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Five studies evaluated the claim (Reichman and
Coste, 198@) that a dual coding approach to language
representation cannot explain interéretationﬁaf

figurative language. That claimgwas based on earlier

£

findings that were'interpreted as showing that memo£}

representations of the figdrative meanings of proverbs

are abstract _and imagery-free. ) L

-

BN Study 1 used a rating task:to measure ° .-

figurativeness of-240 proverbs that varied in.rated *

- N
-

imagery. As proverbs beca&e incréas{ngly abstract, R

‘they were rated?as increasingly literal iﬁ lﬁe e - '

. - N Y. U
relation between surface wording and inﬁefféd:inééhded .
meaning. The dual coding e;pl;natfbn is that concretéit}ﬁ

. language has associated non-verBal represqp;aﬁions . \/’

which are necessary tp provide a basis for .

non-conventionatized figu;ative interpréiagions.‘ .o

A duatl cdd}dg analysis of figurative language

predicted differences in interpretation processes for .

concrete and SBatract proverbs. ,Study 2 showed, fh <
3 . .

support, -that rated‘éomprehéns{on ease and verbal

interpretation ease were more highly correlated for

abstract ptoverbs (”Pdnishmegzais lame but it comes")

than .for conczete proverbs’ ("A little pot is soon




Y *

. occurred for 1nterpr$§a;1ops of’concrete proverbs; In’

. . < S
hoe™) .- - ' .

N . ’
Study 3 evaluated concrete-abstraét differences

in the relation between proverbs and their

-

ibterpretations by 1) measuring the frequency with
‘which the.topic of the prq{erb wos also the topic¢ of
its interpretation'and'Z) by having judges‘sort_ .
*proverb 1nterpretatlons 1nto groups based on .

51m11ar1ty of ideas. Resplts confxrmed that tﬁE‘toplc

‘'of the 1nterpretat1on of an abstract proverb was more

- - a .

often the same topic named. in the proverb than R

addition, abstract proverbs tended to be. interpreted
L N ] / - .

-more similarty across individuals than €ere. concrete .. -

zproyerbs., These results were interpreted as showing
L)

that the’éonzribuﬁion of literal associative processes

*

to proverb-ingg:;retétion~is greater in the case of -

abstracb than concrete proverbs.

L4

Studles 4.and 5 examined cued \tCall for concrete

*

‘add abstract ptaverbs gnd showed'that‘replxcatlon of

~

prévious failures to fﬁnd concreté#abbtract‘

dxfferences in qued recall of proverbs depends on who

- 1Y

generates the 1nterpretat1on recadl cue.-.when recall

-

cues were self—generated 1ntarpretations oY the. .

. = »
[

* ..
proverbs, recall of conc:ete'prqverbs was supesior -as

Bred{cted by dualncoding, e ' Do

. N . A -,

. The resqlts.takeo together favor a modet baébo ona
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the duval coding distimction between imaginal and
' « l, : -
© verbal interpretive processes in figurative language
comprehension. . .- L . _
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The Role of Imagery and Abstraction In Proverb
Comprehension: A Duval Coding Analysis of Figurative

— -

Language

Statement of the‘ProElem

As casual language users, we might think of the

distinction between "concrete" and "abstract™ language
as clear and absolute. Concrete language has
z specific, real world referents, readily evokes images

and feelings, and is used and easily understood by
~————even beginning speakers of the language. Abstract

”~

language'is opposite in every way; it refers to ideas

rather than things, is hard to imagine and_often

difficult to understand, and is typically wused .in .
specialized ways by people like philosophers or
acamedicians. Semanticists have arguegbébout the best

way to conceptuglize.this distinction (e.q.

Lydns,lQBl) and it is a souré\\of argument in

psychology as weEl, with;the discussion focusing on

the nature of mental processes Qhat occué when we
comprehend concrete and ébstract‘woré;ﬁépd sentences

(Paivio,1986}). An intéresting paradox, however, - -

complicates this condrete-abstract distinction, and

may vltimately help to clarify its nature. Some
[} -

concrete sentences seem to suggeé-t abhstract




N . ' 4 . i
interpretations. For example, the sentence 4
\

" A foll cup Tust be qarriedocarefully“'can be -

interpreted literally as époken to a c¢hild racing

across a room spilling“lemonade from an overfilled .
‘ -

cup. ‘However, the same sentence can be interpreted

figuratively when spoken to ;omeone who .has jUSt won
an unexpected windfall §n J\IOttery. In this case, a
full interpretation of the §entence would bé an ‘e

abstractivon, because the speczfxc refetents named in
t

-the sentence (carry1ng a full cﬁp) must be generalized
X
to a more genetal idea (extreme good fortune can be - s

easily lost if ndt managed cavtiously).

-

In the "‘first context, the intetptetat}on of the
above sentence is guided direétly by a literal .
interpretetion of.the concrete referents°named in.the
sentence. In contrast,_tﬁe interpretation of the same
sentence in the second context seems more abstract or
"derived;" eemprehension is not gu&ded by a literal
interpretation of sentence‘teferénts, and as a result,
thoee referents must 5% interpreted figurativeiy.
Thus, the meaning of this simple, concrete sentence
-differs accordxng to how sentence refetents are
interpreted, with abst:act intqiifetatxon of referents
resulting in figurative meaning.

The problem I am woncerned with in this thesis is .

the nature of the relationship between linguistic

- aparem



concreteness on'the one hand and the abstrlaction

[y

process that results in a—figurative inte:&isi;tion on
the other. Importantly, however, many psychologists
currently investigating comprehension of figurative

language would disagree with the two main assumptions -
. N o
that underly this particulaé approach to the probdem.

- Those two assumptions are that first, there is a -

e L

distinction between cognitive processing of figurative

and lJjteral meanings, and ssecond, that that

distinction arises because fiéurative meanings are
more "abstract" or "derived"™ than literal meanings;

Such' a distinction is contentious on both '
theoretical grounds (e.g; Rumelhart51979§
Pylyshyn,1979) and. especially on empirical grounds
(e.g Gibb§)1984). For examplé4~aumelhart disagreeg, on
10§Hcal grounds,- that there can be any prinéiﬁled
distinction between procés;es govegning literal
language use and thése governing figurative<language £
use, ptimérily because it is difficult to obsemve , in

-3

natural language, ‘ies that are specifically andvonly

"literal. By way of an example, Rumelhart(i979) uses .

‘the sentence
. , . ‘
"The policeman raised his hand and stopped the car"

as illustrating the point that even ligéraf langﬁage

comprehension seems to require inferential processes

that “go'beyond“(;hat which would be determined By a -

) R




- ’ i o
lcoméonential analysis of the méanings of individual
words in the séntence. That is, the interpretation of
the "policeman sto?ped the q?r"-requires v -
extra-sentential knowledge which must be applied in
ordé: to determine,the corfect relation between
"policémag,;A"raised his hand," and "stapped the car."”
The problem with‘Rumelhartus'analysis as it applies to
figurative language is that althouqﬁ inference may ~

-

be required in comprehension of literal language, tiTe"

interprefation of the sentence .about khe:policeman

’ & "fig:&&ifzzx interpretation. Rumelhart hgs not shown
. R T Ra, .-{ . . . ‘ . )
. ég; . %hat%éig tive and literal 1nte§pfetat190‘procgss?s

?; ‘}ére similar because his analysis has not been directed

g?*» ‘'stopping the car does not appeér to yield a .

by a theoretzcgi o emp1r1cal definition of flguratlve

language; his argument is that it is 1mposs;b1e to
. _establish the prege:ties of literal meanipgs, so in

[

principtle they must not be different from ;iguratidé
meanings. Thé'%tqpment I will present here is'that a,

theo et1cal analys1s of what constitutes f19urat1ve - e
1nterptetat1on may help to clarify ;ome of the-
oL xmportant ‘issve ’ingemp1r1cal investigations of
language :ompre‘:giqon processes in gené:al.
‘ Thereféfe, it'fémains apéropgiate to look fq é“

emp1r1ca1 evidence of a flguratlve-lxteral d st/pctxon

in comprebhengion processes. ." : o

5




The central issue is whether :there is a

dif ference’ between comprehensi*f figurative and

literal language, and whether the basis for this

+

distinction is that figurative meanipgsiaze more

. derived or require more "abstraction™ than literal
. » . - . . .
T meanings, The'concept of "abstraction® seems to imply

a psychological process in which a geﬁeral feature or

principle is "extracted" from a more concrete or
- . - ”

- -——

specd fiic entity Maﬁy current psychologicai analyses
of £1gurat1ve ltngua'ge refer, e1t<her 1mpl1c1tly c:).s
exp}1c1t1y, to-such ap abstract1on process., Con31§er
.for example, the descrlpt1on of figurative
compreh9051on offered by Verbrugge~aﬂd McCarrell

(1977} whxch describes metapho: comprehen51on as

consftuctibn;\py the compréhender, of an "abstract’

tesemﬁiahce“ between the‘topic of the metéphot and. the
i3
entzty to which that topic fis f1gurat1ve1y 11nked
\

L]
-

Thxs conclusxon arose f:om results of experlments
wh;ch showed spat memory for a metaphor such as

-"B'il'lbqard‘g are '\eé_rtg ‘on the landscape" was

eff%ctiéely cued byf; stgtemént'oflthe feature shared
by "billboa;ds”?énd "warts", that is, ngxy_
'pzotzusiodS'on a Qurfaceﬂ; This relation is .
considered to bé'abstract becauvse it is not stated
;egpl}citl} in the words of the metaphor, nor is it

. \ ~
., apparently derived directly from dominant verbal




assoc1atxons to e1ther of the terms of the

3
-

x

metaphor(Vetbrugge & Mccarrell, 1977). Surtber, the

»

effectiveness of th}s abstractlon? Qs'a memory cue
euggeets it was generated by the subjecte ‘as part of

. .

the original metaphor coqprehens;on'process. -
An abstraction process is similarly implied in.

‘the "dbmains interection" theory of metaphor

comptehensxon descrxbed by»Tourangeau and p

L. -

'Sternberg(l981) and extended by Trick and Katz(1986).
Accordlng to this theory, people understand metaphorxc
relationships expressed in sentenges such as "The

'Kyatolleh Khomeini is a praying mantis® by examining

.

>roperties of each term named in the metaphor, in-
P P ¢ 10

’
-

order to find a dimension which is shared by both”

terms. This .selection of properties is controlled by

-
L)

information the comprehgnder has about how each of the

hl 14

terms i3 related to other members of its class} in

[ . . -

~ this case:hqw praying mantises are related éo.otﬁex

A :elevant.semantic features as the basis of

2 = - .t L

insects, and hou-the'gyatollab is related to,otper'

political leaders. The process of selection and

o

A - - .
- . &
. .

comparison of relevadt prOperties could be sefd to

involve "abstraction™" in the sense thef the relevant

'dimension must be selected from a potentip}ly'much

larger set.f Other models of figorative'language‘
. s ¢

-

ptocessing ‘which emphasxze the :ole of setection of .

-
-




ata

3ohnson and Malgady,198@).
F \ N

comprehension.could be simildly.described as .

involving abstraction processes (e.g., Katz, 1985;

While the above approaches to figurative‘language'

comprehenszon could be said to rely implicitly 'on some -

kind of abstractzon processy the link’ between -

abstraction and figurative language would -not be

considered as unique, or special, according to - these ;-

hodels. After all ~such abstraction ctould .underly

many kxnds of cognnt1ve tasks, such as solv1ng .

.

\
analog1es and . perce1v1ng 51m11ar1ty in 11tera11ya

related'cqncepts. However, the argument that I would

like to present is that the concept of abstraction may

be productively used in a more specific sense than one

~

which describes proceeses tﬁat age common to many, 2

kinds of cognitive operations. Rather, linguistic

abstraction may be the feature of figurative Ianguage

that dast1n9u1shes it from literal language,

. L4
L)




In the following sections, the concept of

linguistic abstraction will. be outlined in more
detail, along with a critical analysis of current
views of figurative cém?rehensiqn .

According to one defidition abstraction is a -

process that derive$, extracts, or draws out a feature

iple common to a number of instances

-

or genegal princ

and presents it as a new entity (Arnheim,1966). This

~

process has been of particuvlar concern to the

psychology of-art, where theorists have been

interested in the process by which a concrete

‘representation, such as a painting of a Dutch
landscépe r 1S iqtérbreted by an observer as
i representing something quite abstract, such a§

"peace", “£ranquility“ or "order." That ;hé
;ntgrpretation of work§ qf afg requires such an
‘abstraction process is illustrated by contrasting the
abstract interpretation with the more literal response
of a viewer, who on dbSE:ving-the painting, remarks
that'it brings back memories of a ﬁuropean.vacation

taken last gummet(exampie adapted Erom Arnheim, 1966).

[
-

In the case of the abstract interpretation, the viewer
'ﬂ_rhié identified a quality (tranquility)in the.concrete

representation of a rural scene, which coéiélgot

. '
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.

it;elf be physically represented. Thus, it qould be
said that the painting figuratively, or ‘
metaphor ically, represents peace and tranquility,
whereas one would not say that it metaphérically

represents a view of a particular river in Holland.

JArnheim has suggested that processes similar to those

involved in representation and interpretation of art

.apay vnderly the use of metaphor in language.

With respect to abstraction and language, the

~

issue is particularly complex because laﬁguage is
fundamentally an abstract system for rqbresenting
information. At its most basic, concreﬁe, litéral

] .
levéL langvage is abstract because ev%n those words
'that have ‘tangible referents in the e&ternal world.aré
only symbollcally related to those r;ferents (Paivio
and Begg,1981). Further, the same %ﬁrd can be used in

a variety of senses (Laird,1966) H(lustratlng the

.o

" abstractness of the relation betﬁéen words and

“mean&ngs“. The. syntactic rules that govern language
use aré also commonly seen as apstract in nature, by
definition '(e.g G6lass, Holyoak/% Santa,198@). ' |
The abstractness of thé’linguistic system,
then, makes-it pérticularly intriguing to considg? how
that abstract §yslem may be used-in a Eurtﬁer symbolic
of figurative sense as when a.word like "refkiqezato:"

is used to refer to a footballﬂptayet. In patt1cular,




——

. | . ' 16
a psychological analysis seems to distinguish betwgen'

the abstractness of representation in the linguistfia

system, on the one hand, and abstgaction as a
cognitive p:ocesé which might be undettaken b§
listeners in trying to'undersiand novel linguistic

inputs that suggesg “éastract" interp:etatiqps.

The distinction ;s made clear by considering .
thg nature of "metaphorical extension"™ in Fhe
developmedt of wofd mealnings 1'n a particular language
community. Fer example, the word “escape"; now
understood in the general sense of "getting away from"
. some type of entanglement, originally meant,
titerally, to get out of one's cape (ex'cappa), as in
the case of " a prisoner, held by hié‘coat, who slips
out of the garment and flees"™ (Picturesque Word.
OEigins, G E.C Métriam Co.,1933). The word “éscape“
is now apparéntly mo?e'abstracg;.or general in .meaning
than its original use, yet we need not undertake
elaborate inferential processing to unéers;ggg its
meéning; presumably, however, the first use of the
word in a more general sense than "out of one's coat”

may have required more mabstraction” by both speaker

and listener for comprehension. The imblicatioh here
| ' .

is that as a linguistic expression is’consistently-

used. within the community in"a particular context, its

referential meaning, becomes conventionatlized and’ its




non-literal origin\}s\ggjgotten. As Langer (1957) has
. _ ’ ¢
observed :

~

"In a genuine metaphor, an image of the literal
meaning is ouvr symbol for the figurative meaning - the
thing that has no name of its own. If we say. that a
broak is laughing an idea of laughter intervenes to
symbolize the activity of the brook. But if a
metaphor is used very often we learn to accept the
word in its metaphorical c¢ontext as though it hpd a
literal meaning .....constant figurative use has
generatized its sense."

-

"An abstract, or figurative, intenpretatipn of a
linguistic unit, then, differs from a literal
interpretation, precisely ‘because it is not defined by

the conventionalized rules that gove}n literal
i <. ) .
reference. Simply put, an interpretation within the

-

convenpionaliied patterns of reference would result in
literal, but not figprative meaning. To illustrate,

congider the metaphor,

No man is an island.
Ay

This example has been citea as support for the view
tﬁat figurative meaning cannot be clearly ,
distinguished from likeral meéning, because it is both
figurativetly ané literally true that no‘man ‘is an
island.(Gibbs,19é4; Glucksburg, Gildea & Bookin,1982).

Ig can be argued however, that "No man is an

island" is literally truve only if Ehe predicate term,

’ Ay

"island", is interpreted in its conventional,
. -

dictionary definition sense. In contrast, it is

figuratively true, only if’'the predialte ®"island",

11




(typically termed the "vehicle"™ in a metaphorﬁ, is
intefpréted in an abstract sense, as for example, "
exisfs completeiy uéconnected to‘othe:s;. The
- metgphgrical meaning for "no man is an island" is
'desiveé from a‘different source than the literal

meaning of the same word; it cannot bée part 6ﬁ the

. . ES
‘.ormal, ligeral interpretive processes, otherwise a

literal interpretation would result.
In addition, the example suggests that the

distinction between metapﬂ'rical.and literal

L 2

inte:ggetation is based on differences in referential
>

: * N -
processing of individuval words in .a senten{f. In the

¢ literal sentence, -"island" refers to a piece of land
surrounded by water; fé the meéaphorical sentence it
refers to something more abstract. This r;fsos the
‘question of whether words which differ in abstractéess
of refereénce ("island"'cémpared to "existenée”, £qr
_exa%ple) differ also infthei:ﬁpotent}al for
as§tractnesswof interp}etation which, according. to the
{ analysis @I have presghtedz seems to underly figurative
méaninq.

-

To- summarize to this point then, the argument is

» -

that figurative interpretation can be described as a
process distinct from literal interpretétion;
» ' gspecifically, é-flguratxve interpretation requires

g .
abstract interpretation of a more concrete referent.

/’
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. L]

. .
This argument is based on two assumptions; first, that -
figurative interpzefaiion is more abstract: than
literal ?nterptetatioﬂ, and second, that fighéEETCZS; )
interpretation may requipe a tonére;e referent.
Neither of tHese assumption: has been empririéally .
ﬁuppoéted to date. Before févlewing reasons for this
appareét lack of;!!bport, it is important to establish

a ,stronger theoretical basis fot the link between

figurgtive interpretation and linguistic abstraction.
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Linguistic Abstraction and Searlte's Model of

Figurative Language Comprehension

A way of ‘formalizing the concept of linguistic

abstraction, and of linking it specifically with . ¢
i o : .
figurative language comprehension, has been provided \

by Searle (13979). In éiscussing how figutative and

literal language differ, Searle distinguishes'between

vtterance meaning (wﬁ%t,a speakar intends to

L3

communicate with a sentence) and sentence meaning

‘' (what a speaker's words alone‘suggest). For example,

.

the proverb
"A full cup must be carried carefuvlly"

can be understood on both a literal and figurative

v —

level.,
_According to the general principles of Searle's

analysis,lutte;ance meaning and sentence meaning :
L . . -

correspond at the literal levetl. The speaker's

intendpd meaning is directly expressed in ‘the words of ©

o

the sentence in_ that the raeferents named in the .
sentence can be interpreted in a conventional, literal S

sense and abstract processing is not involved. In

»

-

ccéé;ast, utte;gncg méaningL{i.é. manage your good
fortune wisely or yodu will lose it) and'sentencg
msgding (be carele &hen cairying a fujl'cup) divetgg
dt the figurative }evel. The process which’wouid .

< -

resolve this apparent divergence is.initiated‘by the




recognition that the sentence meaning is not what the
speaker intends to say, as for example, when the \
sentence is uﬁtgfed in a'context which makeS the
likeral'intefp:etation inappropriate. In this case
sentence referents will be interpreted figuratively

rather than literally. The figurative interpretation

fol lows upon a failed attempt fo understand tﬁé'
sentence under the rules of conventional refereqce.
Thus, Searle's analysis very cfearly distinguishes
between literal and figurative interpretation and

- suggests that a figurative interpretation arises aftex
L 4

a liter3l .%reading™ has been attempted by the

comprehender.

One potentially important problem with Searle's

analysis of.f;QUrative interpretation‘as'that it does -
not appear to distinguish between metaphorical

language and other, forms of non-literal speech such as
idioms, indirect speech acts, and sarcasm. For ’

e#amplé, comprehension of an idiom such as "over the e
"hill™ appears to be based on-resolution of the

"expressed” and "intended" meaning of the vtterance,

.much as does comprehension of a metaphor such as " The

- football player is a réfrigerator™.
A

- In fact, many recent studies of comprehension

L - ' e ‘
©of idioms and conventionalized fndirect requests (such

as "Can you tell me the time?" when the speaker means

- .
[}




’

"What time is 1t?),“ave ;howﬁ that these apparently
ngn-literal expressions can be underétood just as
quickly as literal. language (Gibbs,1986); Thi; finding
has been widely interb{ited és evidence against the
whole idea that Eigﬁra;i;e language comprehension is

more "derived", or less direct than literal language

-
(3

comprehension. However, & more appropriate deduction

from s%?rle‘s anelysis is that idioms,and other
conventionalized. speech patterns are comprehended in a

similar‘féshion o literal language because they have

lost theirt figurative sense through consistent use in

a Iingdisfic cdmmuniﬁy.

- Nonetheless, Searle's distinction between sentence
and‘utéeténce meaning provides only an incomplete
account of c;gnitive processes involved in figurative
‘inte:p(gtationf for one thing, it does noé specify the
nature of'tﬁe relationship between intended aqd
expreésid meaning in a figurative expressivav One
iméortant goal of this Fhesis ig to more clearly-
spécify the nature of thaé relationship. What Searle's
linguistic analysis does provide is a potential
;t;réing point for construction of a model of
fidurqtibe language coﬁprehension. The fundamental"
assumption underlying such a model would be that

-» figuratively intended expressions are procesged

differentky,thaﬁ literally intended expressions

~




.

because they must be derived from a literal base,

rather than being directly available in semantic
memory. Althodéh this assumption has been tested in a

‘number of experiments in recent years and has not been

supportea, I will review the relevant studies here to
show that they may have been wrongly interpreted as
evidence against the figurative-literal distinction.

Review of Empirical Evidence Agaiast The Distinction

Between Figuratiye»and_Litetal Langu;ge Comprehension
poxtio) Fabrizi,Sills and Smith (1984) tested the
prediction that\supjects will take longer to assess
metapho:icity than to asses; Yiteral features of
sentences, because, according to Searle(1979),

: 3
metaphors' are recognized only after sentence meaning

is processed literally and found to be uniﬁte:pretagle
in a literal senséd. Tbey'héd subjects classify
differept types of se;tences into five categoriés;
:oG: o6 which were assqud to requité processing of

. the literal features of gsentences, and one of which
was the catego:ii”metaphox".

The rgsults showed that.metaphors were classified

as quickly, as othor_nges o§ (Iiteéal) sentences,
leading the authors to conclude that metaphoric

comprohcnsion'need not take longer than literal

comprehension, and thesefore, that the idea that

metaphoric comp:ehension‘follows upon literal




1Y

comprehension, is incorrect. However, since half the
"meﬁaphors" used in the study were well known cliches,
subjects could have classified them quickly as

metaphors without actually interpreting them.
) - ” N
Interestingly, other aspects of the Pollio et al.

data do seem to support the Searle model of

. abstraction for figurative language. For example,

metaphoric sentences ptoducgd the lowest .percentage of

.correct ptacements overall-- those sentences not.

»

recognized és metaphors were $enerally categorized as
"anomolous" by the subjects. Being under time ) 2
pressure , perhaps;the subjects did not take long
énough to actually derive ad'iﬁterptetation for the
X “novel"*q.faphors, and, recognizing they were not
literally interpretable, placed them in the énomofbus
category. This ‘result could be'prgdicted from
Searle:s description of figurative processing, which
o suggests that anomoly ii/recoqnized before a
metaphorical interpretation is generated. 1In any
case, the Polli@ et al, results do not show , =
:conclusively that the distinction between iiteral and \
fig;rativé procéssing is incorrect.
Another eipq;iment thatvyielded results tﬁat
\appea: to suggest that figurative <omprehension is no .

-

more der;ved or inferential than literal comprehension

-

was conducted by Kemper (198l1). She used proverbs

- b .




that can be understocd on both a literal level angd a

figurative level--for exémple, "Diamonds come in small

packages®". She reasoneq_ﬁhat if figurative’

expressions require more inferential processing than

- - lirzeral—language, then provérbs used in a éoqhext

suggesting a figurative reading should take longer to

comprehend than prove:bs.used in a context suggesting

a™\iteral reading. Subjects in the experiments were
< & N

asked. to read short paragraphs (either figurative or

-~ ®

literal) and to decide‘whethgr:the-probefb sentence at

the end ¢f the story was apprbpri;te tg the preceeding

context. _The rgsultsxconsistenti;‘showed :thath ' .

proverbs used in a‘figqrqtive sense were gnderstodd |

more rapidly than proverbs used in a:literal_sense.

Kemper suggested that figurative langu;ge must not

require inferential processes over and,qpove'tﬁpse

required by liﬁé:al commprehizéion: Insteéd, she 2

“ arguéd that a better way to think about figurative
compgehen?;on is that the context in which figurativd,
éip:essions are used ggnérates particular expéctations

W
that pérmit the figurative meaning to be comprehended

) in the same way that a.literal meaning is .
comprghended., fhe problem with this iq;e:pzetation dis,
that it does. not addte;s her~surp;;sing finding that

literal meanings,were cohprehended with mare

qifficulgy than the figurative meanings. This reéult

-




suggestéithat the important finding of.rapid ) l
comprehension of Eigurative.meanings may have been
artifactuatl, Inspectioﬁ of the example matertals -
provided by Kemper suggests that the proverbs in fact
sounded somewhat strained used in theral contexts.™
For example . .

B Frank gave Beth a tiny bbx for their anniversary.
The box was tiny, but the present was expensive.
Frank wanted Beth to have a new ring so he didn't need

. @ large box.
Diamonds come in smalt packages.

The entire Qassége sounds somewhat gtrained,
probably as a result of trying to fit the proverb to a
literal context. This possible failure to conform to

normal literal conversational patterns may have in
fact_sﬁggested‘to subj;cts that a figurative réading
» was intended and thus momentarily confused the
. . part1c1pants. Because of this potent1a1 problem with
”the literal coqtexts, 1t'can;;t be'concluded-that the

Kemper experimeﬁts demonstrate that figurative
language ‘is comprehended 'in. the .same manner as fite;al
language, even when a sentence context is provided.

. Another eiperimgnt has been generally taken to
shodwthat providing aﬁ approériate cdntext for
figur;tive expressions al-lows thelm to be comprehended
as rap1dly as literal uses of the same expressions,

Ottony, Schallert, ReYnolds and Antos (1978) showed

that comprehension reaction_slme does .not d1£§er

i

-




"the. time subjects reached the end of a figurative

significantly for a sentence such as. "The troops
marched on" in a figufative-qqntext about children
annoying their babysitter compared to a literal .
cotntext about soldiers marching in battle. This

experiment has been recenﬁly criticizéd on

‘methodological_ grounds by Janus and Bever (1985).

They showed that the dependent measureAused‘py Ortony
et al. --comprehension reaction times taken at ‘the end

of the target sentences--_is not sensitive to the

- -

additiondl, but momentary proceséing‘load resulting
from comprehension of figurative expressions. Using
the same  materials as Ortony et al., Janus and

Bever (1985) showed that when.on-line_précessing

measures were taken, figurative cdmprehension took

mote time than literal comprehension. Apparently, by
$

sentence, they had resolved th émbiguity and thus
appeared not to have engaged in extra processing.
Therefore, the-drﬁény et'ql experiment, like those
previously citéd, has no£ prdvided clear suppott for
the view that figurative comprehension processing is

A\

equivalent to literal compreMehension.

Gluaksbe;g,Gil@ea, and Booki:)li?SZ) conducted a
study which they interpreted as e¢idence against the .

view that figurative comprehension is an abstraction’

t

of intended meaning from the-literally expressed

.
s . . .




meaning in a métaphor. The implication of Searle's
~
hypothesis is that figurative meaning is derived only.

after the_comp;ehedder recognizes that the speaker

does not mean what is said - that is, after it is
-

recognized that what is said fails as a literal

'stasement. Searle argues that a linguistic expressiaon

-

fails as a literal statement if it does not meet
certain truth conditions; these truth conditions
.represent what speéker.and listener both implicitly

: recognize as.a possible state of affairs in the real e

world (Searle,1979,p.95).

"'Glucksberg et alsw arguéd that Searle's model
"seems wrong", Because it suggests that a lite;al

meaning must be first apprehended. and then rejected,

A . .
before a £ rative meaning can be "optionally"
4

ocessed7/ TS tast this idea, Glucksberg éb al. had;

subjects perform a sentence verification task in.which
~ .

” a

they were required to make true or false judgments

. . .
about a list of sentences, palf of which were ue and

4

%alf false.” It was found that if a sentenge‘had a

readily available metaphorical interpretétion (e.g.

Some- jobs are jails) 'subjects took longer to respond

-

that they. were literally false than if the sentence
!

had no metaphorical interpretation (e.g. Some birds

are apples). The authors' analysis of this result was

that the truth of the metaphorical meanings




-
.

‘aptomatically intruded upon the subjects' awareness;

o Lntetfefiﬁq with the ability to:respond that the .
“»s:;tence was literally false. Thus, they argue, \N’/;:E
] - figurative comprehépsion can be automatic; the idea

that it is more derived than literal comprehension is

"

. false. ' .

This_conglusion can be questioned, however.
Glucksberg ét‘el found a "metaphor interference
effect” on the true/false judgments only for some of

ot £

+ '~ their metaphors - apparently those which express

familiar ideas in cliched ways (Some surgeons are

butchers; Some jobs are jails). Such conventionalized

expressions may ge processed in the same manner as
Ii!eral sentences and thereforé do not refleét
processing chéractérigiic of metaphors as described by
‘Searle. Further, the metaphor interfe;ence effect
observed by Glucksberg et al. may-depend on the fact
thaé they did not.compare the interference‘effect for:
me®aphors with that elicited by literal sentences with
Bighiy'related subjeéts and predicates such as "all
- cats are dogs"”. We khow from the large literature on
the sentence verification task that people have
difficulty rejécting as false many kinds of Ea&se‘ ‘
-sentences which have highly related subjects and

+

QFedicaﬁes(eug. Holyoak & Glass,1975); the metaphor

interference effect may reflect that same-procesq,

<




rather than demonstrating anythiny about figﬁrativé | '
interpretatidm in particular. -

In éddition, consider how a slight change in
procedure might havé altered the intetpretqtibn that
metaphors are comprehended "automatically". Had
subjeets been asked to respond "true™ if the sentences
were Tue in any sense, so that meiaphc:s such as
"Some surgeons are butchers" were to be given a true

response as were the literal sentences such as "Some

robins are birds", a metaphor interference effect may .

stil}_pave been observed. Subjects may well take
longer to respond "true" to metaphors tﬁan to literal
sentences. If we dccept the Glucksberg et al. claim
that it was "automatically " derived figurative
meaning_which interfered with subjects ability to
respond “false“.;n the original experiment, it would

N be difficult to explain why that "automatically" |
) e

-—— e

derived figuqaérve truth would not allow rapid ' ~

responding when .subjects are assessing truth io the

) more general;pragﬁatic sense as oppo;ed'féyﬁﬁe - .
\logﬁcian'; sense of "literal™ truth., : N
?The iﬁportant implication of Searle's modél is that
.. it emphasizes that peéple are sensitive to the_
difgz}enqe between literally. and Eigurétivqu intended

communication, and it-provides a description of how

. n - -

this difference can be signalled ia conve&iiiijj;;’ '




. . N
éeatle proposes simply that failure of copnventional

— s

compreaension processes at some point signals a need
for metgphOtical prpcessing; the .signal presumably
could occur qu'ié early in comprehension and the
metaéhcf could be rapidly understood. The Glucksberg
et a\. expériment therefére dpes.not seem to provide

an unambiguous test of the implications of Searle's .
? - .°
approach. . ’ s .

lpp v

. A
In a follow-up experiment Gildea and Gluckgﬁérg

—-at

(1983) used the same senténce'verification procedure

to explore context effects on the sentence
verification task. Recall that a number of metaphors ,-

for example "smiles are razors", presented in

isolation in the earlier study were rapidly rejected

~

as false-they did not show a metaphor 1nterference
effect. Gildea and Glucksberg were spec1f1ca11y
interested in obtaining a metaphor interference effect
. on these metaphors which could nét Eave been
"avtomatically" understood in, the absence of a
supportive context. ' ' .
.\\‘ " The authors founa that priming these metaphors with
apprepriate context sentences produ;ed the metaphor
. interference effgct. For example, pr1m1ng the -
metaphor "smileg are razors" Qith either a figurative

.,

sentence ( "some remarks are cutting™) or with a . T,

. literal sentence ("tools are cutting") t'at was
- e s . ’ ”

\

N a
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.related to the figurative interpretation of the target

L] -

me;éphor%slowed~subjects "false" responses to the -
metaphor compared to the effect of those primipgg )
sentences on unrelated false sentences. The important
feature of these results for the distinction.betweeé .
literal and E}gurative interprétation is that since

both the literal énd'figurative sense of "cutting" in

the above example primed the meaning of "Smiles are

razors," Gildea and Glucksbur interpret this a
z re b $

evidence against a difference~?h\ri;eral and

——_— .
P

figurative processes in language comprepension.
However, it could be argued that Ehe’distinction
between literal and figurative primes in tgis-study
needs to be élgrified. Gildéa_ahd Gluéksb;rg reas;ned
that their literal sentence piipes activated a literal
sense of .the crucial word forming the meFapﬂor
interpretation and the figurative sén;ence prime

.o «

‘activated the figurative sense of that word. However,

by examining the example of metaphor and prime types

given above, one can see that both prime sentences3s are

figuratively related tb the metaphor; that is, both
. e .
prime sentences are about cutting which is involved in

the Eigufativg meaning of the¢rmetaphor. In contrast, a

A

vliterally related pi}me would be-one that is literal

- 4 -

with respéct to the content words in the

metaphor-"smiles", vr ™razors". Gildea and




. . . . “
Y . . ’ . .
Glucksberg's conclusion that figurative and literal
& ) - - i '
meanings are derived from the same process would be
. . Ry .
. justified only if thky showed that primés literally
related to the metaphor conEént words (for example; ,
. . , N

£ "beard," M"shave", .or “grln, _activated the meanlag of

o

- ~

. the metaphor as éffectivgly as words that were‘related
- . < . .'_ - ¢ ) -
to the figura%ive'meaning of the‘metaphor.

- e In facp there is some evzdence to indicate that
. ’ s [ I}

-pr1mes l1teralrz related to metaphorlc veh1c1es do not

.. - speed comprehension time 'for metaphors. Palulo‘and

Clark (1986) primed LQ;E:pretation time for poetic,.

. ‘'metaphors by preSentidﬁ he, topic noun or vehlicle

Qun prior to presentation of/é%e metaphor

to be interpreted, They found-that thecliterai

. - . ‘ L 3

preséntatipn of the topic noun speeded interp%etation

time compared to a .no-prime condition, but i
. » -

presentation of the vehicle noun actually stowed

interpgetation time. This result suggests that vehicle *

. nppné in metaphors may noﬁ.ﬁe intetﬁ:ehéé by the same

- ¢ '

. process as topic noung in those metaphors since prior

~
experlence thh a l1teral representation of the

; vehxcle noun. slowed 1nterptetatzon timeg. Futther, it

seems :easonable ro suqégst that the Pdivio and Clark .

