1ty to perform these tasks. While performance on
a battery of tests might prove to be low (Hunsberger, 1978) the
scattered evidence does suggest that the potential to understand, pro-
duce and explain metaphor is present at adolescence

The need to examine why children at th1s level cannot
1nterpret metaphor. is suggested by research which claims that metaphoric
capacities are essent1aT to finding new solutions (Ghjse]in; 1955,
Bruner, 1962; Getze]s and_Jackson,~1962; Schafer, 1975). Attempts to
train'metaphoric competence has only met with moderate success‘(Gordon,
1961; Lesser and Drouin, 1975; Connor, 1976; Gamlin, 1976; Silverman,
Winner and Gardner 1976). Information is bad]y needed.

Some information on metaphoric compgtence at the high schoo]
level has been prov1ded by Hunsberger (1978). she observed that
neither high nor average comprehenders could correctly interpret the fig-
. urative parts of thetpassages with consistency. However, the highek
comprehenders made fewer errors, us1ng the print as the ba51s for their
Jnferences, whereas the average comprehenders tended to confabulate
more.. While the average readers seemed less organized, noticing fewer
interte]ationships, the high comprependers tended to balance their

attention to the context and the metaphor.



: : S
IT11. STURIES ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN READING AND LISTENING,

o .- ,
Two principles of information process1ng may be affected by

a change in the mode of communicaticn. The pr1nc1p1e of cue. selection
is that all sensory 1nformat1on confront1ng a receptor 1s not processed.
That the total 1nformat1on is not ut111zed is stated exp11c1t1y or'
1mp]1c1t1y in the models of human processmng (B1ggs, 1969 Sperling,
-1970; Norman and Rumelhart, 1970; and Fagan, 1978).
The second principle of information processing is that meaning
is created (or re-created) from the partial information received.” The
-receptor is in9o1ved in a constructive'rather than passive actiVity.
Neiseh (1967) uses‘the analogy of the paTeontologist who uses e few
bone chips to reconstruct a model of a dinosaur (p. 94) to illustrate
- the reconstrhctive nature of cognition. Bruner (1957),‘as well,
emphasizes the need for the receptor to go beyond the 1nfornation giveny
Both of these principles-seem to apply to- the superordwqate
ec]ass of language process1ng as' a whole (Walker, 1977). Support for th1s

view of speech perception is noted in the work of Neisser, 1967;

| Chomsky and Hall&, 1968; and Hochbung, 1970. The listener, who is able .

to use phonological, semantic and syntactic redundancies in a language,
samples the input and reconstructs the intended message, using his own

knowledge of language and his experience of the topic as well. The

listener is so able to reconstruct meaning in this fashion that he hears

words or ideas that were not in the input at all fNeisser, 1967, p. 167)
and chunks surface meanings into workable deep structures (Bransford
and: Frank, (1971) that can be stored sufficiently in 1ong-term memory,

not even aware that he has done so. -

44



In read1ng, the same pr1nc1p1es seem to apply. Goodman (1970)_
states that yead1ng is a psycho]1ngulst1c guess1ng game. Ko]ers (1970)'f5
and Smith (1971) agree that mean1ng can be reconstructed w1thout fa1th—
ful reference to surface structure cues. ; '_; -

If commun1cat1on is not a prec1se exchange of 1nformat1on, and
1f words are mere]y tr1gger1ng dev1ces for mean1ng, mean1ng ceases to be
f1xed . "Thére are literally an 1nf1n1te number ofxreader responses" ‘
(Gage, 1971, p. 12) . Walker (1977) however, po1nts out that 1nf1n1te
“does not mean.anx: the receptor 1s constrained’ by the language cues - |
used by the writer or speaker Whether he processes these cues in a
similar. fashion has generafed a number_of studies. ~

Some“studies have foUnd‘correlations between these two
receptive skills, but the results are contrOVersia] ~Jester (1966)
noted corre]ations between 25 and 80 whereas Spearitt (1962) found
a corre]at1on of 5 to .6 at- the upper e]ementary Tevel, and hlgher
| corre]at1ons at the high school ]eve] ‘These studies may suggest that
the d1fference in the communicative mode may have little effect at the |
h1gh schoo] 1eve1 On the other hand, how these skills d1ffer may
‘present important 1nformat1on .

- Caffrey (1955), Caffrey and Smith (1956) Spear1tt (1962), and
Longchamp (1971) all argued that a definite 11sten1ng factor ex1sts,
but Petrie (1964) counter argues that the use of tape recorders
influenced their results. He further stated that the high correlations’
discovered between reading and 1istening occurred because written
language served as a common input, and that a drop in correlation m1ght

occur if spontaneous speech were ana]yzed

Fagan (19783 confirms the difference betweenythe‘oral and
j '

o~



wr1tten gode of 1anguage He suggests that 1anguage conta1ns the .

‘"K-

""potent1a1 for” the construction of mean1ng, and that the code of present-

»

" ation seems to* 1nf1uence the 1nformat1ona1 cues presented to the receptor;
If the reader also’ processes the cues d1fferent1y, as suggested by

Walker (1973), the effects of these med1ums might 1nf1uence the process-
ing: of metaphor. | | ““"

JOnes (1970) found that when p]ays were presented w1th and
Lw1thout oral accompan1ment to fourth grade ch1]dren, ora] read1ng
accompanying the s1]ent read1ng resu]ted in s]1ght1y greater gains in
"character 1magery and in total 1magery than did s11ent read1ng On the.
“other hand, env1ronmenta] imagery was enhanced s1gn1f1cant1y by s11ent
read1ng ' No d1fferences ex1sted between the- two methods of presentat1on
in comprehens1on scores, c]ar1ty of 1mages; 1nterest in the plays, or
.vocabulary or 1d1omat1c measures. Also the re]at1onsh1ps between .
imagery scores and comprehenston scores were found to be Tow.

.Brassard (1970) attempted to des1gn a test that would give

equivalent measure¢ of the read1ng and 11sten1ng comprehens1on of grades

1

four, five and six. She concluded that 11sten1ngvcomprehens1on was |

statistica11y supertor.tb reading comprehension at|thesetgrade levels,
but the differences between the twoldecheased at each successively
higher grade level. She also noted that read1ng comprehens1on had a
.- higher corre]at1on with 1lsten1ng than w1th 1.Q., mental age, or sex.
Students with high verba] I.Q;vscores Rad slight differences between .
_11sten1ng and read1ng, whereas those with high quant1tat1ve scores
were superior in 11sten1ng comprehens1on : _ | '
Multally (1972) noted that 11sten1ng comprehension declined

for-primary gnade'ch1]dren as speech is compressed (ranged from 138 w.p.m.

L
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to 345 w.p.m. ) He a]so stated that no s1gn1f1cant 1ntenact1on between'
read1ng ach1evement and word compress1on rate was found
. ‘ Markert (1974) attempted to exam1ne ‘the relat1onsh1ps between .
.'read1ng comprehens1on and 11sten1ng comprehens1on -among second graders
When readlng and 11sten1ng scores were compared for the. 1owest th1rd in
'read1ng ab111ty and the 1owest third in 1nte]11gence the SUbJECtS
h,scored swgn1f1cant]y h1gherron the ]1sten1ng comprehens1on test. 'In the
h1ghest th1rds in 1nte111gence and read1ng ab111ty, no s1gn1f1cant _
gﬁ1fference was found between moda11t1es
_Walker (1975) quest1oned whether the two are d1st1nou1shedv
by d1f‘erences 1n comorehens1on pr:tess, or whether compre—- |
_ hension is a fuhct1on of 1anouaoe orocess1nq As A who]e . He
hypothe51zed that cue select1on and message reconstruct1on'in reading :
1s a. more precise process resu1t1ng in mean1ngs more congruent w1th
those 1ntended by the wr1ter (how he measures this, he does not state)
than_the same process in 11stenind to spontaneous'speech. A signifi-
cant criticism he‘makes of many of the‘stddies is that the kind af .
- 1tstening invo1ying'reading written material read aloud may”emphasiae
simi]aritiesvrather than differences between heading and 1istening.
He found that the differences lay in the pfocess.of cue selection and
message reConstruction His conclusions were that the 1mpact of -
information from other than input cues was more influential -in listening
than in read1ng, that when read1ng, mean1ng construct1ons were more
tightly constrained by cues in the text, and that read1ng offered a
~ greater precision in communication

Mosenthal (1976) concluded that reading sentences aloud gives

access to”]inguistic competence different from silent reading and listening.
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R Guthrie and fyTer (1976) found that wh11e a d1fference
E :between good and poor readers was s1gn1f1cant in: read1ng comprehens1on,
‘there was no d]fference in ]1sten1ng comprehens1on when s1ngle sentences
-were used The1r noor readers, thounh- were o1der and the oood readers
]m1ght score h1gher than poor readers if they were the same age
A1though the kinds of re]at1onsh1ps ex1st1ng between the ]15-
, ten1ng and read1ng of: metaphor in poetry wou]d revea] how metaphor can _
‘best be presented, no such stud1es have been found
VCHAPTER SUMMARY y
_ v . : L

The presentation of the-review of 1iterature served two Major~

' tpdrposes' it outTlined a theoretical framework from wh1ch metaphor will’

" more appropr1ate to ca]] him a:synthes1zer rather than a receptor because

be" ana]yzed and it rev1ewed the 11terature pert1nent to the present
study_ _ f o E i‘ : <~f:‘- _ |
| The 1nterpreter of- metaphor was perce1ved as- be1ng as product1ve
as the. creator in determ1n1ng the mean1ng of a metaphor It seemed
' of h1s act1ve 1nvo]vement 1n produc1ng mean1ng through a fus1on of
d1sparate realms. ' . ‘

The observat1on of the metaphor1ca1 process used by a- subJect
may be affected by the stage of 1ife each metaphor has for each
1nd1v1dua1, and by the amount of context surround1ng the metaphor Only
stage two metaphors a]]ow active, persona1 1nvo]vement in the 1nter-
pretat1on. To observe the personal processing of each'1nd1v1dua1, this
stage of'metaphor should be‘presented, and each metaphor shou]d be

preSented in the comp]ete context of the work. Since read1ng or.

J11sten1ng may 1nf1uence process1ng, their: effects should be studxed

e
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. The-review of 1tterature5presented a'contrOVersdaTJVTew of‘*ﬁ.
hetaphor1ca1 process1ng That stages do- ex1st was w1de1y he]d but
' what the stages are was 1nsuff1c1ent]y argued What roles metaphor “
g.p1ays in the cogn1t1ve process or in what. way it resemb]es genera]

’ cogn1t1ve process1ng requires further 1nformat1on, the present studies

.";’

conf11ct1ng in their reports. _*‘

-

Last]y, how metwphor1ca1 p;ocess1ng may be v1ewed as an

‘ organlz1ng process was suggested This study w11TJextend the present
1nformat1on on metaphor1caf“grocess1ng by observ1ng how the presenta-'
At1on of metaphor through d1fferent commun1cat10n med1a may affect -the
organ1z1ng process-of each 1nd1v1dua1 and therefore, his 1nterpretat1on

of the metaphor and the work The researcher posed the fo]]ow1ngi§§i

~ questions from out of which the des1gn of the study arose:
1. How. will the organ1z1ng patterns used by~high readers

d1ffer from those used by ]ow readers when they

1nterpret metaphor in poetry? S T

LA

2.' How will the med1um of presentat1on affect and a]ter

-t

the organ1z1ng processes used by both high and 1ow

readers when process1ng metaphor?z

e
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C e e This chapter descr1bes the samb?e “he obsgrvat1on 1nstrument
¢ I

"and its adm1n1strat1on the p110t study, and the treatment of the data.

: THE'SAMPLE

Lt

The sample cons1sted of e1ght males and eight females who were.
enrolled in grade ten EngT1sh classes at. the Lethbridge CoT]eg1ate
Inst1tute These students were seTected on the basis of the1r percent1Te
scores on the read1ng comprehens1on section of the TASK TEST LEVEL IT
which they had wr1tten (at the end of grade n1ne) in May, 191&

' Of those seTected four boys and four g1rTs scored above the
75th: percent11e, and four boys and four q1r15 scored be]ow the "25th’
Dercent11e For a ranqge of the1r nercent11es, see Table 1.

" The students were also chosen accord1ng to what module in the
day they were tak1ng EngT1sh " This .ensured that an equal number of
subjects were chosen from each of the five modules dur1ng the day,
offsett1ng as much as poss1bTe the effect that the time of day might
have on ‘the performance. of the subject. The. samp11ng from all of the
EngT1sh modules also assured a variety of Eng]1sh teachers, so that the
nature of 1nstruct1on on metaphor dur1ng the present year would not—.
confound the resu]ts of the observed student performance. ‘Further
assurance of 1nstruct1ona1 var1ety was established by the fact that the ;
Lethbridge Co]]eg1ate Inst1tute is fed by three d1fferent junior high

4 .

schools.



Table 1

<

Read1ng qipprehens1on Percent11e Ranklng for Each SubJect

! I ) “Studengll B o Percentd]e Ranking
S 3
B BRI 7
c . s
] D B | ‘ } ) 6 'S
E - | | R
Foo o | 13
W o - 10
I B | o 94
| - n .1 . ‘ ' " 77
S KT B | .
_ ) | | : ) ‘75.;
M .<1 - r'80'5
N | 82
0 "5

After tentat1ve cho1ce of the samp]e the Eng11sh teacher of
each student was asked to confirm whether the - student was a native o
speaker of Enqlish, and whether he possessed an averaqe or better, Teve?
of 1anguage fac111ty Th1s was felt to be a necessary step in oader to

ensure that the student's metaphorical processing was not being hampered

.
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by either an inabil?ty, or reticence, to express 1deas verba]ly One

student who was extreme]y shy was dropped from the study, and an alternate

subJect was. chosen \ :'f 'L-,o’ S : ) | . .

Y

The two groups of reading comprehenders were estab11shed 1n

order to determlne what d1fferences, 1f any, arose in the process1ng of

metaphor.

Th1s 1nformat1on, if cons1stent m1ght revea] why students Y

“have d1ff1cu]ty comprehend]ng metaphor when read1ng Second]y, the use :'

of the two

gnpups wou]d y1e1d 1nformat1on on whether s1m1]ar d1fferences, -

if there were ny, rema1ned when the subjects were presented .the poems

ora]]y, or

hypothes1ze

/
through a- comb1nat1on of ‘the written and oral medium. It was

d that low read1ng comprehenders wou]d have less difficulty

in interpreting metdphor when the medium was changed from read1ng on]y,

i

to either 11sten1nq,

occurred for al] subjec

studies of

11sten1ng a

T

r reading and 11sten1ng If significant differences
when the commun1cat1on med1um was changed,
metaphorical co petence based'upon reading a1one, or

lTone, would have o be re—examined and qua]ified,

THE INSTRUMENT AN I7S ADMINISTRATION._:Zliw

AN

he purpose of this study was to examine how grade ten students

1nterpret metaphor, and to~determ1ne whether presenting metaphor through

read1ng, 11

stening, or reading and listening affected the subject's ,

| method of process1ng The study was also des1gned to observe whether the

1nterpretat10ns were unigue, and how context was used in 1nterpret1ng

S

7 fo]]owed

evera] proceuures ar1s1ng from the rev1ew of literature were

Because the study described the responses of the subjects,

the researcher Néweded to a]]ow for maximum response from the metaphor

synthesizer:

The metaphor synthes1zer, therefore, needed to be at staqe

e —— - ——————— e
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" two wtthfthe metaphor. .That is, he wou]d be ab]e to perce1ve the - re]a-,

tionships between the tenor and. veh1c]e thereby prov1d1ng a gesta]t

of the mean1ng, and 1ncreas1ng his 1nte11ectua1 awareness Most 1m—

~Portant was that" he would not be at‘gtage three where. he wou]d no

]onger cogn1t1va]y process the metaphor. In order to exc]ude stage'

'threeg%etaphors obscure poems ‘were chosen s) that the student would not

%

have attempted to exp1a1n the metaphors before or 11stened to another o

[

.person s 1nterpretat1on Because of this procedure each student wou]d
fhave to estabT1sh the tenor and veh1c1e on his own, as we11 as .produce

the re]at1onsh1ps he perce1ved, rather than ones already stated by*

someone else.

. : To. assure that the poems were obscure, they were ‘not chosen

from poetry antho]oq1es recommended for high school. A]sot each

subject was questioned aftertthe poem was presented to make sure he had

.not heard it or read it'before In the. event that he had , extra poems

had been prepared. Whereas the t1t1es were 1eft on the poems because
they were a part of the context of the poem the names of the authors

of. the poems were deleted to prevent a student from assoc1at1ng an

N .author s sty]e or common themes w1th the poem'be1ng processed.

The fo110w1ng poems were used

1. “N1ght Crow" by Theodore Roethke

2. "Contemporary Man" by . M. Gill
"3, '“Thel ‘st Thin Tce" by R. Souster
4. "T Red wheelbarrow" by W.C. w1111ams \
',;d )5} “fﬁe Te]evision” by G Godbey ‘ o . ;in, "‘\
6 ""Man on Wheels" by K. Shapiro

Each poem is presented in Appendix A

N

.\h'_f;.
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A1though 1t was not feasible. to e]nm nate stage one 1n the
.1nterpreter s re]at1onsh1p w1th ‘the metaphor (2 reJect1on of the
, metaphor); the ana]ys1s of the data’ 1nd1cated a stage one re]at1onsh1p
’when the metaphor was 1nterpreted ]1tera]1y, or comp]ete]y rejected.
.dIt was also des1rab1e to note how often and- by whom the metaphors were
being reJected Whereas, the reJect1on of the metaphor would 1nter-
fere with the subJect s process1ng, the reJect1on wou]d 1nd1cate to what
‘extent metaphor1ca] process1nq was occurr1ng at the grade ten 1eve1
In order not to restr1ct the k1nd of response or the method of

‘organwzat1on used by the subject, the poems that were chosen usual]y |
- left the tenors unstated In this way,. the number and. k1nds of relation-
- sh1ps vo]unteered were not restr1cted The re]at1onsh1ps .and the commoh
"places chosen were dependent upon the subJect s-un1que use. of context,

background know]édge and cogn1t1ve“ﬂ£vcesswng The subJect was also

free to 1nterpret the vehicles on a r‘ 'from concrete to abstraCt,

and to note one re1at1onsh1p or a mu]t1p11c1ty of re]at1onsh1ps Jo
_encourage him to g1ve as many re¥§$1onsh1ps as he could, he was con-
"s1stent1y asked if he had anf%@ﬁngﬁmore to add to h]S mean1ng

A second .major rea?on ﬁpr us1ng comp]ete poems concerned the’
~important effect context m1ght have on.processing. "S1nce some studies
-suggested that a series of me%aphors cou]d affect the 1nterp:etat1on
of each other, as we]] as the 1nterpretat1on of the work or the- mood
the complete poems were- used to Qbserve whatfpattern did ar1se
Prov1d1ng a comp]ete context wou]d a]]ow observance of how the subJect
selected cues, formed common p]aces, or 1nterpreted‘the metaphor

A dec1s1on to ‘'use short poems conta1n1ng a maximum: of e1ght

11nes was based upon the fact that when 11sten1ng, an extreme 1ength
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cou]d 1nterfere w1th the subJect S process1ng However, no attempt tot

restr1ct the number of metaphors w1th1n each one was made i Th1s step;

was’ not cons1dere8 because a range 1n number wou]d only enhance the_

‘ observat1on of patterns of process1ng

s

F1na11y, in order to reduce the 1nterference caused by
_unfam1]1ar syntax and vocabulary, and to mot1vate the students, the ‘
poems were chosen for the1r 1nterest ]eve], and were: modern, convent1ona1
poems ’ The researcher also noted any words- that seemed to pose a
prob]em for the subJect wh11e he was d1scuss1ng the poem The subJect
was then asked to def1ne these words after the prob1ng of the metaphors,

o

but before the f1na1 1nterpretat1on of the poem was given. If the

subJect offered no attempt the researoher suggested poss1b1e mean1ngs
for the word By us1ng th1s procedure, the‘reseaﬁther was ab]e to note
"the extent to which the vocabu]ary 1nterfered w1th the 1nterpretat1on
Each poem was placed on a wh1te 8% by T]g]nch sheet in order d
to-prévent any’influences from.conf1ictfng print, 1deasl colors, etc.
Also, a tape record1ng of the poeris was prepared, so that when the
| subJect listened to the poem, his 1nterpretat1ons wou]d not be 1nf1uenced
.by varying tonal or express1ona1 changes of the researcher s vo1ce
With the record1ng, even though the 11steners m1ght be part1a]1y
1nf]uenced by the researcher s vo1ce a]] subJects wou]d be affected in,
'the same way 4
| Two sets of quest1ons were’ des1gned in order to mon1tor the
student s process1ng of the metaphors and the poems The f1rst set
was des1qned to f1nd the student s reaction to the pbem, his 1nternre-

tation, theﬁcues he selected. and the re1at1onsh1os he vo]unteered

without any_direction from the interviewer. These were qgeneral

Ry
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. queetions:
1.  How does‘the poem make you feej?‘ L§ there enjthing else?
2. What meaning did yOU'get from the poem?
. 3. " What cues from }he poem influenced your meanihg?
.Fdr each question, the student was asked, "Is there anything else?" until
all of his responses were exhausfed. (See Appendix B)
| After the initial-questions,- a different set of questions was.
asked in order tP probe the student;s prdcessing-;hatuwas not obvious
in his first answers. This set of questions had been purposely deeigned
to pre§ent(as li;t1e direction as posgible,.because the reseerther;dfdc
not wish to direct the subject's thinking,‘bther than to cue him £o ihe'
metaphort Each subject'was also encouraged to state that the statement
was literal if he believed that it had no other meaning.
The questions attempted to probe how the subject found meaning
for the metaphor. Generally, they took <the following form:
“1. - In (line in poem) what%§&*(vehic1e) being compared to?
Is there anything else?. |
2. In what ways are they alike? Is there anything else?
3. How does this comparfson~contribute to the meahidg
 of the poem? Is there'%ny{hi e? . ,
4. How does the compar{son contr?j;iiQZd the %ee]ing yOou..

