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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates metaphor used by teachers and textbook writers, and the impact
on children. The theoretical investigation clarifies definitions and descriptions of
metaphor, to establish a valid, adequate framework for analysis of metaphor in ordinary,
contextualised interaction. A "prosaics of metaphor" is developed, including metaphor
identification procedures, a set of graded descriptors of metaphor, and interactional units
of analysis to investigate metaphor in talk. Theoretical issues of the coherence of the
category "prosaic metaphor”, and the relation between prosaic and poetic metaphor, are
discussed.

Two linked empirical investigations are centred around a ten year old child's discourse
experience in a UK. primary classroom. The first analyses transcribed talk, collected
across several different lessons, for use of metaphor in relation to teaching/learning
goals. Results include information on the frequency, distribution and nature of metaphor
in use, and insights into how metaphor is signalled and supported in teacher-pupil
interaction. Metaphor use is explained in terms of contextual demands, and the set of
graded metaphor descriptors is refined. The second investigation uses a variation of
Think Aloud methodology to explore understanding of metaphors in scientific texts.
Analysis shows how knowledge brought to a text, selection of metaphors, the place of
metaphor in text structure, and peer or adult mediation can influence understanding and
learning.

The study reveals how metaphor choice can oversimplify concepts and skills which
children need to acquire in the middle years of education. Interaction is shown as central
in providing access to new ideas through metaphor. These results carry implications for
textbook writers, teachers, and others who may mediate content through metaphor. The
thesis contributes to the field of metaphor studies through links found between child and
adult use of metaphor, and through the development of tools for analysing metaphor in
interaction, which can be refined and extended to other discourse contexts.
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METAPHORICAL USE OF LANGUAGE IN EDUCATIONAL
DISCOURSE

INTRODUCTION

Research aims

This study investigates metaphor in the language and cognitive development of children,
with a particular focus on metaphor in the everyday discourse experience of the child
within the institutional context of the school. It aims to develop a theoretical framework
that can identify and describe metaphorical use of language in discourse involving
children, and that can be used to explain how metaphor use may relate to understanding
and to learning. Empirically, the study aims to investigate the use of metaphor in ordinary
classroom events, and to investigate aspects of children's understanding of metaphor.

Why study metaphor?

A sociological perspective on the rise and fall, and the contemporary rise, of metaphor
studies across the centuries since Aristotle's writings on metaphor as rhetoric would
probably reveal dynamic links between intellectual currents and fascination with
metaphor. It is instructive to reflect briefly on why the study of metaphor is currently so
popular and on the nature of its current directions. The most obvious metaphors in
language are those that, as in poetry, religion or politics, have a particular emotive
power, or those that, as in science, make accessible the most complex and abstract ideas.
Linguistics has generally been unsuccessful in attempts to include such metaphors in
traditional theoretical frameworks, shunting them into the sidings of pragmatics or
leaving them aside altogether as more relevant to literary studies. The post-modemn,
quantum-mechanic world seems to search out as relevant problems those that have
previously seemed unanalysable, either because they were too complex for earlier
explanatory mechanisms, or because they were ignored as not worthy of attention. So
soap operas and advertisements become objects of academic research, and complex
pattens of weather and economic systems become amenable to new mathematical
descriptions. In tune with this zeitgeist, the linguistic study of metaphor has broadeued to
include uses of language that are less special but that might still be metaphorical, with
this study carried out by philosophers of language, sociolinguists, cultural
anthropologists and, to a lesser extent, applied linguists. Recent developments in
prototype theory, cognitive psychology, cognitive linguistics and discourse analysis,
influenced by developments in the wider scientific arena, have produced ways of thinking

and modes of analysis that enable rigorous study of metaphorical language to be pushed
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further than traditional linguistics allowed, to the extent that metaphor is often nowadays
assigned a central and basic role in human thought and language. Metaphor achieves this
centrality through being posited as the foremost way in which language expresses the
making of mental connections, a basic process which in turn underlies categorisation and
comprehension. The holistic conception of the nature and function of metaphor has been
described as making use of our "basic imaginative capacity for integrating two or more
disparate matters into a single novel meaning" (Polanyi and Prosch 1975:79), echoing

Vygotsky:

Every thought tends to connect something with something else, to establish a
relationship between things. (Vygotsky 1962:125)

Metaphor is currently seen as (re-)uniting reason and imagination, as being capable of
emotive and cognitive power, anu as perhaps underlying basic reasoning and language

capacities.

An applied linguistic study of metaphor offers the opportunity to reassert the language
dimension of metaphor alongside the current focus on the cognitive and the social. Very
few metaphor researchers have investigated the effect of language form on the use of
metaphor (major exceptions would be Brooke-Rose 1958; Steen, in press); even fewer
have paid close attention to how metaphor functions in talk (Drew and Holt 1988, 1995
have studied a close phenomenon, idioms in conversation). Current work in corpus
linguistics is beginning to yield important information about the language of metaphor
use, such as the distribution of grammatical forms across multiple uses of conceptual
metaphor (Deignan, in press), but there is still a large gap to be filled in researching how
metaphor functions in interaction, as individuals draw on their language resources to

make sense of each other's ideas (Lowe 1996).

Why study metaphor in education?