(1986) :esults 1nd1cate that topic nouns in metapho:s

.- Mmay be lLterallY‘xnte;pbeted since idte:pretation
) .. I | .. ’

timgs wepe Pt imed by prioc experience with éhe topic:




nouns. . . .
Paivio and Clark used interpretation time as

the dependent measure in their priming studies which
- »

»

showed a positive effect for a topic-related prime. In J/'

contrast, Shinjo and Myefs (1987, Experiment 3) found

that primes seéantically related to the topics of
metaphors sloﬁed reading times for those metaphors
compared to a baseline mo prime condition. For

example, the word "bridal" presented prjor to the

metaphor "Mary's marriage was an icebox" slowed

- . - Wy .
readiag time for that sentence. The apparently

<

conflicting results between the two experiments may be

> —

attributable either %¢ the different dependent c
L]

measures used, or to the difference between thg prime

—_ types. For example thekprime word "bridal" in the

- & above ;kample, seems to bear a different relétio;%hip
to)ghe metaphor itsélf than would a°ltte}a1A -

ﬁresengation of that topic Aovn— "marriage". . ",

.
v

~Importantly, however,; $hinjo and Meyers found thatx
. . this interference effect Qf topic-related primes was
also observed for literal sentences that were -

paraphrases of the metaphors (é,é. "Mary's marriage

~ was disastrous".) They interpreted this result as

. @

showing that "comprehension mechanisms" .for figurative
and literal laaguage "may be very similar”. Although

. ’ L}
this result does suggest that topics of metaphors and
. )

c . -




their literal paraphrases &ay be comprehended by a

similar process, the Shinjo and Meyers results do not
permit .the conclusion that the enfire sentence 1is

“bnterpreted sxmllarly in both figurativé and literal

\\
cases: For ekample, metaphors were consistently rated

as mOte\di{ficult to understand than were their

~

literal paraﬁhxases and took longer to read and/or

N

comprehend in two-experiments. This seems inconsistent

with the similar process explanation.' Iu addition,

O

inspection of the priming results (Experiment 3) for

- - -

figurative and literal sentences indidhtes that

priming effects wgre'not the same for the two types of -
sentences when the predicate (thiqle).nouns wére: ,
primed. For the metaphors, a’gositive priming effect

on reading time (lll msecs on. average) was observed

when primes weré words that weré'derived from the

vehicles. of the ‘metaphors. For example, subjects wére

v faster at r::j?nq "Mary's marriage was an icebox" when
. it was prec€ded by the prime "cold". In contrast,

reading tIme for literal paraphrase sentences such as
"Mary's marriage was disastrous" showed an_ average

inhih?’ﬁon ef fect .of 30 msecs when preceded'by the *

-
a

same word ("cold") that primed reading times for the |

related metaphor. :

The conclusion that pr1m1ng effects reveal no

——
-

\\\f'dxfferedce in figurative and literal comprehensxon

'

-




N -

processes is therefore not warranted by the resolts of

-

.these priming experiments taken.together. For g}ample,
. .. (S

it‘appear; that different effects are observed for

primes telated to metapflor topics and Qghzflgé. 1t
’subject;-a:q primed with a lftergl :epetigkon.of Ehe
. topic wordiin a metaphor, thEy'ang~spgeded
interpretation.éime; thisreffect does not ge¢cur for - -

literal presentation of vehicle noun (Paivio and

- Clark,1986). . . ’

When qombrehehsion of a metaphor is compared to Lo
qomptehension of its literal paraphrase, priming by a
yord related‘to the iopic noun has the same effect‘in

. ' both qases;‘in contrast, priming-with a word relatad -
to the predicate of the,ﬁétaphor and literal |
paraphrase shows a different é{fect §9r the metaphor

aqé literal sentence {(Shinjo & Mefers,1987)r
: a -

<

These priming results suggest that figurative and

-

literal prime typeiaiill.ﬁifferentiaity-influence
i - K 3 . N '
- comprehgnsion of topics and vehicles in metaphors.

Further, the results suggest that the idea of

’

what consitutes a figurative prime compared to a

iiteral prime needs clarification. For example, in

addition to the previougly discussed failure of this

r

. distinction to emerge-in the Gildea and ‘Glucksberg

. - .
'(1983) .study, the Shinjo and Meyers study may be

criticised on the same grounds. Primes for literal

[ 3

o

[N




sentences could themselves be considered to be

figuratively related to those sentences. For example,

the prime "cold" is figuratively, not literally,

related to the predicate of the literal sentence

"Mary's marriage was disastrous™. In contrast, the

-

prime. "cold"™ appears to -be more literally relatgd to

the_vebicle noun in the metaphor "Mary's marriage was

an icebox™. i1t becomes dgfficult, therefore to

unambiguously interpret priming differences for

figurative and literal sentenceés-when the relation

»

. - ' . ™ " ) . .
- between primes and santences are confounded -in this
o se. - - - -
. ‘l -
manner. S +

""w’é ’

. . . ; Y- & -
The review of the abo ékgibe&j‘ents tgises

-

questions about the conclu$ion that figurative and

literal comprehension results from similar processes.

Consider how one final experiment can be

re-interpreted to support the idea that figurative

meanings are comprehended by a different process than

- -,

literal meanings. Meuller and Gibbs (1987) were’

concerned with differences in comprehension time for

two different kinds of idioms. One type of idiom,

represented by "hit the sack" has both a literal and

non-literal meaning. A second type of idiom ,

represented-by "to poke fun at" apparently has only -

one leyel of meaning- the non-literal, or idiomatic

meaning. Meuller and Gibbs predicted that idioms with




two levels of meaning should be comprehended more
rapidly than those with only one level.. They based
this prediction oh findings which suggest that lexical

access for words with several meanings is faster than

"access for words with only one meaning (e.g. Swinney

€nd Cutler, 1979). The argument is that when a

language unit has more than one representative in

-
-

semantic memory probability of acessing ény one of

those representatives is increased aver the case where

a single representation must be found. ' Meuller and

Gibbs obtained the predicted result that idioms with

-~

both a literal and figurative reading were understood

L3

faster than those with only a non-literal meaning.

However ,it cQuld also be the case that the more rapid

b .,
responses in the case of the first type of idiom was

L X3

due to the literal meaning alone allowing rapid
comprehension, rather than the dual meaqidgs éombined.
Therefore, these results are consistent with the
bypoihesis thaé\tigurative meaniﬂgs are derived
secondar;ly from literal meanings. Idioms with only a
figurative meaping take longer to understand beéause,

.Lthe literal interpretatiQn is not available to allow a

s
rapid sense of comprehension.
.1t appears, therefore, that there may be little

justification for the readQ.acceptance of the view

that the literal-figurative distinction is incorrect.

( o ' ' v

\




This conélusion has also been drawn recently by Reyna

(1986) and b; Dascal ¢1987) who s}milar{y argue that C .
much of the research that has been taken as failure to-
support the figurative/literal distinctéon in language

processing has suffered from a lack of a clear

theoretical conception of that distinction. It

remains quite plausible -that figurative interpretatiod

may be more abstract in the sense®escribed by

Searle-- that is, that figurative interpretations must

reconcile the divergence between the literal meaning
of the words of a sentence and the intended meaning
that a speaker wishes to convey. . .

Searle's apptoéch, then, may provide a reasonable,

'}

basis for construction of a model of figurative
processes in language, 'but the appropriateness of the
approach temainé to be confi:meq empiricqlly.
Significantly, it is likely that the current reiectibn
of Searle's distinction between figurative and literal

;;;mprehehsion has resulted in a limitéfion on the ' N

- - kinds of questions tﬁat are asked about figurative
‘ Languége comprehension, -
’ _  'For example, the view has been expréssed tha; any
' gantence has the potential to be figurati&elg

interpreted (e.g. Verbrugge,bl1l984). Therefore, it has

seemed "pointless™ to’ask about what features of

tterances allow them to be’metaphOtically interpreted




) (Verbrugge,1986). Interestingly, hqwever,\séarle‘s

-—

account of the figurative interpretation process does

fd

suggest that figurative interpretations would not be

potentially available for "any" linguistic expression.

The crucial point in Searle's analysis is that in

figurative interpretation, a language comprehender
derives a non-literal interpretation from a

. ~ .
conventionalized, litergl level of linquistic“. -
‘ = »

———— -

a literal representation has been activated pribr-to
- [y .

figurative processing, but processing does not‘endié
. . ] )

3 wiéh that activation, The next stagéf_according to

Searle, 'requires that some aspect of the literat}
-~

figurative interpretation.

This presents a problem fdr the Haéa that any

‘Pinguistic unit could function in a figurative

A )

capacity. The~gioblem'lies in specifying how this
i TN ,
hypothesised abstraction process could occur with

label abstract relétions, and wbuld'therefore

presumably lack the potential for further figurative

abstraction. Given this limitation, it seems

potehtial to Ee fiqurétively interpreted. The

distinction betﬁeen figurative and literal language

.

. representation. Thus, in cognitive processing terms,

represéntation be abstracted to form the basis of the

abstract words which presumably exist because they '

reasonable to argue that only concrete wotds have the

\’l't:) .
».




.
- L]

may therefore rest in part on the distinction between

®

the cognitive representation of concrete and abstract

1

language. - ) - ‘




The Role of Imagery-Concreteness in the Distinction

—

between figurative and Literal Interpretation

No existing psycholinguistic theory of metaphor has
explicitly iéentified concreteness asﬁaypecessary
aspect of figurativeness, alth;ugh a number of
theorists (e.g. Lakoff 2nd Johnson, 198¢) refer to the
idea fhat metaphors allow the comprehender to
pnderstQAd abstract experience in terms of the more
concrete. To use an example giVen by Lakoff and
Johnson, the métapho} "Argument is war.", allows us éo
cognitively structure the abstract eoncépt of
“argument"e by the more concrete and well delineated ' '+
'conbept‘Bf war. The link between figurative. language
and imagery in particular is‘supported by the
bbsgfvatioq thaf fiéux tive language is highly
suggestive of mental imagery which in turn is strongly
associated with the concreteness of words and pﬁzases
(Paivio;i97l). Inlfagt the word “imagery“ in literary
analysis frequently refers-explicitly to the use of | -
metaphor and non-literal language in deneral (e.g.

Webéter’s New World Dictionary). It is widely -
asserted Erom-tﬁe‘perspective of literary analysis

that imagery 'is in some way crudjally involved in

figurative representation. For example, the following — -

L)

quote from Langer (1957) suggests that figurative




meanings are specifically derived from -the images

suggested by lit@ral meanings, . N
"In a genuine metaphor, an image of the literal
meaning is our symbol for the figurative meaning-the
thing that has no name of its own. If we say that a
brook is taughing an idea of laughter intervenes to
symbolize” the activity of the bsook"™ (p. S57)

/'\

Literary analyses consistently refer to the_role .

of "images" in the figurative representations of .

poets,wbut it remains a problem to specify what

functional role those images might have in the process

'

of linguistic expression (Nemerov,1978). -

-~ .

Pesychological investigations of the role of
imagery in figurative language 'raise simiaruissués.
while itrhas freqﬁently Been recognized that
figurative langqage tends to evok®e image# (e.g.

Harris,  Layhey & Marsalek, 198¢) it has remained an

-bn-qoiné challenge, to demonstrate a relationship

between, mental imagéry and figurative language

- -

cémprehension despite the arguments for this

association given aﬁbve'?nd afso_reported,by ianguage

QOmprehedderé (cf. Harris,Lahey & Marsaleck,iQBG). -

[
.

Review of Empirical Studies of Relation between

-

Ima?ary and Figugative Interpretagion

Fainsilber‘and Kpgan (19845 had subjects rate the
imggery, novelty, and appropriateness of.relations
na@ﬁé in metaphorsg such as "The mdrning dew is a

.
<«

. n
. (O .




bride's veil". They hypothesised that if imadery is

functional in figurative interpretation, then high

imagery métaphors sticuld be higher guality metaphors
than metaphors low in imagery evoking.value. 1In their .
study they defined metébhorigiquality as a product of
rated novelty of expression ana‘réted apptopriatenesé
-of the idea in thg metaphor. They found imagery was
unrelated Eo'qualigy 6% metaphors defined iﬁ this way.
However, fhéy did find that imagery had an oppogite
relation with thé two variables comprising "quality".
Imagery was negatively related to noveléy; high
imaéery métaphofs seemed more "familiar™ than low
imagery metaphors. inccontrast,,imagety was
positively related ﬁbﬂ;péropriateqess;rthe relations
named in high imagery metapbors seemed more
appropriate than those ﬁamed in low imagery metaphors.
The most defensible conclusion arising from these
tesulés seems to be that iﬁagery has a complex role .in
figurat.ive idterpretation processes, and a more
careful theoretical delineation of what that role
might be is in order, ~ooa

In general, other Qtudies which bhave investigated'
the role Jf imagery in figurative language

interpretation have been taken to show that imagery is °’

-

not involved in a significant way. These studies,

carried out by R; Heneck, R._Hoffman, P. Reichmann and

. -
o —— ~ -




their colleagues (Honeck,1973; Honeck, Reichmann &
Hoffman,1975; Honeck & Dorfmueller,1978, citeésin
Honeck et al. 1983; Reichmann & O'Mara,l1%977, cited in
Reichmann & Coste,l1980;Honeck & Kibler,1984) have
uﬁedibroverbs as experimental materials. In the first
of these experiments, Honeck (1973) found that

»m . . . )
proverbs that were paired with their abstract.

interpretations durifig the learning phase in bhis
experiment were recalledxéggter than proverbs that
were simply repeated. éince the effect oﬁ_hav&ng an
interp;etation was the same regdardless of whether the
proverbs were high or low idwimagery, Honeck concluded
that the abstract interpretive process and not <he
imagery suggested by the words of tﬁg‘g:overb ig'the
important feature of fiéuzative comprehension and
memory.
' ‘However, éhe data supplied by Honeck (1973).
suggests a different conclusion. The ?esult&
presented show that the effect of imagery on free
recall for proverbs is at least as important as the
\

effect of having an interpretation at learning (see

table 1). Although Honeck: noted the main effedt of

L ] t

.imagery on recatl of proverbs in hi's study, pointing

out that high imagery proverbs were consistently

' recalled better than low imagery proverbs, he did not

9, .
comment on the result that high imagery proverbs

! ®

o




Table 1 *

Effects of Imagery and Interpretation on Free Recal]l of Proverbs

. (D=xta from Honeck, 1973)
Proverb Imagerv Level
®
High . Low Me Recall Across
Learning -Condition Imdgery Condition
® Interpretation . 16.90 9.88 26.78
. * A .
Repetition _ 15.50 6.7S 20.25
- Mean: Recall ’
-~ ' .
Across Learning 30.40 16.75S '
Condition ) i
‘ i >
. y

.




- . A . .
L o . . < ' f \' -
" without an interpretation were recalled better than -
low imagery proverbs with an interpretation.
\ .
Inspecfion of the data supplieg by Honeck reveals that
.overall. the effect of imagery on memory for® proverbs

ap’i)ears‘tgbe about twice that of the effect of having P p
d - -~
\\\\qp intefpretation at learning. This study therefore . -
‘ cannot:be'taken to support tbé ideé ihaé image}y is
less important than interprgtation @nrfigurative
comprene051on and memory. L .
Thzs re- 1nterptetat10n of Honeck s results
suggests that 1maqery may be important in memorz for

fxgurat1ve ideas. However, the role for imagery in

( the figurative interpretation process itself has been

-

-~

questioned on the basis of further prové}brstudiés

-
-

which inVestigaEea cued recall rather than, ffee recall.
for ptovetbs. In_ these stodies, & ; ﬁb‘totyplcal one
would be Re1chmann & 0'Mara, 1977' reviews are in - _
Reichmann & Coste,1980; Hopeck, Voegtle, .Dorfmueller & <;Mf’;
Hof fman 1950) subj?Ets‘were instruéted either tq
c;mprﬁrénd ox image provgrbs whi;h varied in imagery .
lgvel. Hemofx,for figurative meaning was teste8 lggef\
by having subjeéls say ;hepher théey recognjged
intetpretétion;=of-éhe experiméntaf sentenceg, or to

~ f ' - [
sometimeg to gene:ate the proverb itself in response

to the interpretat1on. The typxcal fxndxngs were that

1nst:uctfbns to comprehend produced better

a4




e

interpretation recognition than instructions to image, <

and recognition of interpretations for low imagery

proverbs was at least as good as recognjition for high .

~
£

imagery,K proverb-interpretations. These results were
taken to show that fiquratiJé interpretation involves .

the generation of an "abstract conceptual base" which

\
is imagery free; and that imagery could actually
encourage a "literal level of comprehension™ and make

figurative interpretation mo‘i fficult.

This Conceptual Base Hypothesis (Honeck, Reichmann
& Hoffman,1975) of figurative interpretation, then,
has been develvoped as a response to findings of‘\ack .
of apparent imagery‘effecté in memory for figuragive

meanings. .The basic premise of the hypothesis is that
¥

figurative'interpretation entails generation of an
abstract representation when it is tecognized that a

problem in literal interpretation has occurred. The

general framework of the conceptual base h¢pothesis is .
. ' - . .

therefore quite simildr to the idea that I have

derived from Searle's model that figurative

<

interpretation is. abstract interpretation from a
literal base. The important difference bdtween the
A !

two @pproaches concerns the functional role of (
[ 4

non-verbat\ processes in the generation of a-figurative

interpretation. Acéo:ding to Honeck et al (198d) and
N —— . ,
to Reichman and Cos.te "‘(1980) , imagery occurs at the

>

4




- - *
literal level of meaning arnd it -"is neither necessary
/

nor sufficient as a means of figurative N
interpretation™ (Honeck et al., p. 155). Acc;rding ;o'
the. proposal here, however, ‘figurative interpretations
require a concrete, high imagery base. ’

The inference that imagery-concreteness ma& play é.
critical role in figurative interpretation is

‘actuvally supported by an examination of the proverb

materials used in the conceptual base studies cited

above. It is important to note that in these
studies, the experimenters did not obtain empirical

measures of the figurativeness of their proverbs; they

de:e_relying on their intuitive notion that "the basic

property of proverbs is that they can be understood on

both a literal and a figurative- Level"™ (Honeck et al.
-

p.129): However, it could be suggested that low

L}
imagery proverbs do not have a "figurative level¥ of
meaning.

For example, a low -imagery proverb from Reichmann

& Coste (19849) was "A friendly denial is better than

an vowilling compliance". This proverb does not séem
. ¢ )

to haQe’any fiqdrative meaning. If abstract proverbs
lack the potential to be ff@uratively interpreted,
then comparing high and low imagery prQverbs on any
cégnitive task.would require that the cépfﬁuhdinq og

imagery Qith EiguraniveneSs.be.accounted for. With




respect to the conclusions of ‘the proverb studies

cited above, if low imagery proverbs lead to literal ¢’
interpretations aﬁd high imagery proverbs lead to -
‘figurative interpretations, the different relation
between proverb and interpretation for the two imagery
leveis may be the variable that influences cued recall
pex formance, F;E example, a literal interpretation

may be related to the (abstract) proverb in such a way
that a relative memory advantage results.~

Thus, a demonstration of a relationship between

L
imagery and figurativeness would 'clarify issues
related to the distinction between figurative and
* litérat language both empirically and theoretically.
‘ ]
- ”
-~ - o«
¢ | °
6 .




Study 1

Mentai Imagery and Levels of Figurativeness in L

Comprehension of Proverbs

p—

Part l:Measuring Figurativeness in Proverbs

<

The general aim of this thesis is to demonstrate

empirically a relationship be;ween linguistic
concreteness and figuratiye iq;erpretation processes
and to generate a cognitive account for that re}ation.

‘ To that end there are two Qquestions directing this
first study: a) whether differences in
figurativeneég-levelg of provetbs suggested by.the
critique of the Reichmann and Coste (198¢) materials
can be ﬁeasured empirically; and b) whether
concreteness of reference, measured by subjedg}vely
experienced imaée:y,-is associated with the potential
for a proverb to be interpreted figurétively.‘

X The usual procedure for measuring figurativeness
of language materials has been to ask subjects to raté
metaphors oh the degree to which tbey seem
metaphorical ,with mééaphoricity defined as "a type of
sentence in which\oﬁe object is coﬁpared to anéther in
a npn-litetal way" (Katz et "s1.1985,p.381; Marschark

- v et al,1983). However, ap examination of proverbs as

experimental materials, as_well as arguments by




..

. metaphor scholars (e.g}brtony,1979; Ortony, Reynolds -,

and Arter,1978; Reyna,bl986) suggest that sentences

differ in the way they are metaphorical. Proverbs, for
example, which have been defined as "short, pighy
sayings in general use” (Cotcise oxford Dictionary of

~®
. i English Use, 1951) seem to represent a range of

figurativeness of expression.

g

It can be observed that many proverbs have two*

levels of meaning--%hey are sensible literal

, - sentences, and they have a figurative interpretation
as well(e.g. You never miss the water till the well
runs dry; A little pot is éoon hot). This type of

. proverb is typically concréte in wording; but its -
inéended meaning éiveéqes from the concrete, teadily

imaged words cof the seﬁtence. These sentences are .

figorative, not in relations described within the

sentence, but specifically in the relation between the

-~ ’

expressed meaning'of the sentence, and the (apparent)

4

intended meaning of the speaker. Therefore, the

-~

putative distinction Hetween expressed and intended

meaning in figurative language appears relevant -to
- ‘ - -

particular aspect of figurativeness-- the extent to

which a sentence means éomething other than what_ it

. - says on the 'surface.

' This difference in expressed and  intended

meaning for the proverb "A little pot.is'soon°hot" is




" others are not. Presumably, the degree of

iilust;ated in Table 2. The expressed meantng of that - e

proverb is represented by the words of the proverb.
\ .

The intended meaning is represented by a -verbal

interpretation of the "meaning" of the proverb. Note

that while some words making up the expressed or .

surface meaning are retained in the intended meaning,

figurativeness of the relation between egé}essed
meaning and intended meaning would be a Tunction of
the number of key words in the proverb which are not
key words in thé interpretation. This analygis
identifies the relation between the proverb aéd its-
interpretation as crucial in defining the degree'of
figurativeness of a linguistic expression.

" The divergence o? gxgressed and intended meaning
may be a different aspect of figurativeness than that
measured by the degree to ;bich a sentence compares
one object to another \in a nonﬁlite:al way. "~ For
example, a relatively(large gtoup of proverbs express
metaphorxcal relatxons wigthin the sentence itself by
comparing (often-implicitly) one object to another in
a non-literal way (e.g..Poetry is truth in its' Sunday
clothes; Necessity f;~the mother of lnvention).
Proverbs of this type do nbt have a 'litegal" level of

meaniﬁq;‘they are metaphorical in the relations

- -

expressed within the sentence itself. For proverbs of
* -




Table 2

. - Figurativeness of Proverbs Shown by the Relation Between

"Expressed" and "Intended'" Meaning

.

Proverd Type —_—

-

1 . . Expressed Meaning: A little pot is soon hot.

Iﬁtendpd Meanin8: Small people are more emotionally
volatilé than big people.

A

2 - Expressed Meaning: ﬁécpssity is. the mother
: " of invention. '
Intended Meaning: . New ideas. and solutions s

come from necessity.

. 3 Expressed Meaning: No one is more ﬁﬁg%oundly
sad than he who laughs too &

* much.

Intended Meaning: People who are always laughing
are hiding feelings of deep
unhappiness. )




this type, thevintended topic-of the senéence appears
"to be more directly expressed in the words of the ‘
§toverb than for proverbs of the type represgnted by
"A little pot is soon hot". That is, in the example
of the first.type of proverb given;abo#e, the intended
meaning (Table* 2) is not about pots or quickness of ‘

cooking; in the proverb about "Necessity"™ the intended
meaning is about-necessity-- figpratiVe reference is
involved ¢nly in interpreting the vehicle--the
gredicatejterm that comments on the topié (see Table 2
for dillustration). Thus ;hiie proverbs of this type ' -

may be highly figurative in terms of relations named
within the sentence, they may.be less figurative £han
the first type in terms of theé relation betweeﬁ
expressed and intended meaning.

It has been observed by other students of
metaphor that stuctural differences in metaphors bhave
been too often ignored in investigations of the
psychological processes involved in comprehehension of
fiéurative language (e.g. Reyna,;l986; Honeck, 1986).
The difference in structural aspects of prpverSs
noted above could be vef§ important for the theory of
Eigurati::‘processes proposed here which suégests that
concreteness of reterence is necessary for figurafitg

abstraction. This is because, in specifying that only

concrete language is interpretable in a figurative




L

a

seﬁse, the theory distinguishes between conérete and
abstract words iP their role in ;hé figurative process
and suégesfs that proverbs about abstract concepts: '
such as "responsibility" and "necessity" may require
less figurative procegsing than those about ;onc;ete
codcepts. In this\sense then, the more abstract the
sentence, the mofe literally it would be interpreted,
and the less likQQy it would be tapping processes
assumed to underly'figurative representation and
interpretation.

The relation between abstractness of wording and

literalness of expressed meaning is clearly seen in a

*

third type.oﬁ proverb shown in Table 2 (e.g No one is
more profoundly sad than he who laughs too much;He who
always ﬁ'fplains is.never pitied). This-type of
proveyb} while abstract in wording, seems quite
iiteratly intended, and thus represents phe other end
of the figurative~literal dimension. Proverbs of this
type seem to be literal .both in the relations named in
the sentenée itself (they reflect a reat-world state
of.affa{rs) and in'the relation between the expressed
and intended meaning 'of - the speaker.) Again this

-

particular class of proverbs, if their generality can

be enmpirically confirmed, sbppoxts the idea that )

abstractness of referenc e is associated with

literalness of interpretation processes.




.
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‘In summaéy, it c;p'be suggested, that two
aspeéts of-figurati;s?ess seem to be represented in
proverbs. Tse first aspect is whether a sentence
means soﬁéthing other than what it say$ on- the

surface. This aspect is of major importance to the

-
N

theory that (figurative interpretation requires an

abstraction from the-expressed meaning of an utterance
to its "intended" meaning. The ﬁpltowing broverbs
would presumahly refléét, in décreasing order, the

degree to which figurative processing in this sense

Al

would be required:

1) The dog in-his kennel barks at his fleas, but the

dog who hunts does not feel them. )

2)” Experience is the father of wisdom and memory the

3

mother.

3) Our pleasures are mostly imagined but our griefs

are real.
The second aspect of figurativeness is whether
the relatiors described ‘in the sentence are literally

plausible. Figurativeness in this respect would be a

3 » ?\-‘ i = .
characteristit™ of the second of the above proverbs,

which does not describe real world relations, but

L

e would not be a characte;isiic of proverb exampies 1

- -

~

and 3 which are literally acceptable sentences. in

It




itself, this aspect of figurativéness may be less - .

éi;ectly related to the degree to which a sentence

requires the non-litéral processing desqiﬁed by the
abstraptiqn‘theozy, for reasons described above. .
Therefore it remains ah important queétion as to ;hat
. . extent these two aspects of figurativeness_can be
empiricafly distingu}sﬁed; | - N
.Stuects in this study engagéd in a tatigg<fask

that was designed to see if proverbs differed in the

hypothesised manner with respect to degrees of

-

figurativeness. - : ' -




Method

Subjects : ]
. - \
Forty-eight adult students in an evenipg section

»

of an introductory psychology course participated for

‘couvrse credit.

”
Materials
W
. Two hundred and forty proverbs were selected
I .

from Btandarqﬁanthologies such as The Concise Oxford

: Dictionary of Proverbs; and The Oxford Dictionary Of
English Proverbs. Oéli\provefbs which earlier pilot
téstinq had suggestéd would be unfahiia:';o most

’ ~ introductory psyeh§logy students were seiected. In
selquion, I tried to ensur thét.qhe three types of .
ptoverbs*noteé above were ég::;Ky represénteq in the |

sample. The 24@ proverbs were divided into 4 lists o ¢!
with 28 proverbs of each "tyﬁe"'qf groveéb én each . .
list. 1In addition, 249 titéral sentences taken from

- - encyclopedias and charac;?rized by the~5hort “éeﬁe:al

statgmenti style of the p:overbs ye:eaplaced o; eaéh
" list.(e.g. Bread is a nutritious food). Finally, 12

items 6n the lists wete'fepeated‘test.items, used in

order to check Eor}inte:n?l-feliab&lity of subject

responses. In all then, there were 92 sentenc¢es on-
. <

each list, ‘ ) v "

. ) . \
- 'A questionnaire form was made up, with two ~\,“‘\-
. - - . . ' . . ~
=" questions.on the top of each page. These two

- -

- . -
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gquestions,designéd to measure fignrative-ligsra}ness,

along with an elaborated explanation were:

1. Is the intended meaning of the sentence directly

exg;essed'ih the words of the sentence?

(Exﬁiahé;ibn: Compare the following two sentences.
"Nc'qan can givé Qhat he hasn't got". ™You can't get
blood édt of ‘a stone"., The inteqded &eéning of both
these sentences is thé’same. In the first sentence it
is difectly’expteséeé in)tﬁe words of ;he sentence but
in fhe second sentence the meaning is nog dirécéry
expresBea,(it.mhst be inferred). A

-,
-]

2. Could this sentence be used ‘to describe a state§of

>

affairsgin éhg,;gal worlid?

"(Explfination: Compare the following two sentences.

"The ggiié‘fs father to the man." "The burnt c2‘}d_
avo;dé theitirb." -The first sentence does not
degcribe a state of affairs in ‘the real world. It
dngs.not make sense in a literal way. éhe second

sehtence, however, does makq goad literal.sense-it

- could be used to describe -a state of affairs in the

e
hd L]

real wortd.). . . Lt e

.

‘A list of sedtence %fumbers appeared on th left column

Y . to.
of each quegtionnaire page, corresponding to the -
sentence numbers in the\booklét of ptoverb sentences.

.

A scale, numbered 1~5 was given-undgt both gquestions




1] - ' - -
senténce. All materials aré in appepdix 1.

. ¢
Procedure

'that éould be possxhlé 1n a‘ﬁxteraf sen e. Bodk?vts . "o

.

”

o,
-

for subjects to-rate the degree £o which the question

. 3 . .
was trug of each sentence: in th‘? accoWpanying  ° a

.booklet.: A."no" ansder would be given a 1l ;sting and

a "yes"™ answer was to be given a S. A sheet of .

writt&n instruqtions accompanied each bdooklet.

ﬁubjects here instructed to rate. each sentence in turn

i

on the two qﬁestions before proceeding to the npnext

.
L] ~

The experzmenter met with subjects io a group and

L 3K

‘told them .that thelr task in the experlmeqt would be ~.
- A i '

to rate sentences on two questions. The duestions
were read, and'iltustxaoive examglesrdere given

showing subjects how intended meaning was not "always %

-
expressed in the words of a sentence‘ and how 2 o
- » ‘ L ]

sentence‘ﬁ;d not salways express a ‘'state’ of affalrs

v.._

were then handea out to subjects-they ere -asked two

L4 -

compiete them and return ;hem to class the following -
A .

week’. The expe:xmen:er s éhone number wag included in

each sget ofomaterzals in case problems should arise

- ° ' - hd ’ * . \
when answering the questiong‘(only one person used

it) s Subjects were,asked to write down the time' AN

-,

Eequired to-oomplete the questionnaire. (The 5verage

*

timo wal$ one, houn‘thh &1me5'ranq1ng from 5S¢ minutes

to 9Fg minutes.y; " . ot ',
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In-a second part of the study, another group of .

L

4@subjects {17 péx list) rated each sentence for ease

of imagery and then for. ease of comprehension.

Results, and Discussion

- -

Part l: Literalness Ratings

-

Mean ratings on the tW¥o dimensions of

literalness were calculated f&r each sentence by
" . = )

averaggng §bbject responses (12 perx sqhténce) for each
of the two gquestions. Recall that it was assumed that

_each question measured a different aspect of ) . .

figurativeness and that increasing literalness on .

-

either measure would be reflected ia high ratings for
the relevant gquestion..
To confirm this assuymption mean ratings on both

questions for the proverbs weres compared aga™nst the

mean ta;iﬁgs for the literal sentences. Far question
. (.' R . . . ]
1, which measured divergence of exptessed from

intended meaning, the mean rvrating for provedks as a

gropp was 2.78, and for liteérals was 4.41 on the

“ _
S-point scale. - Analysis ¢of variance revealed that ‘the
group differehces wefz'siéqificaﬁt‘

-

(F=191.2,d£1,317,p<.901). Subjects believed that the

intended meaning of the proverbs was less directly -,

expressed in the words of those proverbs than was the
X .




.

intended meaning of the lite€ral sentences.

.
For question 2, which measured the literal
plausibility of the sentences, the mean rating fdr
proverbs (3.35) was again signigicantly lower than for
literal sentences (mean'ratiﬁg 4.52,
F-l35.31,df-1;3l7,b<.GbI). As a group, proverbs were
‘recognized as less plausible in within-sentence
relations than were the literal sentences. Thus, the
'quesfionnaire foEmat devisgd for the study was tapping

-

an'aspect of sentence meanikg that diffe;entiated

proverbs from literal sentences, as it was -intended ¢o

L]

do.
A second, more important concern was whether a

wide range. of fiqp{a;ibéness could be observed in the
- I _ .
proverb sentences. This issuve-'is partitularly

-

important becauseé proverdb interpretation studies have .
been based on the agparent assumption that all ’
proverbs are equally figurative. The proverbs vdried

widely in obtained ratings on question 1 which

meagured figurativeness as a function of divergence of .,

L -
<

intended meaning from expressed meaninhg. Mean ratings

for individual proverbs ranged from lows ‘of less thane

3

1.5 (e.g. A blunt wedge succeeds where a sbarp'axe may

Fail) to highs ‘of over 4,5 (e.g. War destroys many for

-

the benefit. of a few.). Similarly, the proverbs ranged

widely in the obtained.ratings for the question .

»

57




2 (BEa wed; early dead) to highs-of more than-4.5
your friends in private; praise theﬁ’in
publ%c)., he proverbs vaiied more on both dimensions
of figurativeness than did literal sentences (see
table 3 for standard deviations) . ' -
Another guestibn'of interest was whether the

ratings on the two measures of literalness would be

independent 4 The 'simpte correlation between ratings

lar

for each guestion revealed that the two measures of

literalness were significantly related (r=.S51,p<.@@l).

The nature of this relatfonship was further explored

‘by examining the pattern of the literalness ratings

yielded by grouping proverbs according to whether they
fell above or below the relevant means (2.78, 3.35) on
the two S-point scales. Thus, four groups. of proverbs

were established with high ahd/or low values on eath

*

séale. The percentagé of total provérbs falling into-

each group are shown 1ﬁ the top panel of Table 4.
-Examples of each bype are given in the text folowing

' .
the‘relevant descrxptxons.

[ ]

The “four groups of prOvetbs formed by thxs
classQ{xcation correspond largely but not completely
with the ;hgb:etxcal typology that led to the study.