¢ ‘
get from the poem? Is there anything else?

See Appendix B for the complete set of'questions for each poem.
THE INTERVIEW

Each student was 1nterv1ewed 1nd1v1dua]1y, in a quiet room where

disturbances were mifimal. A1l 1nterv1ews .were tape recorded

RN WEYS SN Sy
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- The interviewer, after introducing herself, explained the.

purpose of the study. Students were encouraéeq to present-their'inter—
npretations and to respond freely, since the'objept_of;tne study wasfg; -
listen to the unique interpretation of each 1ndividue1. Studentghwere

. made to feel af ease, andlthey were assured that there was neither a
'correct nor a wrong response that could be given.

The nature of the task was then exn]ejned. S§UQentslwere told
that they would fnterpret Six poéﬁé, two .they would listen to,vtwo they
wou]d read; and two they would simd1taneou$1y read'and listen to. They
were instructed to take as much time as they 11ked to peruse’ the poem

as often as they w1shed or to ask for fepet1t1ons (where 11sten1ng was -

concerned) whenever_they wished.

When the student was ready. the'sessinn bégan. . After each
: boem. he ‘was not askedvany questions unti] hé said he was ready to éfart.
The questions were then administered orally by the interviewer. The
interviewer constantly attenpted tojemi1e and act in a reéssuring mannen;
howeVer, no prompting of any kind was given. when vocabulary’ seemed - 2?\
a prob1em, the student was asked to define the word. 'If he did not .
'attempt any definition, a def1n1t1on was prov1ded. (See Appendix C)
.A1Tesubjects‘processed all poems. The six poems wereapresented
in a systemetic'way to>ensure'that'each poem had been réad, 1istened to,
and simultaneously read and ]1stened to an equal number of times, but

by d1fferent people. The following chart was used to ensure that each

poem was read by different people, an equal number 6f times."



»,Subject‘ Read ing | Listening Reading and'Listening
AL 2,5° 36 |

B | »3;;6"' 1,4 2,5

e ¢ a5 e e

Each of the poems was given a numbef erm;one to six, and then the chart
© was fp]]bwed.. The number designations were:

<~\. "Night Crow" - 1

58

{:;:::?Contemporary Man" - 2 v @f ‘

"The First Thin Ice" - 3

“The‘Red/ﬂhee]barrow” -4

"Man on Wheels" - 5

"The Te]ev1s1on -6 ‘i e
SubJect A began by reading “N1ght Crow” (1) ‘~After.discussing
_ the poem, he Tistened,to ”Contemporary Mdn (2)_. Next he read and 1is-

tened to "The Thin Ice" (3). He then readA"The Red Wheelbarrow" (4), 3

Tistened to "Man on Wheels" (5), and read and listened to "The Television"

(6). Subject B, though, began by 1istenfhg‘t6'poem one. She then read
and 1istened to poem two, and finally read poem three Next; she |
listened to poem-four, then read and 11stened to poem f1ve, and’ 1ast1y,
read poem six. Subject C first read and listened to poem one, and then
the medium of presentation was changed as it_wgg’forethe previous
subjects. |

After Subject C had processed the poems, the same pattern of‘
presentat1on was repeated with the remaining ‘subjects. For example,
‘ SubJect D used the same pattern that SubJect A used, and SubJect E, the.
pattern Subject B used. This pattern was cont1nued unt11 all of the:

subjects had processed the poems.

-
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The alternating order used fo preéent<the'poems helped to
offset any effectsﬁupOn‘the data that miéht have beeh caused by variables
affectihg student performance, such asﬁnervousness. ) |

A11 poems wehe discussed dukﬁng the one interview, since the"
etudents seemed able to cope with the task. The 1ength of the interview
varied from approx1mate1y forty -five minutes to e1ghty m1nutes, 1nd1catﬂng
thevvar1at1on in thinking time. The 1nterv1ews were completed w1th1n
a one week time span. All interviews. were conducted by the researcheh,* 

and each session was tape-recorded.

PILOT STUDY

/‘

A p1]ot studv was conducted prior to the main study, to deter—
mine whether the poems and the*questions used were feas1b1e, and whether
any alterations were rgguired. It also allowed for a preliminary analysds
of the data.' |

Four grade ten students, three girls and one boy, were

adminiﬁcered the poems and the questions. Two of the students were high

_ comprehehders and two were Tow comprehenders.

The results of the study indicated that the students respondec
N .
well to the poems and had minimal vocabulary djffﬁcu]ties. However,

mohe probing questions seemed necessary and were added.
TREATMENT OF THE DATA

The tapes of the interviews were transcribed. When the
transcriptions were reviewed, they proved to be too lengthy, and did
not allow for an easy comparison of a subjects' responses before and

after probing. To offset this problem, the researcher devised a format
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“that perm1tted a compar1son of the feelings vo]unteered at d1fferent
po1nts throughout the. 1nterpretat1on, as e]] as ‘a compar1son of the
1nterpretat1ons of the metaphors and of tge poem.. It also c]ear]y
revea]ed the tenor/vehicle . re]at1onsh1ps g1ven by the subJect

- The form, called the Organ1z1nq Processes Sheet N cons1sted
of an 8% by 11 inch page that was d1v1ded hor1zonta]1y into six columns
(See F1gure 1) The 1ndependent responses, given by the sﬁbJect before
-any prob1ng occurred were recorded in the first three columns. The
flPSt emot1ona] react1on to the poem .given by the SUbJECt before he
attempted an 1nterpretat10n was placed in the first co]umn t1t]ed “
“feelings". This column also contained the fee]1ng response g1ven
after the interpretation had been commun1cated The- second co]umn
titled "meaning ‘and cues" contained the 1nterpretat1on for the
poem, as well as the cues used by the subJect in creat1ng his inter-
pretat1on If, when 'the subgect presented h1s cues,,he related them by
exp1a1n1ng what the vehicles of the metaphors were be1ng compared to, and
what similarities ,were noted in the compar1son, then these metaphorical
relationships weredplaced in the column 1abe11ed "re]at1onships"

Thevveh1c1e, tenor(s), .and re]at1onsh1ps were presented dia-

gramat1ca]1y SO that the subJect S categor1zat1ons could be readily

' observed The vehicle was placed in a circle. The circles containing

the tenors (a separate circle for each tenor) were shown to overlap w1th
the vehicle. The area conta1ned in the overlap of the eircles repres- |
ented the points of s1m1]ar1ty between the d1sparate realms (tenor vehic]e).
For example, SubJect A stated that the "it" in "The Te]ev1s1on" repre-
sented a te]ev1s1on, and was be€ing compared w1th a human 'The points

of s1m11ar1ty noted were "no life of its own" and ”act1ng". How the

-

i
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Name of Student

Name of-Poem =~ . .

: ;jkMedium

.Unaided Processing . o Probing

vf;\;;‘,

12 3 .. 4 5

. -

'¢J”FeeTing" "Méaning ."R'e‘1at1'orvlsl"n.1'ps"l . "Feeling" "Meaning"
: ' and Cues" :

"Relationship"

Figure 1

Organizing Processes Sheet



veﬁic]ez tenor, and points of similarity were related would be reveé]ed

through this diagram placed in Column three:

-.no 1ife of its own

~acting

. LT
For the purposes of clarification, two terms require
exp]anétion.- '

Meaning Cue

A mean1ng cue is a word, phrase or sentence given by a

~.'subject when he was asked to te]] what ideas in the poem contributed

‘to his mean1ng. Fbr example, he may have provided "bird", "a clumsy

crow”, or "I saw a ¢lumsy crow flap from a wasted tree."
Relationships

A relationship is a combination of ideas: the subject

provides a tenor or tenors for a qiven vehicle, and explains the



stmi1arities between the tenorts) and the vehicle."For'examp1e,

when asked what au“clumsy’crow" is being compared to, the sub1ect

might give "man" as. the tenor, and provide "they re both trytnq to

"Teave" as the commonalities of the tenor/vehicle comoar1son

The Tast three columns contained the responses g1ven by the

subJect dur1ng the prob1nq session. Column four contained the emo-
tional response- g1ven to each metaphor, as well as;the final emotional
response to the poem Column five, ]abe11ed ”ﬁnterpretations“’contained
the sub1ects responses to how each: metaphor re]ated to the meaning of
nthe poemf and the final 1nterpretat1on of the poem. - Column six, as in
Column three, presented the tenor/veh1c1e relationships noted during.
the'probing: F1na11y, the researcher placed the ‘words he had asked the
‘sub)ect to def1ne and the subm1tted def1n1t1ons, at the bottom of the
sheet,‘so that these def1n1t1ons could eas11y be referred to when
reading the subject's 1nterpretat1on For an example of the'Organ1zing
Processes Sheet containing‘a student's responses; see Appendtx'D.

o The new form did’not:Change thevrespohses of the subject The
only words deleted were those that did not contribute to the mean1ng but
only 1nd1cated a pause while th1nk1ng, such as "Ah, let me see," or
"Um, wen,_ah." |

~The Organz1nq Processes Sheets were then used to compare the
s1m1]ar1t1es and d1fferences in responses amonq “the subJects ‘The cue .
comb1nat1ons of each subJect;for each poem were compared to- the comb1n3
ations of every other subJect Then, for each poem, the independent
1nterpreta on of each subject was compared to the independent inter-

pretation of each other subject, as were the final interpretations of

the subjects. Finally, the 1nterpretétions for each metaphor were |
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explicitly the origina]'tnterpretation,idraw an arrow
from the final to the original interpretation. If the
fina1‘ﬁnterbretation ﬁs a further deve]bpment of the last
metaphor, draw an arrow from the last metaphor to the -
final 1nterpretat1on If no,re]at1onsh1ps ex1st, draw—
no arrows. X | |
A difficulty, however, arose with.the Organizing Proceséee :
~ Sheet which was not conducive to a serfes of-ctrc1es and arrows.
- Therefore, a new.form was adopted. A "Patterns of Processing Card”
'»was\developed, and is found in Figure 2. The researcher USedFS%_by 7
inch cards, because they could be shuffied east1y, ore1a1d out‘stde‘
by side, so that, emerging similar patterns could be seen. ¢
The[éard‘separated'the unaided proceésing (independent) <
responses frem{the probed reépohses The 1eft hahd side of the card
conta1ned the beg1nn1ng and final fee]1ngs (Fee11ngs were included
because the cards could later be used to note the re]at1onsh1ps between
feelings andlinterpretations.) The cues the sﬂ%gect had given during
the: una1ded process1ng were symbolized by ‘horizontal arrows, and the
re]at1onsh1ps g1ven dur1ng the unaided processwng were transferred
from the Organizing Processes Sheet ontd the card to the immediate
right ofﬁthese arrowe. The fnitia] interpretatiOn was placed on the
bottbm ot the left side of the card. The right side of the card

indicated 5ny chahge in fee11n9§-that occurred during processing, and

st e it i o et i

1isted the interpretations of the .metaphors. To the right of each "
hetaphorica] interpretation was placed the corresponding tenor/vehicle
relationships. The final interpretation was placed at the bottom of

the card on the right hand side. Eéch’ﬁnterpretation was then circled.



R Fi’naweennq'

Unajded'Processing S Prbbfﬁg'f“
, ‘ » ning

Feeling  "Relationships . " Feeling . Relationships
Cues’ - S Metaphorica1'; 
—_ ' » - ., ~INTERPRETATIONS

> ) o . E

!
| <

Fee1ing

Figure 2

Patterns of Processing Card
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Us1ng the cr1ter1a and procedures prev1ous]v outT1ned the
researcher drew arrows connect1ng appropr1ate c1rc1§ When th1s task
'was compTeted the cards were pTaced side=by side. /Any cards show1nq o

a s1m1Tar1ty in pattern were p]aced in a separat p1Te The 1nformat1on
on the backs of the cards was then used to determ1n what'the basis tor'
the s1n1Tar1ty of the pattern might be.

The back of each ‘card had T1sted the subJect S 1dent1f1cat1on,
’:the reading percent1Te he atta1ned on the TASK Test LeveT 2, the poem
be1ng described;,. and the med1um of presentat1on used:. " This information
.was pTaced on/the back of the card‘because the researcher’did not wish
thiSfinformatton to influence the cTassifyinq ofdthe patterns in any
way . ‘ | ' _

"It should be.noted that while the reTatipnships between the
interpretations Were determined7in a subjective manner, a consistent
set o% criteria had been.used in deteérmining the patterns The purpose
of the research was only to explore, as a preT1m1nary study, whether
a difference in process1ng might be created by the medrum of presenta-
tion. This purpose was ach1eved The researcher was aTso able to
tormu]ate a set of criteria that m1ghtbe used in the future to des1gn

an 1nter rater reliability test of the d1fferences in the organ1zat1ona]

patterns of process1ng that are produced by "an aTterat1on in the med1um

Y
of presentat1on

After the majdr differences in processing were'determined,
‘the researcher addressed the dif%erenCes between the prdcessing
done by low readers and‘hi readers/ These differences were cons1dered
1n tenns of the three presentat1on/med1a, as;well. The researcher w1shed

to- determ1ne if h1gh readers qave more f1gurat1ve 1nterpretat1ons,

-
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Jprocessed more 1nfonnat1on, u5ednmre context, vo]unteered~more'tenors
and re]at1onsh1ps accommodated (prov1ded d1sparate rea]ms and

re]atlonshtps) more re]at1onsh1ps, or rema1ned rnre f1ex1b1e in the1r
. approach to the tasks when read1ng,—11sten1ng, or read1ng and

_listening.

Vv

In order to determ1ne if h1gh readers attempted metaphor1ca]

1nterpretat1ons mére often than Tow readers dur1ng the una1ded proces- ;'

s1ng, the researcher reviewed the 1ndependent 1nterpretat1ons S1nce

-

”each poem conta1ned metaphors requ1r1ng exp]anat1on, a 11tera1 o -

1nterpretatlon ‘ou]d 1nd1cate a reJectuon of metaphor1ca1 mean1ng

Therefore, the nu r of ]1tera] 1nterpretat1ons were tota]ed for each
qroup.: The. group tota]s ‘were then compared. Mext, the researcher
stud1ed the final 1nterpretat1on of each subgect and noted which of

.'these rema1ned 11tera1 The total number of 11tera1 responses pro-
vided after probing by the 1ow readers was compared with the total
number provided by the high readers. IR - s ‘~TJ

Because there was a great dffterence dn the number of Titera]

responses produced durwnq the una1ded process1ng, “the researcher

quest1oned why the low readers tended to reject the metaphors, and —_—
@

1nterpret 11tera11y In search of an answer the researcher observed
the cues that had been volunteered as the ideas upon which the subJect!
had based the1r 1nterpretat1ons The researcher also observed any

' metaphor1ca1 re1at1onsh1ps that the sub]ects had noted during the
una1ded process1ng ~ These student responsesfwere compared aCFOSS’
the:hed1a of presentat1on,as well, to'determine'if one of the media

- of presentation was causing the difficulties.
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First, the re]at1onsh1ps vo]unteered by the 1ow readers

. were tota]ed for each medium. Thesevthree sub-tota]s,were then

added .to find the ftna] totai. The same procedure was used for the
'ta11ying of theihigh readers' responses. The sub-totals and final
totals were then compared

Next the cues ref]ected re]at1ons that may have been made

!’

but not vo]unteered when the cues were be;fg;;resented For example,

a student may have 1ncorporated two bits nformation occurring at:
‘ g v

different places in the poem into one cue'befgre he presented his

, 3
cues, and a]though he did make a re]at1onsh1p s did not feel he needed

‘ used and from where in the poem the context was chosen.

to exp1a1n it. Therefore, re]at1onsh1ps were further observed by

"examining the cues. The cues also indicated how much context had been

To determ1ne if h1gh readers used more context and related
ideas more, the number of cues used by each subJect was compared as
was the total number of cues presented by ‘the h1gh readers and the
Tow readers. The total usedsby each subJect was compared 1n order to
determine if the group S number of cue4 was ma1n1y prov1ded by one or
Qtwo peop]e If so, the totals of the groups wou]d not prov1de ‘a valid
comparison between the groups

A d1fference in the amount of 1nformat1on found w1th1n each
‘cue w%; observed, as well. It seemed that wh1Te the Tow readers might

have used a s1m1lar number of cues, their cues were simpler and carried

]ess 1nformat1on This cue- s1mp]1f1cat1on could then be a factor ) ‘

Py

—-contk1but1ng to ‘their h1gh number of 11tera] responses The cue ' .

reca]]s were, therefore ana]yzed in terms of their c0mp1ex1ty They

were first c]ass1f1ed into five categor1es of comp]ex1ty

A

‘ T : o s
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f
1. one word - "chicken",u ’
2. two words - “the‘chickens”
3. a simple phrase - "beside the chickens"
4. a phrase Containing an embedded proposition‘- "beside ¢

the white chickens”
5. a sentence (cou1d"conta1n one or more embedded prOpositions)
- "so much depends on the wheefbarrow bestde the_white
"chickens".
Then,‘a comparison was made between;the high and low readers for the
compJexity of the responses found in each of the three media.
Although this‘ana]ysis.ref1ected which group was providing
more information in their cues, Jt d1d not reveal whether the informa-
tion had been processed -and stated in the1r own words, inferred, or just
| repeated verbat1m from the text of the poem. Th1s form of analysis
would yield important 1nformat1dn on the subjects' re]at1ng hab1ts-
The cue recalls were then c]ass?%1ed into three categorieS' |
1. exact reca1ls - stated in the same words as the text
"bé- paraphrase recalls - conta1n1ng the same 1dea as in the
text,but phrased in the subject's words
3. 1nferred recalls - idea not stated in the text but
1nferred from the ideas stated v
Once again the number in each category was tallied in each med1um for |
each- group, and\compar1sons were then undertaken | |

] U~

The cue comblnat1ons given by each 1nd1v1dua] vas then

L e . B .

compared to note 1f any d1fferences mlght be ref]ected by the med1um

- of presentat1on A]th ugh the fact that a11 comb1natnons were un1que

had -already been estab 1shed the researcher noted whether any d1fferences o



{in 1nterpretat1on m1ght be occurr1ng because of the popu]ar1ty of
some of the cues chosen in part1cu1ar mediums. What over]ap in cue
se]ect1on ‘occurred across the different media presentations was ascer;
ta}ned‘by ta]1y1ng.the number of times each cue was presented in each
me dium, and 5n.totaT
After the cues and the answers that were prov1ded dur1ng the
unaided processing were exam1ned the researcher then analyzed and
compared the subJects process1ng of the 1nd1v1dua1 metaphors during
probing. Five areas ‘were examined to determine: |,
1. how the subjects provided tenors,.
2. how they related tenors and vehicles,
3. how their processing affected the meaning proyided.for‘
the metaphor; | | ‘ ‘ |
4. how theirbemottonalvreactions were affected5by the
metaphorica] fnterpretation,vand
5. how the1r mean1ng was affected by the metaphor1ca1
’ process1ng ;
In order to determ1ne whether the h1gh and low readers
used s1m11ar organﬁ§1ng processes when prov1d1ng tenors, and re]at1on-
' sh1ps for a veh1c]e, the responses were analyzed and categor1zed
laccord1ng to whether the subJect attempted to prov1de meaning for the
veh1c1e by _ _' N |
1. interpreting it Titerally, |
2. not interpreting it at‘alT but 1nd1cat1ng that°1t had
: a. f1gurat1ve rather than a ]1tera1 mean1ng

3. compar1ng, by embedd1ng 1t into a tenor that was a

‘ 1arger genera] category of the veh1c1e for examp]e.},

[
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“Fordﬁ would be conpared to "car®.
4. contrasting, by‘providing a different type of tenog,
"and not1ng how the disparate rea]ms are alike;. for
example, a te]ev1s1on would be compared to a person
because they both present or are part of a dream‘wor]d
" The tota]s for each category for high readers and Tow readers were then
~ compared. ‘
The number of tenors provided was ta]]1ed, as was the
number of re]at1onsh1ps volunteered by each group Fhe tota]s of the

two groups were then compared for reading, 11sten1ng, and reading and

11sten1ng

; ’lerned@over whether the tenor/
veh1c]e re]at1onsh1ps prov1ded by the Tow readers were as abstract or
concrete as those prov1ded‘by the h1gh readers, examp]es of concrete and
abstract .answers were found in the work of the groups.. The answers
seemed’ to range from very concrete to very abstract, and thus numbersv35

-

“could not be determ1ned Rather the range of concrete to abstract was
'exemp]1f1ed by the answers from both groups -
After the dlfferences in’ the re1at1nq of 1deas in ‘the cues
“and in the tenor/veh1c]e re]at1onsh1ps had been determ1ned between the -
fqroups the d1fference in the re]at10nsh1ps between the cogn1t1ve and
affect1ve 1zterpretat1ons ‘was observed For each change of fee11ng noted_
~f~on the ”Patterns of Process1ng Card" the mean1ngs provided before the -
. fee11ng and afterthe fee11ng were 1nspected to note if the fee11ngs were ;d
the resu]t of the mean1ng change and 1f the fee11ng change then |
fjiaffected the f0110w1ng mean1ng prov1ded The d1fferences between,

oo

: qroups were out11ned and conpared



'Through the analysis’ﬁﬁgthe data previously out]ined; the
fo]]owing'qoestions were answered: |
1. Are grade-ten~students' metaphoricai_1nterpretations
original, and if so, what<contributes to the‘originality?
2. Uhat ktnd of organizing processes were used by tenth
grade students in interpreting metaphor. . |
_‘3;"As the med1um of presentat1on is man1pu1ated from
: read1ng, to 11sten1nq, to s1nL1taneous1y reading and
e11sten1ng, what maJor changes in thefr organ1z1ng proces-

ses do high and 1ow readers make when they attempt to

1ndependent]y 1nterpret a. comp1ete poem7 _

T*b;v‘Is there a difference 1n the number of metaphor1ca1
‘re}at1onsh1ps_they-yo1unteer dur1ng the1r“]nter- _“f
. p.fetation? o | |
. C. ;Are the.cues used as the*baSis of their meanind
o d1fferent 1n k1nd, number and/Or como]exﬁty?
4. As the medium of presentat1on is var1ed from read1ng, to

11sten1ng, to s1mu1taneously read1nq and 11sten1ng, what

Do they 1nterpret the poem 11tera]1y or f1gurat1ve1y?