Cla that metaphor is central to the effective communication of complex ideas (Ortony
1975) and that metaphor can structure thought (Lakoff and Johnson 1980) clearly
mdicate the ~  ortance of studying metaphor in educational contexts. While children's
use and comprehension of metaphor has been investigated (e.g. Winner 1988), research
studies have only infrequently had educational a° . There have been quite rapid shifts in
opinions as to how children develop their capacity to use metaphor, from a Piagetian
view of it as a late developing skill, to more recent views that even infants use metaphor
but that the nature of their metaphor use develops with their developing knowledge of

18



the world. However, there is still much to discover about how children use metaphor for
communication and for understanding ideas at different ages. As with much first
language research, a dichotomy is apparent between empirical paradigms employed with
pre-school and those used with school-age children, resulting in a dearth of naturalistic
studies or data on spontaneously produced metaphors by children of school age, and in
limited information produced from experimental studies.

When we consider children in their school context, little is known, for example, about
whether they can make sense of the metaphors that their teachers and text books employ,
how they go about trying to interpret these metaphors, or what effect mediation by other
people can have on understanding metaphor and understanding through metaphor. If we
knew more about how children construct metaphors to help themselves understand, we
might be able to develop and exploit this process for more effective learning. This study
attempts to explore some of these issues of metaphor in educational discourse by
focusing on the experience and processing of metaphorical language by individual
children, identifying the types of metaphors that they encounter and how they make sense
of them for communication and for leaming. It aims for the detail that comes from a case
study approach, together with the generation of developmentally adequate theoretical
frameworks that can describe and explain that detail.

Outline of the chapters of the thesis

The thesis has two parts: the first, theoretical, part a to clanfy definitions and
descriptions of "metaphor”, so that a valid and adequate framework can be established
for the analysis of metaphor in educational discourse, both spoken and written. The
second part presents two linked empirical investigations into the use and understanding

of metaphor in a particular classroom and from the perspective of an individual 10 year
old child.

In the first chapter, I begin to set up a theoretical framework for analysis of metaphor in
discourse, by starting from a traditional approach to metaphor as 'a figure of speech' or a
figurative 'device', and identifying the limits of such an approach for an applied linguistic
study concerned with metaphor in use. An alternative, 'prosaic' approach to the study of
metaphor is developed, that can take account of the interactional, holistic and
contextualised nature of metaphor in ordinary discourse. Clarification of the levels of
representation and analysis with which the study is concerned leads to a key distinction

between "linguistic metaphor” and "process metaphor”. Current theories in complex
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systems theory are drawn on to provide new ways of thinking about how metaphor may

arise in talk in context.

Chapter 2 reviews, selectively, how metaphor, as an aspect of human language use, has
been described and defined, moving from Aristotle to current cognitive theories of
metaphor. The chapter concludes with a review of the literature on children's metaphor

production and understanding, and a restatement of the theoretical research problem.

In Chapter 3, I demonstrate that a definition of metaphor in use through necessary and
sufficient conditions is both inappropriate and impossible to construct, and mnstead adopt
a preference-condition approach, in which features of metaphor are described in terms of
whether they are necessary, graded or typical. Identification procedures require
preference ‘conditions to be supplemented with boundary conditions on the category
"metaphor"”. For the purposes of the study, a descriptive framework needs to be dynamic
as well as static, able to describe processing demands and mechanisms, and to be
sufficiently cognitive in orientation to be applicable to the development of children's
facility with aspects of metaphor. Investigation of the possible syntactic structures of
metaphors in their linguistic context is carried out in the second part of Chapter 3 to
establish a grammatical framework for metaphor. This detailed descriptive framework is
evaluated against sample metaphors, and shown to be adequate. It is further evaluated

after data analysis, in the light of its performance as an analytic tool.

In Chapter 4, I move to the empirical part of the thesis, which reports two investigations
exploring first how metaphor is used in teacher-led talk in a Year 5/6 classroom, and
secondly how metaphor found in text is interpreted by pupils. Chapter 4 presents a
review of the literature on teacher and pupil use of metaphor, and sets out the

procedures for data collection and analysis for the first investigation.

Chapter 5 reports the results of the analysis of the corpus of classroom discourse
collected for the first investigation. Metaphors are shown being used for various
pedagogic and interpersonal goals, and patterns are found in talk around metaphor that
suggest support for understanding is an integral and important part of metaphor use in

mteraction.

Chapter 6 discusses the results of the first empirical investigation, in particular focusing

on the use of metaphor in classroom interaction. Implications of the results, and of the
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boundary decisions made in analysis of the data, for a theory of metaphor in use are

considered.

In Chapter 7, I move to the second empirical investigation, into how children make sense
of the metaphors they encounter. This chapter begins by reviewing briefly the literature
on metaphor and learning, and then sets out the research questions addressed by the
investigation. A new variant on Think Aloud methodology is described and defended as a

valid tool for use in research with children.

Chapters 8 and 9 report the Think Aloud results from children working with two
information texts. In Chapter 9, the full results of the second investigation are discussed,
in terms of the processing strategies children use to make sense of metaphors, how they
draw on previous knowledge, and the role of mediation of, and through, metaphor by
adults or peers. Analysis of breakdowns in understanding contributes to the development

of a set of implications for text book writers and teachers who use metaphor.

The final chapter pulls together the theoretical and empirical results to discuss
implications for metaphor theory, for education and for further research.

Major themes of the study
This introduction concludes with a preview of major themes that will recur throughout

the study and that are important for applied linguistics and for educational discourse.