Accordingly, it geeqs appropriate teo describe the -

gréupings as proverb types. These types may be




Table 3

-~

. ’ ' .
Means and Standaxd Deviations ¥Yor Proverbs and Literal Sentences

on Two Measures of Literalness

Literalness 1* . Literalness 2 **

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Sentence -
Type
Proverb 2.78 98  w. 3.35 .85
Literal 4.41 .62 4.52 .45

) I d
- -

* Literalness 1l: Literalness of relation betweem- expressed
. And intended meaning

"Li;eralness 2: Literalness of within-sentence relations

: ,
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e
Table 4 -
' )
Proportion of 240 Proverbs Identified by Mean Scores on
Rated Literalness of Relation Between Expressed and Intended
] a
- Meaning and Rated Literalness of Within-Sentence Relations
. ) *
. Literalness of Expressed/Intended Meaning
Low High =
.Literalness of : .
Within-Sentence High .17 (Type 1) .32 (Type 3)
" Relations '
) | Low .38 (Type 2) .12 (Type 4)
L 4
£
.. - ‘s‘,
° « hd




understood in the following manner.
’

'gyggé l and 3 (Literal in within-sentence relations):

Type 1:

(Examples: Don't have your cloak ﬁo make when it

-

begins to rain. *

-

A cook is not taught in his own kitchen.)

This group of proverbs is rQEed as highly figurative
. . Y

in the relation between expressed and intended meaning
but as literal in “the relations named within the
sentence. These prc%erbf, then, are a group of
sén;ences which‘are iterai at the level of sentence

structure but which can potentially have a figurative

interpretation.

Type 3:

a

-

.
(Examples: Virtues aré often vices disguised.

When two persons do - the same Ehing it is not the

-~

. samé thing:) =~ . .

1]

~

A

This group of proverbs was rated as literal on both
. . —_— .

.measures of..fidurativeness. They exéress

-
-

within-sentence relations in a literal fashion and the
relation between expressed and ineﬁ%dea'meaninq'is’
seen as correspondent. In this way they differ from-

Type 1 proverbs, which, while simjlarly rated as

’

literal imr sentence structure , wére seen -as

figurative in theit potential for another level of

- L]

meaning, _ e S, ' X




) expressed and intended meaning, but in contrast to

Types 2 ‘'and 4 (Figurative in-within-sentence

retations) A . N
T!E 2: . [S " .

.

iExamples: A man's manners are the mirror in which he
shows his portrait. ‘ ‘ e -
Experience is the father of wisdom and memory the
motherr)

}
These proverbs are like Type 1 proverbs in that they

are rated as figurative in the relation between

Type 1 proverbs, they are rated as figurative also in
the logical relations expressed”w;thin the sentengé?
Theféfofg, Type 2 proverbs are those in which the
sentence structure itself siénals that a figurative
interpretation is required. Recall that the rationale
for this classification study suggested that proverﬁs
that were figurative in sentence structure should be

¢

rated as somewhat literal .in the relation between

‘expressed and intended meaning. However, the large

number of préverbs comprising this group which was

rated as h)ighly figurative both in within-sentence

relations and in the relation between expressed and

£

intended meaning suggests that a rerevaluatiod of this

conclusion is required.

In retrospect, it is easy to see that*if a

senqaﬁce is low in literal plapsiﬁility of .

.




) within-sentence relations, this will tend to influence

-
ratings of how directly the words of sentence ‘
\I N R -~
express its intended meaning., For ample, consider
the proverb .

"Punisment is tame but it comes.”"

A proverb'of this type theoretically could be regarded

as only moderately divergent in the relation between

expressed and intended meaning, siqce part of thé
intended meaning is directly identified in tﬁé
sentence topic-- in this case, "punishment."” However,
precisely because the "punishment" proverb is clearly
non-literal gn within-sentence relations, subjects
.would tend to disagree that the words of the proverb
direct}y express i;s intended meaning; therefore, they
would tend to give such aLbrovérb a lower rating on
this aspect of literalness. This sugqesté that the
rating task may not acurately reflecﬁ the degree of

figurative processing required by proverbs which are

clearly metaphorical in sentence structure. This

",

possible failuxe may be part of a larger phenomenon:
Language comprehend;rs may be*quite able to recognize . *
that some sentences are not ligerallyqintended without
'necessarily engaging in figurative p:oceésing when
comprehending those sentences. For example, when

. “asked, most peoplelwould prdbably notice that a

familiar idiom such as “kiék the bucket™ does not




b T

directly expreé&ﬂits inte&ded meaniﬁg; ordinarly,
however, they may\prpce§s it in an avtomatic
éonventionalized fashion (Gibbs,198l), indicating tﬂat
figurative proceséing may not always be predicted by
ratiﬂgs of figurativeness, particulary when a sentence
is clearly metaphorical.

Type 4:

(Examples: Novelty always appears hands?me.-

A friend to everyone is a friend toeno "ne.)

Finally, this relatively small group of proverbs was

rated as highly figurative in sentence structure; bpt
quite literal in the relation between expressed and
intended meahing..Like:group 2 proverbs, metaphoricity
‘is signalled in the sentence structure, but subjects

,
believed that their 1ntended meanings were more
directly expresséd~in the words of the proverb than
was the case for Type g‘provetbs.

The results of-this classification study can

potentiélly help to clarify some iﬁﬁues that have been:

recently identified by metaphor researchers. For
example, Honeck (1986) has §£§¢ed that he no longer
considers some pgoverbs as-proveibs at all, but r%?her
as :ﬁixims“ or "aphorisms." }The example he gives is

“Industry is fortune's right hand and stinginess her

left.” Honeck claims that this is not a proverb

because, it is "literally"” about stinginess and bard .

. (J."
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work.. Thus, Honeck seems to be claiming that in order
to conform to his present definition of "proverbd" a
proverb must be interpeta£1e in a comple;ely
figurative sénse; none_of'the proverb vocabulary
should have literally interpretable referents.
According to the classification proposed on the basis

of results of this study then, only Type 1 proverbs -

would meet Honeck's definition.

However, according to the results of the present

study, Honeck is not entirely correct in his

assumption about the literalnmess of the "non-proverb"
example he gives. This proverb would be a Type r

proverb - metaphorical in within-sentence relations

' (i.e, Fortune does not have hands)- but somewhat
literal in thé relation between éxpressed and intended

meaning. In addition, it seems 'likely that.the
» . ‘ . * : .

"literalneds” of the relation between expressed 3nd _

. . . . K

intended meaning would be revealed only when-an

interpretation of the proverb was‘actually generated
and compared with the wordiﬁq in the proverb 1tse1f;
Because the interpretation repeats some of the words
-‘5‘\\ of the proverb (e.gl fortune, stinginess and industry)
\} . the_pggv?rb is~le;; figurative‘ih the refation bethen
expressed and intended meaning than wéolb be a proverb

in which no words of the proverb were,LiterAIIQ

interpreted. Thus the distinction between s?f two

o - .
-

. wrr - —
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~ kinds of mgt;phoricity_foun§ in proverbs could clarify
soﬁe of the controversy that Honeck identifies as
surrovhding the nature of materials used in figurative
language reseafgh.-The senge of "metaphoricity"™ that .
appears to be bf particular interest Es that sense ’
ideq£ified bf Searle's analysis--the divergence of
éxpressed'meaning and jntended meaning.

. The re;ults demonstrate that figurative language
can be distinguished froﬁ titeral language on at least
two dimensions; the two dimensions are first, the
divefgence of intended meaning from expressed meaning
and second, the logical .relations named in the-
sentence. Recently; L;kaff (1986) has propo;;d that
there are at least four sensés of "literal" that must
. be distinguisgéd when defining metaphorical language
as contrasting Yith liteial ianguage, The four senses
of "literal™ that Lakoff notes ére: 1) the extent to
which language isb“coﬁventiohal“; 2) the extent to

which language is typically used to talk about a

particular éubject; 3) the extent to which language is

directly meaningful~that is, it is not expressed in
terms of something else; and 4) the extent to which

language is capable of "fitting the world"-that is,

it corresponds- - to logical truth cggditions;

. ¥
The two measures of literalness used in the

~

present study correspond gquite closely to Lakoff's

(o F]
(=~ p]
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‘ R fourth sense of lzteral (literal 2 i‘nbxs study) and
a combxnat:on of‘the other -3 senses of "Literal"™ all
e
* of which seem to be centered on the notion of.

. "conventionality" (measvred by Literal 1 in this .~
study) . Thos it appears possible to empirically
distinguishg figuratively interprete?fsentencé% fréom

‘iiterally interpreted sentences on at least these two
o ' _ X .

dimensions.
' The result of major interest ar1s1ng from the

v —
'class1f1catzon study is that the gﬁtent1a1 for hav1ng
3 a flguratxve.meanlng can be separated from the kind of . -
2 ;&gutativeness that ‘is sidnalled by a sentence’

structure that reguires a metapho:ical interpretation,
,'f Type 1 ptove:bs are rated as literally acceptable
, .sentences but they sugdest figurative meanirfgs.. On

the other hand, Type 3 proverbs are alsor literally

‘s

aCCeptable sentences, yet they do not suggest .
"’flguratzve 1nte:prr1ons. What features of the

mate;ials ekplain| difference’ in potential for a .

il

figurative interpretation? 1In particular, the role of

2.

imagery-conc:eteness'as an important contributor to

figurative potentfal is the focus of the following

investidation. | : C

Part 2'oAspect§ of . Lanquagg Assocxated with Figuratxve

Potential: Imagery and Comprehensxbxlxtg

\t




The results of the first part of this study
showed that prove:bs can be classified according te

two aspects of figurativeness. One.aspect of’
: N . .
figurativeness, measured by Literalness 1 in the .

-

stuﬁy, refers to the degree of divergence between the
meaning expressed by the wqr@é of‘th; proverb and its
intenééd meaging. This measure of figu¥ativeness was
derived directly {qém Searle's (1979) analysis of

figurative interpretation. Eiguratéve_prpyerbs,

according to this_measure,. are those whiech received

) h N ' @
low ratings of agreement for the question "Is the

-

intended meaning of the sentence Jdirectly expressed in
the words of thé sentence?" Therefore, I will refer

to this wvariable as 1ite€élness of expressed meaning

hY -

throughout the following sections of the thesis.
The secodd measure for figurativene® in proverbs

was called Literalness 2 and may be regarded

conceptually as the literalness of relatidms named
within the sentence . Proverbs are figurative. by this

measuvre’ if they received low ratings of agréemeﬁt for

the’ question ,"Does the se fice express a state of.
sible‘id the ?eal worl4?"

.. [} . N - .
Therdfore, I will refer to is variable as™

affairs that is’

literalness of within-sentence relations throughbu&

the rest of the thesis,, R T
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.'as measured.py'f@teratness 1 and'Li;etainéss'ﬁ~in tbé

;j:. lxcb:alnﬂs; ‘of reb&txons named in the p:ovgrb

The next question concerns wbethe: imager

- b d

-

COncreteness is assocxated thh the pot for

tively interpreted. &cgording to

;oncretanesg pffrefetence is
. - - ‘N

necesipry to support an 1%terpretation that is not

11tera11y exprgssea by th 'wbéés of the sentence. This _

assumptlod is made becausé.the "abstraction” process

described 1in uhe‘theory entails that . bhe linguistic «

- —

* *
source of the:abstraction-- in #his case “the words of

the proverb-- is not itself a completely abstgact
:ép}esen;atien.xTEe ‘theory. then, permits a ﬂLébise

stagemeﬂﬁ_abouﬁthw imagery;céﬁbrgtepess could be

related to rated figurativeness of language materials

. ) ' \

-
Y

preéeét stﬁdy. | Caee o .

Imagery-concreteness should be negatﬁvely related

-
-

‘to- the llteraIOQqs of exptessed mean1ng (L1teralness
L ] 4
l) " A loﬁ—lmagery dbsttact proverb should not permit

-

fxgdratlye abstract1on deﬁqped in th1s way, such
p:ovethé should bé\ngen high sco:es on lxtetalﬁess of

exp:essed.mean1ng. On the qther-hand when a proverb

L4
%

13 'gzven A low/score for Qgteralness o? exprgsceﬂ

meanang, ie. should tm qued.As ﬂigh in 1maqery.

"’d-l

Considet ﬂow'the :elatlon bebween ‘. . .

[ 4
imagéfy-concteteness &nd Lrtetalness 2 which reflects .,

a ' . ‘

* -t ’
N . - N - Voem 2
.a
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she theory of figurative abstraction does not suggest

a specific association between imagery and literalness

» B .
of within-sentence relations: Presumably both abstract

. -
apd concrete sentences could describe relations that

are "plausible in the real world". 1In fact, in
contrast to the predicted negative association bgtween

. - . L3 .
imagery and literalness of expressed meaning,

imageability couvld presumably positively contribute to -

-

ﬂ’ the literalness of with-in sentence relations.

. . By wayrdf.an'illuégrétion for the different role* . '

. . * . > -
of imagery-concreteness . for the two meafures of . &‘

. figurativeness, .consider the high imagery proverb

Dirt ls dirtiest -on the fairest‘spot.‘

<

N This proverb is rfated as highly figurative in the

. Lt . * a
relation between express®d and intended meaning and

'-highly'literql in the pl&usibility,of'relations namegd.

in the qehtenée. Presumably, °

sentences éxpgess :elations;thé!“!buu?ﬂ!ii;g;ally

-

true" or plausible. Nevertheledgs, such proverbs are

concrete high imagery

" figurative in that the inténded meaning is” not

- dirécity expressed in the words of the proverb. .

I coptrast; the abstract proverb LN

"He who has property bas relations o : .

_is rated.as litéiab.fn the relation between expressed
- . s ' . . * -
- | - and intended meaning, but as more- figurative in 'Y

within- quEence relations, presumably D@ecauge it is ;'




o¥ ‘ . -
- -

not always literally true in the real 'world that

wealthy people come from big famjlies. .

The prediction is thgreﬁoré.that as proverbs become
increasihgly abstract in wording, they shqylé become

ihcreasingly 1 1l in the relation: between expte5§ed'

and intended mean ; this negative association

. . -
between imagery-concreteness and literalness should
not be observed for literalness of within sentence

relations. ~

—
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Method For Obtaining Imagery and Comprehension Ratinqs

For Proverbs

.
-

A new group of 40 subjects, (18 per list) was asked
. to provide ease of imagery and ease of comprehension

ratings for the lists of sentences used in part 1.

-

. Imagery ratings appear to be the appropriate measure

of concreteness of reference in view of the well

established strong associétion’hgtween imagery and

word coqcrgteﬁess (Paivio ,1971;1986; Richardson,1981).
Subjgcts wefe instructe? to read the progided listhf'
sentences (64 ptové:bs and 26 -literal sentences) and )
. to rate each sentence oq_a\7-point scile for éirst,-
how :e?diky it suggested a mental‘image:.with 7
(epresentihg‘the.easy end of the scale.. Fo}lowing the
jmagery rating tisk, the sama subjects wére asked to
Fead each sentence a second:time, and this time to
- rate the ease with which it could Pe understbod-agaiﬁ
on a 7-point.scale. Comprehensioq ratings ‘always - ;
-foliowed imagery ratings in grder to ;3nimi?e effects ~

of previobsty comprehending the proverb on rated

- imagery. .
- - - .~ - - 4 .
[ - \
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-— -
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Results and Discussicon-of Imagery and

Comprehenﬁibility Rating Task fe: Proverbs

Pearson correlation coefficients for both

literalness ratings and ipageéﬁ and‘comprehensibflgty

. ratings were computed for the proverbs. The results
of this analysis (Table §5) showed;thaﬁ as predicted,
imagery was significantly related to only one aspect

of fxguratxveness . As proverbs 1ncteased in

P

//r*\éxteralness in the relation betwegn expressed and
in®ended ‘meaning (theralness ‘1) thglt rated 1magery
values dec:eased (r--.27,p-.001). Tbere was no
significant correlation krsaaa,p;.l) bgtweengimagery

values and rated figurativeness of relations ‘named in

the sentence. ' ' .-

Since results from the first part of the stuay

revealed that the ratings of the two theoretically _:

different measures of figurativeness were empirically

-

'cohfodnded,‘bgrtial éorrelations between imagery and
each of the two measurns of 11¢a:alness were
catculated with the second easure pa:tlalled out.

Rgsulgg_gf these partial cor:olatxons, reported in

.

Table S, r.vpaled_thaf when tha :elatiod between

gery and Literalness .1 waQ uhéonfodﬁded by ..
. .o . .
iteralness 2, the negative corzelation between
‘ 4

o

imagery and Literalness 1 incgoiifd‘in ;izeﬁgth; in

P g




Table S ' )

L)

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Literztnéss Ratings,

Rated Ease of Imagery, and Rated Ease of Copgrehensioﬁ
| .

) Lit 1 Lit 2 Imagery.
- ’ - . ’
Lit2 .51« ~. ©
_ Imagery -.27(-.36) .08(.26)
Comprehensibility .34(.16) .42(.30) .36
Note: Bracketed Figures gre partial correlations with

control for ove?lap between Litl and Lit2.
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contrast, thé partial correlation between imagery and
“Literalness 2 was significantly éositive with

L%teralness 1 controlled. This result shows that
imagery contributes teo figurativeness precisely as
stated by the abstraction theory; increasing .

3 literalness in the relation between intended and
ekpressed meaqing is associated witr decdreasing

imagery-concreteness of the 1inguistic material. In
contrast, increasingﬁliteraleess of- within-sentence
relations is associated with incre;sine : .
~imagery-cgncre£eness. _ - |
In'contraSt with the éifferent relation between
imagery and the two measeres of literalness, ease of
comprehenszon wag consistently pos1t1ve1y ‘correlated
with llteralness, for both measures (r s =.34 and .42,
both p's<.@d1). .Futther,.imagery and

. - 'comprehensibility were themselvee.signifiQantly4<

felated such that overall high 1maqEry proverbs tended

. to he more easxly understood (r=.36,p<.001).
v . . _ -
These correlation patterns highlight the

particular role for imagery-in figurative

:intetpretation;’lmagery separates from
’ . . . ) )
comprehensibility and literalness only on. the measure’

-
-~

. [ } ’
of li;gralness of expressed meaning where a negative

. N
relagion between imagery and literalness and a .

positive relation between comptehengibility~and




.- (t= 4.33,df=64,p<.001). .-

literalnegs was_observed. *

These correlational results suggest that the role

-for imagery is qu1te sgecafxc to the aspect of

'

figurativeness which is measured by divergence of

expressed from intended meaning--that is with the

potential forrlinguage to .mean something other than
what it, says on the surface. This result can be
clarlfled by looking at the rating patterns for the

individual proverb groups (Table %), )
- &
Consider first proverbs which are literally

acceptible sentences; that is they were rated as .

hxghly literal .in within-sentence réQat1ons. These | _
literally plau31ple~preverbs differed hawever, ;n

their potential for a figurative interéretetion; Type

1 ;fpverbs yere.rated as figurative-ip the relation

between expressed and intended meanibg,'while Type 3-

proverbs ‘were rated as literal in thzs-tegazd By

.comparxng imagety ratlnd§ for these two groups of

p:overbs, a.clear comparison for the role of imagery
in fig¥rative interpretation may be maee. The ‘
predlction'islthat rated imagery should be higher for
Type l'proverbs whioh are divergent in the relat1on

o

between expressed ;qs intended meaning, rn aiteement ‘

with th18‘p{ediction,l Type® 1 proverbs were tated as

si'gn'j_ficantlly higher in imagery thaqf'e_ 3 brove:bs R
: /

F . - . . . .
S - A \‘- ’ * Do
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Table.6
. Mean Imagery and Comprehensibility Rati&gs for Proverbs
as a Function of Patterns of Rated Literélness
~
1 | ‘ )
. Literalness of Expressed/Intended Meaning
Low ) ‘High
Imagery Comp. Imagery Comp.
Literalness of ] . ‘ N
: . . High 4.51 5.17 3.02 5.46
Relatians (1.18) (.86) (1.44) (.9%)
Named in Sentence N ° S
Low 3.52 4.44 2.89 '5.00 -
(1.29) (1.11) (1.17)  °(.99)-
Note: Standardi Deviations in paréntheses .

. ) \




Recall that ease of comprehension was shown to be

positively correlated with literalness of expressed

-

>
. meaning for thé/;roverbs; Therefore, it could be
pxedicted_ihat Type 1 proverbs should be rated as

harder to understand than Type 3 proverbs since in

-~

contrast to the latter type of proverb, they réquire‘
abstraction of the intended meaning from the expressed

- meanilng. While the mead‘comprehensibility rating for
[

. Type 3 proverbs was'slightlj'higher'thanéthe mean
rating fo!lType 1l proverbs ‘(mean ratings S5.45 and S5.16

':espectively) the difference was not significang

~

. ~
(t=-2.66,p>.1). The increased abstraction required -

for comprxehension of Type 1 proverbs does not result
. ' . - - . . )
in ingreased difficulty io comprehension; therefore,

this resuvlt suggests thaéipeople do nét find

figurative abstraction "difficult”. e
I . 3 - g
Now.consider those proverbs if which

figurativeneés is clearly signalled in the senterica

-

structure, (j.e. those proverbs with 13y _p#tiggs on

- ' literalness of. within-sentence rélations). ' 1° have
a}gued.éhat the litérqlnes§ :é;inqs may fail to

isolate tht actuval degree .to Jﬁich "figurative™,

-

processing is bndertak;n_by comprehenders for these .

provgxbs. The argument was that proveibs which are

Ci;’aé cteatly metgpho:iéal in structure of with}p-?entéhce

‘“ relations may be rated™as meaning somgqthing other than
) o — . : o . o

-




~

-

-

what the words of the sentence directly express, bdbut

4 -

that they may sometimes require relativelyless .
. ——

metaphorical processing because the topic of dhe

‘interpretation is directly expressed in the words of

the provérb (e.g. Necessity is the mother of

invention). Group 2 and Group 4 proverbs were both

rated as metaphorical -in within-sentence relations,but

2 ~

patterns of figurativeness rafing;-showed that some
provérbs (Type 4) were rated as more literal in
é}presseq:mean{ng than Tyﬁé‘z proverbs. According to
the tﬁeor&, the Type 2 proverbs, which are raﬁeé as
figurative in the relation between expré;sed apd

intended meaning, should be rated as highef.in

<

imagery, since figurative abstraction should be

characterized by referential concretegess,
The predicted pattern with respect to imagery

and figurative interpretation potential emerged with

t -

‘Proverbs in which‘metaphoribity is signalled in

'gifhin-SEStence relations. For proverbs of this type,
mean imagery ratings were signifiéantly higher for

those.more.Likely to suggeét intenéed meanings that 3
are not directly expressed iqﬂéhe yprds of tbe  o .;
sentence(t=2.52,df=53,p=.061) . "

[
. .

Compar hng e@ase of comprehensidn for theée two

1

,groups‘.comprehens;on ratings were gignificantly low;r

for the high imagery , highly figurative




group(t=—2 58 ,3f=51,p=.0L) .

These results may be br1efly summarlzed

Abstract proverbs-are reliably rated as more literal
-~ . - . v N
=L in the relation between expressed and intended meaning

»

\\Ehanfare.concrete proverbs. This difference in degree

of divérgence between expressed and intedded meaning

— . '
.

for concrete and apstract proverbs occurs both for

’/_B;gxgrbs which are acceptable‘literal sentedces and
for those in which metabhoricity.}s clearly signalled
> . : . ) - -
in the sentence. .. 3 .

Abstractly worded §roverbs therefore eépear to be

relatively unable to support figurative

. S . v »
interpretations. Moreover, imagery and

b} . PR PR

-comprehen51b111ty are related tg
- -»

op9051te ways, suggestlng thah the hontrxhutlon of

igugatifeness -id
Jd ift

imagery to the flgurat1ve potential of proverbs can be
sepatated from its re1t1onsth thh comprehensxbzllty.

Al
~

The results of Study 1 have shown tﬁat it is

: eppropriate to distinguish figurative-and literal
language 1n terms of the degtee.of d1verqence between g

[ 4

expressed and 1ntended mean1nq as suggested by .
Searle's‘(LQ?iJ ana1y51s. Further, the regults have

sbown that imageryrconcreteness is implicated'in the

» .
' . - L

.figurative/literal distinction described in.this
‘manner ., Imagery-cdacreteness is associated with the

potential for a_proverb fo mean something other than

- . .
. o ] ' . '




‘what it says on the surface. . ) -

Dual Codind Interpretation of Results
- . - ' ’ . . . - 3

-

To summarize, the significant empirical mesult

from the rating study is that rated ease of imagery is

corralated with the potential of a proverb to mean
‘something other than what it sa}s on the surface. The
most abstraqtlpioverbs aremratedias relatively literal
in the relaeion between expressed and intended

meah}nq\\These abstract proverbs are perceived as

"sayxaatifgégthey mean®--in thls sense they "are low in
figurat1v§5§§§\ fial. This finding is con51st;;t with
the hypothes1s*£§at concreteness of reference may be a
necessary attribute of flgurat1ve language. The
theoretical eig;ificance of .this .E'inding._'is that it
may impticate reétesentational diffefences for
concrete and abgtract words in explaining the use of
fidurative lang;;e, and it identifies a property of
Eigurative<1an§ua§e which has up to now not been
eefiniéively associated with figurative precessing.
The association between imagery cpncretenees and -~

the FIguFatiee potential for language can be'given a
gore pgeciee cognitive explanation. ~ .

‘ Peivio‘s(_1'971';’1979;l9.86’) dual coding theory of

. )
cognitive representation Qf language can be directly "




applled to an anaLy51s‘;f figurative language

-x

comprehen31on. Accord1ng to the theory, words can

.5b \ -4"
. differ in their potential for flexablllty of cognitive

processing, A rich, flexible system for representing

and processing mean1ng is avallable for concrete words
sbecause these words are directly linked iq memory to

_ non-verbal repreeentations of experreﬂges associated
with t real rld referents of thos words. For
he_,/)o . %
example, the verbal representatron of a concrete noun

~ like "mitk", or a cQncrete verb like “drink" can make‘

dlrect conEac; with non-verbal represeﬁ&at1ons of the

. sensory qualxtles (appea:ance, sound feel, taste

u

-

egc.) of their real ‘world referents. In contrastl

abstract words such as "justice" or. "patience" are
- - -
pr1mar11y represented as lxnguxstlc units and only -

indirectly access non-verbal representations"imalnly

fthrough verbal a53001at10ns which m1ght‘;hemse1ves
have non-verbal associated representat1ons. : _\'
The 1m9L1catxons of the theory for f1gurarfve

'laneuagetgemprebension range from simpie.statements gf
potential d[fferences in cogéiti%ejfunctioning for ‘
concrete ang abetracr words, to a more comé&ek

fanal?Sis of how the abstract lingusitic system can -
suppérf-the further abstraetion that underlies

p » figurative interpretation. o

A dual-coding based explanation augmented by
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11ngu1st1c insights offeted b¥'Searle (1979) explaxns\\_

the figurative potentzal asg‘é1ated with concrete

words in. the Eofloy1nq maaher:
~_ 2 - -

1) Linguistic‘units symbolize, or §$and for their
* :

referents in a conventionalized, rule governed manner

'te.g "dog" refers to a particular class of things

tatheg than another class); therefore, at -sdme level,-

-—

all literal reference is ‘conventionalized. -

" 2) Figurative reference (Qcco:ding to Searle's

Analfsis) reqdiEFB that the referential meaning of

linguistic units .be de-conventionalized. This

o !
‘de-conventionalization would be poasible/gnly to the

extent that non-linguistic zeprésehtatfbns are

available for the referential meaning.of language

vnits. This is because™ in order to generate a

non-conventional referent, some aspect of the

.

referential meaning of the language umtit which is not

part of conventionalized referential process needs toq

be verbally labelled. -t
3)Therefore, abst:act-words» whxch do not have readily
availgble non-lxnguxstlc pepresentatxons cannot -serve

a figurgtive function; i
: if ;hgf'analysis fs correct, it would serve as
support both for a dual coding interprétation of
m;ntal :epresenéation and.for~the theory'thit
f{éuzative interpretatidn requiEcs cogqi:ivo"

- Al




for language. (See figure 1).

—_—— —

abstraction. Seardle's linguistic analy31s,‘and the
dual codxng analysis, combine to give an 1nterest1?g

andé suff;cxently complex framework for understandiny

fxguratxve lanqbage. Searle's analyszs suggests-tbat

‘figurative and literal interpretation of Language

dxffers ia that® figurative 1nterpretatxon is an

~ -

abstract interpretation derzved from a conventlonal,

literatl base . Paivio's theory about representational

» . . -~

differences in concrete and abstract words suggests

cognitive mechanisms for such an abstraction process

One of the primary assumptions arising from the

. dual coding éhglysis of representational differences

for concrete and, abgtract words is that concreteness

g
of .reference is necessary for figurative processing to
occur, and that the generation of a figurative meaning

would necessarily involve a non-~verbal or imaginal

.representation of some kind.'}he findings reported in

Study 1 are consistent with this hypothesis; at the
same Eime however ,” many of the exprerimengs condicted
by Honeck and colleagues have seemed to suggest that

the role of 1mag;ry in figurative interpretation is
. N )

. <
quite limited. Their research suggests in particular

that whiﬁeve:.the'rote of imagery in figurative

language, images do not generate figurative

¢ -

interpretations of proverbs.

84
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There are'EQp main- sources of support forbthis

assumption (fQr a review gee Reichﬁao & Coste,1980).
. * ’ . . ‘

First, the instrucifipen to use medhtal imagery during a

’ -

proverb 1ea:n1ng task appears to interfere with
subjects Iater recogn1t1on memory for flguratlve

mean;n%? expressed in the proverbs. Second,

-
L

1mageab111ty of prove:bs is unrelated to cued recail

—

of those proverbs gy their abstxeét interpretations.,

These findings have been ‘considered as evidenceé

agaianst a-dual~coding modetl of fighrative 1aoguage

L]

comprehension (Reichman & Coste, f98G) End it-is
therefo:e 1mpo;;ant to cr;tically evaluate the
empirical basis for the position that representagions

of .figurative meaninqs are abstract and 1magefy free.

. ¢ . ~

[ B
. . . . .
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. o ¢ .o . - "\
: .t
Review. of Studies Interpreted as &pidenee‘&gainst Dual

. Q S .
Coding Theory of Figurative Language Comprehension

l. Negative Effects of Imagery Instructions on Memory.

For Figurative Meanings .

The negative effect fotr imagery instructions is
» : demonstrated by the results of experxments in which :'
memory for a list of proverbs was cuved by abstract,
experimenter-generated inte}pretations-of those
- proverbs. Subjects who had:been instructed to
. . interpret the. proverbs durlng the 1earn1ng task were .
Lt more 11keT§ to 1nd1caﬁe that the 1nterpretat1on cués 7
reéinded them.of the original proverbs than were
subjects who had learned the proverbs«under_'
fnstructions to focus on and remeﬁber theLimaoes the
- proverb suggested It appeared that imaginat
3 ' representatzons of proverbs generated JL subjects ™~n
the,imagery conditzon were not successfullyxcued by °*
abstract xnterpretations of thqs gsame proverbs; —.
aa /éherefore the authors concluded that representations
/' of figurat;ve meanings are abstract and imagéry free.
‘They /argde that imagery is appropriate to lxteral

. ﬂbanxngs not E1gurative meanings.

-

/ "Ardual coding analyszs of the cued rec‘l task
. émployed by Reichmann . and cOste would yield a e
predsctxon for exactly the result ohtained in their
. ,// experiflents. ﬂbcording to a dual coding analysis, -an -
/ ‘ . Y | ' : - . , '- " , _'

coe . A
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imaginal representation suggested by the coucfete
words of a proverb and'an abstract verbal ..
interpretation for that proverb would'arise from
different cognitive systems. Imagery xns%ructxons
essent1ally telt a Jhbject to ignore the -

-

‘1nterpretat1on process. When a subsequent recall due_
. LY

A

————

is an abstract inéerpretat1qn, it therefore does not
\ ~ ' - .
access the non-verbal representations which the

subject generated in response to the experimenter's -

instructions. - - ' s L

Similarly, dual coding theory is ablg to baﬁéiq(_\i

———

anofher—demonstratxon of negative-efﬁepts of\imagery

insrructxons on apparant failure to "recogd@%b” ‘the

figurative meanings of proverbs. Honeck ané biler

”»

k1984) conducted exper1ments where subjects were

~—

presented with proverbs and were instructed either to

'geﬂerate an image sUggested by the proverb, or .were'’
given, along wigh the proverb, an anology that was
cqrgted by the experimenters to be dxnectly relatedlto
an 1nterpretation of the proverb Latet the. ;Lbjects’
recall for the proverbs was cued;by concrete sentences'
‘that instantiated the meaning of the proverbs.
SUbjects in the.imagery cond1tion‘were less likely
than subjects in the analogy condition to recognize-

the new 1netance as retated to the proverb meaning,

'agein pre:umably demonstrating that~xhe images tbey




écnerﬁtcd ‘in the proverb learning condition were
part of the figurative meaning of the- provorb
However the conc1u31on that flgurative

interpretation processes are completely abstract with

no important role for imagery.in the meanipng -

- Tepresentation is weakened by a potentiak confound in

-

"Honeck and Kibler's exécriment._ The praverb

instantiationb‘ﬁhich scrved‘és?memory'cdcé‘yeré.
generated‘by:tbé'expérimenters['is wero th;'anoiogies
that were presentyd to some of the subjects ;t | L
acqui31tion.‘ Subjects 1n th: 1magery group-were not

presented yith any relevant exper imenter-generated
information. Since Honeck and- Kibler did not have a

- . y - ' - -
condr condition where baseline memory performance

without experimente:-genqiated information could'be
y

‘assqssed against image 'notructions, it cannot be

‘concluded that imagery instructions alone wera *

nfilimitinq subjects ability to recognize new related

instancgs of the proverbs. Thc\advantage of the . -
'analogy condition ovcr-the imagery condition could

- [

-pidpty hgve been bhat the analogies were .' I
exporim&ntoraqenerated as wera the interpretationg of
“the provetbs and thoi; inatantiations, Lo '

In dual coding totds, the abpvo oxpotimcnt doc&
; support tho idog of a scpdxation of imaqinal and

vcrbal intorptotivo pnocesaos in Eiqurativc

-




‘apparent memory representations for those proverbs. -
[} .

_ropresentation of the proverbs will be tfcted in’ the

- . interpretation by virtue of the differential affects T .

of imaging and'cbétractly understandino proverbs on

However, it does not demonstrate that represenEationé

- K .

of figurative meanings are imagery free.

To this po1nt then, dual coding and the -

-

Concaptual Base Hypothesxé§make 1dent1cal predictions

with respect to the éffect of imageéry instructions on

cued recalllpe‘formancczfor the figurative meaninQS!of
proverbs. Borh theories predict that imagery
instructions w111 reduce tbe effectiveness of~ an
abstract verbal interpretatxon to cve memory for the
oriqinal proverb. The theories dlffer, however, in

where they place the_locus of;éhi§ ef{gct.'hccording .

to the Conceptual Base Hypothesis' the negative effect

-—
- . -

of| imagery ianstructions arisoé because imagery is not
‘part of the representat1on of abstract, flqyratzve
meanings. According,to Dual Coding however, the

effect arises-becausé imagery instructxons in essence
'misloaa“ subjects about what aspect ‘of the dual

mcmory test, Dual coding statks that the abstract

vorbxl intorpretation of a ptovorb must be constructed

tn a diftorent cognitin system from the " system thl@

conotructs thg imago.- Presumably, subjocts under : 'f? '

imagory ingtructions believo Ehoy are being explxcitly : -




-~

e

hypothesis that in_figurative interpretation, there is

. érodeéses, with both necessary for a figurative

'squect is implicitly asked to ignore the interﬁketive

. . ’ ' ) R {
- , .
. c : \ 81.-
* .

asked to ignore the Qerﬁkl interpretive‘p:oéess in

encoding the-proverbs. " Therefore, negative effects of

imagery on cued recodnition ‘for proverb meanings are a
result o;'ﬁailgz; of subjects to integrate both C .-
aspects of the figurative  interpretation p:oceés into

asmemory representation of the proverb.