74

‘maJorvchanges 1n the orqan1z1ng processes do h1gh and Tow .

readers make when they are asked to 1nterpret given -
i metaphors w1th1n the context of a como]ete work7
a. what organ1z1nn processes do they attempt 1n -
,"prov1d1ng tenors for ggyen veh1c1es7 “
t'b.-~How many and what k1nds of re1at1onsh1ps between
= veh1c]e and tenors do they prov1de7 |

’ 1\5 y f> hlc. How does the1r process1ng of the metaphor 1nf]uence

o~
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A the1r interpre t1on of the metaphor, their emot1ona1
reactwns, and thgir 1nterpretat1on of the poem'?
' A summary of the gnswers. to these questions is presented in
‘ Chapter 4, \
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,metaphor;{

"The fo11ow1ng d1scuss1on presents ‘some of the sub;ects 1nteryretat1ons

1 of'thf.poem.‘

CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSTON OF THE\FINDINGS
oy

-

This chapter is d1v1ded 1nto three sect1ons The first
sectibn‘prOVTdes exaMB]es of the 1dwosyncrat1c responses created by the"

subjects The second sect1on re]ates the ma30rorgan1z1ngpatterns

used by the s b1ects when they intérpreted metaphor after listening,
'read1ng, and 11sten1ng and reading to the poems The»fina] section

,_reportsnthe. differences between.h1gh and low readers' processing-of

Y

P

Y .
ORIGINAEETY OF STUDENT RESPONSE

R The f1nd1ngs of this study revea]ed that the metaphor A
synthesizer extracted an 1nd v1dua1 set of cues, created an or1gana1
meaning for each metaphor, iand emot1ona11y reacted to the 1nterpreta-

tiong‘in various ways. .The 1nterpretatwons created by ‘each subJect

~vere hiQth_personé?. Examp]es of. their responses were reported to ¥

answer the fo11oWing research question:
Are the 1nterpretat1ons provided by tenth
qrade subJects persona] creations, and 1f S0,

. what contr1butes to the d1fferences in mean1ng?
X

v

| INTERPRETATIONS;OF THE POENS

Before prob1ng, the subJects prov1ded 1nterpretat1ons that

were “the products of their creat1v1ty As a resuri the 1nterpretatntns

76
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g1ven were or1g1na], as is demonstrated by the fol]oq1ng 1nterpretat1ons
of "Night Crow": o ’ o o '

A: This man has an ambition or something and its -
' going further and further away from h1m

B: Yourrthoughtsrin?your mind{ sometimes you
- don't know what to- think, and then sometimes
~you're clever and know exactly what's going on.

J:" A person is dreaming about something dUmb.

K: Someone is ]os1ng a memory . Its kind of fading
and they don't, they can t remember as much of it
as they used to ‘ I
. _ -C;e‘\ :
E: A person is remembering something that has N
o happened, that he should remember. }

L4

Even the literal interpretations varied:

C: Acrow - he's a special bird -’but he is- st11r
- something special. He'sipart of God's
creation so he should be treated a 11tt1e better

D: It's just about a big bfrd.

Fo- Crows are c1umsy and - they flap and they' re
-~ black. They f]y off into the night without being
seen.

»ﬁ:"A11 creatures are, no matter what they 1ook 11ke,
beaut1fu1 1n the1r own way
;A]though the f1gurat1ve 1nterpretat1ons seemed to 1abe1 the t0p1C of |
d1scuss1on as. a thought dream memory, or. amb1t1on what was sa1d
‘about the top1c d1ffered s1gn1f1cant]y A]though most of. the 11teraf‘A
'?1nterpretat1ons centered around the.- crow, they, too, dea]t w1th ‘

different th1ngs



After the probing, the meaninQS‘tended‘to Change'in7that the
Tow readers now 1nterpreted f1gurat1ve1y, and the h1gh readers s11ght1y
qua11f1ed or altered the1r mean1no A1l meanings were st111 very
persona], as demonstrated by the responses g1ven for "Contemporary Man"'
, - : \\ R '
Independent | After Probi‘ng .
H: Someone's feeling L It's about what'stgoing on in
- discouraged, afraid he's ' the world now. ‘\
by himself. f .
P: A man was alone..§~ 'Every modern man is try1ng toe
' reach a goal and some can't do
it because no one is helping them.
0: Days of ch1va1ry are No ¢hange.
all over and contemporary :

man is out for h1mse]f to

-get his and that's it.

Jhere!s not gofng to be any | .

mivacles for Jome reason. - ‘ X

E: Man Js differen .now than. 1 The past wa's probably better

he was befdv¥e. He - ' “than now. I mean without all

doesn't think for some reason. the Tuxuries: Man was more
C : - free to do whatever he wanted.

,Hf The only things in 1ife ‘ ‘0Tder people wish to be in

that are important;are society and contemporary -man
being pushed away 'and : doesn't realize what he ' s-doing
erased, and contemporary to our Tifetime. .

‘man has worked hard

L: Today S wor]d is. not very ' " He doesn’ t ‘want to be in a.

gaod- anymore because all of man's' place 1ike that - “he wants to
dreams are taken away and\ he - be happy and have _people care

just doesn't: have anyth1ng to -about h1m
look foward to .

\.G: He was out in the desert -.Average man is th1nk1ng there's

| and he had no hope. ' .. - nothing to fall back on. He's out.

S . L ~in the mwddle\of the desert no more

-\ . ) : o . . hope, no sta or anything to follow -
- - : back. SR

s

T e
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Indegendent o '_. : After_Probing
F: Some people don't think i His life is Tousy and he's trying
as much of 1ife as others. - to erase it and start over, - ‘ _
’ L but there's not as much hope as co
: : . he w1shes there was. , .
K: Modern manbis kind of COntemporary man is supposed to
molded and not allowed to ‘ be up-to-date and modern,
grow as much as he wanted - really he's not. He's being
to, ‘and his stuff is taken molded and its not as .good as --
away from him - that he : 11ke contemporary man sounds
could have, 1nd1v1dua11y good, and the poem cuts 1t down.
Tike. '
- . . (
J: ‘1ts a guy on the desert, s They're just staggering_around;
‘ and he's Tlost. : - ~ not really thinking for them-

’

- selves. They -- maybe, its a

. bunch of people or everybody --
they're stagger1ng around doing

~ what they:vé been-told to do,
not what they think -- like

zombies.

_ - , ~ o , . ,
"B: Man has died Or something. ' when you: d1e, there's noth1ng
L R S left, ‘and he's kind of str1pped ' -
' S B of his life. His Tife is taken S
A : . -+ away from him. e ‘
.A:' Its a 11tt1e v11]age, and - Man'today_-'what he's Tike. 1In

there's a big storm. The ~big cities‘and stdff - he's

man has got no hope o o ald, all, all by himself Sometimes.

!f' whether the subJect had a]tered h1s first, meaning of the poem
to a d1fferent mean1ng depended upon the med1um of presentat1on, and
'an exp]anat1on of the effect of the medwum w1]1 be dwscussed 1ater in
the chapter r"l L A"d B 4 ’

Contr1but1ng to the or1g1na11t; of the 1nterpretat1ons were o o ;_
‘ﬁthe 1nd1v1dua1 sets of cues se]ected by each subJect Each set prov1ded .

" the subJect w1th a d1fferent bank of 1nf0rmat1on that he used 1n ‘

creat1ng h1s mean1ng
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CUE SETS o
A -Each subject relied upon.a different context for his meaning.
How. the cOntextdaT,patterns\djffered is illustrated through‘the’follow-f
- ing examples of the subjects' -cue selections. The cue sets were
volunteered by the subjects when they were asked to tell what cues in
the poem, "Contemporary Man" contributed to their meaning of the poem:
A:. footprint . |
hopebuds
4 ' Ci thodght wing
hopebud -
D: thirstfquenching ’ 7
© rosebud ,, ‘ ;
E: footprints erased - ’ : A o ¢ ¢
- desert - : &
L - G: none o - S / ;
‘._fgy"iﬁ S footprint erased
S . no hopebud
KRR ~ no Moses or star .
R ST I : someth1ng about f11ght in the f1rst line
\kﬁﬁg;; ‘ J:  thought wing. cracked and clipped - o o
e T His footprints are erased. o o ' : L
S S - He israped in desert.solitude. o . R v
. “‘ . o ,_(' - R . : B ) . . !
© K:' .hopebuds. shrunk- . . - T\\,' ' EEE S B
~no Moses T T : L ' - i
ﬁq}sn t have any thirst: ‘to quench’ :
L doesg t have any des1re to do anyth1ng
3(“’ ’ . r. .s;) L R > )
N: ufoctpftht era:
) : hopebud%ﬂ%hr nk o SR o Lo
' thought w17 cracked and c]1pped v S L s




0: no Moses or star
_ayerage person not hav1ng pat1ence or courage
any thirst to quench T

P: prints erased
hopebuds thing . S
desireless of the ... .can't remember
the part in the desert thing-

\ . S
The examples reveal that where one cue may have been used by

N
several subJects, no two subjects ever gave the same set of cues Also,

the cuesxwere chosen from various’ parts of the poem - For examp]e, 3
A\

SubJect A chose "footpr1nt” from 11ne three of the poem and combwned

it w1th “hopebﬂds" from 11ne four of the poem Subject D on the: other

hand, f1rst ment1oned'"th1rst quench1ng which presumab1y~was deered »

’vfrom line seven: no th1rst to quench He‘combined this cue with

[
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rosebud" wh1ch it seems he derxved from “hopebud“ 1n ]1ne four Subject\

J comb1ned the first two 11nes ﬁor h1s f1rst cue, "thoughtw1ng tracked

- and- c11pped“ He also chose .'the footpr1nt erased" from ]tne three,

1

and."he is raped in'desert solitude" from the Tast two.ltnes Thus,

”‘_,wh11e SubJect J- had comp]ete]y om1tted the m1dd1e context of the. poem,"

»re1§1ng on the: beg1nn1ng and f1na1 cohtext SubJeCt D re11ed only on

the m1dd1e eontext “ Subject N cued on on]y the f1rst four 11nes of the

poem.: It is 1nterest1ng to- note that on]y two subJects used the final
two Tines of. the poem “he is- raped in- desert so11tude" ' '
| Not on]y were the cuek\ets 1d10§yncrat1c, but they . were also

very 11m1ted 1n number The researchér\had expected that the squects

fwouid prov1de more &ues when they read, or read and 11stened than when ’

- they only 11stened espec1a1]y when theyprocessed the 1onger poems

,sHoweVer, th1s expectat1on was not’ aff1rmed by the data The subJects

"-a]ways prov1ded on]y two. three, or at the most four cues, regard]ess

~

i
¥
|

A



’

3

~of the 1ength of the poem, or the med1um of presentation. (One subject
.prov1ded more cues when he read and 11stened ) Some ‘of the volunteered

fcues d1d, though, carry more 1nformat1on than others,'as can be noted

by comparing~”footprintf with "thought wing cracked and clipped".

- The ]imitations of the‘number'of cues used, coupled with the fact that

»

.the £ues were extracted fro' var1ous parts of the poem, seem to suggest‘

“that the complete context lof the,poem 1s rare]y used Rather, the

r

subJect cues on what is 1mportant to him. The persona1 cues set he
r

VA }
- The med1um of presentat1on d1d seem to somewhat affect the

Fa

cues chosen by the SUbJects Whereas many cues were chosen on1y.1n,

one med1um some were chosen severa} t1mes ~For example, for “Night J

- Crow" the on]y cue that was presented in a]] three of the med1ums was’

'

“c]umsy crow", and 1t was g1ven on]y four t1mes A more popular cue

“deep in: the bra1n far back" but 1t was chgsen on1y when the, subJects

s

g read or read. and 11stened to the poem It was chosen seven times. For

" a 11st1nQ' of the cue se]ect1ons accord1ng to the med]um of presenta-._'
¥ o ' o SR
'tmh see Table 2. L S

In conc]us1on, wh11e the cho1ce of the cues compr1s1ng the_'*

":cue set may be 1nf1uenced by the med1um of presentat1on,%1t is. dependent

T to a great extent, upon the ?nterpreter of the poem These 1ndfv1dua1

R

- cue sets prov1de the context for the persona] 1nterpretataons vo]unteered

b the sub ects ’ ' . | L,
Y , J 5 PO -

The metaphor1ca] re]at1onsh1ps prov1ded by -the subJects a]so

' sconveyed the 1mportance of the 1nterpreter as. creator ' Examp1es of. the

-~

‘,persona1 tenors re]at1onsh1ps, and Tnterpretat1ons will be g1ven in the

pext sectjon.'_ . ,‘ff[“sh : ¢

L
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| Table 2 e
| Cue Selection ‘According to thé'Medium<of PFEggﬁtation
“Medium Used I S T
~ Presenting "Night Crow" g:Cue_ S ~Frequency»ovasg
‘Readihg, Listening,” . clumsy crow: e 4
Reading and Listening - -~ - .
REHdinq, Reading and ”deep in the bkain far - 7
Listening . -~ . back E o -
. - o - tremendous bird 6
shape in the mind rose up 4
over gulfs ef dream 2 .
Listenfng:vReadihg'and R none in commbnt ‘ )
~Listening - - D
Listening, Reading - plack T Y
' DI - L7 darkne T 2
’ i R ‘fJ' . » . B 1 . . . ’
. ~;‘~-nihe'flgw;from,aa'ij.._ o *
! wasted tree - 47, . \
~ back and back . 1
wasted tree - f E
night crow , *B " v 1
S o0 \ !
back in the brain . 4 R
clumsy bird-when it flew - ] o
off the branch. s R :
- far back into your mind . ) P 4
- Y70 - far back. in-the brain S j
LT .- . croys are clumsy - o1
S end1ess,,moon1essjnight~ 1/
o« . into’ the night 1/ [
- flap 0 -7 R T/ o,
Reading and Listening . _ when I"saw that clumsy crow 1
- A St ~f1apwfrom‘a»wasted;tfee; -
“tremendous birdijUst-fJéw T
e Qf? a tree intbdthe-horizon_.:
. ~ further and further. away -
S
;< T



o ME'.TAPHORICA\'L .I-NTERPRETA,TIONS i -
. . ' !

| While the tenor prov1ded might be repeated by some subJéﬁts,

'no two 1nterpreta@1ons were the same. The over]ap found in the tenors

'_seemed to resu]t from the subJects se]ect1ng Targe categor1es as their

':tenors fbr exampTe, a “human“ or: person" However the po1nts of

' similarity between the tenor and veh1c1e var1ed cons1derab]y For
examp]e, in. respond1ng to what the "it" in "The Telev1s1on” was Be1ng

‘ compared to, the subjects prov1ded the following tenors,’ ne]ationships

|
/
I

and 1nterpretat1ons S . ,‘ o S “
- Subject  Tenor(s) Relationships . . Interpretation
A human. . - no Tife of its . .~ People shouldn't be . -
' : own, acting. - : phony - they should be
LA o g "~ themselves.
B: real unaccustomed to - PeopIe-have control
. life, a movement, not . over what they're
' person strong - R d01ng They know what

- they're ‘going to do and
they do it. They think
about what they're go1ng

~to do first.
C:. . human, looking at the : Don't know.
. anything night, sitting - i
that can . -there, Tifting
Creep the blind
D: . robot both man-made, v‘Don't knom.
' - alumjnum tentacte - ‘
E: ‘someone  not used to facing On T.V. you see all sorts |
who has. reality, wouldn't -of different-: th1ng? about :
- to face  know how to handle ™ = 1ife and people you can't

up to it ~ face up to.
real life ' ,

e

R



R ;SuhjeCt “fenor(s)fL“’Re]at1onsh1ps h ::jf‘ interpretat1on B N
L “H: -{]3'”-peop1e ,'.,Istay 1ns1de a11 of Usua]]y when peop]e stay
e ' o the tnme,_never get. " home, they escape into -
V_out L. ... . .their- television shows

and'they never rea]]y .
taste rea]nty ,

. A .
TN . : ’ : . . ST - N . EN
) P .

L - person’ Tooks out the - B »,Makesvthe'T.V. seaﬁ
" . S - ‘window, 1ooks at . :: mpre alive. - ~
the_n1ght;'Tifts . -

. the blind, crept

~ to. the window

* N:° ' sexless” . it can think, - The T.V. set is a.base for
: l obJeet, a . decides .that it =~ . a mass-unreality on a
~LQ‘11v1ng wants reality, =~ ° = large scale. If you watch
object, a ‘fsubjected to - T.V., it has so much

person - - fantasy ., - = . that has noth1ng to do
o ‘ w1th reality in any form.
“If a T.V. did have its
_own sense of morals, it
_would probably be.quite

) ‘upset - if you were exposed

.to fantasy twenty four

R L o | * hours a day, you'd go nuts.
11P:; ._ “the things someone 11v1ng . The person is Just be1ng“ 
‘ : ‘that are in a make be11eve uhreal - doing things he

“not, real world . shouldn't be. He should
: ' be doing th1ngs that
i are more real - in the
“real world - Just not .

“living in a make believe .

~ world.

While fifteen of the sixteen subjects interpreted "it" to be

the television, Subject J- stated that " it" represented the‘“telev1s1on

" waves - the pictures the television sends out". whereas many subJects

Felt fhe television was being compared to a person, one saw it as a
"sexless obJect” or.a "robot" Some of the subJects tr1ed to give a
‘ spec1f1c tenor and then a larger category for that tenor For examp]e,

Ny

SubJect C ‘said the te]ev1swon was compared to a "human" or. "anyth1ng

-



f:that can creep and N sa1d At was compared to: “a sexless obJect f
: 11v1ng obJect g person",. The re]at1onsh1ps noted var1ed from.very
.concrete s1m11ar1t1es such as "1ooks out the w1ndow, 1ooks at the

: n1ght" "11fts the b11nd" to very- abstgpct s1m11ar1t1es such as "1t can’
th1nk“ ”dec1des 1t wants rea11ty," and 15 “subJected to fantasy "

':For th]S poem,SubJects C, D and . gave concrete re]atwonsh1ps and ‘had -
t-_d1ff1CU1ty 1nterpret1ng the metaphor bdt prov1d1ng concrete relation-

sh1ps d1d not a\ways result in d1ff1cu]ty w1th 1nterpretat1ons

; Wh\$e unrea11ty seemed to be a top1c that the 1nterpretat1ons

,centered around, a11 1n\erpretat1ons were d1fferent For one, the ' B

w -

w metaphor meant - that HPEOPLF shou]dn t be phony, ‘and for another that -

when peop]e stay home, they escape 1nto their- telev1s1dh shows and

o never taste rea11ty " To subJect N, “the T V was a base for a mass {“
; unrea11t>"* S ‘ | SR . | |

- These persona] meiaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1ons contrwbuted to

the 1nd1v1dua1 1nterpretat1ons of the poems, and a]so affected the |

emotional response fe]t by the subJect The next sect1on reports the

d1fferent emot1ona1 responses g1ven when the SUbJECtS 1nterpreted a

metaphor

/. .+ EMOTIONAL RESPONSES -

'S

’rﬁ desCribing the differences }p emot1ona1 react1ons, the
tenors and’ relat1onsh1ps, as we11 as the re]at1onsh1p to the mean1ng of

the poem are. ngen s1nce the emot1ona1,responses.seem ‘to be so inter-
Lt N / N

related wtth_them. 'The‘fo]]owing.responses.are the SUbjects‘ reactions

_ to "the first'tﬁin ice of winter" in the poem, "The Ftrst‘Thfn‘ Ice":;



-Q"ﬁsubJect

Tenor(s)

Re1at1onsh1ps

=

‘J:;Af ;

;5téps S
_a child .

Diire

”,firét,timei
‘of love-

ducks wa1k-_.
fv_ .1ng warily

\

1earn1ng'
~how to

' walk : f‘Ae

finst. hopé'“
of-having:

~a lasting
. .relation-
ship

’ r

faﬂ11ng be1ng

vcaut1ons, Just 4
_starting out -,

ey

B WObb]y;’§1ow; N
cautious

e

~wonder 1f can
keep it, or -

Swill itomelt oo
:awq; '

. .
e L 4

~hardships, . .
.fmust go-'slowly -

s0'.as not to'\ﬁ'

..fa11 throuqh

first.love

* with someone,

: ~going out into
i ,j_]jfeﬂand .