We will find that the question of whether or not metaphor is a special type or use of
language cannot be answered per se. Instead, from a discourse perspective, there is a
need to identify the features of metaphor that give it the potential to be special and the
conditions under which this potential is realised. In this process of identification, the
continuity of metaphor with other phenomena becomes apparent again and again. There
is continuity in cognitive power with analogy and comparison; in communication, there is
continuity with the use of other voices or of other striking lexical choices; in form, there
is continuity with similes and with elliptic forms; in the use of lexis, there is continuity
with the flexibility of delexical verbs and prepositions. We should not perhaps be
surprised by this, but the classification procedures of the discipline accustom us to focus
on differences and boundaries rather than on similarities and continuities. Metaphor
provides a healthy challenge to the order and precision researchers in applied linguistics
seem often to feel obliged to demonstrate in their data analyses.
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Another major theme is the nature of communicative risk involved in everyday language
choices. Metaphorical uses of language are often held to be balancing precariously
between cognitive clarification and confusion; between interactive effectiveness and
destructively heavy processing demands. While this may be true of other types of
language too, the "unfinalizability" (Morson and Emerson 1990:36) of metaphor, the
creativity made possible by particular choices of the metaphor terms, suggests it should
be a paradigm example (Goatly 1997). In educational discourse, the risk of neffective
communication is highly salient since it can threaten children's leaming opportunities, and

the theme of risk and risk management is addressed throughout the study.

This thesis takes an applied linguistic approach to researching metaphor, and includes
detailed development of what such an approach might mean. That development will lead
me to suggest that 'prosaic metaphor' - metaphor in use in everyday discourse - is a
phenomenon distinct from poetic metaphor, in need of its own theory and analytic tools.
| attempt, as the thesis proceeds, to develop theory and methodology that is both

appropriate and adequate for researching metaphor in educational discourse.
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CHAPTER 1
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND: A PROSAICS OF METAPHOR

1.1 A prosaics of metaphor: Introduction

This thesis reflects a search for coherence, in description and in explanation, across a
series of investigations of metaphor use in real-life educational situations. This chapter
begins the theoretical task of setting up a multi-dimensional framework to identify and

describe metaphor in discourse, which can be used in the empirical investigations.

The approach taken in this thesis to the identification and analysis of metaphor is labelled
"prosaic” to reflect my concern with investigating the ordinary and the interactional. The
term prosaics was coined by Morson and Emerson in an attempt to encapsulate the

concern of the Bakhtin circle with non-abstracted and everyday language and events:

Prosaics encompasses two related, but distinct, concepts. First, as opposed to
'poetics, prosaics designates a theory of literature that privileges prose in general
and the novel in particular over the poetic genres. Prosaics in the second sense is
far broader than theory of literature: it is a form of thinking that presumes the
importance of the everyday, the ordinary, the 'prosaic’.

(Morson and Emerson 1990:15)

It is this second sense of prosaics that is adopted in the thesis. A prosaics of metaphor is
concerned with metaphor in everyday language use.

Bakhtin rejected the Saussurean abstraction of language from context, that leaves aside
instances of talk (parole) in order to study and systematise decontextualised language
(langue) (Bakhtin 1981). He believed that, in the process of abstraction, essential aspects
of "the original cultural process .. their 'eventness was lost (Morson and Emerson
1990:39). The prosaic for Bakhtin is the site of linguistic creativity; creative acts take
place in ordinary events working with the raw material of the everyday, not just in the

special exceptional events that are labelled 'creative'.

A prosaic perspective seems particularly appropriate to this study, as a way of
reasserting the importance of everyday metaphor. Traditionally, the label 'metaphor has
been applied to exceptional and special metaphorical uses of language, in poetry, drama
and rhetoric. Recent emphasis, especially in cognitive linguistics (reviewed in detail in
Chapter 2) has shifted metaphor to the realm of ordinary uses of language, which may

often pass unnoticed. The continuity of metaphor with other uses of language is one of



the themes running through this study, although I reserve judgement at this point as to
whether some types of metaphor might be better considered as discontinuous from
ordinary language uses, separated by sudden increase in processing demands, rather as
mathematical Catastrophe Theory shows steady change producing sudden dramatic
effects. It may be, as Ortony suggests, "Metaphors stretch language beyond its elastic
limit" (Ortony 1993:355).

Bakhtin holds special acts of creativity to be "extensions and developments of the sorts
of activities we perform all the time" (Morson and Emerson 1990:187); relevance theory,
developed by Sperber and Wilson, holds metaphor to be, similarly, "simply creative
exploitations of a perfectly general dimension of language use" (Sperber and Wilson
1986:237, my italics). A concern with the everyday and the ordinary in language use
does not, however, as Sperber and Wilson seem to suggest, lead to the simple, but rather
to the complex. Bakhtin's focus on the prosaic and on heteroglossia, the many different
forces on language use (Bakhtin 1981), projects the complex as normal, and the simple
as unusual, the result of labour, and as therefore deserving of explanation (Morson and
Emerson 1990:31). He wams of the difficulty of trying to study everyday events, and at

the same time of the importance of doing so:

A model of language .. is nothing unless it can help us appreciate the overlooked
richness, complexity, and power of the most intimate and the most ordmary
exchanges. (Morson and Emerson 1990:34)

This study takes a prosaic approach to investigating metaphor, tackling the difficult
theoretical issues generated in relation to identifying and categorising metaphor, and
producing a descriptive framework that can be applied to all types of metaphor in

discourse.

As a first step in providing this theoretical background for a prosaics of metaphor, I
assess the adequacy of an initial, traditional, definition of metaphor as a figurative device
against examples of metaphorical language in the school context, thereby demonstrating
some of the theoretical complexities of metaphor in discourse which need to be
addressed. Consideration of these complexities leads to the need to move beyond
de g metaphor as device, and towards defining it as a particular kind of use of
language. A central distinction is made between uses of language that have the potential
to be metaphorical and those uses for which there is actual evidence of metaphoricity. I
then develop the argument that a prosaic approach to metaphor must also take account

of the interactional, holistic and contextualised nature of metaphor in use, and later
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sections of the chapter begin to develop the research implications of these theoretical
requirements. In the final section of the chapter, current developments in complex
systems theory are briefly reviewed in order to extract key perspectives that can

contribute to the development of a prosaics of metaphor.