By this analysis, negative effects of

instructions to image are consistent with the

a separation of imaéinal and verbal-interpretive J

“

-

interpretation to occur. Results of the first study:
presented in the thesis suggested that absence of an.

imaginal ébmpOnenﬁ, as oécurs with abstract Ianéuage,
. . X . _
will result in a literal interpretation of a proverb.

The Reichmann and Coste results can be interpreted to L

show ‘that the reverse situvation--absence Oof .an

abstract interpretxve component as would qpcur with

-

imagg/y/fhstructions-- similarly results in a lxteral

-~

memory rep:esentatign for a p:ove;b That is, when a

t »
process Eor a concreta proverb such as ”The cow gzves -

-', v

good milk but she kicks ove: the pail™, thg meémory ..

r.pmsention will‘eontain only the unintetpreted

non-vorbal infozmation which presumably reflects the

literal relations named 1n-the sentence.




-

2. -Absence of Imagery Effects in Recognition Memory .

foA Proverb Meanings
\
1
i
‘that imagery is unrelated to figurative interpretation

. 1]
A second source of support for the copclusion

processes comes from experiments which show that rated

-~

imageability of proverbs is unrelated to cued

recognition and recall of the meanings expressed in

proverbs when the cues are abstract interpretations of

the proverbs. Cued recall of abstra¢t pioverbs is
either superior to or .equal to that of concrete

proverbs (Reichman & Coste,1984). Reicbman and Coste

- —

—_ . - e,
find this result to be in striking contrast to the

usuval ﬁositive effect of concreteness on memory for
language demonstreied by experiments conducted to

develop dual coding theory (see Paivio,1986 for a_
review). They reason that dual coding theory would

make the following prédiction for cued recall of

concrete ang abstract proverbs. If-imade:y is part of

-~

the represenéatien of figurative meanings, then recall
cues that presumably express those figurative meanings
“qhould access the Image component and result in
'enhanced memory for concrete ptoverbs_pve: abstract
proverbs which pwould not have the advantaqe of the-
daal roptesentation. Because cueﬂ tecall of concrete

proverbs is not superio: to that of abstract pvoverbs

Pl




Reichman and Cqste'con;lude thaé imaginal
representations must be peripheral to the
representation of figurative meanings.

Howevér, tﬁis conclusion is derived from the
in?ogrecg assumption that a duafwcoding‘analysis
invariile;predicts positive effects for.imagery‘oq
memory for language. Instéad{ according to dovatl
coding theory, the locus'?f imagery effects is in the'
direct connections in semantié memory between qpncrete..
words and their non-verbal representations. In a cued

recall task, tﬁe advantéée of an imaginatl

representation for a to-be-recalled word is dependent
on the extent to which that imagipél-:epreseﬁtq;ign is .
P . - .

directly accessed by the recall cue (e.g. Begg,1973)

. 'and also on the extent that the,to=be recalled word isf

itseff directly connected to its imaginal
representation. This has strong implications for the

- Qay in which imagery functiops das a recatl mediator

-

for concrete 4nd abstract language.
A study by Day apd Bellezza (1983)'provides a

'relevgnt é§amplé. ?hey asked subjects to form images

g

to abstract pairs of words. Subjects could producelf_~
‘images high in rated vividtess when the abstract words

_@nre highly related semantically;-but whén‘:ecall for °

L one word was'later'cued by p;esentatiénAof the othgr,

-

e the images‘pjféucéd'in'tﬁo first part of the task did
- e




AJ W .

hot boos} recall pgrfbrmance relative to recdll of
concrete word pairs'which hgd been rated as less vivid
in imade gvoking'valée. \ﬁaivio (1986; Palvio, Clark &
' Khan, in press) explained“thé apparené failure of

imdgery to benefit memory in terms consisteént with

.

dual coéing theory by sugggsfing thhat an image

N

associated with a pair of abstract words would be less

clgsely related to either one of the words used as a
~

recall cue and would therefore be less useful as a

r
-

strong recall mediator than an image activated with a
concrete word paf;. Extending this r;asoning to the
Réichman aqd.Costé cued recall paradigm, it is nat

&rprising from a straightforward application of dual

coding principles that the abstract words of the-

experimenters' #Pnterpretations of the proverbs failed

r

to access the imaginalrepresentations suggested by

i —— - —— e TT————

e

the wordé of concrete proverbs. According to dual
coding the failure of ;he abétractly worded recall
cues to access the images dgés'nqt necessarily mean
that iﬁages were not part §T the representation;

- 4

itself. The dual coding iﬂterpretafion is simply that

the abstract'interéretations_were less related to the

higp:imagery_representations of the concrete proVérbs.

than they were to the abstract verbal rep:eéehtatiqns

A pitn. .

of the abstract proverbs, theréby teduting the usuafly

~

L . . N
observed memory advantage for an imagina&l

&




-—

representation. . - - )

.
- . . . <
'R

' study 2 . ) . ~

» . . -
- B ol

Imagery, Comprehension and Interpretatlon of P:ovezgs 4
‘I’ -

The preceding .analysis reveals an 1mpo:tant-

distinguishing feat&re between dual ceding and’ the

AS

donceptual base hypothesis. Unlike the'concéptual base
hypothesis, dual c&ding theory diffeQent}ates
between théAverbal égd non-verbal gspect§ of languége'
repres;ntation and interpretatipq. Iﬂ‘doiﬁg so, the
theory gives a_basis gor underst;hgzﬁa'pow_ |
interpreting a proverb may be different from

o - . Ve ) .
comprehending that proverb. In particular, dual

. coding'suggeéts that the relation’ between »

comprehenslon and 1nterpretat1on .for proverbs would

differ as a funct1on of the avallab111ty of non—verbal
representations to serve as basis for comprehension;

Considé; first the prqcess of generating an
4 N \ . ’

intérpretatfqn for an abstract proverb such as
"admiration is .the dhughter of~{qnorance¥1; ‘ .

Accordzng to the theory, the meaning of-- =h4s proverb

e i e -

is represented piimarily in the verbat system and -
. R ) \

.- comprehengion occurs as a result of ve:bg}_ag}g?i;tive

s

processxng of verbal representatxons. The.process of

generatzng a verbal intergﬁetation of an abstract - 4

proverb would sumllatly take place withiin the-verbal




sx}tem. The:efSre, for abstract proverbs, “
-coqp:éhedsién and interpretation wodidlgf very closely
nelateé-ptoeegses.j

3 ﬂ*' Consider the cantrasting case for concrete

proverbs such as'"saglés fly alone".

. L4 L 3 -5
According to the theory, the meaning of a concrete
r * .
. : -+
proverb can_be reprdgented non-verbally; the images

associatedeith,concresé‘ptOVEtbs provide a readily

[

b4 e " ) -‘ - 13 *
comptéheuéed cepresentation; in order to figuratively
oY . . -
'interp&et” that representation, however, sbdme Ffeature

of the non-verbal representation must be verbally

labelled. Therefore, ease.of-inée:pretation for

. o A
concrete proverbs need not be closely predicted by

ease vf comprehension for those proverbs, since

" processes in two different systems are involved in
comprehension and interpretatioﬁ. This hypothesised

differénce in ‘comprehension and interpretaé&on

-

processes Ss_g function of ﬁ%ove;b concreteness would

be shown by a demonstration that provésb imagery level

“
L]

is more related to'egpe of comprehedéion than -to ease

L
[

- 4
.of interpretation for proverbs and that ‘ease of o °

. comprehension and ease of interpretation are mor

closely related Eor-abstracthgbdbrbs than for -

godqtote.prOVQ:bb. \g

Study 2 was designed to test the prediction from

. this dual coﬂing-atguméﬁt that‘the relation between




- z -

comprehension and interpretation ease should vary a8s a ©
[ 4
function of proverb imagery level. Subjects were asked

to- rate proverbs for ease of comprehension before they

-

knew they would be asked to generate a verbal
interpretation for those'prbve:bs. Predictions for the

relation between ease of comprehension and ease of

interpretation derived from Dual Coiing are as

\
follows: . A

N

1) Ease of "imagery should in general be more closely

assodﬁated with ease of comprehension than with ease

of interpretation. . . . T .
[ 4

'2) Comparing high and low imagery proverbs
specifically, high imagdery éroverbs should be given

higher comprehensibility tétinés than low imagery

proverbs (a replication of the result obtained in _

Study 1, part 2). .
3) Ease of comprehension ratings and ease of
interpretation ratings should be more correlated for:

low imagery prdverbs than  for high imagery proverbs;

4) The difference between ease of comprehension and .

ease of. interéretation ratings should be greater for
- ) - *

high imagery -than for low imagery proverbs

specifically because high‘ihagety‘proverbg will be

rated as relatively easier to understand than they are

to interpret. : - . .

- -

-



Method
+ Subjects

..

-A new -group of 36 subjects, who had not

. v
participated in the earlier studies were recruvited

. from the.pool of students serving as.expetimentaf
subjects to FUlEill course requirements. o

Materials y

'Sixty_two proverbs were randomly selected from the

pool of 249 with the constraint that none were of the

straightforwardly literal type (Type 3) discussed in

~'Stuciy 1. All mate:1als for thls study are given in

Appondxx 2. _xng_nxg_gghg_pere :andomly assigned to 3
lists (28 on two lists and 22 on the third ), which

—

were presented in booklets,

Procodure

- v

Subjacts were gjven a lxst ct‘pruvetbs and asked

to ratepnacb f&{ easo of imagery and then for ease of
coTprehoniion as in Study 1 (patt-Z). Eollowiﬁg this
task, subjects wefe given new booklets with the -
proverbs in a diffcrenv'random order, and given a
sutptisc interpretation task in which they were asked
to wrié. inte:prgtations of each of the previously
rated pgovotbs,'énd then to rate the'easé of

. - - . -
« .

generating those interpretations,

—

Results
{




Correlations. between ease of imagery, ease of
o . - .

compreheﬁsion and ease of interpretation for the set
of provéfbs were computed. Ease of comprehension and

-ease of fhte(;tetation-was substantially correlated

_(r=.73,§2.0%i). The first prediction was that imagery
should be more related to\éase of comprehenston for

. -- -

than to ease_of,interpretation.! Inspection of Table 7
\ . ' . )

reveals that imagery and comprehensibility wsre

-

somewhat more highly correlated/than imagery and ease

of interpresation. d )

Importsngly, however, partialling 6u;.ﬁhe overlap
betgégn comprehensisility and ease of interprétation
showeé that imagery was inaepenéently related to ease
qf'comérehensioh only (Table 7). . -

Recall” that the dual godiqg analisis of
comprehensién and_intgrﬁre;ation diffetencés for
concrate énd abstr?ct-prqverbs predicted t%at Eo:-low
imagery pro;erbs,lcomptehension and interpretation

ratings should be more closely related than

ccmprehensié.n %d inferpretation for .high- imagery

proverbs: In order to maximize the imagery

'ditfe.genceh since the proverbs w;re not pre-selected

on that'basis, p:ové:bs of the bighest .imagery level
. ‘ p ——

(mean rhﬁingi above 5.5 on the'7lgpint séhln, n=21)

A3

were selected and compared aéainst btqvorbs ét the




Table 7.

——
.

Muns Standary Deviatiomws, and Peaxon Comlat;on

Coofficzents for ‘Imagesbility, Coq:re'ﬁéns:.bzhtx and

Interpretaba.lity for Proverbs in Study 2

Imsgeability 4.85 .99  .43(.32)  .30(-.03)
Comprehensibility 5.09 .89 . T3

Interpretability 3.96 .78

)

Note: Bracketed figures’ are partial- cqrrelatioms with overlap
between comprehensibility and interpretability: controlled




L3

- lowest . imagery Ievel (mean imagery ratlngs < 4.5,

'n-21) on the relation between ease of comprehehsxon
[ ]
and: interpretatiof. Table 8 shows the mean

comptehension and interpretation ratingé for tbe'two

groups of proverbs. o ' N
Peérsoﬁ coifelation coeffigients fo:.%he

comprehensxon and 1ntetpretatxon ratings for £he low

imagery and high 1magékx/proverbs were .93 (p=. GGl)and
<47 (p=.01) :espectively. Fisher's Z-score )

transformation showed the difference in correlations

was significant. This resulf shows, consistent with

-

" the dual coding analysis, that,comprehénSibn and

“~ifiterprétation of abstract proverbs is much more

closely related than comprehension and interpretation

a
-

of\high imagery proverbs.

’

With respect to'sgL‘i.lg diffe:eﬁces»in'ease of

H . [ 4
- comprebhension and ease of interpretation for both.
N

types of ptOvetbs, recéll “that the intetp:etatxon task

followed the imagery ratxng and gﬁhptehensxon ra}éng . '_'

lasib and was unexpected by the' subj;cts. - - P
.o . . TN

similar progess underlies bot compréhensx

interpretation, overall e;se Ldtetptegét1on :atlnqs

shoold differ l"tle £com overall ease gf

comprehension,:atings.* It anyhgiffek nce in the mean

b

ratings for the two dependent variables is observed,




- ’  Table 8 . .
Relation Between Mean Ease of Comprehension and Ease of interpretation
~for.  Concrete and Abstract Proverbs in Study 2
L - (@) . ) (@
R Couprehqrgmn © -Interpretation Difference r. .
- Proverb
" magery B 5.3 5.14. 21 47
A (.64) (.27) :
. '. Level ‘ ' :
" Low  4lsi a.64 .13 .93
) N . (.99) {.80)
L3 R - -
T ' ' - ’
t L
\ \ ' - -
7 Note: ’Sum.ficance tests for Concrete/Abs:ract differences
o . indicated by superscripts: s
U a (a):F=10.41,p=.002 -
47 () F= 4.25,p=.046 -/
- (c) F= 3 41,p= 072 . i :
) - S ¢
S ° ‘ - .:\_ ’l
- . Co -
hd t ‘ . 1,




be comprehended without having been interpr

* High® imagery provctbs wera roted as signtficantly

it shouid be that ease of 1nte:pretat19n tatings are

-~

hxgber ‘than ease of comprehension ra21ngs, sznce

'ihtgrptetatiog of the ptoverbs folibwed ‘the

comprehension rating. task.

-

- -

'For the coacrete proverbs, however, pro:;ibs could
e

ted; the
upexpected interpretation task cdﬁia be more difficult

than anticipated given the relatiig ease of ) .

understanding the concrete proverbs.
N 4 ‘

In accordance with this prediction abstract
proverbs were rated ‘as someqba;,éaéier to interpret

than they were to understénd; conerete. proverbs were

rated as somewhat harder to,idpetbrat'than they were

to unaersthnd'itable 8)' Howeéer, an analysis of

14

variance on the dxfference scores. for comprehensxqm

and int&rpretat1qn of high and 1bw imagery pzovetbs

‘-vealed-that.the difference in the dxffetence seores

c .,

'only-approached statistical szgnificance.

“

(F=3, 41,mse-.34,p-.97). One .£eason why a strong

image:y~telated dszersyce bet&ken ease of :

-

comprehen91on compared “to, ease of” interpuetatfbn

failed to emerge was that the high 1magery p:ovotbs

<

were ratad as surptisxngly casy to'interpret overall."
casie: to interp:et than low image:y p:OVQrbs.

This rosolt suggesb& bhat ftgurative
- Y




interpretation is not always expérgenceé as
"difficult"” for gubjecés; iqgerpretive difficulty may
not be a characteristic of figurative i%gé:prefition
at least as compared to the i?terpretaéfbn of
abstzactl} Qorded language., Howéver, the general
pattern of results is comptétety in_accor§.witb'ﬁhe
"auap coding diséinctién between verbal and ﬁon-verhal

processes langauvage comptghensidn.‘ The results

. .

suggest that ease of comprehensian iS.more s:r6hg}y'

associated with the availability of ndﬁ-vefﬁéf:

information than is ease of: -verbal inte:pretation.fip;

A

particular, the different relation, between ..

compréhensiqn and interpretation -far high ‘and low

-

imagery proverbs suggests, in a¢cordance wiph-dﬁél'“-

»

coding, that concrete and abstract proverbs may .be
inte:pteted by a different process. The éifference is
fhat‘interpre:aéions for concrete proverbs maz,noé

arise in. the same systeﬁ as the initial representation

of the meaning of the proverb. Inm contrast, for

.abstract proverbs the evidence suggests that batﬁ Ehe

initial comprehension and the interpretatiéﬁuare part

of the same process. o
P Sk .
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study 3: An Analysis of Interpretatiaqns of Eonérete

1)

and "Abstract Proverbs . . ~, --

Study" 2 showed that the ease of verbally

R

interpreting abstract proverbs is very closely related

tq,eése of comprehending those proverbs. In contrast,

15 -

easé of verbally interpreting concrete, high imagery
proverbs is less well predicted by ease of

comprehending those proverbs. This finding was

" predicted by the-dual‘goding analysis ofa ° J

representational differences for concrete 3and abstract

-

‘langauge and the conseguent implicaw®ions for

figyrative interpretation. According to that
analysis, an abstract proverb is both éomprehended and
* : - )

interpreted within the verbal system; in contrast

4

.concrete proverbs suggest non-verbal i?éqrmation which
is represénted in the imagery system and which must be

subsequently ingerpreted in the verbal system. It is

this process of verbally interpreting non-verbal

information that constitutes’' figurative interpretation

Sccording,to the ﬁode} beinq.de;elgped in the thesis. -

Aécoréing to this model, interpretations of
abstract proverbs are not fiqd:itive'ﬁécause they are
not derived from non-verbg{!rgp?bsenéatioqq of the

+ linguistic ingut: Iqétead,zintérpretatioqb of abstract

-

proverbs are derived from verbal associative responses

(e

« s
-

P g |

. [ )
. = A t‘,ﬁ
RS-
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.whether interpretations of high imager§'pkoverbs are

. measure of semantic relatedness between proverbs and -

a problem noted as a result of the figurativeness ':

rating procedyre in study l,.'RecaLl that for Qpﬁj

. . 136
to the words of the proverb. Interpretations of

abstract proverbs should therefore be mbre closely

related, in-a verbal associative sense to those

- —_—

abstract proverbs, than are the figurative

-

inkerpretations of concrete proverbs. By.examining‘fhe
kinds_of intetpretatiods that are geperated‘}or_high

and low imagery proverbs, the relationship '‘between -
imagéré‘and figurativeness of interpreiations may be

assessed. . ' — -

The first question of interest in this study is

1

f;;s'semantically related to the provérb @haﬁ are
interpretations of low imagery proverbs . This
question was iﬁvest#gated'by examining the proverb

interpgetations generated by subjects in study 2. One

e

interpretations is provided by topic. similarity; that
) - .

is; by the extent to which the topic of a proverb is

- .

also the«topip of its interpretation. The importance

-

of tébic similarity as a distinguishing feature for.

the figurativeness of interpretations is suggested.pyr

-

brovogbs, _the topic of the proverb can also he tﬁe - '

'topic of tho,interpfotétion of the proverb. Fot f ) .

example,the proverb "Punishment is lame,,bﬁt it comes"™
. ) \/




I

-

is typically interpréted to.be about pui}jﬁbent,- d
. | ==t
regardless of how the rest of the proverb is

interpreted. As dlscussed earlier, thxs type of

proveéb may be rated as hxghly flguratlve, but the o

flguretxve element occurs in the veh1c1e only. A} the

same time, #Wese "partially"” figurative proverbs may

be rated as relatively 'low in imagery (because they
) ) )
are about abstract topics) thereby weakening the claim

that figurativeness is dependent on imegery; It is

»
o

important to show then, that proverbs wbich are low in

-

. S
1magery tend to generate 1nterpretatzons that are mq?e

literal than interpretations™ of h1gh imagery proverbs,
that is, the 1nterpretat10ns of abstract proverbs have
the same topics as the proverbs themselves. In
contrast, proverbs that are high in imagery such as "A
little pot is soon hot", should suggest '
interpretations that have a different tapic than the,
proverb itselg.

Method .

I calculated a topic similarit} scdore for_each of
5¢ proverbs raandomly.,selected from tbe'proverbs )
interpreted in Study 2 by: 1) identifying the topic of
epch proverb and 2) identifying the topic of each of
12 interpretahions of the proverbs. A binary scotring
procedure was used such that an interpretatxon was

]
given a score of @ if the interpretation had the same




topic as the proverb, for example:
: Envy shoots at others and wounds herself(proverb)
Envy is one's own enemy(interpretation)

v . -
- The interpretation was given a score of 1 if it

-

had a different topic than did the proverb, for

example. L

) Envy shoots at others and wounds herself:’

-~

Greed results in personal loss, not gain

T Therefore, proverbs which resulted in each &f the .12
interpretations having a different topic than the

- -

broverb would receive a score of 12 and proverbs which

i resulted in ifiterpretations that all shared the same

topic as the proverb would receive a score of 4.

Occasionally a-provexb had fewer than 12
interpfetations, resulting from individuals not

writing any interpretation for that proverb. In this

s ¢ - LT

case, each blank interpretation was credited with a

-
’

gscore of 1, as if tha; interpretation had had a .

different topic than the proverb.

Results and Discussion ' ;

I

$

The fifty proverﬁs were divided into two groups on
the basis of mean imagery rat}ngs obtained from Study

- 2. Mcan,ipage:y rgtinq_far ﬁge'proverbs in éhis study

was 4.9; thus, proverbs with a mean tating above 5,0 _




were_classed as high:\imagery, and th;ase below 5.0 were
classed as low imager?.- Topic similarity scores were
analyzed by means of an analysis of variance with -
broverb imagery level as thé between items variablé.
Results of the analysis showed that. the low imagery
proverbs had fewer-new‘topics menéioned-in their
interprdta»‘cl)ns than did high imagery proverbs
(E=19.04,mse=10.66,p<.001; see table 9) .

. TQZS result cleariy con‘ifms Eﬁht high and low
1magery ptoverbs d1ffer as Qredlchedfln the extent to
which they suggest hlghly flguragi;e 1nterpretatlonsi .
High imagery proverbs are lLkgly to suggest
interpretatiéns that differ in tqpic*fioﬁ the proverb
itself than doolow imagery pésaerb%f Th}s fﬁnding
thereforé provides’an explanation for one of the
crucial findings that has sppported the idea that
1magery is.irrelevant to figurat1va interpretat1on.
When memory for proverbs is cued by their
iﬁterpretations, interpretations of ioﬁ imagery
proverbs are at least a§ effective ag interétetations
of high imagery proverbs in cuing memory for the
proverbs (Reichmann and'ﬁ%ite, 1989). Althqﬁéh.thié
finding has been taken as e;idencg“that imagery is 63;?

part of the representation of figurativé meanings, the

- . .o

more Qppropr{ate explanation may be that -~

interpretations of abstract proverbs are méxe related
A e : ; )

.
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K/ : -
Number of ‘Different Topics for SO High and Low Imagery Proverbs

" Table’9

. ? Proverb Imagery Mean .Number of Different Topics .
. : M In Interpretations .

> 2

_ High (n=23) _ 9:82 (2.74)

low (n=27) ‘ 5.78 (3.65)

_; maximum possible=12: Standard Deviations are ‘m. brackets

Mean Numifer of Different Interpretations Given for 2] Randomly

Selected Higg. and Low,Imagery Proverbs, \
: : * 7z - .
' b . o -

Proverb Imagery . . - Mean Number of Different
c . . . : Interpretations

- 3

High (n=11) - 5.51(1.16)

Low ®(n=10) . © 4.44 (1.42)
p .




semantically to.the proverbs than are ;derﬁ?étations
. . N .

of. high imagei:y proverbs. Tbe positrve effect of

imagery on mémory is. offset by the reduced

L 4
verbal-associative relation between the proverb and
»

its interpretatién in the case of concrete, high

‘zmﬁgety pro;erbs.-
A second question about the difference in

J ’ .
interpretations of high aéd low imagery proverbs can
be addressed here. The results of the toéic similarity
ratings showed that abstract proverbs are more

semaﬂtically related to their‘interpretations than are

concrete proverbs; in- this sense then, interpretations

of abstract proverbs are more literél than
- “;intezpretation; of concrete proverbs. ’One_cdnsequéﬁce
oé the more literal relation Eﬁr abstracé:éréherbs and
their interpretations coeuld be ﬁﬁaé thoéé é:qiéfbs are

LY

..

intergreéed more similarty’actqss-individudbs than are
- . th mo:e:figuratiyé.cgdc:ete p;ov;rbs._{sdéh iné}éased
| vagfability:fdr figuratfve~i&iérprétat;ons is

-~ suggested gy.both the linguistic and cognitive

analyses that form the basis of the verbal-imaginal .
' L] . -

theory of figurative interpretation presented here, .
. The linguistic approach derived from Searle's

model of fidurative interpretation allows that since

—

figurative reference js:-not conventionally defined as

- -

is literal reference but must be abstracted from the - -




. o

R 11z

iiteral base, figurative interpretations cqgka/be more
variable than literal interpretations. In agdition,:

- - /
the duval coding approach allows for the posgsibility
ot

-

that what is interpreted in a figugative
w - -~
interprétation is that aspect of the sentence which is

primérily non-vgrbal Qr npn-linguiétic in . .
representation. Variability in\dnte:pretatipn across
individuals could arise because the resulting . .
non-verbal representation ggrmits more alternative

verbal interbretations than would Q strictly verbal

representation.

-

The possibility qeat high imagefy proverbs are
more variable in interpretation than are low imagery
prové;és allows a re-evaluation of results of proverbd
interpretation studies which have been claimed a;

showing that figurative interptetaéion is an abstract

-process that does not invotve imagery and that

thetesfte cannot be explained in terms of the two

representational codes described in duatl coding ’

-
»

theory.

Negiffve comprehension and memory effects for

bigh imagery proberbs_cited by Reichman and

Q 4

Coste(l980r'and attributed to iﬁggery may actualfy

‘pave resulted from greater interpretive variability

and tiéur&tiyeness qﬁ high imagery proverbs . In fact,

a thDlt-SUPPOtting the jidea that figurati#e




intezp;etatibns are more variable than lite;al
interprgtations, and implicgtiné imaginal processes in
that variability bhas been 1ncxdentally reported by
Reichman -and Coste(198d). In some experxments
(Reichm;én}1975), it was found that 1nterpre;atio€s of
h€gh imagery proverbs were. less effective than
inte;Btetatiéns of low imagery proverbs as memory
ptob:; for their respective'pfbv;rbg. They
interpreted this as a demonstration of the intggfering
‘effect of imagery in geﬁeraéioﬁ of an apprépriate
meaning'repreéentation-in ;igurative comp;ehensiqn.
However, when intetptetive variability for proverbs
Qas contrdlled in a subsequent experiment, (Reichmann
" & van Wyk, '1977' citéd in Reichminn & Coste, i980) S0
that only proverbs were used that suggested a sxngle
domznant 1ntetptetatxon, the imagery effect
disappeared. The -interpretations of the selgsgéd high
. imagery proverbs were now as effective as the:
interpretations of low im;gety proverbs at cueing

' mémorf for their respective prdverbs. It appears then,
that thé apégtent_mémo%y disadvantage for high imagery
proverbs used -in the rlied ‘experiment was caused by
.;ntetpr;tiye variaﬂility ﬁdt &Lhese proverbs.. That :ig,

a

careful selection of materials wiannegessaty to. ensucre

that the ‘'sample of high iqagi:y.pzbvorbd would °

_ generate interpretatipns;gﬁat were as consistent among




subjects, and therefore effective memory cves, as were

the.intetptetagiops of low imagery'ﬁroverbs.

;nkerestinély, Réichm;nn and cOste(iQBB) give -
ex;ct1y~thg opposite reason for the change in tﬁev
pattern of results produced by controlling variability
in proverb interpretgéions. They cite findings

reported by Sacks and Eysenck(1977) thac suggested

that for literal language, concrete high imagery

[

sentences may lead to ' a sinéle dominant interpretation

whereas abstract sentences may be more divergent in

meéning. From this they infer that in selecting’
. : . 3

proverbs with dominant inte;pretations &hey must have

reduced imagery differences in their materials by

[}

eliminating the *variaﬁle" abstract proverbs and thus
reducing imaqerz\variability, rather than reducing

. e '
interpretive variability as I have suggested. Their. .

-

atgumenq does not hold for two reasons. 'Firstﬁ

.cotheté_literal language may lead to a demina‘§

-

interpretat%on, but concrete figuraﬁive language may
Aot.' Sqéond, if high_imagery provérbs lead to a
single éominahtiin;etprgtation as Reichman and Coste
argﬁ;, _then controlling intetptetive variability
should éelp recognition of interpretations of Tow
imagery pfovefbs more than high imagery proverbs’,

contrary to the result they Setually obtained.

Evidence on Interprétive vVariability for Contrete and

) T . (%4




. Abstract Proverbs
R : .
The question &f greater interpretive

variability foy cencrete combared to abstract proverbs

L4

was investigated by having 5 independent judges rate

the ‘similatity in meaning for each of 12 ~ )
. " ) -
interpretations generated for 21 of the proverbs in .

.study 2. Each "nterpretation was thni:e-d on a 5 by 7 o

index card. The judges were presented with the
- proverb and thbe. set of interpretations and asked to
sort the interpretations into piles according to how

similar in meaning each interpretation was to the

.

others, credting as many or few sorted groups as was

believed necesary. Thus, each proverb was given a

Q

score( from 1 to 12) by each judge basedfbatthe

jydged number of gifferenﬁ interpretatians. The mean .

»

number d't/int&p?_gat'ions for each proverb was then

calculated by averaging ‘the scores provided by -each
. .

judge in theiegrting task, 'Judges agreed

_qjgnificaptly'an number of interpretations for each

-

. proverb (r's'tanggd between .41‘and .71,‘la:ges§

p§.03).

.The proverbs were

divided into a low imqger& group (those prbvérbs'with

-

mean tmgger} ratings below's on the 7-point scale) and

a high imagery group (those with mean ratings above 5




-

*

-

; than are zcéroso tations of thc,mbanjngs of abstract

o; éh. 7-point scale): Mean number of interpretations
for the low and bxgh 1magery pzove:bs are reported in
the bottom panel of Table %.
. As can be seen fiém tabie §f high imagety,prov:rbs
tended to have a higher nomb,rfof 1ntptpretatlons thanA

low 1magery proverbs, although analysis of vatiance .

)

revealed that the dlffegenee/only_approached

stétistical ;fénifﬁéance=(F-£.65,mse-2;li;p<.07).

Thg}fiddiﬁg of'q trend Qr~g§eé£er va:i;bility fon
16:::prétations of conétet lprove:ba 1s @artxculatly ES
:evoalxng because of the o G1ous contrast thh what

would -be expected for iat rpretatzons of bxteral

- language. 1In addltion tq the Sacks and Eysenck (1977) . |

study already mentidn?d, the;e is other eviﬁence that f
suggésts ‘that for literal intéfpr@tation,.abstract,
‘rathez thah concrete language is 1nterpzeted rather . ) -
variably across “indivikuals. . |

 For example, Begq,/ Upfold and W1lton 713%3) showed
that comcrete wotds jre guessed more raadily than
abstzact wofds when /[listeners must use spoakors clues

to come dp with a =rg¢t word in a passwo;d game. They

©

" concluded that reptesentations of the meanings for

[ ; : . . .

concrete w05§s arg more similar across individuals

- 3

words. - Similg:l , .it is known Ehat'aasqéiations to

abqtigc; words differ -more across individuals than do




associations te ¢oncrete words (e.g. Kolers,1963).
Thus, the éompariéon of concrete and astract proverbs

oni

interpretive variability pits one type of
variability (that as;ocigted”Qith igtergcétaﬁion of
abstract litefgl.language ) with another kind of -
variability (that'associated with figurative
.in&érpretations of concyete ‘language) .
Results .from the interpretive variability

.ratings here suggest that the conclusion of Reichman.
\\ and Coste' that high imagery proverbs leéd to a.single
dominant in;erpreticn'whereas low imagery provetbs—aré
_ipterpreted ﬁq;e variably is incorrect. Instead,

interpretive vatihﬁilitQ for Highzimagery proverbs is

-a potential éxplaﬁation of.findings reported by

Reichmann & Coste (1988) where subﬁeéts do better at

- | recognizing gntgrprqgations of low imagery compared to
high imagery proverbs. The correét interpretation of
these findings may be that low 1mag§ry prove:b§ are

[~ : less figurative and tﬁﬁs.lésg variable in

interpregiti&d than high imagery proverbs, rather than ™

thd'explanqtidn offered by thé'autho:s that imagery is

irrelevant to figurative interpretation,. .

- . - . o




Summary of Results to This Point

.The main point of this thesis has been that
abstract language is not flguratlvely 1nterptetabte,
ang to exptore the tesu1t1ng 1mp11cat10ns for theories
of figurative interpre;atlon processes.

The results of Study 1 .showed that abstractly
worded proverbs are rated as more literal than
”éoncréée proverbs. Literalnégé was measured by_raxed;
closeness of relation between the meaning directly

>

expressed by tHe words of a proverb and the apparent

underlying gpéended meaning of that same proverb.
THis observed literalness of_absttact proverbs was
taken as support for thg theory of, figurative -
interpretation p;esenéed'hgre which defines a
figurative intétpretation as an abstract -
interpretation of a concretg literal refereqt. The
theor§ suggests that abstiact I?ngbggé'should not
suppbrt-figurative'abstraction. while this ;tudy -
cieat}y demon%Fratea that anreasing'abstractness ing
.ptoyerbs 1s:assdciated with a decrease in potentialv
for a figurative tntérptetation,‘the strong conclusion
. that-ab;traqt language‘can nevpr'be figurativély;
interpreted was not wafrented becausé some abstract
prove:bs were qiycn high figuna;iveness ratings. This

- partial -failure of rated Exqu:atxv-ness to identify

concgcteness as a necegsary condition for figurative




»

interpretation was explained in terms of structural
differences in the way figuxativeéess vas expressed %n
concrete and abstract proverbs. The next two studies
Qe:e'undertaken to .try to determine if other,
Atheoretically important features of figurative
léngqage would support-tbe hypothesis thaf abstract
language is not figuratively interpreted.