L a‘j:'

.,:  ',f~_ ;_:
not going: te: -
last forever <.
you. break through

~and find. _
. somebody else

making

: whefher "-
. you should-

step.
forward - -

"dahéékoﬁgiif

careful -

not sure if.
it will hold

they don't be

Aﬁyf1ng'éah to“
'wrong when you're .« o WU g

~.*1f not carefu]
oo will get ‘f_\ﬁi#' o
__.,_p?‘egnaunt. cro .

' Worried about
T oYife - if you

a e 7 T E
Interpretat1on Emot1on '='.f

Peop]e are myst ‘ noth1ng

start1ng oyt and f ,
“don't want noth1ng _ i -
.bad to happen --§p P H ;
“they're walking - TSRS : ‘
warily: - be1ng l. I i
caut10us 3 5
P CEE

The f1rst steps a gqu reo o
- person takes- 1nt0 AT e
]1fe S , o ;

That two young o bpprehegs1on ,1' ?q*:f
people just ggt' - ‘fear:. _ e
m%rr1ed or some- I G,

[

ing, and they're | .

et -
Ccautious., oo

in:love. Some- " %,
one wa]ks out . e

Ed

peacefu], .
should take a- step yet‘wany B ‘
forward in life. . g

" .You're going - S Rk

you're not sure.

caut10us]y and

about what you”vel

. done’ and what' s good
;for you



o
' :x“'%'.v

Cery ,

a‘ SR ',‘v . ; ‘.;'*‘,‘ . S
. : o ,,m’
I

'7Re%at1onsh_ps ' Interpretat1on Emotion
75“-;:t{tgfif?:fQJ‘“.’fiiieveryth1ng everythwng fn w1nter 5 com1ng ' monelf
R T KR w1nd1ng *?; going to s]eep pretty soon. o b

. S ‘-.vi.‘ : .," : '_» ‘ ;‘_'-, ’ ) : down % s .‘:"Q"-“ :‘.,.,‘ " e N L , . _r\/ e
s R 7}0Vemék§é9ff beginning‘A ik Lik"the'f1r§t“~iancef'] S
L T T T new, at rsf dnegf thin ic ,;yf'c't_ki.im‘f

exc1t1ng J' cenvthey' re” just L '

R : fa1]1nq 1ﬁ 1ove

W
\'.

;i'“f?:cv?‘f;;uﬁb"'il ‘ After 1ntePPret1ng the f1rst‘th1n 1cewo; wgnter the em%;1ona1 .

o . ,wfthresponses of the subgects var1ed from ”noth1ng" to'"good"; , yéf'i |

T f: appre?enk10n" to “serene yet wary"ﬂ SubJect J reacted:w1th'fear and

'T‘{apprehens1on“ because a young marr1ed coup]e are Just éaxﬁg out 1nto v
. . .\’u -

A.ljﬁ_ 'j';z~fT1fe and: anything cou1d go wrong To th1s person the tenor “11fe“'
{conJured many hardshwpsl SubJect Pqprov1ded "lovemaklng" as the teno*,v

Qg:{fsuggest1ng a new beg1nn1ng, and exc1tement She 1nt@rpreted the meta-
_pFor as. ”they re Just fa]11ng 1n 1ove" and em9t1ona11y fe]t ¢h1s ff‘:u.j}‘:_

. ,_,,J7happen1ng wa§ "n1ce”‘ When an emotﬁon was félt the fee11ng
4 : ) - & ¥ S
.;Ato depend upon the tenors that were chosen and the re]at1onsh1ps that- ;-

A R TIONE  R DU

: were found ;77/ '}”. : }a~:, :‘;’-“'” "'”.' v C J"- .~;'-

N )
-‘ CRUN

The same 1nterre1at1onsh1ps between the cogn1t1ve and _72"

"“‘faffect1ve react1ons were observed w1th the othev poems \ For examp]e;’e7

g.~. :

71‘d-moon1ess b]ack deep 1n the bra1n ~in “N1ght Crow“ caused vary1ng

v

R emot1ona1 reactgons that seemed,dependent upon the‘1nterpretat1ons of '
e I N SRR T . o
e ,yfthe metaphors j R < IR ,'- L

Y o . . Lo . - o ) RE .

‘f ' &ﬂ'ff : -}-,SubieCt - Tenor(s) w'F,{e_"T"a'tit:in;,"s,hU’g;é' t%tlnterpretat1on : Emot1on

v . .
W . . R R

Y T th1nk1mg ﬂ b1§%knesSp o What he s th1nk1ng sorry o
I A s no futpre, - deép in_his brain. ..
R T T ‘;,-.; cmoc o no o dieam . that's veally black.:
Taoo oo o e T iﬁx;b. 7 No future ahead
e hom R

Y



Tenor(sl

N ¢ ‘ AN . r.T"
Lt “ e

Re1at1onsh1£L_

3 Interpretat1on

51f;$ub3ett
- B

1ns1de

‘your

\subcon-}f

SC'I OUS

night-.

mare ‘.

odw1$h—tbyitﬁ
'.take‘off}

death .7;3;“
l A e ,’. ‘.' . -

LA memory i

- .deep in.the -
- corner of ‘his
© - 'mind that he.
-+ . doesn't go into
‘not much' 1wght,e :
.can't see -

L

':fugdarkness, ng
o g__‘bgi1ght spota, ; A
+“head - o
. ‘”fgff'
© pone -

RV
¥
S

not too é]ear,

oo Just a flash of
© what happened

(J.'

1wh1te s11houette He S as]eep and

- black .around
-edges,. drifting ‘ . o
away'from'the.body N ‘..»~ ;5 I o

B

fu]ness,
and

forg
waste!

”noth1ng be]ongs .

" ‘there, don't. - . :
want to remember, . .. vy
don't want .to be e RS REC
“seen againi S S

.can f]y a: 1ong o
‘ways, no problem.
.oxto‘go‘somep1aoe

-

o ﬁHe s fa]11ng

e'An ex11ed E Ivﬁ

[EmotiOnﬁ”' .
_— W,

Don t know
Ui,

[ . ' . o i

I e ‘, I AT e

e
L1fe has gone by

&”wondgt Vo
' whatbs *

.

'Don t/know

\

E "r ‘ o s RO
.“‘*mﬁd;;- <
~in.a: deep dream happinessA“

far 2
£} @

ol -ffa_ SRS S
Casleepor N L Cwe
.someth1ng IR W

.‘thought

He was :imagining -
he was a bird and . -«
he could-just get LR
'uup'and*leave.t

good T

i
‘.1‘v.

' The subJects, through the1r f]ex1b1e use. of the context created

Y

‘.or1g1na1 metaphor1ca1 1nteﬁpretat1ons and reacted w1th var1eduemot1ona]

.responses

“of each subJect‘s,responses.

AS a result, they PPOdUCEd 0r191na1 1ns1ghts irito. the poems;' e

[}

Th1s f1rst sectxon of the chapter conf1rmed tﬁe or1g1na11ty

It a]so conf1nned the use of thg vary1ng ,

"f’hope1e55hes§%§'j

ool Megrow L

good v%';f. -

u 5“ P R

happen1ng‘ L

3« _Q‘,, L e
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s

. B R L -
e T e Co e
. . . Vv . : N - »

parts of the gpmp]ete context of the work when 1nterpret1ng a poem

" if metaphor and upe 1mpqrtance the§med1a of presenta%1on p]ays in

,.

' determ1n1ng mean1ng _1f:'?_” o = 1‘- Ji'% N ’f %):

" Cnt — . ' _,.4 X .\_: “,-

v e - “\<; L
v e PATTERNS OF ORGANIZING PROCESSES USED »

L\

o » L ’ N . X Afﬂ) . '52(* I ‘ . v N
RS «1,\_‘_T“ IN METAPHORICAL IN}ERPRETATION_< ST S
e Ay /\ f ,
: Lo The foﬁ1OW1ng research quest1on had been asked ‘ ’

R .;“1IWhat k1nds of organ1z1ng processes were f,.~‘
R S 2
R .fused by tenth grade students 1n 1nterpret1ng
}metaohors ' R “

'7«

N,The data y1e1ded three m%Jor patterns of organ12at1an that corresponde
i w1th Fhe change 1n the med1um of” presentat1on 7 These patterns not on]y

'vi "affected the 1nterpretat1ons of the metaphors, bht they also affected '

Qr J

 the f1na1 1nterpretatnon of the poem Each pattern w11] be d1§cussed

L

- procas51ng 1," e S D A

and 1]1ustrated in. the fo]]ow1ng three sect1ons It shou]d be noted

"that the . on]y except1ons to the patterns occurred when the subJect was

unab]e to produce tenor/veh1c1e re]at1onsh1ps Th1s 1nab1]1ty to

prcﬁ.ss the metaphors 1nUrupte/d the subJects comp1ete pattern of
4 .

v

PROCEQSING'OF_METAPHOR: LISTENING PATTERN

Regard]ess of wh1ch poems the subJects listened to, all of
the subJects other than those who cou]d not exp]a1n the metaphor1ca1 (

re]atmonsh1ps prOV1ded a’ f1na1 1nterpretat1on d1fferent from the1r

- 1n1t1a1 1nterpretat1on g1ven dur1nq théxuna1ded process1ng This

- change occurred through the process1ng of the metaphors ;The'

-l



S : ‘ o : ‘/~,.., : .
'v1nterpretat1on of each metaphor was re]ated to the 1nterpreta§%ontof -

the metaphor preced1ng 1t In th1s way, the f]nal 1nterpretat1on N

- \

evo]ved through a ser1es of mean1ng changes that were. creabed by e ch

) metaphor‘ For. examp]e, subJect A when 1nterpret1ng "Contémpor

stated that the poem was about "a b1g storm - a footpr1nt was washed

.away - no hope for the man" Th1s 11tera1 mean1ng for the poem then )

RS

;evo1ved to a f1na1 1nterpretat1on that accounted for present day

.manklnd rather than for one sp%§1f1c man in a, b1g storm Hhen asked
rwhat the flrst metaphor (thought§w1ng meant he stated that it was
vbe1ng compared to ‘man’ s hopes and des1res 'and they were s1m11aaa1n

”"be1ng broken . This metaphor was re]ated to the mean1ng of the poem

- '1n that "1deas don t work out ‘the way you ‘wanted". gwhen subqect A was’
. A _

asked what ”footpr1nt in the sand” was being compared to; he rep1ied

‘“Man S thoughts," and f0und them similar 1in that "they were being rubbed

X

- away," and vere “d1sappear1ng _ Th1s metaphor he re]ated to the- 1ast

. 'by po1nt1ng t that "if man wants to be someth1ng and it doesn t. turn
,'out he' 11 settle for someth1ng else “ In this way, he. bu11t upon the
'1nterpretat1on of the last metaphor When_asked what hopebuds were
‘being compared to, he-rep11ed ‘man's wishes", and "what he wants ‘to bet"

'AvIn that hopebuds and ‘man's wishes were shr1nk1ng, he conc]uded that
"man can't get what he wants "-:"No Moses or star," he compared with

"he]p”,'stat1ng that there was “noth1ng"; and "raped in-desert

‘sol1tude" was compared to "be1ng all a]one when asked what the

-t1t1e "Contemporary Man" meant, SubJect A rep11ed "Man today - what

: he s like.!

The f1na1 1nterpretat1on for the poem was "Man today - what o

he's like. He s a]] a1one by h1mse1f ! He had moved from descr1b1ng

v R o . ‘ H



a

s1ng]e man_ ina storm to mank1nd in today s 50c1ety The "no hope ;.F¥s

had evo]ved to

2

v‘a-_

be1nq a11 a]one by himself." If h1s metaphor1ca1 1nter-'

pretat1ons were p1aCed s1de by s1de, an. evo1vement of the1r mean1ng

could be not1ced from ”1deas don t work out the way vou want ﬂ ”man .

fyw111 sett]e for somethwnq e1se but “man can't QEt what he wants , to

-

“Man today ~ what he s, 11ke - he s a11 a1one o ;A.#°

A11 of the students processed the poems in 3’ s1m11ar fashton, -

v'by proceed1ng
pretatwon-as a

, revea1s how th

\ .
from metaphor to metaphor, us1ng the prev1ous 1nter—

cue for each metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1on Append1x B

e metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1ons were re1ated to the,,

N orwg1na1 and f1na1 mean1ngs When the mean1ngs were extracteé from the

'diagram;:the fo11ow1ng oattern emerqed L - ,.‘. e

'Independent‘Reéponse S Probed‘§e$pon$e-

"fnterpretat1on

metaphor

0r1g1na1

£inal interpretatiiz)_

The

necessar11y a

11 11tera1 .hven the: f1gurat1ve 1nterpretat1ons showed

a chanoe ih mean1ng Subgect G, when 1nterpret1ng Contemporary Man

‘dur1ng the una1ded prO'ess1nq, said the poem meant that "the on1y th1ngs

in 11fe that

are 1mportant are being oushed away and erased - and

or1g1na1 1nterpretat1ons given by thehéubjetts were not 3

:921ﬂ'



- COntemporary man: has worked hard " Her evoTvement of her f1na1

‘v'1< mean1ng can be noted in’ h/——\Etaphor1caT 1nterpretat1ons When asked

[

. | S 1

,.what the ”thought w1ng“ was be1nq compared to, she rep11ed ”th1ngs that r;_*t
| ~2were before " These reaTms were s1m11ar 1n that they were "cracked”'"”

.,}and crushed" She then\stated ‘"That S what has happened to"' :
COntemporary;m n, #Makes you' Stop and reaT1ze that we th1nk 1f§ 50

r co e

fsoc1ety, but we shou]d be th1nk1ng of t1mes before h "ft -

’

great in’

fd*<When'aske bt the footpr1nt was be1ng compared to, she cou]d onTy

-repTy "a]] k1nds of th1ngs, h1s own footpr1nt” but coqu not re]ate

"fnthem However, when asked what the'"hopebuds" were compared to, she’r‘ i

cued on the ”stop and rea11ze" of her Tast exp]anat1on and on her

m_fee11ngs as she had sald the poem made her ”stop and th1nk": _She

' f.'T1kenéd the hopebuds to the “thoughts and 1deas of peopTe“ 1n that

°

':Nt”they had someth1nq good to offer but were not accepted“’and they were

,‘\

reduced"  Her. mean1ng now progressed to “Soc1ety pushes peop]e as1de

) They are reduced and«made to feeT 1ns1 n1 1cant e After she 1nter- ,‘
| RN

;preted ”No Moses or star” as a compar1son to “B1b1e;“ "go1ng back: 1n ;';_ S

_ t1me;” she - stated they were—common in’ be1ng:"respected" and "Tooked
»'up to “7 Her 1nterpretat1on a]tered Trom peopTe be1ng made to feeT

g «1ns1gn1f1cant to "shows hOW\the on are tossed in the m1ddTe of soc1ety, L
\ :

: and we don t T1sten to what they have?t'llaytt They m1ght have more

"1nslght than we actuaTTy do Now we th1nkfof on peop]e as people we-

;v shou]d put away, apd then, they were cons1dered to be the TeaderE\\ﬁd‘

| maybe we shOqu th1nk of that " F]na]]y,’"raped in desert so]1tude“‘
~was being compared to ”the thought that there s noth1ng Teft to-bTame;f"
'.except h1mse1f” and the shared character1st1c between these reaTms 1s'

"solltude" °She ended by say1ng she felt sorry for o]der peop]e, and



:f”*iyt;iv : L}f; . “hm T - o 4);3;’{,!’m'”:;*:‘:52..;'294,_;5
that contemporary man doesn t rea]1ze whatuhe s .01nq to our T1fet1me
I

: tf\\; . :.;" some studEnts moved from a. ]1tera1 to a f1qurat1ve 1nter—.'

£

.
o

pretat1on, as weTT Therefore no. pattern such as from T1tera1 to 5L"e‘f:*'
1nterpret1ve coqu be estabT1shed but the1r process1ng from meanlng
to mean1ng Ted them to an 1nterpretat1on d1fferent than the one.’ they
had bequn w1th “»fjmgijfﬂ o *:ff‘a;-wh;ffl'.,;ﬁf ' |
F{Rofct‘ssi;me*O_F_ "thTA,PHoRI:‘”;T REA'DIN@PAT-T‘ERN. o e
A d]fferent pattern of process1ng emerqed when the SUbJECt B
read the poem SubJect A (descr1bed 1n T1sten1ng sect1on) now re]ated _::;;;ﬁ};
i: each metaphor by paraphras1nq the 1nterpretat1on he had presented o L
dur1ng the una1ded process1ng For exampTe h1s beg1nn1ng 1nterpret-ae:”
at1on of ”N]ght Crow""Was'”A man has an amb1t1on or dream that 1s |
flvang away "" Dur1ng the prob1ng, he compared ”c]umsy crow" W1th
amb1t10ns“ because they were- “unreachab]e awkward ' TeaV1no Htsff1“
1nterpretat1on for th1s metaphor paraphrased the or1g1na1 1nterpretatlon
"; “he TT never get h1s amb1t1on " “The wasted tree" was compared to o
.Ffi_"' because both were "on and wasted” but the subJect was unsure 'TTJ
| how th1s metaphor reTated After say1ng "don t know".severaT t1mes, he
rep11ed ”the man coqu be on and wasted —'hTS 11fe 1s wasted " The
qu]fs of dream" were "man s dream“ and were s1m11ar 1n that they were”f;°tef
v' w1de open"“and you "can t catch 1t " Aga1n h1s 1nterpretat1on .
\ refTected the or1g1naT 1dea : "Man can t catch 1t = a dream woer "
______ . When he was asked what the"tremenddus b1rd" was be1ng compared to, he

rep11ed "man S - great amb1t10n," and they were 51m1]ar in that both were

. i “b1g, good 100k1ng, unatta1nab1e e Aga1n, h1s 1nterpretat1on of th1s

metaphor paraphrased h1s beg1nn1ng 1nterpretat1on-t "He has a b1g



‘75 "th1nk1ng“, because of “bTackness 'hw“no future“; and ”no dream " f*"

'T’Agawn, he paraphrased the or1q1na1 1nterpretat1on “What he s

o gs

th1nk1n0 deep in h1s bra1n - no future ahead of h1m"' H1s f]na]f T

Jnterpretat1on re1terated the begwnn1ng one when he stated "The guy
”'Js Tos1ng somethlngv- an amb1t1on e ’ '

Th1s method of organ1zwng can be d1agramat1caTTy represented

"iif'1n the foTTow1ng way "'.”,Lg¢ {»a‘";’ff" ) T,’l;;iﬁf? ) :»f]i:h-?‘:

.. Independent . . Probed Response

:‘7Or1gwna1 v
N Interpretat1on

— fffnajfintérpretat1§nji,ﬂ}n;'

Whether the or1g1na] 1nterpretat1on was Tlteral or f1gurat1ve e

tf*3d1d not seem to matter SUbJECt B, after read1ng “The F1rst Th1n Ice,

>1nterpreted the poem as "a T]ttTe ch11d Tearn1ng how to waTk o To her -

o :"10vemak1ng“ ‘'was, be1ng compared to "a mother" They were s1m11ar because

.°f the "he]p’”q"’ "the hO]d‘"G on to each other to he]p S She

//.

,reTated th1s metaphor by stat1ng aTmost exact]y her f1rst 1nterpretation

“"Someone s Tearn1ng to waTk " When asked how the t1tTeLreTated to the

:ff}fpoem, she repT1ed "The f1rst steps a person takes 1nto Tffe" The

' w;pattern rema1ned cons1sted for the subJects , When read1ng, thev

Kl

: reTated aTT the metaphors dlrectly to the1r or1g1naT 1nterpretat1on.~nwt Co

L



ff;pROCESSING~OE'META§”5§?ﬂ

RéAolnefAunﬂiiSTENINGf7‘ .

Nhen read1ng and 11sten1ng, the subJects comb1ned the

strategwes they used when read1ng, w1th those they used when

A 1isten1ng Subaect I was espec1a11y 1nterest1ng to observe because

P

he re]ated h1s 1deas and exp]a]ned the re]at1onsh1ps when he presented
h1s cues, only wh1]e read1ng and 11sten1ng He vo]unteered a large,f.h"'

number of re]at1onsh1ps that re]ated to one another, as we]] as to ‘f'

h1s 0r1q1na] 1nterpretat1on

R E

\

:'ﬁf;§§f7'

He began by stat1nq the poem meant that _3,@ R

Cars a]most become a part of man s persona11ty "' when asked what

usua1ﬁ, 'S0 I guess he s present1ng h1s op1n1on that he alwaysxth1nks "ffahl"’

‘says they re part of our soc1ety, and them

11fe, 11ke trees And then 1t says

- -

T

poets are wrong And then 1t goes 'Cars’

' cues he used 1n determ1n1ng his mean1nq, he rep11ed "Poets th1nk that

| cars are w1cked and po]]ution and everythlng, but he says wrong as

eja part of man,' and he

'e;b1010g1ca1-part of our

a man w1thout a car 1s 11ke a

c]am w1thout a she]] , so he 'S defense]ess and can t,really get around

very eas1]y And 1t says grant you mach1nery 1s he]] but car]ess

' ; man 1s care]ess and defense]ess

He can t rea]]y get around, and

he doesn t have a car Most peop]e have a car, so he mlght Just not

ma] : so present an1ma1 wou]d probab]y be man, so Ford has become 11ke

a sk1n t0fus, the brand of a car

,4‘.