1.2 An initial definition of metaphor
I take as a starting point in the defining process, the following general statement:
Metaphor is a device for seeing something in terms of something else.

(Burke 1945:503)
This rather vague description of metaphor as a figurative device often seems to be the
only level at which theorists and researchers of different persuasions can agree, and
similar 'definitions' can be found in many key publications (e.g. Kittay 1987; Black 1979;
Gibbs 1994; Lakoff and Johnson 1980). Once past this level of generality, disagreement
rapidly develops. The theoretical chapters of the thesis will include a review of this
disagreement over definition, and an attempt to create order in the area in which I shall
be working. Meanwhile, I make use of Burke's description of metaphor as figurative,
with its useful ambiguity as to whether the "device" is verbal, cognitive, or both. The key
feature of the device is its action: "seeing ... in terms of ...". In other words, the cognitive
essence of metaphor appears to lie in its dynamic potential for alterin understanding. As
I shall argue in later sections, in a prosaic approach, the long-running debate as to
whether metaphor is a phenomenon of language or of thought appears somewhat
misguided. For this study, the interplay of metaphor in language and thought is of central
importance, and I shall suggest that metaphor in discourse essentially involves both
language and thought.

In describing the components of a metaphor, I call the first "something” the To ic , and
the "something else" is labelled the Vehicle. These terms derive from Richards (1936)
and Perrine (1971), and, despite Black's alternative suggestion of "primary subject” and
"secondary subject” (Black 1979:28), have become more or less conventional, .

The definition of metaphor as figurative device uses the term 'metaphor’ to refer to an
uncountable, abstract process, and does not immediately help to decide whether a
particular stretch of language can be labelled 'a metaphor'. This terminological issue
includes a process / product distinction (Gibbs 1994), but is more, and more subtle, than
that. A definition is needed that will identify instances of 'metaphor' in discourse, and,
further, that will identify all instances of metaphor. From Burke's description of metaphor
as device, 'a metaphor' can be taken as an output of the figurative device. Identifying
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metaphor in discourse would therefore rely on being able to infer from a surface
manifestation that the device "meta hor" been used to roduce the lan a e. In this

approach, metaphor use is assumed to be intentional.

A further issue for the theoretical task of metaphor identification also opens up: will the

otential, of seeing something in terms of something else, have to be realised in order to
for a metaphor to be identified? To use an analogy, a cannon is a device for firing cannon
balls at an enemy in a battle, but it is possible to identify a cannon by its shape, structure
and potential, without needing to see it in action. How far is this to be the case with

metaphor as device?

There is clearly much work to be done in moving from an initial definition of metaphor as
device (M-D) to an operational definition of prosaic metaphor in discourse, with the
issues of intentionality and metaphorical potential already in need of resolution.
Metaphor as device, however, provides a useful interim 'definition’' and, in the next
section, testing it out for adequacy against examples of classroom discourse will raise
additional problems, the clarification of which will take us further towards theoretical
framework for a prosaic approach to metaphor. Figure 1.1 summarises the notion of

Metaphor as Device, and implications of this approach to metaphor.
Figure 1.1  Summary of implications of defining metaphor as "device"

METAPHOR AS DEVICE ( M-D)
Starting point (process)
metaphor (M-D) ssomexnmor device available to language users

Implications:
metaphor is intentionally employed in language use
metaphor imvolves skill or capacity that can be developed, and 1s not necessanly innate
metaphor can be separated from use and from users in theoretical discussions

M-D in discourse (product)
"a metaphor" refers to a stretch of language that 1s the outcome, or output, of using
the dewvice metaphor.

1.3 Metaphor in the educational context of this study
In this section, examples from classroom discourse are put forward as candidates for the
category 'metaphor', and serve to illustrate definitional dilemmas that must be resolved

before empirical investigations can be carried out. The examples show candidate
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metaphors being used in communication, to help convey abstract and complex ideas in
the classroom situation, where interaction between teacher, text and children is a
socialising as well as a pedagogic process. In quoting examples from data, I use italics to
indicate verbatim expressions, and bold italics to indicate candidates for the label of
metaphor Vehicle.

1.3.1 Examples of metaphor in children's language experience in school
When I arrived on my first visit to the primary school where I was to collect data, the
Year 5 /6 children were sitting in a horseshoe, listening to a religious assembly broadcast
on BBC radio. They heard a story about street children in Brazil being provided with
shelter, security and education, and then sang a hymn with the lines

peace like a river / flows through my soul.
This metaphor was presumably designed to help understanding of an abstract concept,
(feeling) peace through linking it to, and in some way 'seeing it as', something familiar,
(flowing of) a river. The Metaphor as Device approach can deal unproblematically with
this as 'metaphor' as outcome, since the inferencing of intentional use of the device of
metaphor would be acceptable.

The teacher then led a discussion on why a story about Brazilian street children might be
suitable for Easter time:

it's about new life, suggested one girl, linking the two situations at a general and
abstract level. The teacher, in order to help the children make a link between Easter and
this story, reminded them that:

Jesus conquered death.
Here an abstract verb conquered was used to convey an abstract theological idea -
resurrection (lexicalised by the child as new life) - which was in turn metaphorically
represented by a story from Brazl told within the 'school assembly' discourse. The
demands made on the children in the interpretation of these metaphors work on several
linguistic and cognitive levels, but the Metaphor as Device approach is still adequate to
the task of describing and explaining what is happening.