L Y
The purpose of Study 2 was to investigate

-

concrete/abstract differences in the relation between

ease of comprehension and ease of interpretation, 1It
: /

.
~

was found that the relation between comprehension ease

han

AN

and interptetatfon ease was stronger for abstract t
for-concrete groyerbs; ‘This was -taken to show that -
"coqprehenaingf a concrete proverb may not always be
the.éame as intergreiing it v;rbally, an inference
which was suggested .by application of dual coding _
p:fnciples EE repre§entat18na1 differences for
concrete and abstr{ct lanqu;ge to the theory of -
-figurative language interpretation. A second
importt?t finding in Stud;;z concerned the relgGive

ease of coﬁprehensfbn and-ease of interpretation for
ggnciete and abstract proverbg. "Concrete pfouerbs
were rated as easier to comprehend and easier to

interpret than abstract provetbs,iindicitinq that

‘imagery may be important tn the generation of abstract

This casts doubt on one
®

figurative meanings.




inference from the»Conceptual Base Hypothesis that.

im&goty is irrelevant to figurative interpretation
processes. In addition, the relative ease of

intespretation for the concrete proverbs suggested

that difficdlty of interpretation, although apparently

*.predféted by the 1ingui§tic analysis of figurative

1anguage as abstractxon from a.- 11tera1 base, may not
be an 1mportant daffetent1at1ng feature for the

psycholog1cal processes involved in interpreting

—

figurative langgage. . . -
Study 3 investigated the. relation between

proverbs and their intedpretations and showed that

interpretations of abstract proverbs are more

semantically related to those proverbs than -are
interpretations of concrete. proverbs. In addition,

interpretive variability for concrete and  abstract

1

»
proverbs was investigated. It was found that concrete

proverbs tended to suggest a larger number of

. different interpretations than did abstract proverbs,

which is the opposite-result that is found with
concrete/abstract différences in literal language.
This leads to the suggestion that an important

cdrtelate of Eigurat1veness is 1nterpret1ve

. N

S
variability, an xdif which was shown to be consxstent

- ?

Wwith the combined lxnguxstxc-cognjtxve theory of

~Eigutative'inteép:etation pugéen;ed here,




s

| < i
Oone of the prima;y assumptions arising from the
dual coding analysis of represeqtational differences
for concrete and abstract worés is that concreteness
of reference is neéess;ry for figu;ative processing ¥o
. .
occur, and that the generation of a figurative meaning
would neééssarily invplé a non-verbal or imaginal
represerntation of some kind. Predictions from this
model have been supported in Studies 1, 2, and 3, but
'lﬁ order to present the‘the9r§ as a complete

alternative to the Conceptual Pase Hypothesis it is

important to address more specifically the Memory

findings from the earlier studies as well. -

-

- Recall that the conceptual'base hypotheéis states

that figurative meanings are abstract 'and imagery.

. free. Support for this hypothdsis is .obtained from

[
results of e;perimeﬁts which use ptoverb

, .
interpretations as memory prpbes for provetbs'wg}fh
vary in iﬁagery level. A ;ybical'fandiné ig&thég when”
subjects ate-given the ihterpgetation memory éfgbeg,,
abstract proyerbs. are recalled at least as well-as
concrete proverbs in response to their iAterpretatioh
probes. In édditién, subﬁécts instructed to encode -~
b:ovg;bs ugder imaqﬁf%‘insttuctions typically show
lower levels of recoénitiqn for the inte;pretatidn~

.

memory probes than do subjects instructed to

comprehend the proverbs at encoding.




- The purpose of the-following two studies was to

o

show that the dual coding model of figurative

interpretation provides a more precise. undertanding of
imagery factors in the memory pazadlgm employed by
. _Reichmann and bis colleagues. -~
" Pd
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Study 4: Proverb Intergretaﬁicns ag‘Memory Cuesi

'.Self-Generatgd'interpretation

o L d
for that interpretation by direct, avtomatically

‘harself. Absence of concreteness effects in cued

Concrete/Abstract Differences in the Advantage for a

According to the dual coding model, a ‘figurative

interpretation is not related. to the non-verbal base

‘:\?. . . ‘ . T
accessed conhéétlogs provided by semantic memory .
structures. Such'anniqterpretatfon.woﬁld be 1lteral ' ‘5_
rather than‘figuraiivé. Accordingly, it seems =~ — "

plausible to -expect that for a figurative.

P

interpretation, the exact manner of expression of the

imaginal-verba1 relation would differ more from person

- -

to person than would occur fdr literally interpreted® -

) <. N
concrete language, precisely because the relation is
not determined By directly connected representations

in semantic memory. Theoretically, then, in order for

the imaginal cémbdnent for a concrete proverb to be
accessed by an abstract interpretation of that

proverb, the interpretation‘memo:y cvé would have to

’ . N .
have been gengrated by the indivﬁguahlhimselfggp

-2

-

memory for proverbs is obse:QGd becavse-

~ .

interpretations of experimenters.do not necessarily

access.tﬁe.non-verbal compdnent.associatéd with

conérexe_éroverbs;'nc'eﬁfect of an imaginal

-

-

representation is Eheréf@ée obseryved in CJZE\IQCALl;\\\\

e 1
- T U




u ~’

\ . . . . -
Considgr the con?iasting case when an individuval's

own interpretation of. a proverb serves as™a-me€mory

L4

probe for éhe proverb In this case, thaé

</
. xnterpretatxon would have been integrated with the

o -

P~ 1magxna} teﬂ%esentatzon sbggested by thwe words of the

proverbf'ihus; when the fnterpretation is presented as
N .
) . - a tecall cue, the 1n€brpretat10n provides access to

the non-verbal :epresentatlon whxch 1s 1tse1f dlrectly

i - connected to the words of ‘the ptoverb as descrxbed by
\ <

dual ccdxng ghedry. Thus,'concrete proverbs should be

ve:y effectxvely cued by self-genes;ted
ipﬁerpretatxons,coqparqd 0 & as@ when the

& . interpretations wetr g8nerated by another individual. .,
Thjs -oretxcal analysisg can be extended to show that

. . =" different mechansxsm would influence cued recall of

abstract ptoverbs.‘ In the case of abstraet prove:bs,

a non-verbal representat1ona c ponent would not
o

norma}ly bekavallable. According to the theory

Y

- Ppresented here, one cofeequence of the primarily

* ' verbal representation would be that an }nterpuetatlon

3 v~

oE the-abst:act.gfd‘erb woutd be ”lxteral", w;th

l'

conventxonslxzedlseman;1c relatxons between ptoverb,
LR apd.iﬁté&p:etatxon,Lregazdless'bf‘who generated that
- ) * . . M - -

e ) Iatéréretation.ﬂ ﬂb a resdytt, there should be a
- o S b
smallcr advantage for a sel?—gena:ated interpretatxon

. L4

.’ , I3

$ . as & tecall cue for the abstract ‘proverb® compared to




concrete proverbs. What determines cue access. to the
memory representation of abstract proverbs is the

semantic relationfbetween the Jords of the proverd and"‘
the words of the._abstract interpretation; this
F )

presumably 11teral relation would be expected to vary
less across 1ndlvxduals and be tess influenced by .

episodic integration effects described in the case of .

<

concrete proverbs.

The above arguments; therefore, suggest that

»

an interesting test for the role of imaginal processes

-

in figurative ‘interpretation would be to.compare the

- &
extent to which experimenger provided interpretations

of proverbs fail as recall cues .for the proverbs

compared to interpretations generated by the

.

individual. -Accofding to the theory, when the tecall"
cue is an interpretation provided by another

individual, the stronger literal, direct semantic .

:elat1on between Lntetpretatzons and abstract ptoverbs

give abstract proverbs an advantage over concrete

R

_ptoverbe which  are more-Eaguratlvelyﬁ1ntetpretable.
However, when the regall cue is a self-generated .
interpretition and the to-be-recalled proverb is

concrete, the integratxon process desc:xbed above ae

the main component in f1gurative interpretation should

allow the 1nterpretatlon to- access the imaginal

component of. the proverb representation.

Ty b .
k3 L - L]




In the féllow&ng experiment, subjectgﬁs&re -
given‘a.ti;t'of proveibs ané asked to interpret them
under instructions to use imagery or an abstract
comprehension strategy in order to generate their
interpretations. Later, £hey'were cved to remembe; .
eatﬁ»proverb,.first by an inte:pretation~generated by.
someone else, and, EQIIQWing.that, by their own
interpretation. The predictions éogce:n’thé effect of"

. ]
instructions and the sour®e of the recall cue on the

cue access of memory representations for the Pproverbs.

Predicfion# for the Effect of 80urgé of Recail Cues
- N v .

for Cued Recall of Concrete and Abstract Proverbs

The prediction derived from applic;tion of dua
K . - ’ ’ >
coding principles of mental representations to the

theory of figuiat;ve language as ‘linguistic
apstraction is that concrete proverbs should benefit

more frdm having a self-generated interpretation as a

recall cue than should abstract proverbs. The

b

~conceptual base hypothesis does not predict an

intetactioﬂ for provhrb concreteness and the soufc; of
the recall éue (whether self oxr other geneéated). .
.Acco:Qing to the conceptual base hypothesis, memory
rcp::sentatiops.fo: figuratively interpret;d prsverbs

are abstract and‘amodal;dshere is no reason to expect

-

imagery effects in the éroposed cued Ttecall task,




(4]
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- ‘ . ‘ . '1 . . -
Predictions fox the Effect of-ggst:uctions on Cued
-
Recall fo:éouciete and abst?act' Proverhs

thh respect ‘to the etfedt ot "imagery and -
cohprehension xnstructgpns on cued Tecall for the
proverbs, prqvious studies (Reichman &_édste, 198¢;

.Honeck & Kibleg}lSS&) have shown thatftﬁe instruction

. -

to use imagery to encode prsverbs apparently impedes

L

’ subjects'_recognltlpn of the fxgutatxve metpxng of
proverbs. The present analysxs of thls tesvlgl ™ . - |
- ﬂ .
suggests that wtien subjects actuvally genera;e*a\vezbal
- b M

-

interp:etation of a concrete proverb, inst;pctions

shoutld have mo effect on subsequent recognition for
AN <

figurative meanings since both imaginal and abstract .

- - . -

. comprehension processes are automatically involved ia

constructing a figurative meaping. Therefore memory °

N L
representations for interpreted concrete proverbs
should De the same'regardless of whether they were

interpreted‘undef imagery instructions or
comprehiension instructions. s

A second asssmption of the theory, however, ngﬁha;
abstract étoverbs are interpreteémby a differedt -
process -than are concrete proverbs. The process of
intetpretinq an absttact proverb would not normally

~

entail the pame rautomatic” intnqration o' imgxnal

- -and absttact interpre&zve proceses &8 occurs for

concrete’provctbs. Therefore, in contrast to what is




-

expected for the effect of instructions on

interpretations of concrete proverps, imagery and

comprehension instructions could presumabl*'have

different effects on the kinds of interpretations
generated for abstract péovetbs. Previous research
suggests that qpmpréhehsion instructions should result
ip superior~éued ;ecall for abstract proverbs. '
Reichman 11915; and Beichman aﬂd Van Wyk (1977, cited

in Reichman and Cosge,ISBGJ teéort that imagery
‘J
1nstructxons produce compatat1Ve1y lower
. &

1nterpretat13ﬂ}re¢ogg1§10n sefres than do

’

comprehension ﬂésttuctxons for abstract prqverbs as

well as concrete proverbs. Similarly, findings of Day

a .

and Betlezza (1983) ctould be interpreted a§ showing

that imaging to abstract materials dees not enhance

memory for those materials. They found that pairs of

abgtract words that were encoded under imagery
. s
- instructions and received high  imagery ratings were

recalled at lower Ievels.than concrete words.tpat were
rdted as less vivid in imagery. §1ack i1983) found
) that subjects were not helped by imagery ‘encoding -’
" instructions over compzehensioA encoding instructions
when their ;ask was to listen .to abstract sentenégs

and to later decide uhethe:‘they had previously heard

a targebd abstract word or its synonym.' Research by .

Marschark-(1978) suggests that when subjects are




. 4
. instructed to comprehend abstract literal sentences
they ehpléy a strategy very similar - to that Empioyed
when they sted to memorize the sentenées. This
syggests that under comprehension instructions
subject% may spontaneously use strategies thit enhance
‘ memory.for abstract lsngUagé. The studies as a group
.therefore.suggest that comprehension instructioqs
_should aid memory for abstract proverbs.
’; With respect to a precise statemené from dual
' coding theory with trespect to the effect of imagery
instructions on meﬁoiy for abstract proverbs it is a
clear inference. that images to abstract ptoverb; would
be less directly cbnnect;d to the-tefetentiaf meanings

of the words of the proverb than would images to

- concrete proverbs. One implication could be that even
. : _ . s

if subjects do generate images to abstract proverbs,
-those°images, in not '‘being as strongly coﬁnected to
the to-be-recalled words of the abstract proverbs,
would not be Qtrongly integrated with é;ther the
proverb or tbe 1dt§fpgetati6n of the proverb Ep
enhance memory. On the other hané, if subjects
remembered the 9pisodic felation.betﬁeen proverb,
image and interpretation, given the iﬁterpretation
reéall cue they would be relatively more able to

remember the p}ovofb than ,subjects yho;did not use- -

images in interpretingithe abstract proverb.

.




-

-instructions for abstract proverbs, .the most .

LY

In light of lack of a strong theoretical
framework from which to make pre&ict ons regatdimJ

specific effects of comprehension and imagery .
straightforward prediction is that concrete proverbs

in particular should show no g§ffect of instructions on -
cved recall. Instructional fferences, if the& are

observed at all, shoul§ occdr for cued recall of
; ) .

- abstract proverbs only. ~’f

i .

dM




-Method -

Subjects

The subjects were 20 students from an
introductory Psychology course who volunteered to
participate for course credit.

— Materials wm “‘ > _ [ 4

-

‘The materials were a list of 24 proverbs éeleifed

from thq items in Study 3. These proverbs had %een

L)
interpreted by 12 subjects each in thap study and had

been rated for ease of intérpretation, imagery and

comprehensibiltity. 'The 24 proverbS'teré selectgd on
<o

the basis of rated imagery value in order to ma(}mizé

the difference on.that measure. Thus, half pf taE

_proverbs were concrete'(ﬁZQﬁ imagery'ratipq:§:97_on
the 7-point -scale) and half abstract (mean imaééry
ratfhg-B.i). (The list'of-p:overbs and retev;nt mean
ratings appears in the appendix).

An interpretation fort éach provetb was selected
by the‘expe;im;ntei fréﬁ the 12 interpretation;f_‘-;—.
avaiip?lé Eréﬁ study 3; The selected in;grpreﬁhtion
was.choséh to represent the dominant”interpEetaiionf
for the proverb by exaﬁining_ihe clbstars Of "same"
interpretations produced by independent -judges Lé;-
stuéy 3 dhq sdlectiné'an i;terpretation framlthe
.‘I‘nggF Slbséa: in cagh case, An attampt‘dis made to

M (] - i . . - y 4
ensure that no words from the proverb were repeated in




the words of the 1nterpretat1on. However, with the

abstract proverbs in particular, it was sometimes

impossible to select a dominant interpretation in
which no words of the proverb were repeated, For
example, all of tﬁe.interpretations in the dominant
clnster for the proverb “"Poverty is neither a crime-
nor a credit" contained the word';poverty" or a close*

- synonym. - Each interprqﬁetion selected could be

-
)

considered a good, odal'interpretation'for the

B )

proverb pecause 1t represented the. domxnant meaning /~
that each proverb suggested .as judged by the - . - A

1ndependent raters in study 3.

-~
-

Two 11sts were constructed such that proverbs were

in random order: thh the list position for concrete .

”' and abstract varled systematically acxoss the two

-
»

lists. "~ Two extra proverbs were included etethe _' ,
beg:nn{ng and end of the lists in order to reduce
pr1macy ana reéency effects on the cued recalt task.
- A_set of numbered index cards was prepared for _each
‘subcht’to use to write an interpretation for each
provarb in the experimental®task. One set of written
instruptions specified that suojects were¢ to use
i imagery in order to generate their interpretat;ons- -
¢ another specified that they were to comprehend the

‘

meaning.of éhe proverb before writing an

interpretation. The instructions are given in the

-




appendix. In addition, strategy questionnaires werg
prepared which were designed to check for the

effectiveness of the instigctional manipulation. One
guestion sheet li;ted all proverbs used in the
experimené and asked subjects to indicate whetheg-they
remeﬁbe;gd usiﬁg an image to generate the
interpretation. Another questionnaire asked subjects
to indicate what other strategies were used in-
'geﬁérating the - interpretations.

Procedure . ‘

_.Subiects were tested in groups of 5 to 18. Upon.
entering the teéting room, they were given written
instructions that instructed them that they were going
to listen to a set of proverbs and were askeé to wriée

interpretations of the proverbs. One set of

instructipns (IMAGERY) specified that they were to use

mental images to generate an interpretation, and the

-—
-

other set (COMPREHENSION) simply tS}d them to
"understand”™ the proverb before writ{hg_an
interpretation. When they had read and unde}stooé the
instructions, the expg;imeater read the proverbs, two
p:actiée examples first, with one minute betw#en.each
for subject to.write an interpretation on ﬂumbered
index card. Following. this taék,.subjects put the
interpretations to the side, and were qiben the

imagery quesfionnaire. This list was removed’

133
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immediately upon completion and sbe %eneral strategy
questionnaire was completed by subjects. '

» '
After completing the questionnaires, subigcts were

given recall cues which were the éxperimepter-selected

*modal interpretations of the proverbs an re

-

instructed to write the proverb that the

-

interpretation brought- -to mind.They were gigen 12
minvtes 'to complete this task. .
Following the cued recall procedure outlined above,

subjects were instructed to -take. their own

interpretations which had ‘been set aside, and sort .- )

them in the order indicated by numbers on back of the .

cards. (These nombers provideq the experimenter with

the means of identifying the proverb on the original.

. -

acquisition list that had 'suggested that .

intergretation as descrihed below). \Subjecté were -

L 4 -

then,given a new sheet of paper (the first hag been

removed) an@~asked to write the proverb appropriate to

-ach interpretation. fhg interpretations were to be
tyrned up one at a time. and subjects were asked to

write the number on t back of the intérbrétation

. .

caté Beside the proverb they wére.recstfﬁg in order
tg‘p;tmitkbor:ect scqoring of recall qu each proverb
on. the ofigiﬁal acquisitionlist. Foriiigmple, the

number "6" on the back of the int’rpratation-cards

‘.
the acquisiition

. L)

corredponded to the first prowerb on

~ 0

e




,@-—-/

\

v/ )

list;'bbe number "13" interpretation card corresponded

to the third proverb on the acquisition list and so

on. ) 3 .

é —~

~Results and’Disgussion

Scoring of Recall ‘ .
Tt a

Y -
L]

Recall was scored in two ways.. First, verbat{m
recall was calculated by summing, for each subject,

the number<of verbatim recalled concrete and abstract
v

-

proverbs out of a pqssiﬁle,total of 12 in each case.

This striﬁgent scoring was also supplemented by a

——

scoring, procedure which took into account gist reécall.

This supplemertary pchedure was. darried out as

follows. Subjects recall of the proverbs was given a’
maximum score of 6 if the exact wording of the proverb
was recalled or if a close synonyﬁ replaced oné “or

mﬁre of the conteﬁt words, A score of 5 was c¢redited

’
*

for correct gist reecall where somf content or

structural changes océurred but the ftgurat1ve element

-

' was retained.(e.g. "Admiration is the daughtet of

ignorance"‘recalled as "Ignorance is the father of
admiration®). A score of 4 was assigned for correct

3

gist . recall in which the figurative element was

LS

missing (e.g. ”The wish is fathev to the thought"

A




recalled as "Wishing comes before thinking;). A score
of 3 indicates incorrect o{{incomplete.mganing
recalled (e.g. ;Admiration is the dauvghter of
*ignoragpé" recalled as "something about admiration™).
Finall&, scores of 2 anq l were given to total recall.

L]

failuyres and recall of an ircorrect proverb

& - -

respectivelxr a .
An analyis of variance was computed fqr both .

stingent and‘gist scored cued recall measures with

INSTRUCTIONS as the beEzsgn subjecis variable.a?d

CONCRE}ENESS of proverb and CUE GENERATION as;_withinr

.Subject variables. The stingent scoring is reported

first. 4 - .

The Generation Effeci on Cved Recall

There was a main effect of source of generation of
the recall cue with self-generated interpretations

cuing reqall significdntly better than experimenter

.provided interpretations A . -
L3

(F-38e94,p§e-§.7l,df-l{18,pivﬂﬂﬂg), However, this *

‘effect was modifjed by the theoretically important
interaction with broverb concreteness - 4 I

(F=57.80,mse=.93,p<.0001).

"Tukey tést‘ on the means‘ﬁak;ng up this
ipte;#ctio& (seé.Téble 18) showed .that when proverbs
w‘;e gped by experimenter pro%gégd-iqterpretations,

g
PoS 7 UL P PO




@

Table 10 . - ~
Mean Number*of Proverbs Necalled When Cued by Experimenter-
- £ , .

. PRrovided Interpretations and Self-Generated Interpretationd

VERBATIM SCORES (Maximum possible 12 in each cell) ?

Experimenter-Provided - Sélf-Generstéd
"~ Cue ’ Cue
- - ] R ! )
Proverb Imagery / ’ '
. Concrete 5.05 (2:39) - 9.05(2.11)
- Abstracy 5.25 €2.47) $.84(2.81)

o

GIST SCORES (Maximum possible 6 in each case)

Concrete 4.29(.62)

2,80 (.81)
. Abstract 3,14 (L70) -

-~

3.59(.73)

* Means are averaged over 20 subjects in each cgll.

s’ ’ i

—

~.




' support t&e theoretzcal analysxs of figurative s >

s

there was-no difference in.recall of concrete an®

>

‘Reichman and Coste(198¢) which have demonstrated that

'on memory is obseived

abstract proverbs_(critfcal difference=, 86 ,p<.95)..

In contrast, when interpretation cues were .

. - ~

self-generated, abstract pZoverbs were recalled at

2

lower levels than'cohcrete proverbs.-

'0
L 4

The results for cued-recall with experimenter

provided interpretations replieate the findings of

concrete proverbs are recalled at levels equal to or
- ! N

lower than abstract proverbs under these cuing

-

conditions. The reversal of the.effect of proverb

concreteness when the recall cues:are self-generated

-
- > -~ .-

interpretatzon based wn dupl codxng., This analysxs )
sugqested,-&p contrast to the Conceptual Base< '. .
Hypothesis, that -imaginal representations may'be_part

\ ’ ‘ -
of the meaning reépresentation of figuratjive proverbs; »

‘as thédse results show, wﬁen recall cues are ;'

»
self-generated. Lnterpretatxons uhxch presumably have-
been integrated by’ subjects with that 1magtna1
component, the usual benefxt of imagery-concreteness
. . : N .
Finally,‘the smaller generatxon effect Eor
abstract proverbs 1ndxcates that a self generated

;nterpretatxon of an abstraot proverb has aikelatxvely

small.advantage in cving memory over a gdod,



<,

_reveal that -associative® responses to translations of

- N - . . :
verhat}m-}s all measure. 'When the composite measure

interpretation produced by gomeone else. -This
supports the idea that a good 1ntet$retatxon of an
abstract ptoverbsmay be more convenélonally And
literally related to the proverb than is the case for ' .

interpyretations of conerete proverbs. The larger cue

advantage for self-generated interpretations of

concrete 'p:bverb‘ especiélly interesting because
exactly the opposite result would be expected from

investigations which have shown that associations to

' concrete words are less variable bJ!h within .

individuals,ana across individuals than are
assoéiations +o -abstract-words (Clati,l978). . . -

Similarly, studies in bilinguval memory repr&sentations

A

—

concrete words are more similar than are associations

to abstract words and their translations . ) e
. > : . . -
(quers,1963). If concrete literal language leads to

L]

more similarity in associative respoﬁding than does

abstxact- language, then the preseﬁ% results clearly

suggest that concrete figurative language is not

<

- interpreted in the same way as cpnbrqge literal

-

ianbuage. -

The results presented above have been based on tﬁe-

of gist recall was used as the‘dependepg‘vdriable, the

psttétn of results Gas'essentially idegtical, (see




S : - e 1
appendix to compare analysis of variach spmmary .
tablesy~\The one diffSrencg in the comparison of

f;sults for the two ;easures was that when gist recall

- was allowed in the scoring, the Tukey test revealed

that concrete proverbs were significantly more poorly
recalled thad,gbstract proverbs“whea the experimenter
- provided the interpretation recall cue. Since there

was no difference under verbatim recall,{this sdggésts

- .that abstract proverbs tended to be less likely .
recalled by their exact words than concrete proverbs;
- the more lenient,measure'incrgaséé recall levels for
-ap§tr§ct proverbs only. In any/case, both strict and
lenient scoring support the critical hypothésis that
) .the generétion effect should be large; for concrete

.
proverbs.

A}

The Effect.of Instructions on Cued Recall

The analyis of variance showed that instructions to

.

subjects did not influence cued recall overall or in

- ~e L

interaction with any other factor (F's<l in all g

cases): This result shows that the ptevious{y
.o ) . .
demonstrated hegitive effect of imagery instructions

-~
on cued recall for proverbs dFMes not extend to the

case .where subjecés actually generate a verbal . . -

-

inteqpngtation'of a proverb before receiving .
L - . - .

. experimenter-provided interpretations -as recall cues.

A ¢ . R R » . R




Reichman and Coste inferred that a subject's . 141

~

" recognition of an experimenter provided .

interpretations is.a measure of the extent to which

-

that interpreta;ion i%;similar to the representation
- of péovezb meaning. If this is the case,-then the
results obtained here suggest that subjects who use
imagery to generate proverb interpretations have
'sihila; represénéations.of proverb meanings as

subjects who generaté interpretations under

instructions to abstiactly comprehend proverbs. -

The dual coding analysis of the figurative
interptétation process led to the expectation that

instructions should not influence’the kind of

- representation afforded by concrete figurative

) |
proverbs because a figurative interpretation always

- requires both imaginal and abstract interpretation

. proceésgs, The recall results support this ’

- expectation. However, the theory also suggested that
apstzéct roverbs may be_inﬁefﬁreted by a different

process than concrefé-proverbs‘and that this

difference &ould -be revealed in differedtjaL effects
. L Y

of instructions on representations of the proverb Sl

meanings. This expectation was not supported; abstract .
- provecrbs were recalled equivalently :egaréless of

whether they were interpreted under imagery . -

instructions aor under comprehension instru¢tions.




.Oﬁe posible explanationvfo: the failure of
in;tructi;nb to produce an effect on. cued recall is
‘thag the instructions manipulation was not successful;
that is, that_subieqts did not use images to encode
the abstract proverbs écén under instructions to dof

so. In order to evaluate this possibility, a separate

analysis of variance'wasidqne with mean number of
reported images as the dependent measure an8 with

L4

instructions and proverb concreteness as the between
and within :ubjects factors respectively.

f;stéuqtions did influence ghe numbgr ¢f images
repé:tgé for botbh concréte and abstract .proverbs with
more images reported under imagery in;tructions than
under comprehension instructibns.'_rurther, a
moderately significant interaction
(Fs4.11,mse-3.50,p-.057) showed that the instruct}ons
had a larger effect on teported'imagesffor abstract ‘ .
proverbs than for concrete proverbs. Thé:eforé, the
faiiure of instructions to influence cued recall for
abstract brogerbs was apparently not due to a general

failure of the instructions .to influence encoding

strategies of the subjects.

L]

A-nﬁmbo: of alternative expladhtioné'fof failure bf

—instructxons to rosukt 1n diffe:ences in cued recall ' -

fo: abst:act ptovcrbs can be devized A plausible one

is that pr.rxmonter-salected “gogd' 1nterp£;tatioh§

-

-




of abstract proverbs are good interpretations secausc
tﬁey are. closgly related in a literxal, associativ;
manner to- the wprds of the prbvetb., This strong
_lxte:al relation between domxnant 1nte:pretat1on and
proverb could potentially ovet1de the weaker effect of

encoding dxﬁferences under different inst:uctzoncl

sets. ’ ot




Summary of E‘indings’And Their Implications

(198@) bhave repotted consistent
o
ery instructions on cued

Reichman and Co

negative effects of i

. r
recognition for the meanings expressed by both

concrete and abstract proverbét Failure to obtain
instéuction differences in this expériment&can bé
taken to result from the manipulation change which
required subjects to generate a vgrbal interpfetation
of each proverb before being given
exéerimenter-pro&ided interpretations as recall cues,
According to the predictions derived from the mqaélhof
figu:qtibe intgrpteta&}on proceéses developgd here,; no
difference in ;ued recall as‘a functi;; of
insbruction§ was expected for concrete proverbs. It
was expected that in genérating a figurative
interpreta¥ion of a concrete proverb, both imaginal
andvabéttaFt interpretive processes would necessarily
be engaged, and that the resulting mentatl ;_

rgp:esent;i&on would iﬂclude‘both an imaginal and a
verbal component. )

It is important to note ho;eve:, éhat the failure of
instructions to influence cued recall_for Ehetconcgete
proverbs dces not tule out-an important ﬁmplica€;o; of
,thc éonceptuol base hypothesis that imageEry i;\hot:

involved in'geﬁcrating a figurative meaning. It is




s

concrete tham abstract ptove:bs.

possible that subjfcts ignore the images they generate

to concrete prove s and Eherfo:e imagery and

«

comprehenszoﬁ\\nstructxons lead to equivalent - -
~.

T N

performance. . One conclusion with respect to the role

4

of imagery‘is possiblechowever; im;ging.to coficrete
proverb; dccscgot appecc to have any negative .
influence on inegtpnetation; subjects in the imagery
condiiicn weze\not biased toward a literal level of
mean1ngkghﬁgxtﬁ; tcsk was ;c-1ntqpret the proverbs,
This is more consistent with the idea that imaging is
a seEarate'ptocess'in figurative interpretation, ’
rather thac wiph the idea that imagery isls

conflicting process.

Support for the specific idea that concrete.
proverbs may be'jnterp:eted by integrating a

non-conventionat verbdl .interpretation with an

——

imaginal representation is found in the interaction

—

‘between proverb concre;‘ness and source of

Recall of concrete proverbs was

+

relatively poor when cued by experimenterfgenetatéd

interpgetation cue:

" interpretations; a self-generated interpretationg

however, resulted in higher levels of recall for
T\p bgttet tecall
for conc:ete proverbs undet self cu;nq conaxtxons
should not have occured if the meaninqs of concrete

and abstract proverbs are represented in memory in a‘\

-t
A . o

Pl . \
- .




similar, abstract éongeptuaf bas®é. At the same time,
the larger advantag;'for a self-generated cue for
concrete provefbs shows that only when the imaginal
rebresgntaticn suggested by the wotrds of a provgrb'ié.
integrated with the abstract verbal interpretatioh L
does the usually obsefved/memory advantage of that '

imaginal representation appear. An - -

expe:iﬁenter-pxovided_interpretation does ndt'acbei§
the imaginal component because of the abstract and
non-conventional relationship between figurative
interpretations arnd the imaginal representations
suggested by eoncéete language. -
-One plausiﬁle argument against this analysis of
the results can be considered here. .In the procedure
used in Study 4, subjects attempted tecall of the
proverbs twice, first in response to-thg '
experimenter-provided cues, and second in response to
.their own cues. Thus, source of interpretation was
entirely confounded with recall prd;r. It could
theréfore be argued that interfer;nce effects as
result of the first recall atteﬁpt m;y haQe pperated
differentiqlfy‘on;abstract proverpsfand iherefore led

te a g;eater.relative failure for those pfove:bs the

second time recall was attempted. In order to . .

evaluate this possibiliéy, a control condition for the

experiment was .run in which 18 subjects recalled the

- IS

A




proverbs in response to their own interpretations
only. If'the relative cue advantage.f&r a _
self:generated_inte:pretation for concrete proverbs
was due to. interference of the first recall attempt on

recall of abstract proverbs, then self-generated

¢

interpretations in the "first-recall™ control

condition should induce higher levels of recall for

- abstract proverbs than that observed in the original
. : » - oy

. experiment.

'As shown in Table 11, there was no difference in
tQCTll ievels for either contrete or abstract proverbs
as é-function of whether there was a previous récall

", att%mpt: Therefore, differential interference factors

caqnot explain the increased generation effect for

ceﬁcrete proverbs in the experiment.
|

T
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Tablé 11 o '
) Mean .Verbatim Recall for Concrgte and Abstract Proverbs Cued -
By Gelf-Generdted Interpresations as a Function of Time of .
-+ 9

Presentation of Recall Cue . >
N

~
: e

Time of Presentation Proverb Imagery .’
- '. - ) .
' «  Concrete* Abstract**
First ) . 9.40 6.00
' (2.59) (2.40) .-
- -~
Second - T 9.05 .85 '
) - (2.11) (2.81)
* t for difference in preseﬁtation time= -.37, .p=.72
**t for difference in.presentation time= -.15, p=.88 T
- ’ ’ *




study S: Replication of Study 4 Using Randomly

Selected Interpretations as Proverb Cues
- 1

TWe strong inference arising from the results of

study 4 is that the greater advantage for a

self-generated Enterpretation cue for comcrete

proverbs is due specifically to the integration of an .

S

imaginal base and an abstract-verbal interpretation of

.that base that occurs-in figurative interpretation.

According to this interpretation the generation

effect , the locus of the effect ié'in—the nature of

~ -

the figurative interpretation process ' itself.

Conctete proverbs show a larger generation effect

because in figuratively ifterpreting a proverb,'a

subject integrates an imaginal representation with the

abstract interpretation of this representation. ' The

integration is episodically controlted and unique'go y

- .

the subject and therefocre an interpretation of another

individuval does not have the advantage of the -~ ~ -

-

integration of imaginal and abstract verbal processes.

' Howevef, another possible explanation for the

.

result can be suggested. This is that when subjects

getlerate their own ‘interpretations of concrete

. ’ . . .
‘- proverbs, those interpretations are not as abstract -

-

and figurative as the "good" interpretations selected
A ,

‘by the expetimente:.. Instead, subjects own

'interpretations liiérally gepehE words and phrases of

e e
— s
. .




: .13

the provetb that were completely fxqprat1veLy

. interpreted in the exper1menter provxded
& :
1nterpretatlon. For example, compare the two ‘rf

—

interpretatibns of.the concrete proverb,

#'Dirt is dirtiest on.the fairest spot”.

3

Experimenter-provided: "Things that are opposite are’ .
L3 ) . . ) )

-

noticed more". . -
t 4

Self-Generated: "When thinge'are clean, dirt shows up

on them more"

In thé self-generated interpretation, the relation

between proverb and interpretation is hqte literal
- than in the é%fe of the expe;imeﬁter—ptovided
.~ ihterpretatiop.:The~adventage for a Eelf-gene{aagd
- }nterpretatéon of a'conc:eﬁe‘p:ovefb would thus arise
'chiefly from the direct literal repetitide aqa

»literal assocxatlve connections @etween self- generated

—

“1nterpretat1ons and proverbs. ' %

v -

In the contrastlng case of abstract'proaérbs, it

would be expected that there would be a'smaller

dxfference be tween “good“ 1nteipretat1ons and

self-generated 1nterptetat1on9'1n their relatxenshxp

to the prove:b Accarding to the mod:T\;?EEDnted here, ;

9>

the more abstract the proverb the less likely it would

~Pe figuratively interpreteble; any apprcpriataﬁ

'interpretatxon woutld be expected to be lxterelly

:elated to the proverb Thxs .would. produce a smaller




difference in recall cue effectiveness for
. sel f-generated interpretations compared, to-

egperimenter-provided interpretations.
- ? > . - -

. The argumeat is, then, -that self-generated

1nterpretat10ns of concrete proverbs bave the larger

cue advantage because they contain more literal =~

-

repetition of key words than the corresponding

v

gxpe:iﬁenter-genera&e@ interpretations. -

Note- that rhis pétenrial exélanaéion,remain;

f_ consistent with the thebrgti al positionvéhat abstract
language , iﬂ contrést to con:%ete language, doeg:not.