Just a she]] we-put ourse]ves 1nto and then 1t says you qet your-

SE]f a 5h91]0r else,"that you need a car, otherw1se you won 't be ab]e L

to get around and you won t be ab]e to surv1ve."

were compared to, he rep11ed

‘ llpeop] ell

He found them s1m1Jar because

N
|

\; oo

/'3 care about anyth1ng And then 1t says,"Ford is: sk1n of present an1-ﬂd"'$f'

, 'Automob11e 1s she11'”; so that 's i'}ﬁ“?j

Nhen the sub1ect was asked.what "cars" 1n "cars are w1cked""A -



bothi“wréck the envﬁronment” and "kill people." His intérpretation

. paraphrased the. original: '“Makes you think - start. comparing yourse]f
to a car - are you really like that." He then compared "cars" in |

“cars are a part of man" to “a part‘of_our body," "a right arm.”
These were simi1ar in that "you can't qgo. anywhere without them," b
"if you lose it, you can" t go on w1thout it," ahd youv”can t get a]ong
w1thout them." The 1nterpretat10n of this metaphor also ref]ected the
' .or1g7na1: "Makes you wonder lf they re that 1mportant to us, and if
they should be." When asked-what "cars" in ' ‘cars are bﬁo]og1ca1“ was
being compared'to, he rep]ied '“partS'of the env1ronment 11ke trees
because there were “so many of them, 1t eventua]]y d1es," and 1t has i
"a 1ife cycle, then gets old and notfas useful, and then d1es “ This
?metaphor meant that. "You know it isn't go1ng to‘1ast forever ; only
going to be there for altime - iust:1ike everyth%ng e1se " ﬂA man
_Lw1thout a car is 11ke a c1am w1thout a shé]]" showed the "man” and
clam" be1ng ”defense1ess,ﬁ "a]ways hav1ng to watch where he s. 90169;
and having to ”worry about predators," and "can't get around easily."
‘Th1s metaphor he 1nterpreted as' ”a guy needs a car to make {t other-
wise its a b1g hassle." The mach1nery 1n mach1n€ry is he]]“l
compared to ”11fe“, in that “1t always ‘goes to 'a set rhythm”V

cars, the rhythmic lives of people - you wonder 1fv1ts all worth it."
'Nhen Subject I attempted “Ford is skin of present animal," he related
it to the other metaphors as well. ”Ford; Was'a CIass Within'"cars“c
‘"Cars were be1ng compared to "man-us" and thetr similar qualities
were "sk1n," that they "were a]ways present " and that, a're11anee

for protectnon occurred He suggested that th1s metaphor re1terated

that the cars are a part of man," that "they re b1o1og1cal“‘and that

,7
!
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a "man w1thout a car 1s 1ike a clam without a she]] He stated that
thev were “a11 getting the po1nt across that if you don t have a car,
you're in- troub]e
The 1nterre1at1nq between metaphors, but the reta1n1ng of
the or1g1na1 1nterpretat1on was a typ1ca1 strategy for sub]ects when

they read and listened. D1agramat1ca11y, the organizing process

could be .represented in the fo]]ow1ng way.

. : ~ T »
Independent Probed Response

9 ¥ o

/" Original
Interpretat1on ‘\\\\\\\\

final 1nteroretat ion

These organizing‘patterns are significant in that they mibht
« prov1de 1ns1ght 1nto why most students perceive the greatest number of
re1at1onsh1ps wh11e read1ng and- 115ten1ng When the d1aqrams were
compared they revealed that the amount and 1ocat1on of the context ‘-
.fused var1ed with the medium of presentat1on,_and in th1s way,‘affected
the interpretations of the'subJects.

| When 1isten1nq,.the subject used the precedino metaphor‘as
the context_from.whiCh he 1nteroreted the metaphorfunder inspection;
He assim11ated the meaning of the prece@ing metaphor into the inter-

pretat1on of the metaphor he was trying to 1nterpret When reading, o

the subject related each metaphor to the or1g1na1 1nterpretat1on he had*

1-
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'presented, us1ng the overa11, main 1deas as the context for the inter-
pretat1on of the metaphor F1na1]y, when read1no and ]1sten1nq, the.
.subJect 1ncorporated both strateq1es, and used the context of the
1prev1ous metaphors as we]1 as the context of the or1q1na1 1nterpretat1on

As a resu]t the final 1nteroretat1ons of the poems varied.
When reading, or when read1nq and. 11sten1nq, the final 1nterpretat1ons
paraphrased or exp11c1t1y stated the or1g1na1 1nterpretatron when~‘ :
Tistening, however, the subject proc%eded from the or1g1na] 1nterpret-
at1on to metaphor to metaphor. Because of this approach, his final
1nterpretat1on d1ffered cons1derab1y from his first-interpretatjon.

The first two sections of the chapter confirmed the individu-

ality of each subject's responses. Contr1but1nq to the uniqueness of

',‘the response were. the persona] sets of cues, and the pattern of organ1-

zasjon used when rocess1nq metaphor
The Tast slct1on of this chapter addresses itself to the,'
d1fferences in the performance of h1gh and low readers, during una1ded

metaphor1ca] processing, and dur1ng prob1ng
‘ PROCESSING DTFFERENCES BETWEEN HIGH ANDhLOw READERS

In order to assess the differences between the two qroups of
readers, the fo110w1ng research question was asked:

As the med1um of presentation is manipu]ated_

from reading, tO:]istening, to reading”and

listening, how do the organizing processes

- used by high and low: readers differ when they
attempted to interpret a poem without the aid
of probing. ' h ' (



B 100
:lTh1s maJor quest1on was d1v1ded 1nto several quest1ons each address1ng L

themse]ves to one aspect of the comp1ete organ1z1ng process Each of
these quest1ons are stated and then the d1fferences between- the high and
.low readers are reported |

Ps

';A, Do the 1nterpretat1ons given by h1gh readers ref]ect more
.f%h metaphor1ca1 process1ng than those prov1ded by the }ow readers7A

A def1n1te contrast between the h1gh readers and 1ow readers |
was noted when the1r 1nterpretat10ns that were presented dur1ng the
“unaided processing were compared The low readers-presented ]1tera1 ®
‘.1nterpretat1ons for the poems, despfte theipresence*of several meta-
phors in each poem, in 45% of their 1nterpretations "This*tontrasted
sharply w1th the 20% 11tera1 1nterpretat1ons vo]unteered by the h1gh
readers, as shown on the fo]]ow1nq page in F1gure 3. _

- However ‘when- the 1ow readers were encouraged to process the‘
metaphors “during the probing. sess1on they presented more final inter-
pretat1ons that changed from,the 11tera] to an 1nterpretat1on reflecting
‘metaphor1ca] process1ng Onl 16% of their final interpretations
remained Titeral, and the1r performance was now similar to that of the
high readers.. Whereas 88% of the high readers’ 1nterpreta¢ions ref]ected f

figurative interpﬂ_&ations, 84% of the Tow readers' interpretations

now also reflected figurative'ﬁnterpretations. (See Figure 3)
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F1gure 3
The ber Cent of Literal and F1gurat1ve'
. Lhterpretat1ons Before and After Rrob1ng
The 1ncreased 1ns1ght exper1enced by the Tow readers after
the prob1ng, made prob1ng an 1mportant device for- he]p1ng them acqu1re
meanrng- Independent]y, without the aid of a person encourag1ng them
’ _to 1nterpret the metaphors, the 1ow readers did not seem to recogn1ze
the metaphors, or e1se reJected them, and reverted to the 11tera1 for‘:
meaning. Even the h1gh readers, however, presented fewer Titeral:
interpretatiOns‘after the,probing (12%) and seemed to,benefjt from.
probing as“we11,_a1thOUQh many of them were'able to interpret the -
metaphors 1ndependent1y (as 1nd1cated 1nd1rect]y by their 1nterpretat1ons)@d"
' Further evidence of whether metaphors were be1ng processed was
‘ found by ]ook1ng at the tenor/veh1c1e re]at1onsh1ps volunteered by the
subJects when they reported the cues they used to.develop the1r_mean1ngs.
A\COmpdriSOH of the nUmhersof.re1ationships is presented invanswer to

.~
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the next quest1on
IZL-B.' Do h1gh readers, as compared to ]ow readers, voTunteer a 9reater
" }‘f jj number of metaphor1ca] re]ataonsh1ps durwng una1ded proce551ng?

ATthough the h1gh readers d1d offernmreunet&phor1ca1

o

reTat1onsh1ps (H R 47 L. R 33)' the groups contrasted 1n wh1ch med1um :

.i%they presented to most reTat1onsh1ps The high readers voTunteered
o LG .

A 'the most when read1ng and T1sten1ng (53%) They offered 34% wh11e :f 1.'-@%;

read1ng but on]y 13“ wh11e 11sten1ng The Tow readers, wh11e they, :“j. o
- ,y!‘ .

' ;.*too offered most of the1r re]atwonsh1ps when they were read1ng and

T T1sten1nq (42%), offered on]y 249, when read1ng, and 34% when Tﬂﬁ%enlng

N

‘(See F1gure 4) : Tt* . ,f ' f o f : v"” :‘ . ‘_ . b%""
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Independent Interpret1ng of the Poems While
) Read1ng, L1sten1ng, and Read1ng and L1sten1ng
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As wou1d be expected the low readers offered fewer

fftre]at1onsh1ps when read1ng Th1s f1ndfng led to further specu]at1on o

?.“Vbe b1as1ng the f1nd1ngs When an ana]ys1s of the 1nd1v1dua] responses

jﬁwas made,utwo h1gh readers (I K) accounte. for 16 of the h1gh

"{j11sten1ng (1 fl J-1, K- 1, M~0 N-1, 0-0, P-1). (See Figure 5)

~\read g and 11sten1ng, or 11sten1ng, but d]d glve_s1x relat1onsh1ps

;;C]ear]y though h1gh readers d1d not provide many re]at1onsh1ps,when

3.vreaders 48 responses SubJect L vo]unteered no re1at1onsh1ps wh11e

. {
when reading. .“W'v“ A ’

Of the Tow readers, subJects A B and C accounted fer 11 of the

14 relat1onsh1ps while. read1ng and 11sten1ng, while D and H produced

:none wh1]e read1ng and 11sten1nq Subgect B accounted for 12 of the

"1ow readers 33 responses and C accounted for 6 responses (See Figure

\

o

Three 1ow readers (A B ,C) prov1ded 11 of the 33 re]at1onsh1ps

"produced by the. 1ow readers These peop]e who gave the most re]at1on-

sh1ps a]] presented the re]at1onsh1ps the most number of t1mes wh1]e

read1ng and 11sten1ng (A 3, B- 5, C 3, I 9, K 7) It was d1ff1cu1t

.. to te]] when the other subJects presented the greatest nunber of

re]at1onsh1ps because so few of the relat1onsh1ps were vo]unteered
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‘more process1ng should be -occurring dur1ng 11sten1ng It then -

-analysis. ..

. ﬁjhat the h1gh readers produced SO few re]at1ons while 11sten-
ing was an unexpected f1nd1ng, because the 11terature suggested that R
/
occurred to the researcher that the high readers may have prevdous]y

made the re]at1onsh1ps, and d1d not bother voca1121ng them at the time

- of cue presentat1on, whereas the low readers were relating the cues at
-'the t1me they were vo]unteer1ng them To test this hypothes1s, the

cues presented by the h1gh readers and 1ow readers were analyzed. The

researcher 1ooked for patterns used by the high and Tow . readers in
reca111nq the 1nformat1i’ upon which they had formed the1r interpreta-

t1on‘ An ana]ys1s of the cue recalls revealed the behavior d? the

Vhigh readers when 11sten1ng A ooss1b1e explanation for the :

1ow number of re]at1onsh1ps in 11sten1ng will be offered after the cue .

<

C. Do h1ghAreaders use a greater number of ‘cues as a bas1s for
the1r 1nterpretat1on7 : .

A

" The h1gh readers did vo]unteer a greater number of cues’

'(H:R 130 L.R. 92) . F1gure 6 out]1nes a somewhat similar number of’

cues offered by each of the subJects (A-19, B-15, C- 14, D 11, E-6,
F-6, G- 10 H-11, I-28 J-11, K-16, L- 15 M-12 N-13, O 16, P-19).

Figure 6 also reveals that the]ow readers, regard]ess of the poems

"processed offered the greatest number of cues when they were read1ng

(A-10, B- 5 C- 5 D 4 E 3 F-4, G 1, H-4). However, f1ve of these

vsubJects used an equa] number of cues when read1ng and 11sten1ng (B-5,

ﬁ

C-5, D-4, E-3, G 4) 0n1y subjects B and D consistently used the same .

bnumber of cues . regard]ess of the medium, and were the on]y %wo who

d1d not vo]unteer fewer cues when Tistening. Aga1n, a\contrast

N 3
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":'occurred;When:the Jow readersP(performanceszwerevcomparedito thehhigh

¥y
* '

‘readers';berformances Three quarters of the’ h1gh readers offered/»-':
' the1r greatest number of cues wh1]e read1ng and 11sten1ng (I 12 J 4,

QK 7 M 6, N 6 P 7) On]y two pr0v1ded the1r qreatest number of cues jf'

(2%

*:-wh11e read1ng (C- 6 0- 7), and on]y subJects J and P did. not volunteer™

';fewer cues while ]1sten1ng D 71*;-}{‘,,"-f,[ 'i SR :'f.‘f_“:

To recapwtu]ate the 10w readers offered more re]at1onsh1ps

when they 11stened than d1d the hwgh readers when they 11stened Nhen

"they read the 1ow readers offered ‘the fewest re1at1onsh1ps but they

'volunteered‘the~most cues when-they read (40%).- The h1gh\readers
vo1unteered.the‘most cués when reading andrltsfbning (41%). (See
F1qure 7) | |

Both qrouos, thouqh, vo]unteered the fewest cues when

’

11sten1nq (L. R 22” H R '26“) Th1s f1nd1ng resu]ted 1n the- ana]ys1s e

4 N

of the 1nformat1on conta1ned in the cues to determ1ne how’ much re]at1ng

bt of 1nformat1on had occurred before the cues were vo]unteered How much

" 1nformat1on the cues of the h1gh and 1ow readers conta1ned is’ reported

@

in rep]y to the next quest1on ';:f<;j'

.D. Do h1gh readers chunk more: 1nformat1on 1nto the1r ‘cues than do 1ow”

readers?

3

. . The h1gh readers offered more comp]ex cue reca1]s, reveallng;v

.ithat they used a d\eatenarount of context ar 1nformgt1on upon wh1ch

| they based the1r 1nterpretat1 .' The cues vo1unteered by the 1ow o
B
n

"readers (see F1gure 8) were, g¥

era11y nore s1mp1e, carry1ng 1ess

1nformat1on For example, they- wou]d often use a cue such as "b1rd"

o =l

or “crow" (R 19%, L 25 R and.L °%)‘ Theseds1ngle word cues ‘were

rare]y used by the hngh,readers (Read1ng.°%,R and L 2%) a]though they

¢

,”197cffﬁ’{*
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used more of them when they 11stened (11?)‘ The 1ow readers perfon |
Q Py

",'pfnances seemed to alter s1gn1f1cant1y when they were read1ng and

.4._ o 9

':f'v11sten1ng A1though they were fewer sentence responses (12%)_ they

- dramat1ca11y reduced the number of one or two word responses, us1ng
| phrases for Zﬁ of the1r cues LT : ‘ :_ nv v‘ L RIS
F1gure 9 revea]s a d1fferent pattern 1n the cue. se]ect1on of -

-=;the h1gh readers The1r performance when read1ng, or read1ng and .

f‘.11sten1ng was s1m11ar Nhen readwng,_46” pf the1r cue reca]ls were

comp]ex sentences, and when read1ng and 11sten1ng,44m of the reca]]s S
'-”were sentences However when'1lsten1ng, the number of sentence reca]]s .
Vsuch as “he is raped in desert so11tude" dropped to: 34 and the number 3 ;»-}
“'of comp1ex phrases such as “a c]umsy crow" dropped to. 19% The rema1n-

1,der of the cue reca]ﬁs were s1mp]e phrases,such ‘as “1nto the n1ght"5-

tfand 51ngle word cues. wh11e the h1gh readers st111 d1d not use as

'*f,many s1ng1e word reca]]s when they 11stened as d1d the 1ow readers f

h'(H R -16%, L R 25%), they used far more than in’ the other med1ums ‘°ii1ﬁ

‘ ‘”Th1s 1ack of 1nfonnat1on mav have contr1buted to the1r vo]unteer1ng

'r“hiﬂfew re]at1onsh1ps when 11sten1ng, s1nce they reca]]ed not on]y less

,comp]ex cues, but a]so fewer cues A , ]

' ;Z_E °Do h1gh readers ‘as- oppqsed to 1ow readers reca1] more cues that are.
' N.L'spec1f1ca11y stated in the text more reca1}s that are paraphrased
1 or moreﬂthat are. 7nferred? i ﬁ;t _ih "i P .

Both h1gh and 1ow readers used s1m11ar patterns of reca]] when’_,‘w uf

"]read1ng, and when read1ng and 11sten1ng | When read1ng, the h1gh readers

>

L reca]]s cons1sted of 85 exact reca1]s from the text 15 paraphrased ',»'__

R reca]]s of the text and 8. 1nferred reca?]s (not:stated;1n;the,text);
‘fufThe'1ow readersvpresented even more exact recalls from thehtext'(QG), B

b
s
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but not once did they attempt‘to-paraphrase‘a cue from the work.

-«

- - processing ‘metaphorical re]ationships(wod1d,be_fayse.

Instead they gave a larger number of inferred recalls (10). A similar
pattern for both groups can be'noted when they read and listened, bpt
the hwgh readers reca]]ed fewer text spec1f1cs (83) than when they .
read, and 1ncreased s]1ght1y the1r paraphrased reca1}s (16) and 1nfer—
red recalls (9).  The low readers recalled 96 text specifics when

reading and listening. They stil1 did not recall any paraphrases and

still infefred, 10 recalls.

« Both groups a]tered the1r strateg1es when 11sten1ng, but a

B
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ma jor contrast between the two groups can be noted. whereas ‘both groups

used fewer exactfreca115,(H.R.=38, L.R.-54), the low readers still
attempted to rely on specific reca11s. A1though the Tow readers now
provided 20 paraphrased reca11s, the high readers prov1ded 24. A
dramatic difference in strategy concerns the amount of inferred reca11
The . hwgh readers used 46 inferred reca]]s and the 1ow readers used 29
1nferred reca]]s ' (See F1gure 10) Th1s change in strategy may exp1a1n
in part why ’ 'the low readers produced more re]at1onsh1ps than the h1gh
readers when 11sten1ng The h1gh readers were mak1ng more 1nferences

and may we]] have a]ready processed 1he“re1at1onsh7ps before they

. vo1unteered -their: cues _,Thewr cues revea]ed a- cons1derab1e re]at1ng

Lo e m o
" e R

of 1nformat10n from d1fferent parts.ot”the context .for. examp1e, the .

'cue “far back into your- mwnd“ for ”N1ght “Crow". infers that the reader ’

“has taken the cue “deep 1nto the bra1n far back“ and a}ready aSSOC1ated
“deep“ w1th ”far back” ‘and subst1tuted “m1nd“ for “bra1n Cn th1s
way, -the cues of the high readers jndicated that they processed re1a-

tionships before\tgey vo]unteered the cues. TJo say they were not
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It may be that the ]1stener does not concentrate so'much-on'

- ‘ : _

picking up cues, as on processing for meaning. He relies heavi1y on

v R

1nferences made between spec1f1c bits of 1nformat1on, but may not

s

concentrate on as many deta11s Ain the context. The restr1ct1qns

caused by memory capac1ty may hamper the 1nd1v1dua1 's recall of context,

and he may resort to inference and paraphras1ng The h1gh group.was

‘more ab]e to org"’ze information and reta1n 1t, as was noted in their:

complex cuée. reca]1s but even they have d1ff1cu1ty when ]1sten1ng

Genera?]y, h1gh readers presented a greater number of cues

‘-(L:R"308 H.R. 327) and re]ated more re]ationships between ideas.