However, further examples of language use in the classroom show the M-D approach
reaching its limits in the identification of metaphor in discourse. In one corner of the
classroom, the computer bore a notice written by a child:

This printer is playing up.
When I asked what this meant, it was explained:

When you try to work on it, it goes mad.
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Uses of terms like playing up, goes mad sound like 'metaphor’, but justifying them as
unquestionable outcomes of the use of the device 'metaphor' (M-D) would be tricky.
Does the use of these terms imply that the computer is to be "seen as" in some way self-
determining or possessing mental states? Other uses of language seemed even less clearly
categorisable as metaphor (M-D), although having some features in common with
metaphorical language at the level of underlying thought. For example, as the moming in
school progressed, the teacher organised the class into group work and addressed a
group of children, metonymically, in terms of the furniture they were using:
Table 1, | want you to .. .

The group of children in question clearly knew that they were the referent of Table 1,
and so, in some ways, both they and the teacher 'saw' them 'in terms of where they were
sitting. In Maths work, pupils made triangles out of art straws bent at the comners, raising
the question of whether a triangle that is 3-dimensional rather than 2-dimensional, with
curved comners rather than angles, can be said to be, in some sense, a 'metaphorical
triangle'. There is a flexibility of conceptualisation, reminiscent, at least, of metaphor, in
assi ‘ng the single label triangle to these straw triangles, to triangles made by drawing
lines on a page, and to triangles that are solid plastic shapes. If we stretch language and

word reference all the time, then at what point does stretching become metaphor?

Spontaneous production of metaphor-like language, was observed in both teacher and
pupils. As the children wrote their compositions, the teacher urged them to think
carefully about their style and choice of words:

Visualise it ... like @ monitor screen in your mind’s eye.
One boy wrote about a football match

the tenshun (sic) was as great as Indianapolis
A discourse approach to metaphor is also concerned with the communicative effect of
selecting particular lexical items rather than other, more literal, or more metaphorical,
ones. While the choice of Indianapolis produced a meaningful comparison for the pupil,

to me this Vehicle term was unknown, and the chosen "device" was rendered ineffective.

Metaphor as Device begins, then, to seem inadequate to deal with the identification of
metaphor in discourse; as a top-down approach, working from the abstract to the
concrete, it has difficulties when required to work bottom-up, from examples of language
in use. However, the difficulties experienced in trying to apply a figurative device
approach to metaphor can assist the process of setting up theory that will produce
identificational criteria applicable to discourse data. Implications are developed in the

next sub-section.
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1.3.2 Implications for a prosaic approach to metaphor in discourse

Gaps between intention and understanding metaphor

The metaphors I heard in the classroom were often used with a cognitive function, or at
least with cognitive intent, but the nature of children's interpretations, and how closely
they matched the intended meanings of producers, could not be ascertained from
observation; it was not possible to probe thought processes under the surface of
language to any depth. With metaphor, as with any other language use, processing may
result in appropriate or inappropriate understandings. Perhaps though, as with
Indianapolis, metaphor increases the risk of misunderstanding, through the very process
of offering another perspective from which to "see" the Topic. To what extent, I
wondered, did all the children manage to understand the intended messages in the
assembly on the theme of street children and new life, at the levels of sentence, story and
discourse? In terms of the transmission of values and attitudes, to what extent would
they see the links and implications of the metaphors as open to question? Would the
metaphors of religious discourse be received in the same way, and have a similar

influence on their growing understanding of the world, as the metaphors of science?

The converse of misunderstood metaphors would be the unintended meta horical
interpretation of language used non-meta horicall by a speaker, in which the receiver
identifies an unintended "something else" in an utterance, and uses it as an
interpretational device for making sense of other content, even though it was not
intended as such. I became aware that inappropriately metaphorical interpretations may
not be uncommon through interaction with my son, who, through discussions with me
and with the metalinguistic precociousness characteristic of children of applied linguists,
had begun to acquire the label 'metaphor' before he was seven years old. He used the

term to bring possible metaphors to my attention, and one day told me:

Weather men use metaphors.
When they say there will be a hot spell
... like awitch’s spell (Child aged 7;9. Author's data)

The child here inappropriately interprets spells as coming from a semantic field in some
way distinct from that of weather, and makes sense of what he hears using a
metaphorical interpretation strategy. The interpretation arrived at was not, presumably,
that intended by the speaker. As far as | am aware, the extent to which metaphorical
interpretation is a commonly used operating strategy in language processing has not been
mvestigated.
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Misinterpretations can thus occur through complete or partial understanding of
metaphor, or through inappropriate assumption of metaphorical intention. We may
wonder about the cognitive, and social, consequences of such misinterpretations. What
happens when a metaphor carries an important scientific or abstract idea, like the
pumping of the heart? like a foot pump said the same child, drawing on his recent
experience and observation, it goes in and out. The limitations of observation discussed
above hi ‘ght the need to find adequate ways of accessing children's processes of
recognition and interpretation, and, in the second empirical investigation in this study, I
have adapted Think-Aloud techniques for child participants. For a theory of metaphor,
the phenomenon of partial or inappropriate interpretations of metaphor evident in these
examples hints at an underlying problem that will need to be tackled; metaphoricity in
practice is not fixed, but can be relative, depending on contextual factors and
background knowledge of the recziver. Furthermore, a researcher's decisions as to what
is, and is not, counted as metaphor will always be open to criticisms from others who
may not agree with the researcher's boundaries of metaphor. There is no 'right' decision,
and the researcher must take precautions to avoid this "but it's not a metaphor for me"
syndrome. The outcomes of identification procedures for metaphor are likely always to
be open to objection, raised by simply adjusting the assumed receiver of the metaphor. A
theoretical framework must counteract this vulnerability by including explicit statements

about assumed receiver(s).