23 n

- .+ lead to flguratxve znterp;etat;ons. That 1is,

Al

- e 1dterpretatlons of ahgtract pro&erbi‘rre always

pr1mar11y 11terally related to’ the proverbs; only

> ’

concrete - proverbs can Qotentzally he f1gurat1vely}

interpreted, but that potential may not - Always be -
. " realized-ip an individval's vecrbal interpretation.

- . However, this %rgumént‘does suggest.a different locus
L] . ) . * . _
. of the génerhtion effect 'obsetved ion Study 4. This
- e
explanat1on says that the lpcus of the generat1on-

- - - -

effect ﬁay be in dlfferences in the qﬁellty of

R
random 1nterpretatxons of . 1ndxv1dua1 subjects and
. ~ those xnte:pretatzons spec;fxcally chosen to be

representat1ve of the prbv7rb meaning. . -

-

In order to evaluate thé alternativo explanations -

g‘ik Eor the larger qeneratxon éffect for concrete :&




proverbs, ‘a replication study was'designed This .

-

experxment used the 1den:1cal mater1als and procedute

4 . - .
T Cas in the prevxous experiment w;th the exception that

“instead of,havinq experimenter-selegted
interpretations for cues. i the first cuing task in

t e g . +

the experiment, subjects simply exchanged o
[} . . -, 3

intérpreta;ions with one another and thep proceeded to

oo r recall the prqveris in'fespdnse to the interpretasiohs

teceived'fromfthéir partnen. Following thls 5.5k' as

in the first experimént, subjébts tben received thexr

. ‘ X -
", ' own 1ntetptetat1ons as memory cues Eo: the orlq1nal
set of ‘proterbs. - . e -
- . . Cs B -

. L - Since no selectian ,of particularly abstract or .

. -‘ '. 3 s .. N s .. ‘ .- g ) ’ N ) L4 -
o s "figqurative" interpretatiomns, f concrete proverbs
; \ . ., - o . s [ Y .. -

. _ occurs in thi'experiment, a selflgenerated *

4 ! - i - * h N 1)
- ch interpretation and "other‘géﬁeratedm interérétatign

-

;"}thld be,-on avé:age, equ511§ abstract in.rélation>po
- the ptbverb°' If the sxze of the génetatlon effect
- . ‘fobserved Ln Study 4 is exgla;ned comEgetely by the J

. self-generated 1qterpretat1ons being lxteaally related ,

to ehe,proverb, tbe generation effect for doncrete .

-

N * p
* e provezbs should bBe no qreater than: the generatxon
. e . . - -
- .8 Qtfocc for ﬁbstract proverbs in the following - ‘

oipqrxmqnt.-;




4. Tberefd&e.'only»a condensed method will be

" reported, with exceptions to Study 4 noted, - -

Method

-

The method is essentially identical to that of Study

-\ =

Subjects

e
-

A new set of 20 subjects was recruited from the
:r;‘l i -
Introductory Psychology subject pool at the University

of Western Ontario.

-

Materials

. Procedure .

The same set of. 24 proverbs (k2 concrete and 12 .

abstract) as were used in study 4 were used in this
experiment. - ' .
- .. . o

described in the method Qect;on of s%udy 4, except s« " °

.generated in tie first phase of the 'experiment with

"As in stuéy 43 subjectf were tested in groups of

PN

three to ten. The procedure was identﬁcal.to that

that in the first cued recalV task, each subject was

told to exchange the interérétations they bhad -

v .

' anoth&Y member of the group, all of whom had received

- . -

the same {astructions (either imagery or

cogprehension)_ for genéiating.the intexrpretations.

'Upop fécéi&ing another subject's -set af interpretation

cards, the subjects éhuff}ed the cards so the order of

recall would not be the same a3 the order in which the -
o . . - . - . .




3

-

\ - X )
proverbs were originally heard. The subjects then

-

turned the cards up one at a time, .and tried to write

the proverb tﬁat.was appropriate to that

interﬁrétatiod. Subjects recorded their recall

attempts on a sheet of paper with numbered blanks, the

»

: numbers corresponbing.to the numbers on the back of

the interpretation cards. Thus, if the first

-

.inte;pretation Lard.had a "3" on the back, the suhject

-wrote the appropriate pfoberb ip“the bladk marked "3".

Following this task, the participants retrieved

) _their own &nterpieiations and te-sorted them according

- - to.the order given by pre-determined random numbers on

, i .
the backs of the cards. Theh, the participants were

- told to look at each interpretation in turn and fo

write the proverb that matched the interpretation on_a

sheet of paper provided. Thus, order of original

acquisition, order of first recall and order of second

-

recall were all different.

~ -




gesults and Discussion

The Generation Effect .

-

An important purpose of this experiment was to

dete:m%ne the extent to whiéﬁ the generation effect
for concrete proverbs in Study 4 was due to the
-difference in abstractﬁess of the modal
¥nterpretations and. the self-generated
interprétations. |

As with'syudy 4, an ahalysis of variance was
computed‘on both the~verbatim_measqre of cued recall
and on tﬁe;sc0ted gist recall., These analyses gbowgd
the expected main effect for generation of
i;tefpiet}tion cue (?-76.47,mse-.221,p<;0691, gist -
réqall; F=76.47 ,mse=;.31,p<.00d1, verbatim recall). As
in Study 4, the analysis on the gist ;ecall scores
showed a significant interaction between proverh
concreteness and source of tﬁe inéetpreéati&n cue,
wish concrete prdverﬁs showing an évprall-latger

advantage for a self-denerated interpretation than

abstgact‘prOQetb§ (F36.69,mse-;078,p-.016; the

analysis of variance summary tables are presented 1in-

the' appendlx ) However,~the size of the inte:aétion

was smalle: than- that observed in St y 4 and thxs

two-way 1ntetaction failed to reach sxgnxficance in’ -

<

the analysxs/on?the mo:e,conservatxva meaSUte of

verbatim recall scores ﬂF-2;99;p'.1). Further, an




"ppottint codtrast to tha results of study_4:emetge§
in both gxst recall and verbatxm recall INSTRUGCTIONS
1ntaracted both with the GENERATION factor alone, and
with GENERATION and -CONCRETENESS together (F=5.65,
mse=1.06,p=.62, for the 3-way interaction, verbatim
scores; see table 12 for means). In addition,
inspection of the mean levels of recali revealed that
- in general, concrete proverbs were recalied more often
th&n abstract for both other generatgd iate:p:etations.

and sel¥-generated interpretations and for both
. I

instructional sets. (S%s Figure 2).

The Effect of Instructions

-

. In order to interpret the effect of .

instructions. on cued recall 1t is unportant ' keep m
\

mind the dxfference between the ‘oﬁhe:“ génerated

\Y

modal cues . that were cues for the first recall task
in Study 4 and the "other" generated cues used’ for the
same task ip this study. ‘In Study 4, the "other"™ cues
. were iﬁtdrpretations that had been generated as éart
of another study under no particular instructional

set; in the present study, the "otho:“ intgrptatatxons

were thomsolvcs gencratod by subjects under either

— ) . .
imagery instructions in the . :
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ather-generated se lil-fgenerated

e o o X 1 J

‘imagery, - Concrete Proverbs

— Comprehensm-n @ Abstract Proverhs |

A

.

Figure 2: Mean Number of Proverbs Recalled Verbatim Cued
By Other-Genérated In\rpretatxons and Seif-
Generated Interpretati s Under Imgery and
Comprehension. Instructions

[



imagery condition, or ‘abstract comprehension
instructions in the comprehension condition.
Inetructions did not influence cued recall in Study 4;
_apparently the relation between the selected modal
interpretations and the proverbs was controlied in
such 3 way .that ‘the instructions under which subjects

) interpreted the proverbs did not influenceltne cue ' .

effectiveness of those modal intérpretations.

However, in the present experiment, the relation

‘between.“other” generated interpretatxon cue and a
proverb could'alter as a function of instructions.
That is, peoole who interpret a proverb under

‘ Lnstructlons to 'use 1magery may nge a dlfferent sort

oﬁ 1nterpretatlon than people who 1nterpre: the same
A
proverb under instructions to use an-abstract

_coqprehensxon process. Therefore, the dxfference in
the two experxments wth respect to the 1nftuence of

instructxons is most t\kely in the the.relation

-

I

between the-"other-generated“ 1nterpretataons and the.

’

proverbs, rather than in encod1ng differences alone. .

L
- L]

Tukey tests (cr:txoal difference=2.66,p<.ds)" -
indicated that xnstructrons had no effect on cued

- i

recall, £or Loncrete proverbs, concrete proverbs

-
L 4

'-.xnterpreted under 1magery 1nstructions were recalled

as well.as those proverbs 1nterpreted upder I

comprohension instructions regardless of whether the

/ -




- - -
!. . BN
4 - ‘. - -
> -

interpretation cue was self gehezated or '
other-generated. The means are‘fepo:ted,in iablé 12)f
The finding that instruct@ons had no effect on cued
recall of  concrete proverbs was éxpected based on the
dual-coding analysis of figurative interpretation,
According to that analysis, both imaginal and

) abstract interpretive processes are necessarily
intég:ated in ggnerating*a figurative in;e:pretation. d

+

However, imagery and comprehension instructions
differed in their effect on cued recall for abstract
proverbs. As can be seen in table 12 when

interpretation recall_cues were "other-generated”

there was no significant difference in cued recall

levels as a function of instructions although the

difference favoured imagery instructions (mean number
recalled 4.9¢ and 3.80 under imagery and comprepension‘
instructions respectively). However, when self- -

generated interpretations were cues, comprehension

‘

instructions led to superior recall for the QBstrSct
érovefbsQ The cued recall results for abstract’
prpverés interpreted using imégety parallels the °
result .in study 4 whichiéhowed that ‘the generation
effect was relatively -small for abstract provezbé. In
fact, as can be segn by compa:ihé the approptiate.
cells in table 12 with table 10 , thé levels (St cugd

recall for abstract proverbs observed in.Study 4 are’




Table 12 y

Gued Verbatim Recall for Concrete and Abstract Proverbs Interpreted

Under Two Instructional Sets: Self-Generated and Other-Generated -

tepretations Compared ' ,

3 -
Instructions ' Séurce of Interpretation Generation Effect
. | self -
Imagery Concrete .60(2.55) 9.30(2.71) 2.70
- Abstract  4.90(3.21) 5.70(4.00) .80
Comprehend Concrete 6.50(2.41) - 9.90(1.85) 3.40
: " Abstract 3.80(3.15) 7.50(3.06) ~ 3.70

v

Critical Tukey Value for Comparison of Means 8p=.05: 2.66.




(g
SN

A
o

essentialiy equivalent to the levels of cued recall
" observed in this study for abstract pfoverbs
inéerpreted under imégery instruétions.

In contrast, howgber, comprehension instructions
for abstract proverbs appeai to'hév4 had the effecﬁ of
producing relatively pogf récall cues fo; o;her
people, but relatively good cues for the interpreter.
This i§ the same pattern observed for the éigurﬁtive

interpretations of concrete:p:overbs.‘lt is possible

that wﬁeg subjects are asked to interpret an abstract
proverb using an "abstract”™ comprehensiodn s;qateé§

they might be led to generate én'interpfetation which
is very far removed from the literal meaning™of the -

words of the bioverb. That is, instead of just

rephrasing- or paraphrasing the words of the proverb,

they would try to devise a unique intergtegétion,
] t . T,
perhaps one that was only personay}y relevant.. Thus,

the explanation for the size of the generation effect
‘ - .

for abstract proverbs“interpreted“undé}‘abstract

- N ‘ ) : v \
comprehension ingtructions would be sjimilar to the ., \‘—~_w/

exglJnation for the generation effect for conér!te

proverbs which are aséumed to be fiquritively ' ' D

intetpreted. The difference between an abstract

intefpretation of an-abstract provérb, and an abstract

*

(i.et figuraéivg)'intetbretation of a concrete provefp .

would be in the closeness of¥integration between - .




to an overall memory advantage.

" groups. The results of the separate analys;s revealed

significant difference for cued recall of co crete and .

Jerbal and non-verbal processes; in the case of.
concrete proverbs, the tighXer integration would lead

In order to further understand the = _

' . : N )
concrete~abstract differences in proverb memory under

the different instructional sets, a separate analysis

was conducted for the imagery and the comprehension

- L

that under 1magery 1nstruct10ns, there was no

abstract proverbs.wheq cues were ather-generated
(t-l 3;,p-.21) The memory advantage for concrete
provetbs emerged Wlth self generated 1ntetptetat1ons,
however (t=2.36,p=.03) This result i® the same as

that observed in'Study 4 and confirms that under

imagery ige!!uctions at least, the stronger generation

eféegt for toncrete proverbs occurs even when
interpretation cues are randomly selected. *

The sepa:ate'aneiysiS'reﬂealed that fdr subjects
working under compreheneipn-{hstrgctions concrete
proverbs wete reealled ét Bidher lewels than ab§tract:
both when the interpretations were "other-generated”
(t2.15) or self-generated (t=2.12; p's=.d5 in both
cases).' These results conéirmfthat earider fa{lures

to find effects of proverb Lmagery it cued recall must

“have been due to the particular relatxon betweep'

4




interpietation racall cues and the proverbs

-themgalves.

—

Proverb'rnterpretationggpali;x,and Rggall Cue

Effectiveness : _ -

The question of -how differences in quality of

interpretations can lead to di fferences in the

effecfiveness of those. interpretiations as recall cues
is important both theoretically and empirically for
the present studies. The interesting probiem with

- N . : L J
respect to quality of interpretations and their

effectiveness as recall cues is that for concrete

proverbs, 'in coptrast to abstract proverbs, a "googd"
o » - A i .
,interpyetation may not function well as a recall cue

for another individual. This is because such

. . . P
interpretations should be figuratively related to -

concrete proverbs; they shoﬁ?d not be highyy rey;Eed
a;;oc@ggivély and:seﬁantically to thésé‘prbverbs.
'Thus, when “good”.ingerpretations of provérbs aqe-useq
as :ecall.?ﬁes (aé.in Study 4) abstract proverbs will
bé‘rélatively.mone likely to be accésséd in response
to tho;g'bueb than concrete proverbs. When
‘interprétation cdeé‘a:elnot ;electeé to,Se "gdoed" or -
rgprgsentative (as in-Study'S) the inte:prebations:of

* . * . ‘
concrete proverbs may be more literally related to the

prbverbg, thus atlowing a relatively higher tewvel of - -

.
-

access to the proverbd itsehj; despite the fact that an

L




L 4 -
individual other tHan the subject generated the i}
’ - . . . & ) .
.1n;grpfeta£ionu -
- . This reasoning relies "on the assumption that L

semantic similarity between proverbs and

interpretatiodslé%étinguiéhes "good" interpretations
¢ . - N - - B K . R / -
of abstract proverbs from good interpretations of.

concrete proverbs. ’

- B 1 tested this inference by obtaining twoffsg§ures

. . , N .
of similarity in wording between the prdverbs and the -

selected modal interpretatioms in study 4, and between
"the proverbs and a s;mpled group of 14 }ntetpretatiéns
‘generéted by the_sugjects in study §.> The 10 sémbled_
inte;pretations_for each.provgtb were selecged from’'a |

‘total group of 28 sébjects, so that compréhension and

. interpriion instructions were equally represented
". - 1 '
and so interpretations for 6 concrete and 6

abstract.ptoveibé‘yere'used~from each of the 20

‘. , . subjects. _ . - -

- .-

Rated similarity in Wording Between Proverbs and

Interpretations
~ t -
' The first measure .of similarity in wording gas

intended ‘as a simpie-confirmation of my subjective

impression that the interpretation recall cues for

-

concrete proverbs, despite being- more "abstractly"”

A}

related to their target proverbs than were ' %
. L )
interpretation cues for absttact’proveﬁQg, waere not
Y - * -‘-,__‘._,—-—"”4- “:‘ } . .




N [

themselves equivaluntiy abstraé; for'tbe'two
experiments, fﬁis confirmation was optained by bhaving

an independent judge,xﬁﬁfamilier with aﬁy Qf the

experimental hypothesgs, raﬁe, Qnﬁa 7-poin£-sca1e, the

simitarity in wording berWweén each interpretation and

. the proverbs. The results of these ratings (presedted

-

in the upper portion of table 13) showed that for both

the modal interpretations vsed ‘in Sgydy 4 and the
— : -

sampled interpretations used in Study 5, - similarity;~

in wording between proverb and- interpretation was

“rated as higher for abstract proverbs than for
concrete proverbs. This is consistent with the idea

that interprétations of abstract proverbs are more’

{
literally related to the pro‘srﬁs themselves,. across

+

different interpbeﬁep§. However, the comparison of

— interest with respect to the different results

obtained in Studies-4 and 5 is the relative magnitude

of the difference in intérpretétdan-wordidg similarity
- \.[ _—

for concrete and abstraét.proqﬁrbs. The lower.
similarity in wordidg getween concrete proverbs and
& ‘their interpretations relative tp abstract proverbs .

appeéred-greater for, the selected modal

] ‘ . [y

intgrpretations.' . -~ . . "

Wording Overlap Between Proverbs and their

" Intprpretations -

This pattern was confirmed using the second
! : . d

b4

<4 - - L3
-

»

@
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- Table 13' . .

.. . P—

.

‘ S).nlanty in’ Notdﬁ\gffoerQ%&J and Their Intemretauons

- As a Fth.tlon OF Proverb Imagery Level ! _
. . @ :

[ 4
- ~ :

. Mean Slmlanty,m Nordlng
(7-po1nt scale) -
.

Proverh 'Img_é_ry Modal Integpretations' - Random Interpretations

" . Concrete _ 1. 4“ .

Abstract

[}
- *. ---._----—-—--------———------\-------—-h-------.‘---—----o----——-----—-—-
. " . . . - ) R
- . L]
L J 4 v L 4

Mean Propqrtzm of Proverbs Y;e‘ldz g nterpretat:.ons with

p—

\No Shaged.‘ﬂordlng with Proverb -+

vt e ., W

Pr'overb‘lﬁagery - Modal Iﬁ;erpretations Random -Ix}terlréiationé

. . L J
' A .

" Concrete .. *




measure of similétity ih wording between proverbé and -
L ] -

their interpretations. Each modal proverb

interpretation and each of. the 1¢ random sampled
L4 - N

interpretations w%s examined for repetitions of” words
’ = . ’ ’ - :
or close synonyms from the proverb itself. - Then, for

each proverb, all interpretations that had no words dx
£ : -

- éiose synonYhs uépeated frém the proverb were summed.
. v ) [} -

For the modal lnterpretatxons, the cobqrete/abstract
* - -

difference in the. number of proverbs yielding

interpretatiods with no content words gepeated either

verbatim or as synonyms was very marked (75% for

nd ¢

. ooncrexe, compared to 8% for abstract; see middle

portion of table 13). .

. b

For the 18 representativé éampled interpretations

. ~ for each proverb' the concrete/abstract dxffetence was .

. ) ] .-
T . smaller, as shown in table 13, but egeh.ng!*the*uh-.,

concrete proverbs on average yieLded.siqnificantfy .
L] - . . . .
I more inierpretations that showed no word overlap with

. - N N )
the praverb than did. abstract proverbs ($=3.33, ‘ ’

p-.d03)* This resﬁlt is 1mpo:t5nt becausa it shows

* '

" that the'affectzveness of a. p:overb 1nte:pretatzon as .

, ~

ls . ". [

- : .+a recall ‘cue cannot be simply a matter of the absolutg

-
. . Land

- v 4
. amount of word repetition; .if this were the case the
- ) « N ) . . . 'v‘ ) . ‘ -
. . abstract prove:bs should have beeqi recalled bettor"" Y

. .

- tLoe -:han conc:ete prove:bs in Study S wherc there were no

. ] . cxpatimodtet 1mposed sclectlon restrxctions on, the




g

Y intepretations. In particular, it is {mportant to

-
- )

inte;bretaéion recall cues. It remains a problem, g

therefgre to explain why Jthar=generated ' = e
- in tations of abstract proverbs functioned poorly
as recall cuves in Study S. -

Tbe‘d}fferénce in results between Studies 4 anq S
for "other—generated"‘interptetation cned recall of
prQverbs may be related to a second .
factor--differences in the guality of %gterpretation

recall cves of concrete and abstract proverbs in the
- « . P
two experiments. Recall that the present. proposal is

that a good interpretatfoa of an abstract proverdb is | . .
. « a* * - ) " -
literally related to that proverb, and a good . <

?

1nterpretatzon of.a concrete .proverb is fzgurat1ve1y

.related.to the proverb. It should be the case then,

that' the modal iﬂterpretations, which showed a wider

spread in the wording similarity f‘r interpretations *
of concrete and abstract proverbé should be rated as

better in{erpretations_than should the random’

-

show that.the size of the’generatinn effect in Study 4
- s T — _ =

-

was not produccd‘@x A bias for selectingﬁ*ppor“

‘semantically unrelaébd into;pretatxqgg ogﬂgpncrcte

o

gtovcrbs, but rather was an int:1nslc function of the f .

interacti between provorb abnc:ateness andvv;¥bal

n rtllttdncss of qood inttrpretations. ,fvw'-":-» - -

“

Two independent judgns-bo£g.univcrsxty graduates

- -’ L &
v




materials, were given the set of modal interpretations

. they were used as recall cues, since the,
"Because of the lack of agreement in this-one casé, , .

'toqethe:, :amher, I ccmpa:dd fo: cach of thc 12

:icoaczotewand 12 abszzactﬁpnglebatwsbo goodness rati ~§M“~_M;_u

-

g 1%
with equrience in evaluating_langbage-:elated
for the proverbs and the set of 1d sampled N
interpretations for each proverb and asked to rate, on
a 7-point scal€ the guality of each interpretation,
according to their subjective opinion. Table 14

summarizes these résults. The overall pattern confirms
that for both judges and for both concrete and ’
abstract proverbs, the @odal*inEerpr tations were
rated as better than the average qf lthe sampled
inéerpte;ations.‘ Pearson correlal ons Setwéen the
ratings of the téo juddes (also giverm in Table 14)
wereiacceptaﬁle except in the case of the modal
interpretations OECabstraét_p:overbs which showed a

‘non-significant negative correlation fdr the goodness

ratings of the two judges. It is impo:tént.to note

that this apparent "uneveness" in pércéived’quality of ™
. I * 4

the podal interpretations of abstract proverbs could

not have produced ‘the results in experiment 4 where
. - - ’ . ° -
interpretations functioded quite well as récall cues,.

howeven, I did gpt average the judges tatings

- .

e ——

given by each judge to the modal xntergnetatxon used




" Table 14

Ny
A}

Mean Ratings of Goodness of -Interpretation for Random and

Modal Interpretations Used in"Studies 4 and §

-

a

Modal Inte;p;eﬁétions

Concrete Proverbs . Judge 1 'Jnge 2 "~ Pearson r Siénificanég n

® . o L
. S ‘5.75 6.16. . .66 .01 Y. 12
, S.D. . (1.21) (1.99) ' . o
Abstract Proverbs " = | L I
: ) ’ LA
5.50  5.41 -.38 10 . 12
s.D. - S (1.31)  (2.23) o
¢ . . I
) + Random Interpretations
' Concrete Proverbs - 3.29 3.27 . .51 ¥ .001 119
. S.D. 2.02) (2.41) . : ‘
. . Abstract Proverbs 3.14 - 3010 . .40 ) . .001 ' 116
.. . , - - o- .
‘S.D. . (2.08) (2.38)
» ' * *
- ot -? ‘ \f’
N L TN - _.
— - - ‘ ) - -“\ _ . Py
. . . E Y .
SR WU ‘_v.“\)> L v 4
. . . ~ ’
' IS - [} c \
: . . !\" - - - . e e N
M " - - * - g L) . N
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in Study 4 wiib'the averiged goodness rating given to
the sampled inferpretations;used in Stﬁdy S. Table 15
- brekents tﬁis data and shows thaé-in all but S5 cases
the-goodness‘rat16§ ?o: both judges was higher for the

-modal inferpretations than for mean rating of the

“

sambled interpretatidﬁBs For each of the S5 cases
which did fot show this pattern- (indicated on Table

~ .
13) the rating of only 1 judge varied from the

pattern. . .

The results of these‘ratings strongly suggest that
-G A - . .
/good in}enpretatﬁons of concrete proverbs bear a

diffe;ent'telatdon to the proverb than-?o good
inﬁerptetations of abstract prbverbSo' A selected
good,interpfétatiqn’oﬂ a ‘concrete proverb }s rated as“
less sem;nficallz related to the proverb than a good
inté;ptetation of ;n abstrgct proverb. Study 4- ‘

revealed poorexr cued recall for conc:gté.prove;bs cued

by "other- generaied“ intefﬁretationS'compared to cued

recall of abstract proverbs. The pattern was reversed

¢ b

indthis stqa? because thez:&ndom interpretations of

the’ eonc:ete proverbs wefe more lxte:ally related to
" those pzoverbs, teadxng eb enhanced tccognxtxon of “the
elatxon between the intenptetation aqd/the proverb,.

My - THese resutts su qest that the gize of the
’ gcnexanign‘qffect.ob;ggved in Stu«xi} was cont:{@bted

\,’ to by the fact ;hat s.lf—qoncrated intc:pretatxons af.’

L ¥4




TABLE 15
Rated Goodness of Interpretation for Modal and Sampled

. Proverb Interpretations

- - Concrete *Proverbs
Random Intespretations* ~ Modal Imterpretations
~= Proverb Judge 1 Judge 2, . Judge 1 Judge 2
hd ¢ 2.40(1.71) 2.70(2.11) 4 7 .
2 3.10(2.18) 2.40(2.33) "4 3 -
6 4.00(2.08) 2.89(2.32) 4 - 1 i
8 4.-40(2.50) 3.90(2.73) 6 7
10 2.60(1.43) 3.30(2.54) () 7 .
11 3.30(1.57) 4.50(2.68) 6 7
12 . 4.00(2.00) 4.33(2.595) 7. 7
14 3.30(2.26) 4.00(2.11) S .7
17 3.30(2.45) -2.80(2.35) 7 o7
. 18 .3.30(2.11) 3.70(2.58) 7 -7
22 2.60(1.78) 1.90(1.52) 7 7
23 3.40(2.27) 3.10(2.77) 6 7
. ‘ Abstraét Proverds
. "3 F.90((1.77) 2.40(2,50) 6 4
) 4 ©2.80(1.75) 2.50(2.12) 6 C L
. . - 3.60(2.01) 3.60(2.80) 7 7 ’
7 2.60(1.90) 2.70(2.41) 2 7
9 2.33(2.06) 2.89(2.37) 7 1 -
13 . 3.80(1.69)  2.70(2.06) ) 6
15 2.10(2.33) 1.30( .67) 6 7
. 16 3.90(1.79) 2.50(2.01) 6 -6
. 19 §.20(1.55) 5.10(1.93) -S 6
20 2.90(2.08) 4.20(2.53) 5 7
21 . (3,72(2-.28) 3.67(2.74) 6 7 .
, 5 6

| 24 8.25(2.55). 3.88(2.64)
- ¥ ' .

'Randon Interpretatmns are ?ean Tatings based on a sample
"of 10 ; standard deviations in brackets

~ ) . Y
.




-

.
LSl

concrete pré@ﬁxbs may not always be expressed as

e

abstractly as selected "“goog" inférpretations of those

same provéEEE. The literal repetiton of c@ggén:\ggfds

apparentl& aided concrete proverh recall more qﬁn \\\\ ’
. . - N
abstract proverb recall. ©Nevertheless, despite \\
- : N
differences in the apparent abstractness of . \\

experimenter-generated interpretations and randomly
- K . 7 . \‘

setected: interpretations, the aévantage for - a ' )

self-generated'intetpretifion.was still somewba;' )
- ) > - . . \
larger overalt for the concrete proverbs in Study 5,

—

- r— -

showing that diffepences im quality of self-generated -0
and eBxperimenter generated interpretations;could not
be the only explanation féz.the~§eperation effect -

-

observed in Study 4. ) .

r




sUmmarx and Implxcatxons of Resuylts of Studles 4 and S

The pattern of results in experxments 4 ang 5 can be

summarized under 3 general h;;dzngs. These are 1) the
generation effect for interpretations‘gg_pﬁnézete and

a‘abstzgct proverbs; 2F the effect of iqstrdé?ions on
the cue effectivness of Lgterprefationé for concrgte
and absgz;ct pr6v§rbé, and 3) the relation between the
quality sf proverb interbretatioqs and how closely
'thoseJinterptetations correspond to the words of the "~
proverbs. Each of these issues QilL bé'§hscu§séd in
turn. ) - ’;
1)The ggneratfogeffect

- .

Concrete'proverbs géneraliy»show a greater

1

agvantage for a self-generated recall cue than do
abstract proverbs. ' .This difference between a

,self-generated interpretation and an interpretation

-

gpépgateﬂvby Someone else for concrete proverbs is

. lLarger wben.gbod interpretations are compared against

e

the self-genex;@ed-iote:éretahions, buﬁAdccurs also

. <

1 +when ﬁnﬁerérilhthns are not selected to be 'good“

This find;ng is xmportant Eor two reasons. First, it

suggests that the “conceptbéﬁ base” hypotheszs. whxcﬁ

7" :
suggnsts that 1magery is not pa:t of the . >

ropt.sentation of provqrb moanxngs may ‘need to be
- .

mndificd. In conttast £o - previous :esulcs sup t}ng

‘th.-conccptual base hypqﬁhegjs, concreténess effects

SN
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 were observed in cued recall when subjects own

-

‘interpretations were used as recall cues. This

" positive effect for intepretations of concrete

proverbs occuyrs despite the fact that interpretation

" cues 'for ab§tract proverbs are more sémantically

Q

.proverbs

proverbs.

the‘representation_of the prove:b.

related to those'proverbs than are interpretations of
concrete proverbs. - -

Second, the larger generation effect for concrete

supporfs the idéa that that interpretationsl

off concrete proverbs are more figurative than abstract
The finding is consistent with the idea

th;t figuratfye interpretations differ from lfte:a}
1nterpretatlons because they requ1re episodic
1ntegrat1on between words of the 1nt;féretatlon and” //
Selﬁ-qeﬁerated

»

figurative interpretations make better recall .cues

because they have.been inté@rated‘by the subjeck with

the representat1ona1 base  for tbe proverb In

»

-

contrast, when a literal semantic telat1on between a

proverb and its 1aterp;etat19n exists, as occurs for-

abstract proverbs, a much smaller advantage for a

. .

self-gener#ted interpretation’ isinoted. .

. % T ’ Y )
2) Tbe effect of - insttuct1ons on generation of proverb

ntcrpretbttons

) Imagc{y-anq comprehension inst;pc%?e:& do not




.’influencé.inéerpretation cued recall performance god

(\~ébstract comprehension processes must be involved,

Tk

E
- ;

-

concrete ﬁﬁoverbs. This is consistent with the theory

of figurative interpretation proposed here which . ¢

S

states that in order to figuratively interpret a _

proverb, (the implicit requirement of the task spt for

the subjects in these efperiments) both imaginal and
/ A -

P

Instructions to use one or other af those processes
will not eliminate the other process required by‘the

task.v ~ .

’

°In;gontrast, fhe instructions under whicha the

.

proverbs were interpreted influenced the cue

effectiveness of interpretations of abstract proverbs.

Interpretations that ‘were éeneratéd_under imagery

<

instructions served as better recall cues for another .

-

individual than interpretatfons that were generated 4

under abstract‘bompreheqsion instructions. 1In

‘contrast, self-generated interpretations made under

comprehension instructions were better cues than.those
made under‘imagery instructions. mh; fin@ing of no’
siiﬁificant géheration effect for abstract proverbs
under imagery instructions was the §amé as that
obsérvgd_wpeﬁ good, modal interpret;tions_were used as
ﬁoméry cues, suggesting that ‘a “?063* ihte;pretation.

. . e .
of an abstract proverb may be similar to one that is

ginﬁtatcd”under imagery insttuctioné.}'Th; reiatively




i 1

1a;§e'generatiop effectﬁ‘or abstract pfove:bs .

R

interpreted uade:‘comprehensionZinst:uctions suggests

that” when a subject tries to” "abstractly™ 1nterpret an

abstract proverb, the result is an’ interpretation that

. - . I'4
is less semantically related to the proverb than an

‘. . b . . .
interpretation generated uuder 1magery instructions.

-

Whether such en Lnte:pretatron would be considered
“f;gurat1ue would require furthe: investigation,
However, the general pattern of'lnstructlonal‘
differences supports tﬁe idea that concrete and

abstract proverbs are. interpreted by a different

processs, aqd.thaf;normally subjects do not

'"abétrgetly"'interpret abstract proverbs,

o

3) The relation between'quatity of ihterpietation ang -

similarity of‘wordiggAbetwgen Qioverbs and their

. v A »

1ntérpretat1ons -

-

In Study 4, when subjects were ngen

” xnterpretatnons generated by someone else to se as

»

" than are tandom' ¥h

_memory cues for the»proverhs d&e xntetpretatxons of

abstract proverbs were more effectgve cues than were
. ) b -

inteipretatidns.of the‘concreté'piaverbs; In Study 5,

the reverse pattern occurred. .Investigatiocn of the

reason, for this difference led to the finding that

¢ 4 .

good interpretatioms of.concrete proverbs (vsed in

study 4) are {ess.szmantichllg.:elated to the proverbs -

p:etations.(used in Study‘S). In
B R o . |




contrast, oood.interpretations'of abstract proverbs

are more semantrcally related to the proverbs than are-

»

-~random1y selacted 1nterpretatzons. This finding
..suppofts the idea that conctete and abstract proverbs

are not equally figuratlve in the kinds of .

~ 3 . . -

interpretations they suggest and suggests that a good

Lnterpretatlon of a concrete proverb is generated in a

1“\ ~_ different manner than a good interpretation of an

‘Sti;”‘\abstract proverb ‘ .. . ‘ .

-'\-‘_*- )

: _{, v\\ . . .. .

\s.*

-~ *
~~ .
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N . General Discussion
) . ) .
< s . o .

- s

The in;tiaL;éoal ofithe résearch presented ig this

< thesls was to critically gzaluate the claim proposed

- _ ¢ .

- \\"",by’ﬁelc?man and Coste (1988) that a dual‘codxng

approach Eg 1angua§e reﬁresentation cannot éxppainf
figyrative interﬁtetatioh. That claim wag b;seg,on
£iné3ngs that Qere»inlergtéﬁfd a§ showiﬁg that the
meémory representationsséor the meeniﬁgs of proverbs

are abstract and imagery-free. My goal in the thesis

was to show .that in fact a dual coding'apalysis of -
- - .. . .

LA ik ta . - . -”
figurative representation provides a better

-~

explanation for the memory flndit‘s than does the
]

conceptual base hypothesis pyt forth by Honeck et al.
\esis By Y .