“Yhen reading or when read1ng and 11sten1ng, they re11ed heav11y on

- text specifics, but also paraphrased and 1nferred re]at1onsh1ps _ The

~ low readers did not attempt to paraphrase when read1ng or read1ng

L 4

and 11sten1ng They re11ed heav11y on text spec1f1c 1nformat1on but

. a]so 1nferred some mean1ng The1r cues revea] they were not re]at1ng

thEIF 1deas as - we}1 as the htgh readers were When'11sten1ng, the 1owr "*f-f

: readers st111 tr1ed to reca11 Spec1f1c text 1nformat1on but 1ncreased _

the1r paraphrasnng and 1nferr1ng The1r strateg1es did not seem’ as.‘

, - effectlve as the~hwqh readers however, because they faw]ed to re]ate

= : 4

13§ much 1nformat1on The1r 1hab111ty to re]ate 1deas was re- aff1rmed

e by the process1ng of metaphors dur1ng the probed session,

The remainder of this section reports the major differences
between h1gh and 1ow readers processing of individual metaphors,
answer1ng the research quest1on posed:

' As the med1um,of presentat1on is. varled from readlng,_
to listening, to s1mu1taneous]y readwng‘andv11sten1ng,

©_what major changes.in the organizing processesudo high
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and Tow readers make when they are asked to -
1nterpret g1ven metaphors w1th1n the complete

context of the work7

This maJor ouest1on was d1v1ded 1nto a .series of sub- quest1ons The
f1nd1ngs are summar1zed under each of these quest1ons ' |
A Do h1gh readers and Tow readers attempt s1m11ar organ1z1ng ,
processes when they are asked to provide tenors for given veh1cTes7 '
In every case, the subgect attempted a response when a.
veh1cTe was prov1ded for him. The responses though, varied great]y
~;:VNhen the tenors and reTat1onsh1ps were categor1zed accord1nq to
. whether the metaphor had been. reJected, ass1m11ated or accommodated
“the h1gh readers cou]dacconmodate the metaphor more often, that is,’
‘they could prov1de a tenor that contrasted w1th ‘the vehicle, and they \\
.coqu T1st at Teast one common character1st1c of the tenor and vehicle:
The h1gh readers were ab]e toaccommodate 135 metaphors by orov1d1ng a
) d1sparate rea]m and commonaT1t1es For 15 add1t10na1 metaphors,_they

. were abTe to prov1de a disparate reaTm, but coqu not expTann‘the B

"’commona11ty between the objects. OnTy on four occas1ons d1d they

attempt to provide a tenor that represented a Targer ‘category of the .
h veh1cTe The embedded tenor and the veh1CTe were then discussed in
terms of the1r commona]ities “Only tw1ce d1d they enbed the veh1c1e
into a Targer tenor and not prov1de any comnnna11t1es

The h1qh readers did reJect some of the metaphors They
b1ns1sted on seven occas1ons,that the metaphor was a- 11tera] express1on |
. and on six occasions, while they stated that a metaphor ex1sted they

could not provide a tenor (See TabTe 3)

ST e,
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Tab]e 3
How H1gh Readers Re]ate Tenors to Veh1c1es . .
N ) SR o
Reader Re3ect1on ': T Ass1m11at1on 7 . :Accomodation_ ' R
' ' L1tera1 Recogn1t1on Tenor and Terior Tenor and  Tenor
. but ~ Relationships  Only Relationship” Only
No. Tenor: , (Embedded) I (Contrasted) ,
R S S L0 - - S20 o
R L T B AR LSNP SO o
K 0 o 1o g 3
L 1 0. 7o 0 9
M S T R i3 2
N 1 1 0 o 15 s
0 2 2 0 o018 3T
p 9 oo o3 0 17 O
Total 7 6 42 s 15
= B ) Ty ¥y ‘4-],-
. . /
The high readers reJected fever veh1c1es than d1d the 1ow
readers. and accommodated ‘more veh1c1es Nhereas-the h1gh readers
comp]ete]y acconmodated135 metaphors, the Tow readers accomodated on]y
78’metaphors by g1v1nq an un]wke veh1c1e and common character1st1cs
On 16 occas1ons, the low readers were ab]e to prov1de a d1sparate rea]m
but cou]d not indicate the commona11t1es shared by the reaﬂms ey

A qreater occurrence of embedded re]at1onshrﬁs was noted £ e e

R

& IR S

w1th thé 1ow readers (14) rbst s1gn1f1cant however was:the ]ow :f;JE

Q

readers rnc1dence bf re3ect1on of the metaphors.c Nhereas they stated

the 1nﬂ'rpretatrons were lﬂtera1 10 tqmes, they d1ffered from the h1gh ---‘1ﬁ,{Q}w
,,. *
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'e'readers 1n that for 21 metaphors, wh11e they cou]d recoqn1ze a metaphor
"é;;was present they could not exp1a1n what the vehwc]e was be1ng compared .

. e They 1nd1cated th1s reeogn1t1on by say1ng spmethwng 11ke "I know

A "~jfint was someth1ng, but I don t know what Lt TabTe 4 summar1zes the resu]ts Aiﬁfﬁ"1“*
i __l< S '~¥'-. »J'vf‘ff ..fivf' : 5t>."5f'5 . ff? - aws SRR AR

Sla .

Tab]e 4 S e

How Low Readers Re1ate Tenors to Veh1e1es

ey e pvenenassch I
S v‘ff“Reader\ ReJect1on:3_ \Ass1m11at10n Accomodat1on7 -

{ L1tera1 Recogn1t1on' Ténor “and - Tenor T Tenor and. . 'Tenor-;‘zifﬁ:r
“ but Re]at1onsh1ps AOn]y Relat1onsh1p.; 0n1y
No’ Tendr . (Embedded) . (Contrasted)‘

A0 2 1 o ','20 DR
B o 1117 1

I4

Total 10 -2 7 71 78 16

As shown in F1gure 11 the Tow readers reJected the metaphor

‘"':;; of’the t1me Embedd1ng occurred 1n r4j:7;;g;;£_w;fl

°.| o JA‘

.,hut_ar} o;ﬂi
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F1gure 11 :
, The Method Used by H1gh and Low Readers o Prov1de >
o : Tenors When Process1ng Metaphors During Prob1ng

B.. Do high readers provide a greater number'of<re1ationsh1ps between . -
vehicles and tenors? .

@

wh11e a]] students were capab]e of accomodat1ng, the h1gh

'- readers prov1ded many more, tenors, re]at1onsh1ps, and accommodat1onsay %
Fagure 12 shows that both oroups provided the greatest number of ;
'{ilre1at1onsh1ps when read1ng and 11sten1ng (L R 32 H R 52) ‘; ilf‘t o !

-

',fgi v; Eugure 13 gnves the number of metaphors each student was« ---:,F;,f] ?v*i

. :wfabge,towaeconmedaie'b¥=S1V1"qﬂat ]east one relataonsh1p Thouqh the

. S e J’D e vt :
,indl,ﬁf;-;;f;fhrgh readers seemeq_able te re1ate welL regard1e$s of the med1um, on1y i
s - "'. - '(33
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Vechile When Interorating Metaphor During.Probing.
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- 1 h1gh readeg seemed ab1e°to’fnnd the mbst reTatﬂonsh1ps when read1ng

R o .

) T

-(L 6) ' Three prov1ded the most when T1sten1ng (J‘Qa K 8 0-7), and

four when T1sten1ng and read1ng (I 9 M 6 M- 6, P- 8} E1ght of the '

subJects, ha]f h1gh readers -and han Tow readers, exper1enced the o

‘Targest number of non- reTat1onsh1ps when read1ng _
: $

Not one of. the Tow readers showed the greatest number of

"'_reTatTOnsbwps‘when-read1ng Fﬁve of the ewght subJects coqu compTeteTy

' accommodate the metaphor the greatest number of t1mes wh1Te reading-and

120 -

”:*;T;{Lsten1ng (Af7,“C-4,,E-ZI:G:A,;H-B) OnTy one ‘gave the greatest nUmber ‘

L

T q;ﬂ _ ." o TabTe 5.

| when Tistening (F-6).
R The h1gh readers cTearTy prov1ded more tenors and reTat1on—'
nsths than d1d the low readers : The Tow readers coqu suppTy 141

tenors and 163 tenor/veh1cTe reTat1onsh1ps Tab]e 5 summar1zes the‘ '

‘responses-of the low readers.

-8

e

The Number of Tenors and ReTatqonsh1ps Prov1ded by Low ReadErs

<

Csubjects A B C D& F 6 H . Total °

Ctenors 27 24 25 12 7 16 13019 w1

Relationships 40, 35 13 16 14 .18 12 15 163

The h1gh readers on the other hand were abTe to g1ve 205

=y

tenors and prOV1de 232 tenor/veh1c1e reTat1onsh1ps _ TabTe 6 summar1zes E

the hwgh readers responses
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_ The Number of Tenors and Re]at1onsh1ps Prov1ded by H1gh Readers
. - w . :, R s -l o 3 e ? - »,‘:é' v"‘ ataas
‘Subjects .1 g oKL M N 0 - P Total
_ R W ST o o o
: Tenors S 33}-,-3H:,f 30 14 200 .18 . .30 . 26 -205

c ,;‘;"Re]atlonsh‘rps 55 S35 -390 107 22 23, 3@, L3AT - 25g T
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A malor dlfference in the number of tenors vo]unteered for
'one veh1c1e also occurred F1gure 14 revea]s that the h1gh readers
.. 1
. used 19 two tenor re]at1onsh1ps, and 10 three tenor re]at1onsh1ps
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F1gure 15 reveals that @he 1ow readers gave 15 two tenor re]at1onsh1ps

but on]y 2 three tenor re]at1Qnsh1ps Both groups prov1ded the most ’

tenors and re]at1onsh1ps when read1ng and. ]1sten1ng (L R : 4$_tenors; g

65 re]at1onsh1ps H R 51 tenors, 86 re]at1onsh1ps) ,» f‘:
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The Vumber of Tenors ‘and- ReTatwonsh1psuGiVen by Tow Readers W
BT When Interpreting. Metaphor During Probing While j- A
Read1ng, L1sten1ng, and Read1ng and: L1sten1ng
Cfv Do h1gh readers prov1de more abstract re]atwonsh1ps between the
. veh1c]es and tenors7 ,‘ 4
On a sca1e of concrete to abstract the 1ow readers tended to .
_"have more responses centered at the concrete end of the cont1nuum Q- .
AThey, however, were capab]e of d1scuss1ng 1deah1ona1 concepts and often
' d1d The h1gh readers tended to have more responses on the abstract
end of ‘the cont1nuum, a]though they, too had many concrete react1ons
. LA
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No def1n1te d1v1s1on between the h1gh and Tow readers coqu be made
'ﬁﬁu for exampTe 10w readers gave concrete responses such as “br1ght
:fTowers",'"man", and “mother“ H1gh readers gave concrete responses

suCh as "crow", “peopTe” and “supermarket" v -Low readers prov1ded

:vabstract responses such as “death" ”amb1t1on";.“dream" and "T1fe” wh1]e

- h1gh readers used "bra1nwashﬁng"; goa]s“ and ”subconsc1ous"‘ ;Qn a |

» cont1nuum from concrete to abstract while the h1qh readers may be ‘
reachlng a greater degree of - abstractness, no def1n1te d1v1s1on is
\apparent | | J »

hDQ How does’ the process1ng of the metaphor affect the emot1ona1

S

’*f react1on of the h1gh readers compared to the«Tow“readers7

. o
N N ‘J‘gxm; e
-

.Both h1gh and ow. readers seemed to be affected by the

\uv"""

metaphorlcaT prob1ng The Tow readers gave no emot1ona1 esponse .uii;;:Q;Ir o

) 21% of the tame before prob1ng The h1gh readers gave no response T

on]y’l4” of the tlme before prob1ng After the prob1ng, on1y 16% cfifjjifa*fiﬁ?f

the responses of the']ow readers were “no fee11ng”, and on]y 4 of” .
the hwghéreaders responses were‘”no fee11ng“‘; (See F1gure 16)

":*%{.lf f o The hlgh readers seemed to change the1r fee11ngs the most.

.}Tf After prob1ng, 55% of the1r respoﬁ%es had 1nd1cated a change of fee11n§"
’;; K The ]ow readers changed the1r responses 39% of’ the t1me V Th1s change-:,
\seems to’ suggest that not on]y poar readers,_but good readers as weTT W
\Benef1t from prob1ng, and tend to aTter the1r feeT1ngs as they process"
the metaphors within a. poem ' Th1s change in emot1on, exoer1enced by a 4

h1gh reader may be observed An the responses g1ven for “N1ght Crow",
N

prov1ded on page 125
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High Readers -

Low Readers .

>

"Independent After Probing

Independent -:After Probing

Response - R

No. résponse. - N

‘Same - S

Charige - C

| Figure 16

ponses Given Before

and After Metaphorical Probing-

The Per Cent Qf Emotional Rés
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Meaning (Unaided Processing) - ; Affect
'This guy is watching this crow and he flies ~ Makes me think,
off a wasted tree and then a shape in the ‘imagine a care-

. mind rose up. He's starting to get these free bird. -
- »images- of a tremendous bird in his mind. ' :

-Some really big bird flying back and back

into the reaches of his mind as he returns

to rea11ty

Méaning (Probed

1. People have all these different k1nds

of dreams.

\
N

: 4 , -
£. He's trying to make the crow seem hopelessness

larger. Might be his dreams.. He had

large dreams and then he's returning

to reality and his dreams are becoming

further- and further away. His dream --

it's getting harder and harder to see

the end results. You shouldn't really

set your goals that high because you

might lose sight of what you're trying

to set for yourself.

3.  When he seeés the crow flap from a wasted sympathy for
_ tree, that might be his attempts to gise that person

* himse up,and then wasted tree may be
waste‘efforts and the tremendous bird

is his hopes and dreams and they're °

flying away because maybe he's failed at )
his attempts, and he feels like every- ’

thing seems hopeless.
It also seems that the cognitive processing and the
affective processing form @ complex interrelationship -- oqg :seeming

L‘y&

to color the other. .The feelinq of hope]essness seemed teﬁﬁnf]uence

the interpretation, and the word is even mentioned”in the.wnterpretat1on.

=

Taken toqetheg, the,affectqiﬂd ﬁ'? ideas produce th f1na] react1on of

sympathy  ” N .
. .~W
A further knd1cat1on of the complex 1nterdependence“0f the
- "’lawgv s 7 .
{, !

o,
OF

(CAIOR N

poey
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affect and cogn1t1ve process1ng was . hoted when the organ1z1ng processes
tof1nd mean1nofor the metaphors broke down. Then there seemed to be@nof
fee]1ng or on]y a fee]1ng of confus1on,as 1f the, strdgg]e to f1nd |
hean1ng 1nterfered w1th the emot1ona1 react1on .0of the subject. Th1s

o

kind of react1on was typfca] of the Tow readers, and may be observed

in the following example of a low reader S’ responses:-

Meaning (Independent) Affect

I don't understand the poem If I knew very confused
~what thought wing-and hope bud were, .

maybe ...

Q: 'What is “thought w1ng“ be1ng compared to7 - ' I

Probing:

‘A: Don't know.
0: What is ”hopebud“ being compared to?
A: Don't know. |

Q: What is "raped in desert so11tude” being
compared to?

‘A: Don't know.

Q: - What is "Moses.or star" being compared to?
A: Don't know. _ | _

Q: Who is "he" in the last Tine referring to?
A

n. Well, they're say1ng about man ... -. none
m not sure A

¢

This same pattern occurred with the high readers, aSiw§11,

when they could not explain the meaning of the metaphors:v It seems\

that so much time is being spent on decoding the information that the ’
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emotional reaction is being lost, or that the cognitive message

.carries within it the cues for affect and when they cannot be jnterpret4

ed, they do not cue the emotional reactions. . In turn, the emotional

.:}reittﬁon;eannot_gplorfthe,1nterpnetagion;and'tpta1~br§akdoyn in |

communication results.

A further d1ff1cu1ty displayed by both groups ‘was the1r

: 1nability,to commun1cate‘theTriemot1ona1 reactions. Some preferred

to give an idea rather than .an emotional reaction, such as, "Cars are

wicked because man made them that-way". When the researcher encouraged

1

them to give their*fee1fngs, they would .then give an emotional reaction.

The subject who stated, ”Cars are wicked U then replied, ”d1sappo1nt-

L4

" ed". -Some subjects however, asked what was meant by “fee11ngs“ or

‘emotions" and even after these were exp1a1ned found it difficult to

react emotionally. 'One subject said, "I hate this'question” when

asked for the second time,.“How'does the poem make you feel?" Both

high and 1ow‘readers; then, d1sp1ayed d1ff1cu1ty in commun1cat1ng their

127

emot1ona1 react1ons, or a ret1cence to do s0. When they did react, most .

of the responses were basic, genera] terms such’as sad, happy, upset,
scared, glad, mad, or good. If indeed, the affective response helps
to color an interpretation and aids in cognitive organizing,-then this
basic reticence or inability to bonvey‘emotion may seriously interfere
with the metaphorical proeesstng of the subject.

In most cases, the. med1um of presentat1on seemed ‘to have
11tt]e effect upon the emot1ona1 react1ons of the subJect 'For
examp]e, the following emot1onal react1ons were given for "Contemporary

Man": . ‘ . .



‘Reading _ Listening . : Reedinévand»Listening
‘depressed l. sad ‘and 10ne1y'.' ~sad
~upset | | '-sad_ _ o sad
. &;worriedA,,. e gonfused S .vqo hope .. - * .
hepe : | wonderr - - 10gtf R
confused ) md . scared

'However,‘one noticeabTe difference was thatibothvhigh and low Eeaders
- tended to q1ve the. response of, "no feeling" most when réading; twice
as many.times as th1s same response when listening,” and twice as often
as this response when readingaand'listening. Through the metaphorica]
o pfpbing most. of ﬁhese beginning no requﬁse reactions were changed,

except when metapho?ica]hre]ations‘cou1d not bé.brovided.

A SUMMARY OF THE DIEFERENCES BETWEEN HIGH AND LOw READERS WHEN

READING, LISTENING AND READING AND LISTENING"

LI

‘The high readers processed.metapher differently from the
Tow readers in that: o

1. The high readers attemptedhpetaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1ons
more‘oftenuw1thout ‘the aid of prop1ng,

2. The high readers used a;greater number of cues thet-were
more compTex, and that coﬁfained information which;had
been chunked across lines in the poem.

3. The high readers,®when 1ispening, gaVe cues that
revealed a change in orgénizing‘stratégjes. They
inferred and paraphrased,ideas more than when they

"read, or read and‘lii}ened;v The Tow readefs tended to.

remain inflexible.

T

Cim



4. During probirg, the high readers aCcommodated the
rmetaphdrs more Often-by prOvidihg‘dtsbarate'tehdréz"

" They also offered @ greater imber of - relat1onshtps

oﬁ.',,)'QQ’__“J",Q,,.¢,~‘."«u-,o..v @
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> 'Béfween'tenors and veh1é1es The Tow readeré’rejected

"veh1c1e 1nto a 1arger s1m11ar category 1nstead of
'prov1d1ng a d1sparate tenor Often, they had
‘d1ff1cu1ty te]J]ng what the vehicle and tenor had
in common, even though'they cou1d provide a tendr

In that both groups prov1ded most re]atwonsh1ps when. read1ng and ‘A

1lsten1nq, “this comb1nat1on of med1a seemed to be thé most effect1ve' B

i fonnrof presentatjoq3for the 1nterpret1ng of metaphor and poetry.

S
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the.metaphor more often SoméT1mes, they embedded the . .-
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SUMHARY 4PLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

L we t°j'19 C’ gter fﬂve f1r9t summarﬂzes the study andm1ts fnnd1ngs Then

IR :ﬂ—,q L@ %Le

5

-,

the chapter d1scusses the 1mp]1cat1ons of the f1nd1ngs for the teach1ngv‘ B

of metaphor 1n,poetry. Last1y, it out]1nes further research that shou]d

ﬂbe;undertakenxandfthe_conclus1pns,of}thenstudyﬁ o v

~
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; The %F“éy eiam1ned the responses of §1xteen grade  ten: subjects ‘,'.'

.__‘“.; LN I T

Eal &

PR

1n order’to answer the fo]lowwng research quest1ons
| 1. Are, Qrade ten students metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1ons‘l¥g.n
orﬁgzna], and. Lfﬁso what contr1butes to the or1g1na11ty7

. 2.1 What k1nd of orqan1z1ng processes were'used by tenth

grade students 1n 1nterpret1ng metaph0r7

T 9’ Iz [ o :
3, "As the med1um of presentat1on 1s chanqed from readlng,

) to 11sten1ng, to s1mu1taneously read1ng and 11sten1ng,ﬁ
‘what ma jor changes 1n organ1z1ng processes “do high.
and low readers make when they attempt to 1ndependent]y
inteﬁpretéaipoem?' ' | A
4.“As.the»medﬁum ofdpreSentation‘is varied from reading,'_h”'
vtd listening, to simu]taneous]y;reading and Tistenhndtﬁ'”‘
i‘nhat major’ changes in the organizing processes dthidh{:
%nd IOW'readers'make when'they’are'asked to interpret'
giventmetapﬁa?suwithin the context of the complete work? .
Each_sdbject interpreted six. poems, two‘he.had read, two he

thad listéned to, and two herhad.simu1taneous1y read and listened to.

130
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After the presentatwon of each poem,,the subJect answered quest1ons that

7*u'; had been des1qned to e]1c1t f1rst the 1nterpretat1on of the poem and

the fee]nngs generated by the poem The quest1ons then probed the S

mean1no the 1nd1v1dua1 had for each metaphor, the f1na1 1nterpretat1on '

°
e T

poem.

g

he'be]weved the poem to heve «and has fJna1 emot1ona1 react1on to the

‘- o . E C e -
IR SN 3 ..
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The findinas of the'study are summarized 1n:the fo11owing'threeh

sect1ons of this chapter The un1oueness of. mean1nn that was observed

2

reqard]essof the med1umof'presentat1om is summar1zed 1n the sectwon be]ow

R .
an £ o . o
-im . - B
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. ORIGINAEITY oF iNTEébnEtAjtoNS-
A11.5Lb3ects vo]unteered persona] 1nterpretat1onS for each noem
The 1nterpretat1ons were influenced by the or1q1na1 cue’ sets that!3r0v1ded
ﬁpersona1 contextua] frameworks from.which the mean1nrs were created
The cho1ce of cues w1th1n the cue set was,,1n turn,v1nf]uenced by the :
medium of presentat1on j wh11e the study d1d not estab11sh why a cue was.
se]ected in one. medium but not in. another, 1t d1d revea] that part1cu1ar
>cues ‘were chosen on]v when the subJect had read, or 11stened to, or
s1mu1taneous]y read-and 11stened to the work .
The metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1ons were a]so persona] creatlons
: of the subJects What 1nterpretat10n was chosen was affected by the
med]um of presentat1on, which 1nf]uenced what context was used as.a
! framework for the se1ect1on of mean1nq “for the metaphor -How the medium

affected the subJect s 1nterpretat1on of metaphor s summarlzed in the

next section. .. - o o 'fﬁ - S "'~‘ ]._"s“
THE IWFLUENCE. OF THE MEDIUM OF PRESENTATION

Three major patterns of Organization'used in processing



o

'metaphor'emerged from,the responSes'ofethe'suhjects Nhen read1ng, the - .