Metaphor as use

The example of the witch's spells serves to emphasise that metaphor can be seen not just
as a phenomenon of lan a e, but also as a feature of lan a e in use. The word spells
can be considered as a metaphor Vehicle to the extent that it can be considered to be
used meta horicall , in this instance in reception. For the child, it became a metaphor in
its interpretation, although it was not intended as a metaphor by the original speaker.
This holds similarly for the intentional metaphors encountered in the classroom: river as
a word or as an idea is not in any way essentially metaphorical. It is used meta horicall
in production, when brought into the school assembly discourse to refer to peace.
Metaphor cannot be identified in the same way as a cannon (Section 1.2), whose shape
and structure generates its potential, since there need be nothing about the shape or
structure of a stretch of language per se that will predict metaphorical potential.
Metaphorical potential will need to be identified by considering a stretch of language

relative to users and within its discourse context.
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A prosaic approach requires that metaphor be analysed in terms of use. I thus move from
a top-down, process, approach (Metaphor as Device) to a bottom-up, product + process
approach (Metaphor as Use). In this move, the category labelled by the term 'metaphor’
also s, and it is important to be very clear that the new referent is not an abstract
device but a concrete stretch of language. A Metaphor as Use (M-U) approach does not
try to investigate only a theoretical construct put into use, but will also work from use to
construct a theory of metaphor in use. In the (M-U) approach, the intentionality
requirement is lifted, and replaced by metaphorical potential; a stretch of lan a eis a
meta hor if it has the otential to be inte reted as a meta horical use of lan e. It
then becomes necessary to define this "potential to be interpreted as a metaphorical use
of language". The achievement of metaphorical potential, i.e. metaphorical interpretation,
then becomes a further, empirical, issue. Figure 1.2 summarises these initial implications
of taking metaphor as use (M-U):

Figure 1.2 Summary of implications of defining metaphor as use

METAPHOR AS USE ( M-U)
Starting point

metaphor (M-U) ssomexnoor use of language in discourse

Implications:
metaphor is to be identified / identifiable in discourse data
metaphor may or may not be intentional
metaphor may or may not be understood as intended
metaphor 1s inseparable from considerations of use and users in theoretical discussions.

A Metaphor as Use (M-U) approach is then what needs to be developed for a prosaics of
metaphor. The basic unit of a prosaics of metaphor is the meta hor M-U ; this will also
be called rosaic meta hor. The next section begins the task of defining and delimiting
this unit.

1.4 Linguistic Metaphor and Process Metaphor

The distinction established in the previous section between metaphorical potential and
achievement of that potential leads to what is, I suggest, a key distinction for an
empirical study of metaphor in prosaic discourse. The identification of metaphorical
potential is a theoretical exercise, in the sense that a researcher faced with discourse data
draws on a pre-established set of criteria to identify stretches of language that have the

possibility of being interpreted metaphorically. (I assume that identification criteria will



be designed to include stretches of language that were deliberately produced
metaphorically.) Not all the stretches of language thus identified as potentially
metaphorical will in fact be received metaphorically, and further work will be needed by
a researcher who wishes to establish which stretches of language are, in practice.
processed as metaphor. Furthermore, as with hot spells, it may be that this second
identification exercise identifies stretches of language that were not initially identified as
having metaphorical potential, but yet were processed metaphorically. I thus distinguish

between two kinds of prosaic metaphor:

- Linguistic Metaphors: stretches of language identified as having metaphorical potential
and

- Process Metaphors: stretches of language identified as being processed metaphorically.

The term "linguistic metaphor" is used in a similar way, although in a poetic / device
approach rather than in a prosaic approach, by Steen, who follows Lakoff and Johnson
(1980) in employing the term to contrast with "conceptual metaphor" (Steen 1992:102).
"process metaphors" have also been labelled “psychological metaphors” (Steen
1992:104) and "novel or original figures" (Pollio and Pickens 1980:312). The distinction
is thus not a new one, but for a prosaics of metaphor it has, I contend, a degree of
importance underplayed by other studies to date.

This is not, of course, a definition, but a distinction between two levels of anal sis: the
first, a theoretical level, and, the second, a conceptual-processing level (Marr 1982). The
level at which metaphoricity is determined will influence the evidence required for
metaphoricity, and the type of data that will count as evidence. A third level, the
neurological, can also be distinguished, at which evidence would be in terms of neural
activity. This level is not relevant to the work in this thesis, and is not further referred to.
Clarification of the distinction between theoretical and conceptual-processing levels will
help in the critical evaluation of existing theories of metaphor. Theoretical and empirical
work carried out at each level should, as far as possible, be congruent with what is
known about other levels, and the validity of theory-level accounts of metaphor can be
evaluated by how far they take adequate account of what is known about processing, and
vice versa. This demand for congruence will assist in the task of the next chapter, of
sifting the enormous amount of work in metaphor studies to extract that which is

relevant to empirical discourse-based investigations.
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The tasks of a researcher into metaphor in discourse can now be restated more clearly, as
including the need to establish:

. theory-level criteria to identify linguigic metaphor

. a model of the use of linguistic metaphor in discourse

. amodel of the discourse processing of linguistic and process metaphors

. processing-level criteria to identify process metaphor

The review of metaphor studies literature in the next chapter will further address these
tasks. Meanwhile, the notion of metaphor as device will give us a starting point to
answer the key question - which uses of language will count as metaphorical uses, and
thus as linguistic metaphor? I will take as a baseline, stretches of language that look like
meta hor defined as device, and try to extract key identifying features for the new
category prosaic (linguistic) metaphor. The most easily identifiable feature is the
'something else' that is added to provide other ways of seeing or understanding, also
labelled the Vehicle term. It is the presence of a possible Vehicle term in a stretch of
discourse that will provide an initial indication of the presence of something that might be
classified as metaphor: ie. anomaly or incongruity acts as a necessary condition for
metaphoricity. The anomaly or incongruity has to be relative to the discourse context in
which it is sited, and the next section deals with how features of discourse context can be
accounted for in establishing criteria for metaphoricity.

1.5 Metaphor as use: Implications of a prosaic approach
The particular discourse approach to metaphor developed in this study has, as central
object of concern, contextualised interaction between individuals, and, from this base,
follow certain key characteristics, with implications for the study of metaphor as use.
A prosaic approach to metaphor as use requires a theoretical framework that takes
account of

+ the interactional nature of discourse

+ links between language, thought and the socio-cultural i discourse

+ the inseparability of discourse and context
Implications of each of these issues are developed for the study of metaphor in the sub-
sections that follow and brought together in the section summary.

1.5.1 Interaction and prosaic metaphor
Interaction, or dialogic use of language (Bakhtin 1981), is seen as the norm for a prosaic
perspective; non-interactive 'text' is generally either an abstracted product of interaction

or is covertly interactional (e.g. a text in a book was written through some kind of mental



interaction between writer and imagined reader). An interactional approach to metaphor
requires analysis of metaphor in on-going discourse that takes account of what has been
said in the immediately preceding talk, how metaphor fits into talk between mdividuals,

and what happens in the talk after the use of metaphor.

Metaphor is language used metaphorically, where 'use' can apply to any aspect of
interaction: producing, understanding, sharing ideas. The holism of the prosaic approach
adopted in this study tries to go beyond considering discourse as the sum of discrete,
individual contributions to considering it as the ‘oint construction of the individuals
concerned, where what is 'constructed' is more than the sum of parts. Such an approach
is broadly consonant with a view of discourse as text together with the context(s) of
production and reception (e.g. Steen 1994, Fairclough 1990), with Bakhtin's rich notion
of "dialogue" (Morson and Emerson 1990), and, most closely, with H.Clark's recently
published approach to language use as "joint action" (Clark 1996:3). Analysis of
language in use cannot separately analyse production, reception and understanding, nor
separate processes from products, but holds these as integrated and inter-related in the
"joint projects” that comprise interaction (Clark 1996:150). Where analysis requires the
separation of production and understanding, as in the empirical investigations included in
this thesis, research methods and tools should allow for results to be interpreted as
complementary. 1 will also work with the principle, taken from Conversation Analysis,
that, wherever possible, inferences made about understanding or purposes should be
directly justifiable from evidence found in the interaction itself (Edwards 1997).

The interactional perspective of language m use takes use by interacting individuals as
primary, and sees "a lan a e" such as English or French, as emerging (see 1.6.2 below)
from the use of language, over time, by multiple groupings of individuals mteracting
under particular macro-level constraints, such as geography and opportunity to travel.
Metaphor in interaction between individuals is also taken as (theoretically) prior to
metaphor in a language. Theory which explains metaphor in use by individual native-
speakers of English should be able to be extended to explain metaphor in "English". The
primary concern in this study however is with metaphor use by individuals, in interaction,

in context.

1.5.2 Language, thought, the socio-cultural, and prosaic metaphor
This study aims to reveal and understand the use of metaphor "on the surface of
discourse" (Hoey 1983), together with something of the underlying processes of

metaphor use, so that more can be understood of how children and adults connect
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language use, thought and action. For this type of applied linguistic theory and research,
the linguistic is tied into the social and the cognitive, and, I would argue further, these
three strands are inextricably and inseparably related. As Clark (1996) argues, if we take
a urel co 'tive approach ora urel socio-cultural approach to language use, and, by
extension, to an aspect of language use such as metaphor, we do not get pictures that are
differently but equally valid; rather, we get partial and inaccurate pictures, since it is
precisely the interaction between the cognitive and social in language use that produces
the 1anguage and behaviour we observe and research. Instead, a view of language in use
is needed which prevents a one-sided or compartmentalised approach, by allowing the
social and cognitive to be inte al parts of theory and analysis, rather than add-ons. This
should then allow the holistic investigation of the impact of metaphor on individuals in

interaction.

In terms of analytic tools, this holistic perspective suggests drawing on concepts from
both pragmatics and semantics where appropriate, and combining methods developed in
a range of fields, including conversation analysis and discourse analysis. 1 will not be
looking to analyse talk by only breaking it down into hierarchies of levels, each
constitutive of the one above, but also by analysing it simultaneously from several
perspectives, which can be re-combined to shed light on, for example, how grammatical
forms of metaphor are set into talk in ways which help develop shared understanding in
pursuit of pedagogical aims.