(198¢) and Reicbman and Coste (1988). >

T

— . :=Tpe first step was to show that, as language
- 3ﬁ, increés;s in abs?ractnegs, it dec:eases‘ih the |
\'pot;entia_l for a figurative iné_e;rpretation; th-lat is, gan ..
.igferpietatioh_whicb.?s not direéﬁlybexpressed by, the
\ words of. a sentence. étudy 1 sﬁ&wed that proverbs tﬁat
were rated aé high in imagery are7independently :ated
- .-, as ‘more figurative in the,relation- between ‘the maaqfng
'exp:esSed by the words of the provefb and 1ts

"&ntqnded“ meaning. The concgpt::;/base hypothesis
(‘ does not suggést a distinction’ tween concrete ale

R 3 : - . :
abstract language in terms'of figorstiveness whereas .a

-
: L . ) L
. N S, ) .

-
. 4 ’ .
' - ,
- : -
»

- M . . . L 4

- - ® . L

* ‘ - N - - . . "
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duai codlng analysis of language :eptesentatxon ddes
suggest tilll s dlstxnctxon. AC¢ordng to dyal codan, l

:epresentatxons of abstract words are prlmarzly -

* linguistic in nature and their mearrings are dependent

A

qQn the highly conventégnalizéd and strugtured

relations defined by the verbal system. In contrast,

i . o . . : . N |
cancrete words .have,  in addition to linguistic

= -~

’ representation, assodciated nof-verbal representations
"'which would permit the enhaﬁced pracessing fle?&bility .
L required by non-conventional, figuiétgve *

, ,“{. gnterpretatlons. ;

o The second step in showing that imagery may play

e

a role in figurative interpretation was to examine the

P

relatio;\EEtween ease of imagery and ease of ) '
s . -
camprehension and interpretation of proverbs. Study 2

A}
&

showed that increasing imagery is asociated with .

. !

H

L xncreas:nq osse of proverh comprehensxon and

. ; 1n&et¢retatlon. _The conceptual base hypothesis

f .

sugqesxﬂd incorrectly taht 1mage:y should not be

v tfassociated with ehse of uadé:standxng and xnterpretan )

p;ovevbs because comprehensxon rests on generation of
- - \
an absttact, Kmagﬂry-f:ce conceptbal bage. - On the .

«{
FANY

.:} omhgt htnd rﬁ dual toding analysis suggested an . -
f'{Jl a ’ - .
in:erestxngvpreéiCtxon £ot concteteness effects on the

,v ™)
:ebtqtonship bbtween ease of, couprehez;;on and ease of

»//

% térpretatzon*. ‘?hﬁ prndxction wass that ease of




comprehension and eale of inferbjetaiion should be

more sloselysassociatéd for a ract proveibs, which
are boch comprehgﬂhed and interpreted in the same
‘%etbal _s.ystem'. In contrast, ‘conc'rete proverbs could
be "comprehended" in the ngn-vetbal Eystem} but would
require interpretation in the ve;bal system. «
Thereforeas interbretqtion aﬁd compréheﬂsion wquid'be

less closely related for these proverbs. This

prediction was.supported in.Stﬁdy,Z.

N

. &
The third study presented additional evidence for

concrete/abstract differences associated with -

differefices in interpretation prodesses for proverbs.

Intétpretations of concrete proverbs were shown to be

VIR

less semantically related to the proverbs than were

intérpretations o abstract proverbs. . This finding
was Eakeh to support thg idea that concrete proverbs
are more figutativ; than abstract proverbs. )
TQerefﬁte, préifous findings ‘that memory for concrete

.proverbs is less effectively cued by interpretations
ofﬁkhose ptoverbs than is memory for abstract proverbs
can be explained by the Wess direct verbal .

:claé{onshidlin-the'case of -concrete proverbs and

" their interpretations. In addition, Study 3 ghowed

that ‘concrete proverbs can lead to & somewhat larger

-

:numbot of interpretations than abstract'p:ovebbs,I

ptov-i'dit;g. a’ fx);thcr source of Mecreased .cue




that self-generated interpretations_Tbr concrete

: : .\ . .
effect;geness for interpretations of cancrete

proverbs. , | ° : ' 3

Finally, Studies 4 and 5 showed that when subjects .

are Yiven their own interpretations of“proverbs "ta cue

- e

memory for the proverbs, interpretations df concrete

provezbs:are more afféctive memory cues than are
interpretationhs of abstract proverbs. This cgn%rasts
with re;ulté of eaélier studies-rgported by Reichman
and caste (1958), and wiﬁh resules from study 4 which
sﬁgw thathyhen an experimgnfer'proV}desithe ‘
inq;fbteQStion.gues; memory fof concrete proverbs is

’
poorer than memory for abstract pfhvgrbs. The finding

. d T )
prova;:s make effective memory cues was taken to show

that en a subject has integrated an abstract, ~°

figurtive interpretation with the conctete .

representation of the proverb,-the memory advantage
. . [ -

for the imaginal representation can be detected.

Two further-findfngs from studies 4 and & show

[

that ‘concrete and abstract proverbs are intﬁ:pretedf;y'

a diffezent'pgocgss. First, the alivantage for a

selt-genetaéed igterpretation as almemory cue was _

generatlly 1arger for concrete than for abstract

proverbs. This is explained by the idea ghai the

-

relation betWeen a self-ginerated interpretation and a

concrete proverb is more controlled by episodic

-
-

L . L L d



factors that are unique °to individual interpreters; in

»

contrast, the telation between interptptgtions and
abstract proverbs gs controlled by semantic memory

factors that would tend to be relatxveuy more similar
acroes d}fferent 1nterpveters.

. *
Second, gqood interpretations (as opposed to poor

-

! )
¢ (jnterpretations) of concrete and abstract proverbs

show a different'relatidnfto'the proverbs. A good
interpretatfon of an abstract prove;b has a very close

—_— 4

*

semantic rétation to the<proverb itselt; in congtrast a.
good interpretation'of a concrete proverb has a

\ LN
distant semantlc -relation to the prover It can be-

infetred, then, that the process of generatlng a good

1nterpretat1cn of an abstract proverb must differ Erom
the procegs of génerating.é.good interpretation of a’

. .

_cdncrete proverb, .o

.
’ * ~

Taken together, the findings show that a number

¢

of the important results supportxng the coﬁceptual
base hypcthesxs can be explained by’ the diff ent
verbal relatxonéﬁxp that Exxsts between concr e -
prqyerbs and their int pretations.and'abstraét.

proverbs and their intetpretatro?s. The dual coding‘

idea that two different cognxtxve systems are’ znvblzed

in fxguratave xnterpretatton provxdes a better

explanation of the data than does . the conceptual base

L]
-

hypothesis.
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“ f -
B - .
~ .
-

The Dual Coding Mcdel of Figbratvive Intoipzetation

Accd%diné td'thi‘theo:y of Eigq‘ative L.

o - * P
. -

interpretation proposed.here, a figurative

ihterpretatidn may ‘be definJ.as an abstract verbal

-

1
%

rh

interpretation of a concrete referent. Application )
» dual codi#ng prﬁpciples of language tep:esentaticn to
this defini;icn suggests how-a model of the figurative

intérpretation process might be const:ncted..

According to such a model, a figbrative interpretation

.

starts ouvut with an fmaqinal,-ﬂon-vezbal'b;sa, which is
""then interpteted by'thé verbal system. The inference

ﬁbtgfiﬁe source of a fzguratlve 1ntetpretatxon is in
~

~ - -

non-verbal -information assécxated with 1anguage-1s

derived fromﬂthe fxndlng that’ abst:act, tow .imagery

sentences shcw a decreaseé potentxal for a fzgurative

intnrpretatzon. Purther, results of the studies - . .

=

‘presented in the thesxs show that interpg‘tatxons of

. high imagdery ‘proverbs are less :atited,“in a verbatl
_assaciative sense, to those proverbs. than are
[ ] * .

’ interpretatioans of abstract,pcsvn:bs. This rtesult

idontifics a fxguracivc 1ntetpretat1on as one that is

not hxghly associativcly rolated to thg,words of the b

~

intctpreted sentence. _ T ' -

-

Dual coding thcory provxdcs a cognitivc account

of why abstract langufge cannot be tigutativoly o
' \
intctprq;od Absttact.lanquago-is meJ'Ly}y




:opzosehted primarily within the vczbal—lingdistic

‘system ; according ®o Paivio, “abstract terms Jdepend
rolativily more [than»concrpée'words] on verbal
assoc}ative;gnnﬁections for their meaning”®

(1986,p.123) . Meanings of abstract words and

. . L
presumably larger units such as phrases and sentences
« are aasoc{ativcly derived, accorxding to the theory.
t - - .
Intetprgtaﬁions of abstract proverbs a:qﬂth?;gfore

L4

¢closely 'semantically related to the abstract words of

~

the proverbs. ) ) .
:Ih centrast, concfete words have assocxated w;th

them _information that 13 _not part of the 11ngulst1q

rop:csqntation, but which is part of sensory

‘_roxpor1once with the referents of tho!e conétet‘/wofds.

- \;‘

Ropresgntat1on(‘of concreke words tho:etore,alLow-more
n

flokibi\itf in %he" way they arg_verbaf%? descrzbed-any '

‘.

) Aspect of the sensory, imaginal 1n§orgatxon’qih"‘ .
— .iprob§§i_a Bésis_goi'g Eigu:atzvcn({.o.}pon-litc:aiLﬁ
"intizprigation. i o . bq\ T,
| Dual-;cod_;i.;ng theory does not state that hpr_t-:ntb;l ¥

reprisentations are primarily visval in nature,
'tjv(Paivio.iSGG) -3 rather, the :olagivl'empgaais g;
_ visual imagéry arises because of the apparent S

godinanco of the visual system ih sensory processing -

£ot hést people and the resulting importance of visual

"'ipfp:mati6n.in cognitive proéessinga Acéb}ding to




" .'\“-,\ . ,‘,
Paivio (1986), ths Kon-verbal system,

*must include .représentations of the sensory ‘

- propexties of things, relations among them and their
bebavioral “af o:dances'z...a thing can be known by
more than one modality - by-appearance, haptic feel,
sound, smell _and taste®™ (p. 58). ‘

Accordingly,_codbzeth.words‘could have assoCiaﬁed

with them ; in addition to visual images of their

referents, motor, auditory, haptic and other internal

—— B ;‘

s.qiory information, apy of which atg'not pfimarily

part of the.linguiitic ieprésentatibn of the word and

*
-

could thus form the Baqis of a figurative -
. . _ Jras
integpretation. -~ . L ,

According to tﬁis'proposal, then, thc basis of the
conc:oto—abst:act diffutence in the gotentiai for

'figutatxvo interptatatlop is explicitly in tHe

<

non-verbal information associated with concrete words.
S Eowcvor, the rosaéiéh’in this thesif™does not provide
direct cvidcncc that the assqp1atzon betwo,n

figuratlvoness and hug-ability is 'due to imagcry and
)
v not tc-somc othcr faaturo associated with concrctoncss

of languagt. It is known ﬁhat _concrete and abstragt
- N
languagc dxtfers-on a number oﬁ va:LﬁSlcs that could

«

bt :nlcvant to p:pccsscs involvcd ‘in tigu:ativc R

"Iangquo. For oxample, coacrntq words are’ catogoriztd

morc con;istqnnty :han absttac; wa:ds eKintscb, L974)
* PR I
which could serve a !unction in mntapho:icat -

7 — -

intorpzotatioﬁ, Somtfthooztos oi m‘taphqr (c.q.




Touzangoau aud Sto:nbezg,1981, HcCo:mac 1987) st:ess
‘the inpettanco of catogo:y information Lﬂ’mctaphorlcal
!iutcrprotation in that petaphor seems to involve the
vse oﬁ word;.to Qpply to categorigs'to which they
dén;t normatly belong.(Pefhaps abstract wofdg.have
K less figurative potential because ihiy lack definite
cateéory inforﬁat§on'aﬁd c;;qét therefbée be vsed in a
‘ 'cross-qntcéory'“fashiont - Alternatively, abstract
words may themsalvgs-%: cdngideredlcategory labels,
and thus cannot.be appll;d‘to refer to altérnatg '
T categories. The ;xtént to which agcessibility of .
.category ;:EOtmation,_tatheg ;han;évailabiiity bf
.\\< qén-verbgi_information, iélkhe crucial variable:.in
. Eiéurati&e rggresent;tioq,is probably; an espirical
B \ qu&s&ibn. Howevﬁr, the'question alwa}s remains about
\ thc fundamental basis for a dist:nction between

L Ad - -
R .

\conctctc and abstract words on any cogn1t1ve
" $§menaion. ' _ e / -

’ \\n addition to being more readily categorizible

N
than qpstract uords, concrete words clf%ft a gteater

numbcz\QF associacions than abstract worda

(Eaivio igsa),‘wshow mote stable associative pattecns

b
[

. than abstrkct wotrds (Cla:k 1978), ace mofe eas1ly

-

2

T

S rcadity than abstpect. wo:ds (3099. Upfold- and

e Qilton,lg?S); Clatk and Paivio (unpoblxshed)aﬂhéve
: L . : <

- dctincd (O'Neill,h1972)° and a:e communxcated ‘more - . .

<
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f’umar&zed\these xna a: gnmber ?,‘. ot'her i 2.
\ ‘v \-;' ~ . \. s )’:
k$bond§ite-gﬁ§tract‘Bifge?ences 1p lgdguage Bz sﬁ?h:ng ,}f
-rmt T .‘ -0

o tbat‘concrhte taeguage d1§gers fr#h abstract languaqt T
1nf§hree qener;l wayk; acoessxbxtity dg pethptuaL_ ’

= % R O i Sn
B2 1nfqrmat£bn 9lst1nct1veness.of meanxng. ahd 3} < _;\? '§;7
; “é steocy of mean1ng;;:hese last two factors'are L '~§7
-descrlbea by ‘the authg&s asﬂeemantrc'coherence, < ;,%ﬁlx i
» meanings of concrete ;ords;;re more coherént b%Sﬁ -L}f ;;f*
because they are d1st1nc;hfrom each other and more : ,-";; -

. - N

= consistent across. 1ndlv1duals than are abstractﬁﬁvrds. s RIS

P .
1‘.' L

It could be argued.that any of these factors could ber--

¢ ./ :'

important inrfigurative language use. For example,éj' IR

‘possible argument would be that a “figuraslve“ mehninq ) -
. of an abstract term cannot be constructed"oecause -

meanings of abstract words are not suff1c1ently

-

cepherent to dllow those-terms to 'be used in a novel,

tnon—conventxonal_sense’as is demanded by a figurative

use. : ‘ ‘ .
‘(' . . v - ' . .

.. Importantly, Clark and Paivio argue that the
differences Betweeﬁ concreté,end abstract qoros arise

- ‘because oﬁ.the funaahe;tah ditferehce in‘observability

of the referents of co;cret; and abstract languaqe' . L.
N : .

The dual codxng claim is that it is necessary to

postulate representatxonal dxfferences tor concrete

— .
b ‘. -‘-

ana abstract words in order to ~explain. the whole'

—

'pAttern oE dlqcrete-abstract dxfferences in language;

-

,}‘



Iy

-

‘tfhou,ver,\gt w&uld‘%e coqustent wé;h tﬁe thenty that -

T some dlfﬁarences bétweeq”cone;ete:and &hstza¢£ wozds
<

— . - l' g,

,cowld Sﬁ}explaxned by d;ffereaces»1n veibal ptocesses,.:;

sunh aS»those ashoclatxve dxfferences noted above‘s

K e . A o
‘(. _f_g . ' -4 -.

“The&xssue Oxth xespect to~ Exguratxve meanrng is

- . .
~«~, .t Y

:ﬁ\ extent to shxcq purely verhal ptocesses can e

e
-\ V

accouﬁt fbx the refﬁclon between flgutagzveness anﬁ.

AN - ‘;‘A <

concretenq; of ianguage. élearly, verQaL processe5~a:e« -

*0 z- —-— .\
A -

1nvolved 1n generatlng a Qetbal 1nterprexatlon of a;
fxquratxve meaning. ﬁhe prnblem for. dual codxug, or,
any otheg.theory df‘eﬁgurat1ve &atetpretaéxon, ‘is 16
‘speczfylng hgw an abstract—?srbai 1d§erpt%tatlon is
generated from a. 'concrete Iznguxstxc onit, and what
the role of the concreteqess of the interp:eted unit

might be.
While the issue requires further research, at

present there are theoretijcal reasons for preferrj

- -

the imaqery_account for the f1g/;at1ve potenti
concrete words.. The theor ical pteferenc

Vcompelled by the distingtion between liperal and
figurafive interpre txons. “The rogyfiféobta*ﬂe

the experimgnts 5‘330&05 hete lead .to the conctusion
that a litor ’ ieeeipretation is more cfdsely‘?elated'
. to the xnterpreted proverb }n a. verbal,,assoc1at1ye

sense than is a Eigurative interpreté/ion. It can be

‘ ooncluddd},therctpre, that the ggneration of the «




figurative interpretation seems to be less governed by -

. "conventional" (i.e. close) semantic relations than

’ the literal interpretation. In order to specify where e

. such an 1nberpretatlon comes from, 't seems useful to

. assert that concrete language expresses 1nfcrmat10n

]

that is not directly available from a conventional
literal interpretation of the sentence. If that
"nén-litéral” inform;tion—ﬁs mentally reé:ésented'Ln
exactly‘the same way as-the literally associated SN
informatiom, it is difﬁ;cult to identify the basis for'’ ‘¥>

a distinction between_a literal and figurative” . :

——
A

inerpretation of a word or sentence. On the other
— A - )
hand, iﬁ we accept the dual coding position that . -

non-verbal representions are 935Qp!ated with concrete

- .’

langﬁa%f, it is possibte toisjkfﬁ that it is the - :

non-vérbal information thag serves as the basis for

. the ™abstract", figurarive interpretation, i.e.,. an

is not associatively related in —-

- -

low1nq examples from the proverb .

/// /,fflustratgs<;oh ;magxnal processés can be inyolved in ,

'/// const;ﬁé@ing a Exguratlve meanxng.' One high imagery

pgp erb 1sr/ - - i
e . .

-btrd/éhatA}{Ges in water is never wet.

ijiiég:l zesponse to this provetb is that "it ) .

Pid



doesn't make sense--if a bird lives in water it would

1

always be wet!"One could speculate thatia person who
- ' .
makes this response is probably relying on verbal

- préégsses to interpret .the proverb; for example,

T " nmoting the contradiction between "water" and "never

wet". If however, people are encouraged to imade a_

vird that lives in water--and asked, with respect to

-

that image, if the bird looks wet--the response is

typically "no!". At this point, most people remember

=

.®*that+ ducks , geese, and other watép birds are ’
specially adapted to lAve iYf water without gettinge -
[ ) .

wet. Use of imagery would thus allow a "correct"

. -

interpretébion of the proverb-that a person can adapt

to ci:cﬁmstances tﬂat others would find unbearable.

A second example illustrates how failure to use

1fﬁager%’to generate a figuraive interpretation can
lead to an incogrect interpretation. TPhe proverb
"punishment is lame, but it comes™ is ' often
interpreted to mean "Punishment is bad, or doesn't

" ‘work, but it does occgt".» A better ihterpretation

seems to be "Punishment may take a long time to

., arkive, but it-avedéuaily will," In-the poor
—intctpretation, subjects seem to be interpreting the .

ftgurétive-element "lame", in a verbal asspciati&e ’

perhaps idiomatic, sense as in "a lame excuse™. To

generate Ehg correct interpfetation, it seems, helpful

—— - .

-~
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to image a lame individual , hobbling §lowly af&ng,
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but eventually 4drriving at a destination, The ewample,‘ o .
) ' ) - P
. . . - »
is particularly revealing because the provexb is ;ated :
as low in ipagery, yet the figurative element. appeats e
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to need an imaginal- process for interpretation., -~ ° | it
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n l‘:‘ ‘ /—'\
“;*‘-figu:at&ve.intetpretatiou ggesentid ncte.-,

interpretation.
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Predzct;ons from the Model for Individual szferences

InzF;guratave Interprétation Ability.

The dua’l codingemodel of figurative interpretation,

- -

in &tating that both imaginat and ‘verbal processes are

jnvolved in a way that is distinct from interé!gtatidn

of literal langUage makes interesting predictiéns'for

va
-

-“the role .of individual differences in .figurative l

»

?

“e not necessarily‘ptedict performancé in fbgurabive
)

f'\

. Imagery abilityfifor:éxémple;:should

1ntq;pxetatxon sxnce zmagery is onty one aspect of the

L\

Y Qroces& andt must be\comluned with some:. a/ yet

-
K

-

‘unspecxﬁréd Verbal prqcess wh1ch woutd ellow'an =

. et . -

. abstraqﬁ Intkrpretatxon of the non-verbal Lo

—’\

sone xecen£ work which shnwed that gellaﬁce ‘an

f; o tepteéehtatxon.

'ixmaginal tepnesgptat1od'Qid\ﬁot“p:edxct subjifts

ot T " "

In.thgg tegard,(Katz h;h repoxtqd

IR

-~ ~ - . "
AL .

. .

‘ choxces ior w metaphor dénstructxon task threas =

-
—~ ~

anutog1cai-ab111ty wdn‘gssbcxateé thh tbe way '

l/"

-~
.
.
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subjécts completed sentence framgs to make metaphars.

r" ‘
‘.a !'o

-

Tnsts ‘for anologxcal ubxliﬁf may measuna -3 nore

L

compttx behavxor (c £ Starnberg 197%} thaa the.test

/—)..
‘-l

.fo: tiﬁdance On imagery, ahd image?y mq& itaelf be a

componqu*&n angLogicaL

Ratz s - cusult wduld,be

. "

didted by the model of
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N\ ’ .
:ndivxdual dszérence va:xabte that could on the -

(baszs of the model be-expectad to cOntrlbute to
differeuces in fxquratlve 1aterpretatren skllts would

‘be “refereatlal“ abllfty Jsucc1 19&4).‘Bucc1 aefxaes
-re!erentlal ability 10 terms of the énal codxaga
dxst1nctlon between non-verbal representatxons and

vé:bai representatxons._ An 1ndzvxdual of high

a Verbal label thh 2 non- verbal reptesentatxon.’:
Referentlal abllzty is measnred by ;pe speed w1th
whxcﬁ 1ndxv1duals name colouxs. 1f figpra;}ve
‘ 1nterpretat1on qnvblves the-llnkiné of verSal ad&f )
non-verbal 1nformatlon, people who are btgh in - s
referent1a1 abllxty may be partzcula:ly successfulrat
geaqnatlng fxguratlve xnterpretatxons. In support of
'thls 1dea, Bucci (19&6) found that people who have
hlgh,_gierentlal abzl1ty wega more likety than those

with low referent1a1 abag}ty to-use metaphors to
A

: -referentlal abllzty is one who is able/to quickly link

descrzbe sensory expeﬁxences such as- namlng :elatxvely'

. v . 0.
'Iess codab{e colovrs. ° , - o

Conclus1on' .7 o . A
. _ ‘. 3 ) , -

In conclusxon, the dual codxng modet of- Lénquage

i

«

x;ep:esentatxon suggests an intetesting program of .

:eSggrch for investigatiqgs of comprehénsion of

figuratxve languagc. Partxculaxly ;elovant issues

s

incLude a more pﬂpcise undetstanding of the concept of




2 A
Jad
M ‘-“, Y

~

"abstraction™ ‘both as it applies to figurative
langvage interpretation and to languvage interpretation

in.a more general sense. With respect to figurative

e

language, the conceﬁt of abstraction has been
identified here within the-framewq:k-of dual coding

tigpory as a process that occurs when a verbal label is ‘
- R

~

given to some aspect of experience that is
L

‘non-verbally represented..Whether this cegpeét could
be used to explore a wider range of interpretive

béﬁaviors, and especially to differentiate between

"comprehension” and "interpretation®, bears further -

investigation. T -

" The relative contributions of conventionalized

semantic memory processes common t; all speakers of
th? language, and episodic processes unique to | -
individual interpreters, may, up;n further
investigation, be sho;n to be differentially importat
in.interptetinq different kinds of language. The ’ .
concept of the slze of advantage for a self-generated
linterpietaghqn (the generation effect observed in-
Studieg 4 and 5{ may be fruitfuilly applied to the
distinction be;weep episodic cohtgibutioﬁs and

\

‘semanéic contributggh&-go'inté:pretation of language.

4

" For example, it could be expected that with concrete

-

) ] .
. literal language, the gerieration effect would be

A S ) - -
smaller than.z}th abstract language , the oppdsite




effﬁft that is found with the comparison between

concrete figurative 1anguage and abstraéé language.

Finﬁlly, the educational implications of the =

studieg reported here could be ffuitfully explored.

One ,inference from the resultd of these studies is
. o - ¢ .

i

that concrete proverbs "concret\ize®™ abstract meanings

or ideas.- The concrete proverb Birgéﬁ:gs live in

~—
water'ﬁre(gever wet" ‘is a concrete.'m&%el' for a
- I - b ' N .
general i#pect of human_experienéé-that pecple who are

-

challenged by difficult circumstances, come to

. -
tolerate them. In contrast, abstract proverbs appear

to be more like literal paraphrases of abstract ideas.’

For example, the abstract proverbd "A friend to

k]

everyone .is a friend to no one"  is more literally
related Qa’its appérent intended meaning about the
requirements of true friendship,.éithout th;t méaning
being completely expfeséed in the proierb

The conc:et1zatxon of abstract ideas may have both

'y

_'a positive aand negat1ve effect on learning. The

benefit 0f cencretization appears to be increased ease

L)

. of domprehension and interpretaﬁibﬁ% %?bjects find the

fiq@rative meaninéé expfﬁssed by cancrete proverbs:ps
. R T & * ' - .
rélativcly more comprehensibde and oasy to inte:p:et-

than the mcaq.ggs expressed in a‘gtrace proverbs.

The disadvantaq5,of concretizatxon of abstract

ide@s, hpwever,.appears to be tﬁat an- 1ntepr¢tation of

mET TR TR e rera, Ta g T
* R NS
N =§; p

4



the concrete "model" can be quite variable and

dependent on individual episodic processes for, the.

explicit link between that model and the abstract

meaning it 111us§rates. If the goal of the using
concrete models- as explanatory devices is enhance:r \
memory f%r the abs§tract 16235 the model "explalns

then educators may need to explicitly controt the

episodic processes involved in model interpretation to

e »

exploit the advantages of the concrete represenation.
For example, a concrete examples from everyday
experience are often used in a classroom setting to <

illustrate abstract thecretical ideas. Unless the

v

relation between example and ‘theory is itself )
explicitly verbatized by the teache%, students may - i : e

fail to-grasp the intended ielaticd,'and interpret the

example “incorrectly" oL .

The Jresults. oﬁ tﬁe stud1es presented here sﬁggest
Ln \\: g

one further aspect of abstract 1ntefpretation .

processes that could be ‘explored for thexr educatxonat .‘ _—

I -

implications, as wdll as for their theoretical . . T

importance. When an abstract mean;ng is expzessed ‘ y '

roncretely as in a concrete provegb the interpretive

process appears to requite abstraction from tha D *-gﬁ' ‘1Ii

specific representation_suggested by. the words of the ;'

proverb to the ‘abstract underlyinq meani.ng. Howev* ‘». . ,
when abstract ideas are expressed’ in an abstrsct f_' i -
. ' L 4 . ., . ..“
] \?/’:.F‘ . et g i '
. A <
B R oot S SO &



¢ _ manner, as in the case of abstract proverbs, there is
some evidence to suggest that concretization, the °

opposite .process from that gbserved for coéncrete

proverb interpretation, is a useful étiategy for
. genérating an effective interpretation. This

v , :
‘inference is drawn from the finding that people who

-

interpret abstract proverbs under imagery instructions

. - -
produce interpretations that are betig: memory cues

for someone .else than do beogle who interpret those

proverbs under comprehension instructions.
<

Concretizatidn of Sﬁstiactly expressed ideas as an.

’

interpretive strategy needs to be explored more fully,
€ e ,

with respect to how this ptocéss may differ from the

abstraction process involved in interpreting

-

concretely exXpressed ideas. In suggesting
représentational differences fbr,concrete énd abstract
language, duatl coding theory prbvides a ‘framework fort

‘)dding so; :

-

-~ -
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: APPENDIXs1: LISTS OF PROVERBS YSED IN ;\boy 1
-, : Note: Numerical valuves are; ////
: Rated Literalness 1, Rated L1tera1ne§s 2, Rated .
Imagery, Rated Comprehensibility \
Lzst 1 J
. - « l. Do not drive -a second nail until 'the first is

clinched.
1.66 4.060 3.80 4.50
2. What can be decxded ontly once must long be pondered

over, N
4.58 4.91 1.40 4.80 ~ o0
3. Quick and well done do not agree. =

3.58 3.50 1.40 4.20 ¢ r:
“_ 4. The larval stage of the housefly is the maggot .¥
" found in garbage and decaying _matter. C
3.83 4.16 6.406 6.50
5. Punishment. is lame but it; comes,.
4 2.75 1.91 3.60 3.30
* - 6. Sold1ets in peace are like chimneys inJsummer.
B " 2.58 .3.75 5.6¢ 4.0¢
: e ‘7 Who- never climbed high never had a great fall,
e s 3,50 4 56-4.36 5.80
“ b ‘8 Geesa are slarger than ducks but smaller and less
A q:acefu{ than  swans. .
(2% s 4. 25 4«33 6 %ﬁ 6.80
¥ . 9.-X profise éklayed is justice deferred.
. S 2,75 3.91; 2 50 3.50 ¢
R gg "10. Drffezent sores ﬁmst have different salves.
e 291483426480§
' -ll. Much of the energy con%umed by man comes dlrectly

. “from the- sun, _
: " 4,83 4‘91 5.78 S~ 19 ,
. W 12. Six ‘feet' of earth mdkes ua.all equal
2 ch, 1,08 3.48°4.79. 5. 18 g
e CLLy %3. :Frost .is pbesent in the suzface so11 in winter,
e 0w 4481 5.0 5.10 6.3¢ = .=
DR fiw 14.,&,manﬁs'manuers age Ehé mxrnbt 1nkyh1ch ~he shows
. ' * hi&" poméi‘ﬁ. :.h . :.“ s .-,:_'- e
= ¢1 8d 2.25 5.i8 5.30 35 T TRE, :
i 15.~ﬁe ‘that hggins;mauyhthxngs fiﬂ;shes few. .
G T ALM94.6641.98 6,68 v
Grov ﬁi% ’butdenﬁistlighg on the shdulders of another‘
T 3,68 3,91 2,765,860 oy "
CoE TR 17"r It $pu have A ﬁéxse Qf your owh you may borrow 5‘
. 4.‘ :,f N by anm: ' ’ s “n--*‘ ) . N TR ‘\, . i s > 3“ k:.’
IR 'J‘QE“QEGS'Q. - A2e. -# S AR A ”:
EZR L cooqéctxons vetweéﬁ ASia and“Chvha mist have\
R N R MiSted tl;e,n :‘" ¢ 7 K \_‘_;1  enal . _'

S T AT al WO e :
AR e 348340 3§ 4<Sp &% sﬁ SAn o RIS S
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19. Experience
mother. -
2.25 1.41 1.99
2N The- finest
3.58 4.33 4.8¢@
" 21. A man in a
wzth him. .

v

210

L S
is- the father of wisdom and memory the

~

,
"
H

4.5

clothes are soonest out of fashxon.
5.78
passion rides a horse who runs away

‘&

Fa

1.33 2.66 4.20 4.20 :
22. Forget other pecple's faults by rememberlnq your
own.
4.33 4.T6 1.50 6.4
23. Children's toys provide for tne rehearsal of aoult : -
activities. -
.. 4.58 4.66 5.56 6.20
N 24, Confession of a fault makes balf amends. s : . ‘
"341391240575 . . - .
p25. Solitude is often the best company. i
4.33 3.80 3.30 6.3@ ’ . -
26. The mind is the man. a - : ’
2.66 2.16 2.39 5.60 :
27. All that is said’ in the kitchen should not be -
* heatd in the hall. o ’ v .
2.16 3.66 3.30 4.¢00 . ' e
——28. The carver makes his own knxfe from a pleee ot
) scrtap metal. . : -
: - 2.00 4.83 5.00 5.@0
' 29~ -Compliments cost nothing,
dearly for them.
L 3.8 3.50 1.80 5.2 . ! .
30. At length, the fox 1is brought to the furrier.
2.25 4.41 4.70 5.0¢ :
31. Each member of a commun1ty has his own place and .
. function. .
. Y 4,58 4,75.4.10 °6.26
) 32. Cynxcs are those who never see the good qualjties ~ |
of others and never fail to see.Fhe bad ones. ,/a )
4.66 3.91 2.50 6.20 s
.33, Self-praise is no recommendation,
3.66 4.08 1.50 5.4¢
; 34, Butterflies- and moths have colonised most of the
.world's land surfaces. :
3.75 4.58 5.00 6.20 : I
35. Rich men feel hisfortunes that fly over poor men's
heads.
2.58 2.08 3.20 Q.3¢
36. If you cut wn tne focest you'll caten. tne wolf.
1.66 3.16 4.86 S5.00
37. Contentment comes tnrougn happnnoss,
through conteatment. .
- ‘ 4.66 4.25 1.68 5.60 . .
' 38. One gets sick of cake, but never of-dread. ‘
1,83 4.41 4.9¢ 5.40 < .. *

-

vet many People pay ) .
=3 N

. : . . ~

not happiness



<

o

. 1.41 1.4 3.80 3.440

56. Fraud squats under a good bargain.

39. A married man turns his'staff.into a stake.

4. Most arsen1c compounds are po1sonous to most forms
of life, -

4.91 5.90 3.20 S.30

41. Suicide is rare among the abo:zgxnes.

4.50 4.83 4.20 S.60

42. Good words cost no more than bad ones.

2.75 2.58 2.00 S5.56@

43. It is good.to have two strings to one's bow.

1.50 3.608 4.4Q 3.96

44. Precious things are not found in "heaps.

3.41 4.66 3,40 5.70

46. No one 'is worse for knowing the worst of hlmself
3.25 4.581.50 4.60

47. The e gives honey from its mouth but stxngs from
its tail,

2.5 4.58 5.40 S Sa

48. Bread is a nutritious food. -

4.83 5.0 5.76 7.4@60
"49. The English language as spoken in Canada is
generally American in character.4.83 4.66 2.90 5.10

5. A lot of cheap fish may be bought fot a peany, but
one does not eat as much as one throws away. ,

2.25 3.83 5.40 4.80 4
Sl. Praise a fair day at anh’\
2.33 -3.91 2.20 3.40

52. Procrastination is the thxef of thme.

3.08 2.33 3.3@-6.30 ) » _
5S3. It is much easier to’'recognize error than to find
truth. ‘
3,664,008 .1.606 6.20

54. He that waits for dead men's shoes must long go
barefocot, -

1.33 2.75.3.30 A 449

55. The albatross feeds largely on squ;d

4,25 4.58 5.40 6.50

- -

-

2.90 2.08 1.90 2.50

57. Whedn wine sinks, words swim.

1.33 2.41 3.50 5.60

58. Many would be cowazds if they had sutf‘ent
couraye.

2.16 ‘2.19 2.506 ‘3, 3@ o
59. An old ox makes a straight furrow. ; ~
1.83 4.58 4.40 4.91

68. The Inuit need eight carxoou skins for a man's
“winter costume. - -

4.41 4.83 5.80 6-.5@

61. Glory paid to ashes comes too late. - -

1.33 3.33 3.3@ 5.50 . :
- 62. The brain is really two brains operating

PR UREDENE

>
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éiault;neouslx;.
3.83 4.58 5.5¢ 6.96 L
63. He cries "wine"™ and sells vinegar..