'subJects 1nterpreted each metaphor by re]attng the metaphor to‘the

“;or1g1na1 1nterpretat1on g1ven before the prob1ng had started When

I

;_1lsten1ng, the subJects 1nterpreted each metaphor by re]at1ng 1t to the

prev1ous metaphor In ‘this way, the f1na1 1nterpretat1on of ‘the poem

'always dtffEred‘from‘the or1gwna1 1nterpretat1on When read1ng and

-
- “ S

11steang, the SUbJECtS comb1ned both organ1z1novstrategles -The~ "

mean1ngs of the metaphors were-re]ated to each other, andfggch metaphor

}"wakfréTafed“to the.origina1.interpretation " The final 1nterpretat1on

a]ways paraphrased or stated exp11c1t1y the or1q1na1 1nterpretat1on

In th1s way, the medium seemed to affect what contextua1

framework was be1ng used to prov1de the 1nterpretat1on When ]1sten1ng,

"fthe subgect tended to use the immediate context of the last metaphor

in order to exp]a1n the re]atwonsh1ps and mean1ngs ‘of the metaphor of
“concern. A greater dependence on the overall context of the work was

noted in relating the metaphor to the work while read1ng, whereas a

= comb1nat1on of the overat] context and the 1mmed1ate context was used

'when reading and 11sten1ng This pattern indicates . that. the context of

the work is crucial and the medium of presentation seems to influence

~ the metaphorical interpretation.

-~ HIGH -AND LOW READER DIFFERENCES~

- The h1gh readers attempted metaphor1ca1 1nterpretat1ons more

Joften than the Tow readers, whem they processed the poems w1thout the .
.a1d of prob1ng They used a greater number of cues wh1ch were more
comp]ex in that the cues contatned more jnformat1on.wh1ch had been

chunked across Tines n°thé poeh. ' In this ‘sense, .the high readers

AR
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used more contextua] 1nformat1on than did the Tow. readers, even though
both groups most often voTunteered only two or three cues as the bas1s
for the1r 1nteroretat1ons The T1m1ted contextual 1nformat1on used by

the Jow readers may have 1nterfered w1th their recogn1t1on and 1nter-

pretation of the metaphor

k]

During prob1ng, the h1gh readers accommodated the metaphors 2
‘more often, that 1s, they prov1ded»d1sparate tenors for the veh1cTes and
prov1ded reTat1onsh1ps between the tenor and veh1cTe They also noted
a qreater number of reTat1onsh1ps between tenors -and vehjcles than d1d
ch Tow readers The Tow readers tended to re;ect the metaphor, by w.hf
1nsnst1ng the metaphor shoqu be 1nterpreted T1teraTTy, or by acknow-
ledging the- metaphor but be1ng unabTe to prov1de a tenor or relationship.
The low readers aTso embedded the veh1cTe into a Targer'simi]ar category
1nstead of providing a d1sparate tenor . more often than did the h1gh |
readers | Even when the Tow readers coqu prov1de a. tenor for the veh1cTe,
they often could not note what the. two reaTms had in common

While both high and low readers were influenced by the medium.'>
of presentation, . they were 1nfTuenced somewhat d1fferentTy When
read1nq, -and when reading and \1sten1ng, the h1gh readers mostly reT1ed
upon the exact recaTT of expT1c1tTy stated 1nformat1on, but also para-
phrased some of the ideas, and 1nferred a limited number of 1deas The
Tow readers, however, reT1ed extreme]y on the exact recaTT, and while ‘f
they 1nferred some -ideas; - ‘never paraphrased any of the 1deas in the poem

When T1sten1ng, the high readers used cues that revealed a
change in organ1z1ng strateg1es They resorted to inferring ideas and

paraphras1ng ideas, reduc1ng the number of éxact recalls. The low readers,

on- the other'hand, wh1Te they-used more inference and now paraphrased some

o
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. reading;

;'in.processing. Read1ng seems to a1d memory, since memory can reta1n

tual inyolve

" behaviora}

ideas, " tended to remain far more dependent upon: the exact reca]] of

1nformat1on that was stated exp11c1t]y in the poem

Genera]]y, both groups seemed to benef1t fr m s1mu1taneous]y -

read1ng and 11sten1ng Both groups were-able to re]ate hdeas best when

read1ng and 11sten1ng, but 1dent1f1ed the fewest re]at1onsh1ps when-
\

In conc]usion, each med1um seems to. offer a d1fferent strength

ey

only a Timited amount of incoming information. L1sten1ng, on the other

hand, encourages the re]at1nq of Jnformation through a chunk1ng process

5 s

»wRead1ng and 11sten1ng comb1nes the advantaqes of both med1a Yet, one

or two subJects prov1ded except1ons to’ the overa]] group performance for

‘ 'read1ngs and Tistening.. One h1gh reader cons1stent1y ach1eved more
-re1at1ons when she 11stened Why th1s was so when others found
11sten1ng S0’ d1ff1cu1t may relate to memory, but.cou]d not beganswered

‘by this study - ; ': ' .

IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHING POETRY

While teachers shou]d éncouraqe the use of contextual deta1]s, o

and provide p ictice in 1ncorporat1ng several contextual cues- into the

'mean1ng of a work they should also be sens1t1ve to the persona]

e

meaning a meta hor or a poem, has for a student If teachers encour-

aged students fo become metaphor synthesizers; that 1s, creators of

. meaning, the tudents m1ght respond with greater emotional and intellec--

'ent beth-crucial for metaphor1ca] 1nterpretat1on This

x

>

m1ght be a comp]1shed by f1rst present1nq the def1n1t1on of metaphor in

‘terms wh1ch-emphas1zes the processes that must be used by

e ) e
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'Vthe interpretOr'to”ffnd“meqqlng for metaphor Once a student reaTizes

7”f that.his interoretations w111\be persona] he may ‘be st1mu1ated into -

Ay

f1nd1nq var1ous terors that m1ght be compared to.a. veh1c1e, and.”
re]at1onsh1ps that are commona11t1es between the~d1sparate rea]ms
" The “students would need to.rea]wze, however;~that thelr ideas

wou]d be: accepted as worthwh11e contr1but1ons ~Such a procedure would

requ1re an- open. atmosphere in the c1assroom that prov1des 1nte11ectua1 -

1w
. 1

st1mu1at1on through a d1scussxon of ideas. S o
Such a procedure would benef1t the 10w readers as mi11 ‘as the

“hiqh readers Low readers tend to be 1nf1ex1b1e in the1r re]at1ng of

1deas, and they coqu benef1t from exper1enc1ng how a. number of re]a— )

t1onsh1ps might occur within a poem The. 1ow readers shou]d be

'encouraqed to make mu]t]-re1at1onsh1ps, and to show how each d1fferent -

Cre]at1onshﬁp_ might provide a]terat1ons of the mean1ng_of_the metaphor.

‘In this way, they could be ﬁndQctive]y jed_dntd?rea1iztng that one:
- poem,cou1d'contain the*potential for many meanings. Such a procedure
.wou]d.he1p_them realize that the power of poetry lies in its multi--
meanings. - | i

o “The low readers exhtbﬁted difficulty in exp1atning metaphors

and, therefore, tended to/;ejectﬂthe metaphors. Thejr difficulty

. seemed to be the result of an 1nadequacy to remember a sufficient amount‘

of re]ated 1nformat1on They cued upon on]y two or three simple cues,
Timiting their use of context to help them make re1at1onsh1ps

: Teachers should encourage low readers.to cue on 1arger‘chunks of
1nfonmat1on,,wh1ch can be processed more.easily than can. nany sma11
vpart1c1es of 1nformat1on The students should be g1ven pract1ce in

reca]11ng such cues w1th encouragement to choose cues from the overa]]
4 3
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poem.w,They.cou1d'a]so;be_enqouraged1to'paraphrase therauthor's'wordss
When»reading;'or reading and:iistening In essence, the 1ow readers
' shou]d be taught organ;??no strateg1es that would he1p them re]ate the1r
1deas, so that they could 1mprove thetr ability-to reca11 the context
‘and exper1ences needed to 1nterpret _the metaphors |

High readers re]ated many of the ideas of the work 1nto two -
or three cues that-cou]d be read11y'processed by their memory mechan1sms, '

- and‘easily'reca11ed :Neverthe]ess, probing encouraged both groups to

m ke more relat1ons than they had already made. 'Suchwa procedure~wash
ssary to help the 1ow readers make re]at1onsh1ps, and 1t encouraged v ;;
‘1gh readers ‘to produce more- re]at1onsh1ps, prov1d1ng a r1cher o

. v1car {ous exper1ence for them .

' The study sugqests “that" s1mu1taneous1y Tistening to and read1ng
poetry fosters the: most metaphor1ca1 1nterpret1ng for students, g1ven
some e:cept1ons Th1s ponnt~does not necessar11y suggest;that a]] poems
- should be presented through reading’ and ]1sten1ng Ithdoes suggeSt, ,
however,‘that teachers shou]djbe sensitive to the difficu1ty the medium N
of presentation doeszorovide and he1pastudents to oyercome these'
-'probﬁems Students cou]d be tauqht to espec1a11y 1ook for re]at1onsh1ps ‘

o

_when they read, and to try to relate the meanings for the ‘various

[y

" metaphors. v »

If students were made.aware of the 11m1tat1ons and strengths_

- of the various med1a, they could 1earn to use these strengths and reduce
, the ]1m1tat1ons For examp]e, a]though it is unc]ear whether children '
can be taught 1o a1ter their strategies and be more successfu] wﬁéﬁ*““\

‘11sten1ng, it is clear that the least amount of relating ocours when

L

listening. The 'students use fewer comﬁﬁ1cated¢cues of in onnatrdn,
’ A
‘/ * .



paraphras1ng 1nto S1mp1er 1deas, and 1nferr1nq mean1ng as they process
the 1nfonnat1on Students cou]d poss1b1y be taught how to 1mprove
the1r chunk1ng strateg1es when 11sten1ng to a1d thewr remember1ng of

the overa11 context of the work

Read1ng, a1one, tended to 1nterfere with the f1nd1ngs of

re]at\onsh1ps between 1deas, and 1dsten1ng, alone, tended to 1nterfere';a
R w1th the overa11 contextua] “influence. Taken together -the comb1nat1on o

.~§A of thg two perceptua1 wor]ds seems o a]]ow the qreatest potentﬁa] for

_ mean1ng If only one med1um 1s ava1]ab1e, students shou]d know how to
compensate for the 11m1tat1ons 1t br1ngs to the task

J

i»FURTHER‘RESEARCH 7

Th1s study has been a descr1pt1ve ana]ys1s of the metaphor1ca1v

process1ng of a very 11m1ted number of subgects Further research-w1th :

1arger numbers shou]d be attempted to determ1ne 1f these squested
patterns do}ex1st As we11 this study has raised severa] quest1ons
that m1ght be researched | . |

'1. ’Because s0 few attempts to exp1a1n the metaphors w1th1n the work N
-were made by the subJects_durtng the independent processing of the
'poems,ithearesearcher duesttoned whetherASubjects.actua]]y process:
' metaphor inﬁdéta11'when processing for meaninq ,It'nay-be that
metaphors are used as general. cues for meaning and emot1on, and

' that subyects come back to orocess them only when requ1red to do S0,

'_-or when a confus1on 1n'mean1nq occurs. A quest1on requ1r1ng
further research then, is to what extent .a success ful processor -’
.1ndepende§%1y 1nterprets the metaphors when he is engaged in f1nd1ng

the mean1ng of the poem

137,



A]thOugh the poems were short the researcher noted that the subJects
seemed to forqet what 1nterpretat1ons ‘they had prev1ous]y g1ven,.
espec1a1]y<when 11sten1nq %he same pattern was noted when the

: subJects attempted to recall ‘cues upon wh1ch they had based the1r .

1nterpretat1ons It may be that the amount of context used By the

subJect as the frame for h1s 1nterpretat1on is de;%ndent upon h1s L

‘"ab111ty to remember To what extent the amount of context used is
dependent upon a subJect s memory capac1ty should be quest1oned
Re]ated to memory, ‘seems to. be the ab111ty to orqan1ze and store
1nformat1on The h1gh readers a]ways seemed to retate the 1ncom1ng
1nformat1on more eff1c1ent1y : How-these-successfu] organizers
relate”1nfonnat1on ou1ck1y and eftictent1y shbu]d.bedstudiedt:
. " The strateg1es used when 1wsten1ng altered drast1ca11y for all -
"subJects They tended to baraphrase more, to make more 1nferences,
but to see fewer re]at1on§h1ps when 1nterpret1ng metaphor It may-
~be that 11sten1ng requ1res a d1fferent fonn of menta] process1ng
from readqng,:vOn ths;obher hands Tack of practice may be

' responsfbfe tor _,_: 11ty to listen. Th?s concern could be

in organ1z1ng 1nformat1on wh11e 113tenth were g1ven

N

. :A11 ‘of the subJects seemed to 1nterpret metaphor 1n terms of a
,range of compar1spns, from concrete to abstract It w0u1d be
1nterest1ng to observe what changes metaphorizers make 1n the1r
1nterpretat1on of a metaphor when the same metaphor is p]aced w1th1n

t

a d1fferent context . ' - _ o ‘ ‘,Eﬁ
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6. 1In_almost all cases the high readers were ab]e to- prov1de tenors

‘i - PN N

and show mu]t1 re]at1onsh1ps between the veh1c]e and tenors of a

-

q1ven metaphor. Many of the poor ‘readers, on the other hand, had
d1ff1cu1ty relating 1deas a;d cou]d not q1ve the re]at1onsh1ps -
‘between the veh1c1e and téhors of a given metaphor How the‘

ab111ty to organ*ze and relate ideas corre]ates w1th the ab111ty

~

to 1nteroret metaphor should be quest1oned )

7; Lastly, an 1nterest1ngmqyest1on concerns ‘whether Adu1te pﬁocess
| metaphoe\differently'from high school students. It may be that
more relationships are seen 1gla metaphor with an increase in age.
In that there seems to belstages of metaphorical development that may
extend into adulthood, in what ways adults process me taphor differ-
ently from high scheol students, should be observed.

8.. Sincevmost of the sueeessful hredessors gave mu]ti—meanings and
re]atfonships in interpreting the metaphors; 1t}wou1e be important
to observe how student performance WoU]d change_when.chi1dren were
taught to look fg{ many divergent meanings. rather than single
interpretations. That is, it Qou]d be important to determine to
what extent flexibility and the ability to keep tentative’a]fer-
hatives in mind account foh the abi]ity to 1hterpret metaphor.

9. In that a breakdown in cognitive processing seemed to Tead to a.

*Jack of emotional reaction, how the emotional reaction and ‘tre

cognitive understanding of the work are related sh~u1d be observed. ,
CONCLUSION

The findings of this study suggest that grade ten students

Create h1gh1y personal mean1nqs for metaphors and for poems. Each

R
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subject provides é personal, con;extua] framework from out of which he
provideé meaning for either EheAméfaphor, or the poem: dhat cues %Pn— o
tributing to the contextual framework Willibe chosen, and how they will"
ibe re]éted, seems to,bé affected by the personal experiences of the
subject, the relating ability df the subject, and by the medium of
presentation. B o "
The medium of presentation affects the interpretation by
influencing the amount and'positioh of the context used to determine
meaning. As a result the met§phor1ca1 1nterpretationsvparaphrase the
original fnterpretation given by the subject if he is reading‘or reading
and listening. However, if the subject listens to the work, each of

his metaphorical meanings do not paraphrase the original interpretation.

Rather their meanings evalve from the previous metaphor. In other words,

he relates metaphor to metaphor, rather than relating metaphor to naﬁn
idea. As a result, the listener's final main idea différs substantially
from his original interpretation. The chanqe‘in interpretation does
not necessarily imply a deeper level ff interpretation, since some
subjects began with a literal interpretation, and ended wtth a literal

interpretation, regardless of’the change in meaning.
The subjects, on the other hand, noted the fewest relationships
when they read. and more literal meanings were provided. The emotional

respgnse, “no feelings" was also most prevalent when the subject read

fost students, especially the high readers, related the most

when reading and listening: they were able to use more cues,

relate them more complexly, and provide a greater number of tenors and

Q

tenor/vehicle he]atiohships.i-

Encpuraging_the student to consider each metaphor within the

(-

< -
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work provided a greater interaction ofsthe eubject with the ooem, and
produced emotional involvement where none had been present in the
“‘unprobed s1tuat1on In that the emot1ona1 react1on to. each metaphor1ca1
1nterpretat10n seemed to Jnteract w1th, and co]or the remaining inter-
pretat1ons. probing is an 1mportant techn1que for eng\§raging such an
1nteract1on between thought and feellngs |

l F1na11y,.a11 of grade ten students were capable of abstract
thought._ The high readers diftered fhom the Tow readers inthat the

high readers could relate material more effectively. They consistently
used more cues from the conteht, and related more information within
the cues.‘ They provided‘more tendors, as well as more tenor/vehicle
relationships, and they accommodated more metaphors. 'As a result,

they were more likely to provide abstract ideas.

' To conclude, the ideée of Swanson'(1966) are reiterated by
this study. In interpreting metaphor, the re- arrénging of ideas is a
persona1 process for the metaphor synthesizer. The context prov1des an
1mportant f11ter but does not confine the metaphor- syﬁ?hes1zer to one
meaning. He must, as Bruner (1962) suggests, "go beyond the information

given". Teachers should encourage étudents to do so.
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A shape -in thé-mind rose up':

'NIGHT CROW

8

h Whenfl'sawithat~c1hmsy crow

Flap from a wasted tree,

. Over the gulfs of dream

" Flew a ‘tremendous bird’

x A
Further and fyrther away ~'.

- Into a mooniess b1aék;

" Deep in the‘brain, far'baek;

-



 MAN ON WHEELS

Cars-are wiéked, poets think.

‘Wrong as usual. Cars are part of man.

Cars are biolggical.

153

A man without a car is like a clam without a shei]._r

Granted, machinery is hell,

But carjess man is careless and defenseless.
For@éi; skin of present animal.

Automobile is shell. :

You get yoUrse]f a shell or'else.

—

e S gt ke a



" beside the white

154

THE RED WHEELBARROW

Poem 21 from Spring and All

so much depends.

upon

a red wheel | : ' : . "

barrow

glazed with rain

water

chickens -

R e e e A e 7



CONTEMPORARY MAN

The thought wing

cracked and clipped

the footprint eraSed‘-

and hope-bud shrunk
no'Moseé_ofxétar
patience and courage .
any thinst t§ quénch
desire]éssfof tﬁefmorn
he is raped

in desert solitude.

\
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THE TELEVISION

Unaccustomed

to movement

and real Tife

_it crept

to the window

and

delicately
1ifting the blind
- with a long . ‘
aluminum
tentac]e;

sat

| 1ooking oﬁt

at the night.
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,
THE FIRST THIN ICE 4
Tonight
our lovemaking = L | =y
ducks

walking warily
" the first thin ice

of winter. .  ""‘
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\;, Questioné on "Night Crow"

Independent Interpretation

/

4.

How does the poem make you feé]? Is. there anything else?

What meaning did you get from the poem? ‘

Is there anythfng else?

Tell me how you got fhat«meaning. Is there anything else
in the poem that 1nf1uencedvyour meaning? If so, how

did it contribute to your‘meanihg?

How does the poem make you feel now?

Probing Questions

1.

L

What is that "clumsy crow " in "clumsy crow flapping from
a wasted«tree" befng'compared to? Is there anything else?
In what ways are they similar? (On‘what do they have in

I

common?)

How does this cdmparison contribute to the méaning of the

poem?

How does this compafison coﬁtribute to the feelings
that you get? |

In "ovér‘the gulfs of dream" in "gulfs of dream", what
is being compared? Is there anything é]se?. ‘
In what ways are they similar? (Or what do they have in
common?) |

How does this comparison contribute to the meaning of the

poem?

159
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10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

How qus this comparison cbntribdte to the feelings that

:you get? o

what is "a tremendous  bird" being compared to? Is there

anything else? . s

In what ways are theyrsimilar? (Or what do they have‘in:

common?)

How does this comparison contribute to the meaning'ofvthe
poem? ‘ v» \

How does th{s comparison contnibute.to the feelings-that.
you get? |

In "moonless black deep in the brain”; what is being
compared? Is there anything else?

In what ways are they similar? (Or What_dovthey have in

common?)

How does this comparison contribute to the méaning of the

poem?

How does this comparisdn cdntribute to the fee]fngs
that you get? . '
In what ways are é]] of these comparfsons related? How
does this re]ationship add to th meaning of the poem?
How does the title reiate to the poem? | ) *

How does the poem make you feel now?

Is there anything you would like to ‘add to your meanings?

2
-

>
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Questions On "Television"

-

What does tHe it refer fq?

What is "jt¢" befng compared to? Is there anything else?
In what ways are ‘they s1m1]ar7 Is thére anything else?
What does this compar1son contribute to the mean1ng/of
the poem?

How ‘does this céhpakfson,éontribute to the feeTings_that
you get? , »
How does the poem make you feel now? Is tberé énytging

glse?

Is there anything you would Tike to add to ‘your meéning? A

"Man on Wheels"

In fhe line "cars are wicked", what are cars being compared
to? “Is there anything e]se?‘

In what ways are Ehey similar?

How does thig'comparison cont;fbute to the meaning of the
poem? | :

. How does the compar1son contribute to the fee11ngs that
you get?

In "cars are a part of man" what are the cars being
compared to? Is the;e anything e]se?

In what ways are they similar? °

How does this tbmparisdn contribute to the meaning of the
| poem? “

How does the comparison contribute to the fee11ngs that

you get? o,

161
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10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.

20.
21.

22.
23.