-1.25 4.25 3.40 4,80
-64. Lack of care is more dangerous than lack of
‘knowledge. - . , : . : W\

4,25 4.16 1.88 5.89

65. We.all have sufficient strength to bear the

Misfortunes of others.

4.25 3.33 1.8¢ 5.89 °

66. Every man 1s the archxtact of nhis own fortune.

2.75 3.91 3.80¢ 5.68 .

67. To appreciate ballet’™ is to appreciate botncanimal

grace and the grace of the intellect. . e

4.56 4.33 5.30 5.8¢ L .

68. The sSure way to be cheated is'to{think ourselves’

more cleveg than the others: '
3.91 4.41 1.9¢ S5.7¢ 2 . T L
69. He that is warm tninks all are so. _ ' ) '

3.00 4.00 2.10 4.70 . . ’ R

70. Moderate "riches will carry. you; if you have more .
you must carry them, . - e

2.90 2.41 1.80 5.00 . | ' o0
71. When a person gets 1nvolved with druqs, no one can- e

help him unless he wants to help himself. . ) .

5.80 4.91 5.3@ 7.00 . .

72. Every leader surrounds himself witn advisors wno
will asgure hum that he 1s alwayb right.

5.09 4. 5.90 6.14

73. He that is not handsome’ at 20, strong at 3v, rich
at 49, an8 wise at 50 will never be handsome, strong,
rich or wise. : )

4.25 2.91 2.90 4.8 . - o

74. The wish is father to the thought. -

1.75 2825 1. 74 2.680 '

75. Great weights hang on small wites.

1.25 3.16°5.60 4.59

76. As~§ood broth comes out of a wooden ladle as out
of a silver spoon. .
2.00 4.63 5.70°4 M

77. Every teacher ought to remxnd hxmsalf daily that
bis students arw'vulnerablé people, )

—

5.00 5.60 4.20 6.40 - . S

78. Dry shoes won't -catch Eish. ' St .
1.33 2.83 3.70 3.60 . . T
79. Great winds blow upon righ hxlls. :

1.66 5.00 5.80 5.790 ’

80. A straight stick is crooked in the water.
1.58 3.16 6.30 6.20 :

-, .
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List 2

1.1§h. dG\t‘ra1sed by the sheep does not choke the
wo
2.58 3.66 5.68 5.1@, ,
2. Good wares make quick markets.’
3.91 4.58 1.5& 2.8@ ‘
3. The new lpve drives out the old love.
4.45 4.63-2.40 6.10 . .
4. The tarvat stage of the housefly 15 the maggot
found in garbage ot dECayxng matter., - ‘
© 4.08 4,75 6.00 5.4G
5. - Great and good are' seldom’ the same man.
2.83 4.25 2.00 S.49 -
6. He‘\ells me the way but does not know it himself.
3.54 4.72 1.68 %5:990 .
7. One swallow does not make a summer.
'1.91 1.91 2.90 5.62
8. Many birds live in the desert
-4.41 3.50 5.60 6.20 :
9. Man' s ears are less re11aole than the:r eyes.
4.27 4. 18 ,4.10 6.060 .
1¢. Remove an old tree and you L kitd ic. .
®3.58°4.42 1.30 5.806
1. The oldest Cpxnese writing is found in the Shang
Dynasty. = , .
£.83 4.41 2. 60 5 9g.” * .
12, Nepessxty and opoo:tunzty may make a coward. brave.
3.58 4.42 1.3¢ 5.86 =~ -
3. The most common honeybee has been domesticated for
honey, . .
3.91° 433 5.6 %6.60 .
14. Men are not to be measured 1ﬂ’lnChES.
1.66 3.9 2.86 5.30
15. You cannot see 1n another person more ithan you
have in yourself,. ‘ _ .
2.98 2.83-1.90 4.60 . )
16. New brooms sweep clean. .
2.58 3.75 4.949 5.80 ' A
. 17. The faitést flowers fade SOONESEL. g
2.00 3,00 5.5¢ S.40 s
18. The earlxest,p;idqes were loqs thrown actoss’
str'eams. . '
4.91 4.25 6.%0 6. 70
19. Necessity knows~ﬁb law. -
“2.75 4.09 1. 2@ 4.20°
2¢. Quiick wits are gererally ‘conceited.
3.72 3.54 1.70 3.60 e
+21. Flatterers do not haunt cott%ges. ‘
. +1.25 2.50 1.79 1.7¢ ¢ B
22, War dnsttoys wmany for the benefxt of
4.72 4.63 S.50 6.60. - : ¢

, e




“23. The Unxted States-has often been called a meltxng

r

pot

3. GG 4.09 3 10 S.60 R
.24. ‘A joke never wins’ over an "enemy, but .often. Ioses a
friend. o

'3.72 4.09,1.7¢ 4.70 ' o T

. 25. What costs little js 11tt1e esteemed ’

3.54 4,18 '1.10 3.86¢, ~ . .-
26. As the twig is ben:r-sq grows -the trpe.' )

1.91 3.83 4.60 4.S@. ' Z
27. No part Qf the. ocean is completely stitl. )
3.83-3.91 6.00 6.78 . .
28. Poor. men seek meat for their stomach
seek stomach for their meat-

[

“rich men

"+ 1v41 3.50 2.96 4.0 . S ”‘ ) *-

29. The miser is-ever in want. : o :
3.76°3.9¢ 2.30 5.20 L . : -

36. The eacrth has a strong magnet1c field. » ST

-4.91 4.58 3.00 .6.70° ] -
-31. Skill is stronger than strength. - e
4,060 3.25 2.10 5.60- ’ .
32. Better a llttle fire to warm you than a large one ) .
that burns. - . -

2.5¢ 4.98 4.70 6.20 .

33. More die by focod than by famine.

2.09 3.69 3.2v 4.70 T

4. Geese ar2 larger than ducks but smaller and less -
graceful than swans. _ 4
5.60 4.41 6.28 5,50 ’ o . ’
35." Patience 1s a ff::;:’that'doeé not. grow -in evefy .
~garden. . . " :
"2.66 3.25 3 EO S .80 ]
36. A mewing cat is never a mouser, . /
2.66 3.25 4.20 4.26 ) '
© 37. Frost is presdent in the surface ‘soil in winter. - .
4.75 5.00 6.10 6.50 - -
' 38. Death happens only once, yet we:-feel it every .
moment of our lives. J : . o ,
3.45 3.8]1 3.80 5.80 ' : ¢
39, Fruit does not ripen well 1n the shade,
4.08 4.75 5136 6.90 i .
40. .Envy and idleness marrxed COgethe:, begot . .
curiosity.’ ) . - .
2.58 2.83 1.28 3.20 ' e e
41. The brain is realky two braans workan .
‘simultaneously. . o T
4,75 4.33 5.306 6.40 - ' ' N
42, Hard stones are hollowad out by soft water. N
2.41°3.08 -3.40 3.90 :
43.-A life of leisure and a lee of lazzness are two
dxtfetenc thinqs. Taas - .. . . v o C
4:.59 4.16 4.60 5. 90 : i B . . 7 .
" - . ’ ) “
. : " : . ’ \ .
e . c e . bl o
.- : ¢ ., y N
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44. Birds that lxve in water are never wet.

1.5¢ 2.75 3.20 3.960 . .

'45. As love thinks no evil, so envy speaks no goqﬂ.
3.25--3.50 1.0 3.89

" 46.° Better reap two days too early .than one day too
late.

3.98 3.83 2.70 4.6@ .

47. The 'carver makes _his own knxfe from a piece of
scrap metal. . -

3.75 4.08 S5.70¢ 6.29

48. Deeds are fruvits; words are leaves.

1.58 2.16 3.30 3.50 . . .

49. I1f the lad goes tp the well,against his. wiltl,
either the can will break, or the water will sp111.
1.91 2.91 4.80 4.70 . :

‘S@. The word "Mountie" is distinctively Canadian.
4.9 4.72 5.60 6.89

S1. Nature, Time and Patxence are the three great
physicians. . :
3.66 4.25 2,30 5.20 . ‘ -

+ 52.* Take gifts with a sigh; most men give to be paid.

o

1.81 3.33 2.68 5.60 .

53. Small woynds, if many, may be mortal.
2.41 3.56 3.90C 4.8¢ . . :

54. When. mohey - speaks, truth keeps silent.
2.98 3.5873.40 5.50 - .

55. To appreciate ballet is to appreciate both anlmal,
grdce -and the .grace of tne 1ntellect.~

4.50 3.75 4.30 4.70 . -

S6. An old eagle is better than & young sparrow.

2.8 3.16.5.70 5.20°

57. A-bold attempt is bhalf success. .

3.27- 3.4 2.38 5.00

- 58. We confass small faults in order to insinuate that
we have no. large ones.

'5.90 4.90 2.60 S5.60. .

59. Who will not taste sour does not deserve sweet.®
2.08 2.83 1.80 5.00 . '
6d. Good. clothes open all doors._.

-2.5¢ 2.91 4,10 5.30 -

61. Each member of a community hasfhis own place and
tbnction. v e ‘
5.9¢ 4.91.3,42 6.30

62, Trust is the mother . of. dece;t

2.16 2.562.10 4. 30

-

'463. A dwarf sees further than a giant wnen he has tne

giant's shoulders to sit on. _ ,

2425 2,75 6,20 6.16 : - ' ' -
64. Qur own actions are our securxt), not others
judgements. . >
+3.45 3.99¢ 2.68 4.90 * '

65. Every leaﬁet surrounds hxmsalt wnth advisors who
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66. A blunt wedge succeeds where a sharp ‘axe may faili. . .
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67. A bad workman blames his tools. -, R
3.25 4.25 5.5@ 6.79 LR T BN
68. The stick is the surest peace;maker; IR A ¢
2.98 3.16 4.20 4.660 C N ‘ :

69. Skill and confidence are an unconquered army- _ VRPN S
2.58 3.56 2.70 5.16 I ““*‘*l S
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public. . ’ G e T
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71, Children's toys provide for the rehersal of adult i
activities, i S L
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72. Barly wed;.early dead. . R A it
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73. An untried friend is like an uncracted nut. ’7'21{ R RaAr
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74. A head with a good tongue in it is worth.donble LR A
the price. . SR .;\; }§?“ Yo
1.91 2.75 3.70 4.80 o ‘* N
.75. Most arsenic compOunds ace poisonous to alt fcrms:‘i Lol
of life. ’
5S.06 5.:00 3.90 6.80 -

76. Time is the rider that breaks youth.:
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1.66 3.16 2.80 ; . N :
77. Opportunity mak=2s the thief. . R ~7'p;m : 3
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never be disappointed. . oL
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2.16 3.50 5.22 6.33 T
22. Error, though blind herself, sometimes gives birth
to children who.can see. . - .
1.41 2,33 3.66 4,22 : ‘ i
23. Do as most people do, and others w111 speak well
v of you.
- 75 3.58 2. 55 6u2 -
- ' ~§). The Inuit neéd eidht caribou .skins for a man's
uvll winter costume, -
4.83 4.33 6.00 7.00
25. Doat take a musket to ki}l a-buttérfly.
2.58 3.83 5.77 5.75
. 26. Without equality there can be no frxendshlp.
‘ . 4.98 3.66 2.22 6. éa
%7 ' 27. He that lays a trap for others falls into 1t
B ‘himself. : .
T 2.66 3,08 5.23 6.55

<

28. He that sits with his back to a draught, Ssits with

S " his face to a coffin.

- L. 1,58 2.50 S5.55 4.11
. 29. Bread is a nutr1t1£yg food S
< 4.91 4.91 4.88 7.00 )

- , 39. Favours unysed are favours abused. .
o 2.50 3.9¥ 1\66 :5.77 ‘ -
-‘ﬂv-:-“7 31, Respons1b111ty must, be shouldered;. you cannot

“garry; it under your arm,
¢ “1.91 3.16 4.11 4.11 . .
32./At a-gréat baggain, make a pause. ' : *
2. 83 3.58 3.11 5.33 >

T 27 33, Most arsenic qomponds are poisonous to all forms'
w07 of life. v . , '
N "4.83 4.41 3.44 6.66 .

\34 ?he hxghest price a man can pay fcr ‘a thzng is to
L ask-. for. it, .

. .QG .00.:1.88 3.77- ,
'y‘ﬂ 35! Advéntures are ta the adventurous. ' 5 -
'3.5@ 2141 2.33 4.88" o~

~36. The Albatross feeds Iargely orr Squid..

e -pg. 4.75+<3.9%1 6.49 6,66 .
> S ¥7:;*Crows. bewail ‘the dead sheep,

. ‘ 3.50 3.5876. 77 8.06¢

38. Evékybody s friend should be nobody s. confldant.

then eat them.,

oWl 0P3.00. 3516 2,d1 5.33°

AR “.?; 39.-A wagq{f§§ a féol'sg atgument.
2.58 2.5¢ 1.66 3.66

L 4¢. Thege. is many athod tune played on an old fiddle,
iv3.47 3.68 5.66 6.88
N T' 41. -Censure is the tax a m&n pays!to the pdblxc for

SN beiug eminent”. . N .
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‘4,25 3.75 5.55 .6.33, T C et
" Ql.rGreat talkers fire tog fast te’tahe good aim.'
7 1,91 2.41 3.666.11 P o e
45. Every shoe does not fxt every foot.

3,25 4.25 5.44 7.06°
46. Dogs-begin in. jest apd end in earnest.
1.25°2.16 2.33 2. ll
.. 47. Lost time can never be- regaxned
‘4«4aa4252447w_. :
‘48 .- Pruths and roses have thorps abdﬁt them.-
-2:2%3.08 §.33 6.22
v 497 To, #pPrecjpaté’ ballet’ is-to dppreciate both animal
- grace and the’ grace of the intellect. -
4.58 3.83°6.80 5.88 ;
-56. A llttle pot.Js soon hot.
32 LG 3.75" 5.88 7.90.. e
SL.eCoﬂNersatlon'tgaches mq:e than medlatatlon
3. 885,163,908 5.8¢ © 0 ¢
§2. Divk'is afztlest‘on the’ fazrest spot.
2.41 2.41 5.88 6.9 - o _
53, If you give qu;ckty_y 2nve twice. .
1V 75,2.35 1.77°4.22
" 54, Wheén a person gets xn:31ved with drugs, no one can
heL§~h1m .gnless. ‘he’ wantg, to belp himself.
.'i¢91 4.7%7°4. 44~7 °1" 3 a
SS.,59§ is. all heaad; youth is all heart.
2.41/ JhOG '2.22° S 33 s
< 5607 gcngﬁe is smatl but it ﬁom;nates the body.
‘3. 16 3 4%:4.88 S, 66
-57% Ihcum0re lightra torcH glVESrthe shorter it lasts.
3,33 3,09 5.445,.88.
58.1A #wild goose hever laid a tame egg.
2 23.3 39 -4.33 S 11 . '
39‘ EVer teacger ought: to rremind hxmself that his
students aré vulnerable’ people. : -
‘4, 41 °4.26" 3“68 6.11> - ' i
6@. you may knbﬂ.hhe whole sack by ‘a handfulle
2,75 .3v16 3.33'4.22
ka Qp‘enumy mayb ohance to. g1ve good counselx*
2;5#‘3 e8~3.9¢°4.00 .-
; ,gﬁheh ‘the. calisg¢ is lost, words a:e qseless.
. 2 83 3.11 2.11 5.66 . .
ST TR A > Py G:eét trees kedp down the lxtt\e ones.
L ,_-Q .78 4.00 5.66 6. 33 7
" "'"64. Be a ftfond to yourrelf and othets wxllbe so “too.
© 4.4114700.23:55 6.%7 - :
65.,? re are many rivelgs and, creeks 1n Tasmanxa.;
3 ;i..éi 4,33 5,58 6,88 .
}'" 66. Blugbcs ate the luminous escapes of .thought."’
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- 2433 2.58 5.77 5.77 - \

" 4.58 4.506 6.33 6.55

67. Sport is sweetest when ‘there are no. spectators.
2.58 2.91 4.66 4.55

68. At first habits are cobwebs, h‘c)last they are -
chains.

2.88 2.56 4.44 4.44 L -
69. The tears of others are only water. ’
2.33 2.3%» 5.88 5.77 . . - . .

78. A full cup must be carried catefully.

71. Butterflies and moths have colonxsed most of thé . Fy

earth's surface. , . 4

4.50 4.25 6.00 5.88 - J

72. The English language as spoken in Canada is mostly :

American 13TE§aracter. , . s
3 .

4.56 4.50 1 3,88 ) y

73. The cow gives good milk but she kicks ovgr the , - -
pail., : _ ‘ : g
2.33 3.91 6.33 6.11 ° s : ‘ .

74. Every ruler surrounds himself with advisors who
will assure him that he |is always rlght v ) )
3.75 2.91 5.22 5.88 _ =

75. He tht died six montfis ago is as dead as Adam. et :
3.75 2,91 2.77 4.77 L.~ - ' ;
76. Little is done where many command '
3.66 4.90 2.55 6.55 .
77. Land connections between Canada ‘and Asia myst have
existed at one time. , - . .
4.58 4.25 3.88 6.00 ° - A
78. Many people take advice like they do medicine; to ' :
fling it -aside once the doctor's back is tu:ged
4.41 4.25 3.88 '6.00
79. Heaven often ‘smites in mercy though the blow be
savere.,
1.83 1.91 2.44 2.77 -t ) .
8@8. Each member of a community has his own place and .
function. . . T L=
4.56 4.50 2.33 6.66 . -
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23. The  United States has often been called & melting

'pot.
3.8 3.68 5.44 6.11 .
24. Better buy than borrow. o i .

3.91 3.56 2.22 6.06

25. A man that breaks his word bids others to be false

to him, .
4.08 4.16 1.66 4.496
26. Envy shoots’ at others and wounds herself.

1.66-1.58 3.66 3.88
27. Don' t nave your cloak to make when it beqznsfg;
rain.
1.75 4.068 4.77 4. 88 ‘
28. No part of the ocesn is completely stlll
2.50 4.58 6.66 €6.55 = _
29, A friend to everybody is a friend to nobody.
3.91 2.58 2.88 5.77 - ) v
3¢. Don't lean On a reed. ' -
2.69 3.75 5.11 5.22
31. The earnth bhas a strong magnetis field.
4.25 4.91 6.11 6.77 - >
32. Nightingales sing their owr? song best.
. 1.83 4.33 5.4 6.33
33. It is better to give a sh1111nq than lend hu*f a
crown. - .
3.41 3. 33 2. 66 6.33
34. Coal was the first fossil fuel to be explozted on
a large scale. - 8 : .
. 4.25 4.25 3.66 6.77 : A T . "
.35. A man's gift makes room for Klﬂ. D o
'2.88 1.66 2.22 2.85. . Co AN
: 36. Ask much to- have little., , -
. 2.58 2,91 1.88 5.33

37. A_big head cin have a big aches : Vel
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38» Don't take a muskeg\to kxll a buttezfly. .

“1.50 4.50 4.66 6.11:
+* 39. Give your tongue more bolzdays than your head
Le- 3.90 2.00 2.08 4.77 6.33 A\

< 48. Every teacher ought to :an1Sa hxmsel£~daxly that‘)

\.Bis pupTls are vulnerable people.d
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. - 2.41 4.75 5.88 5.66 ° ’ - . “ §¥<,
SS. There are many rivers and qreeks in Tagmania, -« . .
4.83 4.91 6.00 6.88 s -1 - s
56. Money is_the best‘bait to Eish £or men w1th
, 2.33 3.25 4.65 5.44 = S
~ 57. Great wealth and contentment seldom 41ve t ther‘. o ..
3.33 2.08 3.22 5.88 ) g : DA =
58. A.little sympathy goes a long way..> .. e
'~ 4.16 3.66 3.90 6.00 . T . S
59. Theyﬁkiﬁled the herse but- they qot the hare. R
+1.25 2.98°5111 2.88 . s o e
7 683" The polar ice gaps. hold 7ust ovei. two pértent of. . =
- the earth's wayer. ' - 7 S .- . :’? =
//) 5.00 4.58 6.33 6,77 - e “-\; . e ’3: ,‘ L T e
7~ - 6l..Hunger is the bes&—eauee e e )
. " 1.58°1.41 3.88 4.337% -, . Y - R
. 62. People use grxthmettc so often- in evexyday lrfe . K
. 4 * that. they hardly ever think. about 1:; S T ot ”.f,,Qs,.
.\': ' 4.08 4.75 2 66 Sas 55 ‘.- \. = v ' e Te .‘~_
.63. .At the end of .the game, the ktnq as well as thQ< - .
!.’ " pawn goes.: xnto:the bag.’.;q e . P
. ©, 2.25 4.25 4.66 5.88 - -7 . R T
R ‘GTﬁt——Hu—a+wazb like those*who admxre ua)‘but we doﬂ't Sl ’
L “"always like  those- who ‘we admire. .- < T g
- 2. 0 3.41 4.5¢ 3,77 5.88 S T ) - L e I
., .Y ~ '63. Everybody's business ‘is. nobody s bu&thSS,.,” YL ;
e ~.- 0 1.83 2.75 2.90 4.22 " S TS e
Yoy ’66. An bmpty sack' cannot s;and upr:ght ,'*x AR oLt Yy
¥ ,.'.\‘ .-f.". . , ', - .:~ "s .. Nl‘!,-,,'},";" 3 -’ ~
- "‘.\ - i % ~ / L. S, s N " . ‘ ‘-,.".\
- K -: v - :,.' . \ » - ; V. k
. oo N
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‘1. s‘c- ‘.w <88 &, 65 -
SZ..?he ‘far horthern” sky is abmxnabed by the
tellation of {rsula uajo;~ :
. &.25 ¥.56.5.336.33
- f68 A-é:owzng-?oath has a uolfxln h:s Qelly.
5,33 §.4¢. 5.33 4.44 .
* 69, ?ovevty is the mother of 'health
L. 75 L,p& 3366 3.88 - . T ® .
-18. "tnytzme means no time. v
$.60%-3.3%3.2.22 4.55 ) v
71. As the: ‘Tight incr(aseq, we see aqurselves to be
worse than we thougbht. “ : o
L,BI 3;95-4 22 4.66 .
sz*xn atom of material is the smallest amouat of
“gatetTat there is. a . :
{,53 4.83 4.68 6.55
‘,}3. The fax who hHas lost his tail wilFf persdade othefs
“out of “theirs. - X . . .
2:18--1.45 5.55 4.77 . ' ~ : ‘
-74. Tons of antibiotics are produced evety year. .
A4 4t 4.66 4.44 6.66
."75. A byyer needs 100 eyes; a seller needs,only one, -
T2.41 2.80 4.44 5,66 A2
- 76.°Children are certain cares but uncérta£n~comforts.
2.83 2.91 2.55 3.77 S o,
77. vhen the ass bears tobd ltht a load he wants to o
. lie down.* . RO
1.83 3.25% 3.22 4. 55. ' " &
78, Each member of a communaty has hxs own place and
funttion,. . ¢ .
4.91 4.58 2.55.5.88 ., ) .
79. Search not a new-wound lest you cause a new one.
1.75 2.33,4.44 4,33
86 . Eoverty is not a crime nor a c:edlt 4.50 3 2S 3.@e
"3.33 : .

-

Y
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mearn lmagery ratin meag comprehensibility rating,
_mean inte:g:etabxfity ra%xng respectxvely) -

»

- ©

1. Do not drive a second&naxl until the first is
clinched, . )
5.68 5.33 5.33 b . )
2. Quick and well done do not agree,
3.33 5.50 5.66 =

3. Punishment is lame but 1t comes,
3.33 3.91 4.16 . ‘
4. Different sores must have dlfferent salves.

4.50 4.80 4.09 '

S. Six feet of earth makes us all equal.

5.08 . S.16 5.19 ) )

6. A man's manners are the mirror in which he shows
his portrait.

4.58 5.25 5.5@

7. Expér1ence is the father of wisdom, and memory the
mother.

4.5¢ 5.58°5.50 °. - ' )

8. The finest ctothes are soonest out of fashion.
5.66 6,88 5.41 . :

9. That whxcb willl not be butter must be made into
cheese.’ z'! '
55855’* 3 SR

18. Eagles” f¥ Ftone. .

6.66 5.33 #.25 - '

1l. He that. has no children br1ngs them up well,

4.33 4.9]1 4.63

Jl2. Nothing costs,so much as that which 1s given us,
3.91° 5.58 5.66 *

13. He that speaks ill of the mare would buy her.
4.58 4.91 4.25 ] "

l14. Don't let your tongue run away with your braians.
5.83 5.41 6.@8

15. The dog in his kennel barks at his fleas but the
dog who huat's does not feel them.

5.83 5.58.5.18

16. Only the wearer knows where the shoep1nches.
6.98 5.91 5.75 .

17, Laws catch flies but let hornets ‘go free.

4.75 5.66 5,25

18. If you marry money you sell your freedom.

S.41 6.33 S.58

19. He that.makes himself a sheep is’ eaten by the
wolves.

$.75 5.56°5.91 )

20. You can't put an old head on young shoulde:s.
5.58 5.58 S5.41

2l. The monkey takes the chestnuts out of the fire.
with the dog*z paws. '
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- 4.45 2.99 3.33
22. Admiratioh is the daughter of ignorance.
2.24 3.72 3.83
23. When the ass bears too light a load he wants to

lie down. : . . .
5.58 5.41 5.50 CLY e
24. Search not a wowund too deep ,lest you cause a new Do
one,

3.91 4.41 4. 66 ) .
. 25. Poverty is neither a crime nor a credxt. .t
3.41 5.33 4.83 -
26. Children are certain cares but uncertaln comforts. .
4.25 4.50 4.50
27. A buyer needs 1008 eyes; a seller needg only one.
5.5¢ 6.83 S.@9 . 3 ,
28. Green wood makes a hot fire. L
5.66 4.50 2.91 ' N
29. Flattery brings frxends, truth enemies, - : T
4.91 §.50 5. 63 E
30. Cooks are not taught in their own kitchen.
5.58 5.98 4.75
31. Novelty always appears. handsome. '
~— . 2,91 3.91 4.58 i
~32 ., The good is the enemy_of the best. .‘;,

2.91 3.41 3.66 :
33. No man is a so to his valet. o .
3.91 4.08 4.0 : ¢ - . .

34. A trouble sha:ed 1s a trouble halued

e 4:755.8376.16° ' o
35. Don't bhave “kour cloak to make when it- begxns to .
rain. :

4.25 4.33 S5.00
36. Envy shoots at others and wounds ‘herself.
. 4.83 S.25 5.33
37. A friend to everyone ' is a ftxend to *ho one.
-+~ 4.83 5.50 4.83
g 38, Dirt is dirtiest on the fairest spot. '
: 5.5 5.33 5.56 . ° .
- 39, If you give quickly you give twice. :
3.5 3.83 3.91 .
40.. Age is all head; youth is all heart.
- 4.16 5.66 6.08 ‘
41. The tongue is small but it dominates the bepdy..
6.9 6.33.6.27
42. The more light a torch gives the longer it lasts,
6.33 5.91 4.56 Y
43. He that will mot go over the stile must be'thtust
through the gate. 1 ..
4.6 5.25 3.75 -
. 44. Cover yourself with honey and flies will seek you
out. t .
6. 66 6.16 5, 63 . : .
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"l * 4S. Truth lies at the hottom of a well. .
- , S® 5.33 4.91
6. A.guest and a f1sh stink after three days. .
- 4.66 6.16 6.00 _
: 47. While the grass grows the horse starves.
4.66 3.75 3.56 -
48. One thing acquired w1th pain is better thaq fifey
- acquired with ease. . .
.3.66 5.83 S5.66 i . );
* 49, Hope is a good breakﬁast but a bad supper.
3.58 4.41 4.33
5@. Don t draw ycour bow untll your arrow is f;xed
6.16 5.58 5.33 v
. ~51. Hunger makes hakd beans soft.
- . 5.68 6.16 6.09
- 52. If your enemy
4.58 4.75 4,58
. S3. when the po
) 5.91 5.0 5.3
S4. He that lies down with dogs gets up with fleas 4. c

733 5.85°5.58 ‘ I

SS. The sea refuses no river,

lees, build him a bridge of gold.

-~ 1

boits over, 1t cools xtself

5.41 4.91 4.66 . . : . D
o 56.. & hired horse js never tired. - ’
to- “ - 4.25 3.66 3, 66 ==’ ' )
.~ *'57.-Rich men feel mxsfortunes that fly over podor men s -
heads, -t o
. 4.00 4.58 4.66 : : . SR
58. An.old ox makes a straight furrow. - . £ ;
5.33 4.25°4.75 o~ - i
59.  The bee gives honey from its mouth but stings f A
its tail. . o . . .
6.16 3.66 5.48 : N ’ T
, 68. When wine sinks, words swim. » . -
. 4.58 5.66 5.66 v
o 61. Procrastination is the thlef of time. a . LI .
C 4.25 6.50 6.@@ . .o .-
o 62. Dry shoes won't catch £ish-. . ) . ' . >
$.58 4.66 5. 98 o
63. The wish is father to the thought. .. .
3.50 4. 58 4.50 S : -
i 64. A man 1n a passion rides a horse who runs away
< ‘ with him. .. .

6.99°4.66 4.58 . =




Prove bs and Expezlmentgr Ptevzded Interpretations

R 3] In Stuay~ (C: Concre%e, Az Abstract)

v .
.€ 1. Green wqQod uakes a hob fxre.

-

. The young of .the world can make a bxg 1mpact.,

C 2. Eagles fly alone. v .

a

A successful person, one at the- %og, usually runs

® the show by himself. . ,A:-. <

-
LY b
b.l ‘(

A 3. Nothing costs so much Aas tbat ﬂ&xch is g:ven us.
A gift binds the recipient to the giver=- after the.
act of giving, cextaxn social g:aceseaze expected. i

A 4. The wish -is fatber to ;‘h ‘hom;ht.
- Thin®® that.we .think about
we want. . ..

™

A 5. One th1ng -acquited wlth padn is worth t1fty

~acquired ‘with ease. .

You appreciate somethxng more thﬁ hardtr 1t ‘was to

get. . .,‘. (." “ . ’!'.

2 £
C 6. Dirt is dittxest‘on tha fai:est spot.

Thzngs tha: are opposxte are nptxceé more.

'3

-

S

(%4

-

»

; A 7. Hope 1§ a-good breakfast but 3 bad sugper.

| o <$\-t .If you're still hoping for somethzng at Whe gnd of

he day, qpu ve wasted.the dsy. PTG

C 8. Only the weare:'kﬂdwb‘whl:e the sQi% pinches..
t tha ;

LY

You- mustséxpgtlénce tbings ‘to know ¥
_ problems. with ghem ate.. ‘L( .

.

A 9. If you nge uicgtyh gou give thce\-

5y It means more. E ybu do somcthing good rxgh% when i
s —_— R

1t is nnedea. -Qn

\' ".

C 19. Whoh the ppt.boils éve: lt cqols itseL£+

T . Relgaa;ng yog; emetjons :educes tbem.

from ‘i'es tail. "

: laeetﬁspitﬁﬁq ydus oo fo - R

- . c 12.[&:# ahco!uwon t catch tishL o "
BRI " Ybu c#n® e;éat aaithing,donq or chaqgcd unIQSQ yoo‘j”
e aredW;l{iﬁg Eo gtt in&eivod -

11. SQVthy a%uiys apﬁg&?s handsom-.-'

.,

bl

1%
PR I

O f Ntu thin§p~alwtyt»sc¢n-mdta appod\tag.,"

-

»

. 0~

[}

e Bsually thlngs that

*

C 1. Th¢ bee gxues hénﬁy fzép~1tl mouth and stings

Y

"

L

) ' B ‘ﬁf-opta ‘are otﬂtn tybfﬁdded-.saying nico tbingq- ;Q;
th 3

?




C 1l4. Cover -yourself wzth honey and flxes w111 seek’
you out.
If you are rich or have somethxng othe;s wan€,
then thxeves or untrue friends may: come your-way.
-~ .iere o
A 15. Theé good is the enemy of the best. . . _
. You should not be satisfied with dozng something
good if you E;OW you can-eo bettsr.

A 16. Adm1rat10n is. the daughter of 1gnorance.

Ignorance, or naivitee, .usvally blinds a persqn to
another's favlts and allows thenm to 1dol;2e that-
person. - - -

C 17. Cooks are not :anght in thelr own kltchen.
Learning requices one to. explore\the rest of the
world. . : . . b

3 - 0 -
Iy 2]

C 18. He that lies down with dogs gets up Hlth fleas,
If you assoc;ats_thh sdum, some of it will rub \
--0f £ on.you. .
A 19. Qu1ck andﬁell done do not’ agree. -
. If a job was accohplished quickly, mor than luneiy
* it wids not donne correctly’
A" 208, Poverty -iS: neither-a crime nor a.credit. - -
. Poverty is not Bomething evil or worthy. It id
just something that happens in life with no cred1t
qxven to thosg\tgat dre poor. ~

-

G

b . - .

A 21. Punxshment is:iame but it comes. -~ -
. Someone may not be.punishéd right away for
"something, but eventuallyffhey w;ll be.

C 22, The mo:e ligbt a torch gives the shorter %t.
lasts. L
- Fame and glory ate bzt-11ved, Like<a passang . o~
. fad o - - '
' . : . Ny

C 23. That whxch wilr not be butter must be made into
cheese., - A .

Those people not suited for one sition must try . . -

or somethbﬁg else. R .

Nozéan is a hezo to his valet.

le who-work\fnr great men are‘close to them .

'heir ftawe more sasily; the:efo:g they wovld Lo .

-
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Appendix 4 .
Proverb Interpretatzon Instructxons. Studies
4 and S. —

A

In-this experiment you will be writing
interpretations of proverbs. Twenty four
proverbs will be read to you with 1 minute
between each proverdb to allow you to write,
on the card provided, what you think the
proverb means: If youVcan't think of a whole
sentence to describé the meaning of each .
proverb then try for a phrase or a rough
idea. 0cca331onally, you may not be able to
come up with a meaning of any sort; in this
‘casef-leave the card blank and wait for the
next’ proverb. Our goal, -though is to try to
get from you a clear statement of what the
proverb means to you personalty.
COMPREHENSION GROYP The
manner 1n whi ydu come up with a meaning
11202

is important/for the experiment. We_want-
you to try tp comprehend the intended
mean1ng of e proverb before you actually
al staement of the meaning. jor
onsider+the proverb:

ve your cloak to make when it beglns

pon'

coat) for dlsasters (rain) before they
ppen. Try to get an abstract sense of

hat the proxerb is saying before writng
_thap interpretatdon down. We want to see
what effect this technique will have on the
interpreat proverbs., - i .
IMAGERY c;rt\e;:?&g'f )

We want you to spec1f1cally use your abzlxty

to create images to suggest the meanings tg-° LS s ﬁl‘.wg

you. For example consider the proverb’ >
'Dcn‘t*have—yovr<cloak to make when it beg%ﬂs~ -
to rain.
You.could use imagery to suggest an '
_interpretation by imagining a persch lookxng
out a window at a downpout and then running
to a sewing machine with a bolt of cloth in
hand. You would create this image before
actually writing your verbal interpretation
of what the proverd means. .We want to see
, - what effect this imagining -technique will
- have on the interpretation of the proverbs.

-
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