“How does the comparison‘contribute to the feelin

162

In "cars are b1o]og1ca1" what are cars be1ng compared to?

Is there anythihg else7 : <;.

In what ways are they similar? ’ y

How does this‘compafison contribute to tﬁe\meaning of the
poem? B

S that

.

you get? ° o

5N
. In a man without a car is like a c]am,uftﬁout a she]]“

what does the man without a car A’hbe ctam w1thout a

shell have in common? Is'theretazyth1ngfe]se?

In what ways are they similar? "v'” ot
How daes this comparison contribute to the'meahihggof the :

poem?

‘ N

How does the comparison contribute to the feelings that

you get?
In "machinery is hell", what is mach1nery being compared
to? Is there anyth1ng e]se7 ' .

In what_ways are they similar?

‘How does thhs comparison contfibute to the meaning of the

-poem? ‘ -

How does the comparison contribute to the feelings that

3

you gat?

In "ford is skin of present animal"', what is ford being
compared to? Is there anything else?

In what‘ways are they similar?

How does this.comparison contribute to the meaning of the

poem?
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How does thé comparison chtr{bute to the feelings that

you get? |

In "auto is shell"”, what is auto»being compared to? Is

there anything else? |

.- In'what ways are they similar?

Hovvu' does this comparisom contribute to 'th“e meam’ng of the ‘ _
poem? | | -

How does the comparison'cbntfibute to the feelings thatv

)
-

you get?‘
How aré all of these compar{sons related?

How does the poem make you feel now?

is there anything you would Tike to add to your meanings?

4
“The Red Wheelbarrow"

~

What is "the red wheelbarrow glazed with rain beside thé;
white chickens"”, being compared to? Is_there'anything
else? ) |

In what ways ére they §¢%i1ar?v

-
How does the comparison contribute to the mganihg of the
poem?/; ) )

How does-the compafiéaﬁ contribute to the feelings that
you get? |

How does the‘poem make you feel now?

Is thefe~anything you would 1ike to add to'yOUr meaning?

.-

!



10.
11.

lé}

13.
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,.“COnfemporahy Man*"

In "the thoughfLWihg'cracked and clipped”, what is thought-

wing compared to? (or what, is being compared?) In there

anything else? } ’ (EN

In what ways are they similar?

.- How does this. comparison contribute to the meaning of the -

?
poem:s s

How does the comparison contribute to the feelings that
you get? . ‘ | 7’] |
What is "the fooﬁprinf“ being compared to? Is there "

anything else? . o

,

In what ways are they similar? - g '

]

How does this compariscn contribute to the meaning of the

poem? <

How.does the comparison contribute. to thelfeelings that you

get?

Y

. 'In‘”hope bud shrunk”, what is hope~bud cdmpared fo? .Isvtﬁére.

an}thihg else? ’

In what ways are theyfsimi]ar?

How does this c0mpa%ison‘éontribute to the meaning of the

' |
poem? . - / o '

|
] Co
How does the comparison contribute to the feelings that -
you get? /‘
, R Vo
In "no Moses or star", what-is~Moses or star being

L— ) . .
compared to? Is there anything else?
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15,

16.

17.

18,

19.
20.

21.

22.
23.

in what ways§§\e they s1m11ar?

How does this compar1son contribute to the mean1ng of the

-
poem.‘ )

“How does the‘comparjson_centribute to the feelings that

you -get?

In "he is'rapedbih desert solitude", who is he? What is

-deSert solitude.being compared to? Anything else?
what is "he 1s raped 1n desert solitude being compared to7 L

'In what" ways are they a11ke7 Is there anyth1ng more7

0

In what ways are they s1m11ar7 )
.

How does th1s compar1son contr1bute to the mean1ng of the

poem? |
Howadoes the comparisoh contribute td‘the feeﬂhngs that |
you gef7' | | |

How does the poem make you fee1 now?

Is there anything you wou]d like to add to your: mean1ng?,

'First Thin Ice p

What 1s']ovemaking being compared to? Is there anything
else? . ¢

In what ways are they s1m11ar? Is there anything e]Se?

.- How does the compar1son contr1bute to the mean1ng of the‘

-
poem? . - 3

How' does this comparison‘confribute to the fee1ings that

' ygu’get%\ Is there anything else?

hﬁv does the'poem make you feel now? 'X ’

Is there anything you would like to add to your meaning?
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fContemporary Man" (read & listen)

. How does the poem make you feel?

Sort of um, no good?
wHat meaning did on get from the poem?-

That, uh, he was out in the desert and he had no hope--nothing to

_hope for.# . o s

Anything elge?

PAUSE. No patience and all that.

' . . -
No what? ;:j> :
{f

He had no patience and all that"
no hope...around or something.
How did you get that meaning?

Okay, the thought wing cracked and clipped.

How did that contribute to .your meaning?
. i .

The—-his thought ‘cracked and clipped 1ike it...the footprint erased
he's.out in-the desert, the wind-blew away the sand and can't, he's

lost and’stuff"like that. His hope'buds shrunk it says--so there's.

<

no hope. No Moses or stLr to follow by--he can't follow a star--

nothing to follow. T

. What do you think the though-wing is being compared to?”

- PAUSE. What, you mean the whole thing--the thbught-wing cracked

and clipped.

. Sure.

Lt‘é being compareq\ﬁo um. . .a big bird. - {

In what ways are the thought Wing and a bird similar?

.Ahem. Well, you re]yvon the, the bird\felies on- his Wings,fman

Like, he's out. in the desert and,

167
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fly around.

168

-

relies on his though or something... | I

How are they similar? Keep going. What:is fhe point of

similarity? ~ - ' ~
PAUSE. The bird flies, well, I don't know.

Go ahead. | ‘ _

PAUSE. Like, what he's th1nk1ng, well the b1rd soars through the

air with its wings. When a man's thlnk1ngﬂhe. starts to sort of

QPW does this comparison contr1bute to the meaning of theé poem?

Tells you that he's, he's thinking-a lot.

Does it contribute to theyfee]ingé that you get?
Sort of. |

. In what way?

He's wa]kihg through the desert and he's thinking.
How does that make ydu feel?" |

Nothing really.

.”The footprint erased", what is the footprint being compared to?

_PAUSE. Hope and stuff like that.

What do they have in common? ..
Well, the footprint, if you make a footprint it'stays'there and you,
yéu got 'hope and it stays there:

Now how does th1s compar1son contr1bute to the mean1ng of the poem7

.. Well, it tells you that, 1t‘shows that he's 1ost, n0’footpr1nts to
¥ollow or nothing; the footbrints were erased, can?f see where he
'ﬁvéame from or anything‘ ST

nDoes 1t contr1bute to the fee11ngs you get7

Ya; It, uh makes you feel lost noth1ng to hope for.
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Q./ ”nge bud shrunk"‘g what is that hope bud being compared to? -~

‘A flower.

Wh;tde‘yOu see in common?

Well, the flower it']]iLLwe]] hope it, when you 1bse hope, it
.sorta, it'11 sorta die away, hope just goes away just like a
flower...it sorta just cgr1s up...i guess. | |
hAnything else?...What do yeu,mean by cur]s up"7

Well, ya, a flower shrinks in that’ way

How does this comparison contribute to the meaning of the poem?

| That his hope's gone--there's no hope.

How does Tt contribute to the fee]iné‘you get?
Sort of alope.

X

"No Moses.or star", what is'Moses or star being compared to? .

o Star,~1ike; uh;..didn'tﬂdesus or whateVer_fo]]ow the star to

Bethlehem or whatever. It was'Moses,'he was on the Arc, the | - / 

animals were following him.

What are these being compared to?

That he haSvhothing to follow by.

' %Eat do these two things have in common?

Moses....... "Moses & star? or "Moses or star"?

No,, "Moses or sfar" compared to what did you say - nothing to -
follow by? o

Ya{\ o

what do those th]ngs have in common?
Well Moses. we]] the,star, they fo]]owed the sear, it showed them

where to go and uh, and he doesn t know where to go
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,How,doés fhis cdntribute to the’méaning of the poem?
-It, uh, it, it's pointing out that he's tost.

Does it.contribute to the feeling you get?
Ya,' it sorta makes you feel like you're 1osf1

"He is raped in desert solitude" - who is .the "he"?

r O oo > O

The guy‘that‘s lost.

L

What do you think the desert solitude's being compared to?
A. Well, the whole desert he's got it all lying in front of h3m, no
,where'fa’gq.

What do you think the line "he...solitude" is being compared‘to?

O

A. He's being taken.away by'the qesert. Nowhere to go--the desert's

- the only th1ng around. ” .

Q. But do you th1nk 1t. “':;Qmﬁéﬁggjto anyfﬁiﬁ@ e]sé;ﬁr do you §ay,
it just is what it “is? ;; '. o | |

A. Well, gh,Ajust‘cbmparedbto, uh;..shoW§.tﬁat he is lost - cbmpared
to beihg lost. » ‘

_Q.: In what ways. are all the comparisons related? -”thought-wﬁng...

'clipped",'”footprint:erased“, "hopebud shrunk", "No Moses or Star",

"being raped in desert solitude".

x>

They all talk about alone.

Q. How does this add to the’meaﬁing;ofjthé'poem?

A. It, Uh,'points out that he‘S,in the'deSért and‘has nowhére-toiﬁb -
(anywhere to go. \_ o

Q How does the tltle re]ate to the poem7 |

A No response 4' 'A | | |

Q. Do you know what céhtémporary“meéns?

A

Not the.d1rect meaning from the dictionary but. ..
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'fo11ow back.

17

+ Okay, what do you~agink it means. . s
- Contemporary, Uh; that he's uh, just a minute...like uh, average

: mah? should I say.

Looking at that, how does the title reiate to the poem?

It's, the poem's sort of a metaphor but..... feel Teft out sometimes.
Who feels left out? =~ a4

Man.

..vMan feels left out sometimes? (

Ya. L« I ' s

. ' N e

Is there anyth]ng you'd like to add to the meanwng of your poem7

’

That..... ;iPWhat did I say before?

Uh, you said it was about a man being lost in the desert.. Is therev

| ahything you want to add?
uOkay; well, I guess that, uh he S, he S th1nk1ng there s no uh,

| (
noth1ng to fa]] back on in the desert - he's out in the m1ddle of the

desert hope is all, no ‘more hope, no hope, no star or anyth1ng to

Okay. Did your fee11ngs change at a117

Ya ,_1t changed

kaay, how did they change?

. We]1, it JUSt po1nts out the 1one11ness--he S in the m1dd1e of the

‘ .
desert or whatever a]one
i

_And that created what fee]1ng in you7v Or dotyou meanfthat you were

fee11ng ToneTiness or what7 TA“*-

.‘ Uh...sort of.



>%”>oj>u_c

B O

» o . » O T O-

Contemporary Man High Reader

How does the poem’make you feel?

Kind of worried. . |

Anything else?.

No. 1 ~" ¥

What ‘meaning did you, get from the poem?

That modern man. s k1nda molded and not allowed to grow as much as

he wanted tepend he 'S, he S uh, stuff is-taken from hﬁm that he

R o J

could have 1nd1v1dua11y 11ke

Tell me how you got that mean1ng7 , b co m,

. Um, we]] it ‘'says the thought w1ng cracked and clipped that wou]d

‘Any other-cues_that‘inf1uenced1your meaning?

=~

‘be 1ike maybe not allowed to h1s own fnee thoughts and styff that

'h1s footpr1nts are erased and um, he s raped.in desert so11tude

\/

that would mean kinda everyth1ng 1s taken agiy from him and he's (

left out 'in the.open somewhere. . - S -

Py
.

No. ny

In that first 11ne what is the ”thought -wing" being compared to?

-1 th1nk it'd be the man's thoughts

How is the thought w1ng and the man's thoughts S1m11ar7 7

.r

. Well, the thought w1ng makes it k1nda sound 11ke the wing of a bird:

maybe that flies and it's thoughts are free to go and stuff.

How does th1s compar1son contr1bute to the mean1ng of the‘aoem

1 : 1 N
. Mell, it makes it sound ]1ke he he could be really 1mag1nat1ve and

)

_stuff like ‘that, but he is cracked and J1gged and so it s a1]

taken.away from him. : \\ c §f> e
. .. . ! ) . : ' - v . s N 7 e
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“No Moses or sta

\\afobo

'someth1ng rea]]y pen and empty and noth1ng there and stuff

>0 B O

How does it ‘contribute to the feeling that you get?

It kinda makes you feel like if you could, if peopTe'wou1d just

leave you alone .and stuff, you, everybody would be so much better

and stuff like t at.
”; what is that being compared to?

1'd #ay hdpe or gomething like that.

What do you see in-common between those? ' '
Like Moses in th S?BTe\and the star 1'd say the Star of Bethlehem

you know, where it leads people to Jesus and~stuff¥that kinda starts

" a good turn and ilt says, ."No Moses or Star", so there's kinda,no

<

hope for.the futu e k1nda thwng

How. does that comparison contr1bute to the fee11ng that you get7

Makes ydu{”uh, kipda wonder what‘yourllife's gonna be like soon.

"He is raped{jh desert solitude" - who is the "he"?

. I'think the

Who? ” - '
The man that they|re ta]king about in the poem

What is desert: so 1tude being compared to7

1 think that meang that like he's. desert so11tude would be 1like

LI th1nk that wou]d mean that h1s everyth1ng S taken away from h1m
and he s ]eft in k'nd of a lone1y pTace a11 by himself w1th nothing

.around him and stu f

{'173
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What do those two have in common?

The desert so11tude and the..

-

The who]e th1ng-—the ”raped in deserﬂ so11tude“

> O T O

Oh, well there, they meah.we11, Tike he S raped, that means
stuff's taken awey from him or something and in desert selitude
YWOuld he just'1one1iness,'we11 not 1ohe1iness but all a]one.
7 Q. How does that cqhtribuie to the feeling ehat you éet?
A.. That makes you feel kinda éad'anq stuff 1ike,;kinda worried maybe
that you're gohna be left alone and stuff teken from ya and stuff.
Q. How does the title relate to the poem? |
A. Well, makes it, makes 1t uh, seem. like 1t(§~supposed to be contemporary
man 1s supposed-to be up to date and moderﬁ;”‘a\everyth1ng but rea]]y
he's uh, he's not, he's being mo1ded and stuff kae that and it's
not as»good as like, Contemporary Man rsounds good ahd the poem-makes
o it, cuts it down and stuff. : ' ‘
Is thefe anything you'd like to add to your megning?
Um, no I think it's okay.

And your feelings, did they change?

O > O

No; they're the same.

—
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Independent ‘

Feeling

Meaning

‘Relationships‘

Probing
Feeling

"~ '"Night Crow"

Réading & Listeniﬁg

Meaning

Relationships

sad

It seems like
a person that
reminds them
of something.
else and the
memory's
getting far-

‘1 ther and

farther back.
- they're :
kind of los-
ing it, so
it's sad.
They're
losing a
niemory -and
they sée
something
that reminds

‘I'them of

something
else. " The -

- |memory’s kind
| of fading -

~ land they |

fdon't, they
jcan't remem-

ber as much

‘| of it as they

used to.

1 Cues
82

1. When I saw

| the clumsy
| crow from the (°

‘wasted tree,
they saw’
something and
then,

2. a shapé'in

* f the mind rose

up--I Kinda

[ got that as

they remember
ed -something
and then,

further away,
they kinda

can't remember

3. fhrther’énd 3
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. :. ‘ . o "Night Crow"
Reading § Listening

Independent / Probing

Feeling!Meaning belatibnships Feeling Meanifng Relationships
it more, and /
then, . /
4. deep in
the brain
far back, =
. - pit's someth'né
3\ that happened
‘ .|a long time [y N\
ago, they something
can't kinda that happened
remember, the¥, long ago-
want to, but <
they can't. . [can't
| remember
clunsy crow
from.wasted
tree
clumsy crow
. %&m@body that
B not.-really [doesn't know
. set down, {what they're
s 1 ‘ _ drifting cin
: (crows
! ‘|-den't . «lfan old - no
' - really ever{not old, but.
: : : stay in thejsomething that's
L . ; ‘ sameplace) {not altogether-
> - ’ € ! theéy're kinda
sad It makes |clumsy and
-vac, it seem stumbling
i\ €aus€ |ijike his- —
TR _ : « {ﬁu see memory that|dead, @1l cut ¥
ERERIENS ) o B clﬁmsy he's think-}lup, not good
%@73 - . o | and ing about |anymore
- | | smstea | Ha2 some- |
ng .
: . o L | stuff yag that
S S . " | happened
“ {f_ . _ ¢ - _ —_— \\\ ; when he
Y . R ' . _ g ‘| was like L ¥
. . B AU =t »
B l‘ 'ﬂ:&;,' I ' )
. 4\ B ’l"' »

B e
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i "Night Crow"

: Reading & Listening

Independent Probing ' .
Eeeling [Meaning Relaticnships | FeelingiMeaning Relationships
‘ Gulfs of dream)
411 of his dreams
) 2ltogether
X a lot :
gulf - big grouping of something .
‘or-a se*parate part of =0meth1ng gomg over them
. else. _ picks out thlS
ST one
It makes
i it seem ] -3
'mak like he's tremendous bird
X5 thad a. lot| <. — T
i ; : ‘ 1is mind going
. ;t kind 2§;Zri “through his
# pes PeT1- |
- drifti-|ences dru?ns andt
er that he || Drering ou
. . the special one
- remembers . 3
too; and {. ™
Z?;;dgne -flies go tb“ ,
) Jout wherever wanFs T~
: - i
- N \
L |fr makes | Aoonless N\
~ the per” |/ pTack
son thats ~ ‘
no thinking ; 5T :
) about it <g§éé;§g:£§g:)
seem _
older
. v ’ somethlng way
maybe (back in his:
- 1 mind that he
‘hasn't ;
Eﬁougﬁt of for
a long time

r-/

. "~ old o ' _
happened a Tbng & -
time ago

Titieé
. The might
would be |- - _
plack andj{ =~ ¢ ‘. .
dark so ;
. ) you really

can't see - :

" lit and the L e



‘ "Night Crow'" =
: , it Reading § Listening
Independent _ Probing
Feeling| Meaning . Reiationsbips Féeling*hbaning " |Relationships
crow would
. be some-
thing that
kind of
v drlfts s
, - N Pt |
The person
- Feel ‘that sees
' . sorry - | something "
for the| older that|,
person |reminds
that's |him of , v
, N remem- | something y
‘Ibering {that he ~f’/////
- can't
really
"Té€member
& then
T
'.
4
l -
. ! . . ( -
94 h ol N ) Y - ’
<-F J‘ v
b ¢
e hat ‘
’ ~ ..
:T £
&
_—

LI

14
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PATTERNS QE-MELIPIX
- G .. o - L
'LISTENINg, LISTENING, AND.READING

;s
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PROCGESSING WHEN

i

f

[

[l

Pl

..
'
-
9
<

coar

4



sa

" ‘Cues

Relationships

else,
Il

introublé

only going to be there for
a time just like cvervthlng

Aguv needs a car to make 1t<4, 3
othﬂrw1ae a blg hassle .

cars, rhythmlc lives. of people<? '
wonder if. 1t s -all worth it. T

* If you don t have a car, you rq<?

 T Wonder - ‘ < P,
—_— ( Ti—t :
-Interpretation atiofships ™

T -

Independent

Sad

>
. i

_ Cues

hbarlng

B1g storm - footpfiﬁt h
“washed. away - No hope for the man .

LISTENING: ~ LOW READER

Problpq -

!Sorry l

way wanted

. Will settle

B '7

Ideas don't work out the {,C/p

Can t get what he wants < @

for somethlng else

Tinal meanlngr Man today: what

_Relétionships

s

he's llke
hlmself

He s all alone by

o Sorry '
"Interpretation

Relationshipsf

sw

B 4
b P fkf , . / | 4 g
. ~ "‘V‘ . . - . . ,
- " - . l .
.- C ’ A ‘. ° o
. . N : w!‘;,-
.- LISTENING. AND READIN& HIGH R}ADER , R
:iggegquggg. T Prob ing - v
Feeliny
. {None . . AL - : s
o _ Makes you thgnk - start’
. (3[) -comparing self to car -
C . / are you really, like that?
_____5 g ) . y )'" Hid ‘
. Makes you wonder if they're
? that impertant. to us and <
[ they should be.
thou know your car isn't-
going to last forever: - .. ;ff’ N
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 READING: _LOW RI:ADIZR SRR

ndependcnt . e robmg S ;

N 3 ©UT 7 He'il never get hlS .
o L : : ambition. ”

) « —
The man could be

% . “0ld and ‘wasted - hlsé

llfe 1s wasted
'.Meani'ﬁé:\;. - - "He ha:, a b1g dream but Cp _
- ambition, dream is™ he ¢an't get it.

/e ‘Man can't catch 1t~'- g @ o
A/‘/a dream world.. é o T
flying away - o
\ o /\What he's thmkmg deep C:?:)
SRR _ in his brain - no futureé -

*-inot really | NG ahead of him.” .t . =
sad but - | N o R =
i . © o ysorry . , 3The . is- losmg ', < .
v x : o somethlng - an ambltlon
i T . ) : . P : ,,_4
' ) L SOTT)’"' - SR |
= — 3
Cues = Relationships " Interpretation . -Rel‘gtionsh‘i.ps
.- AN EXAMPLE OF PAT'I'ER.\ BREAKIDWN
nothing | . AR o o Q llteral
o - © JJust a nice place - - ; )
) - . doesn't add L
Meaning - . L .
o It's just about a B . .
o big bird ®) 4 ‘
- R literal - .
LT . T o B}
~ Cues o Relat'ion_shrips' - ~ Interpretation Relationships