1.5.3 Context and prosaic metaphor

Establishing the role of context in discourse is a particular aspect of a holistic approach
to language in use. The basic predicate is that "language in use" cannot be separated
from the context of use for analysis or empirical investigation, without it becoming
something essentially different. This view is increasingly current in applied linguistics:

Instead of viewing context as a set of variables that statically surround strips of
talk, context and talk are now argued to stand in a mutually reflexive relationship
to each other, with talk, and the interpretive work it generates, shaping context,
as much as context shapes talk. (Goodwin and Duranti 1992:31)

An approach to interaction as context-bound is consonant with approaches to cognitive
development that build on Vygotsky's work (Wertsch 1985; Rogoff 1990), and together
these provide part of a useful analytic framework for analysis of metaphor in educational
discourse. Rogoff uses Activity Theory (Leont'ev 1975) to set up the "contextual event"

as a unit of analysis which cannot be reduced to the interaction of separate elements



(Rogoff 1990:27). Contextual events are seen as goal-directed (Rogoff 1990:29), i.e.
organised according to the goals, or "motives" (Wertsch 1985: 204), of participants, with
mental processes guiding action and interaction in the specific circumstances of the event
towards the achieving of goals. I have argued elsewhere (Cameron 1996) that utterances
in interaction can be considered as "operations" used to carry out "actions" in the
"activity" or "event" (Wertsch 1985: 202-203). I will use the schema of event / action /
operation to apply to discourse and interaction. While "operations" are individual
utterances within which metaphor will be sited, "actions" are discourse units that are
interactional or jointly performed, and the three levels of analysis are not hierarchical in
the sense that they break down, one into another from higher to lower levels. The term
"discourse event" is adopted, to mean the same as Rogoff's "contextual event", but with
an emphasis on the use of language. The phrase also has useful echoes of the "speech
event" (Hymes 1972) with its ink2rent social-group conventions in language use. The
discourse event will serve as the contextual unit of analysis within which metaphorical
uses of language are sited, and within which they can be analysed in terms of interaction,
understanding and linguistic form. "Discourse event" is also helpful in that it will map on
to "task" (Skehan 1994) as used in task-based approaches to language classroom

activity, and therefore the framework developed here is transferable.

Activity Theory as a tool for applied linguists or cognitive psychologists is still being
refined and continues to present problems in the high level of generality m many of its
key ideas (Wertsch 1985); current work is attempting to pin down some of the more
tenuous concepts (e.g. Lantolf and Appel 1994). The notion of "goals" seems
particularly in need of concretising and operationalising; for example, the term "goal" can
interpreted as

conscious or sub-conscious

The participants in events may deliberately try to achieve specific, known goals, as in

a teacher-set learning task, or, goals may only be determined post-hoc, when the

outcomes of an event are analysed.

broad or narrow

Goals might be very broad e.g. to get more friendly with another person, or narrow

and more task-related, e.g. to persuade the other person to lend you some money.

long or short term

Goals may be layered and interdependent; so, for example, given a long term goal of

buying a house, there may be interim goals to achieve of collecting information on

houses for sale, or negotiating a mortgage. The long term goal influences the short

term goals.



. fixed or dynamic
Goals that participants start with at the beginning of an mteraction may change
through negotiation in the course of the interaction.

Moreover, for any discourse event, an analyst could probably list many goals of different
types, perhaps ~  ‘tely many. In these ways, the notion of 'goal' suffers the same
problem as that of 'function' in language teaching and applied linguistics, and the
researcher must constrain and specify the concept in order to operationalise it.

A preliminary step in operationalising the notion of motives and goals is to view a
discourse event in terms of Clark's idea of an extended joint project (Clark 1996:206).
which develops as a result of many, contingent minimal joint projects. In other words,
the discourse event is constructed through the mterplay of event-level motives with more
local sequences of interactions which have their own local goals. Analysis of discourse
events in terms of goals and purposes will then need to analyse event-level motives,
local-level goals and the way they inter-relate, drawing evidence from the discourse
interaction. I also take, as an underlying motive of any discourse, a search for mutual
coherence or shared understanding. Making sense to, and of the ideas of, another person
would seem to be a basic motivating force of language in use, and an integral part of
more local goals or functions of discourse, such as persuading, transactional or
expressive use of language, and is even necessary, at least in one direction, for deception.
Complete shared understanding is, of course, an unattainable aim, analogous to achieving
the perfectly "fit" species in the evolutionary process, and a continuing search for greater
shared understanding contributes to the dynamics of interaction. In educational contexts,
the motive of shared understanding also underlies other, pedagogic goals, such as
increasing understanding of concepts or developing communication skills, and, when I
analyse classroom discourse in later chapters, I develop a scheme of detailed pedagogic
goals for talk so that use of metaphor can be linked to learning,

While goals of participants are seen as a key aspect of context, playing an important role
in determining the course of the interaction, there are other essential aspects too. These
can be grouped as language-related or as participant-related.

Language-related aspects of context
For the moment these will be simply divided mto co-text and immediate linguistic
context. The latter refers to the utterance in which metaphor is used; the former, to the

rest of the interaction in the event. Language-related aspects of context will be closely
defined m Chapter 3.



Participant-related aspects of context

These will include, as important for this study, the resources that participants bring to the
interaction, processing constraints imposed by context, and the social-group relations
between participants. Resources include

- the conceptual understandings of topics in, or related to, the talk

- skills in interaction and language use

Constraints on processing, as the application of resources, may derive from the
situational context, e.g. noise, and from imposed goals, e.g. pressure to complete a task
in a limited time.

Relations between participants will be affected by power, distance and solidarity
(Fairclough 1990).

Résources, constraints and relations are d amic, in that they may change as the

interaction progresses.

Individuals in interaction will also be motivated by their own personal search for
understanding of the talk and action they are involved in, and these intra-personal goals
will overlap with the inter-personal goals discussed above. Meadows describes recently
developed views that "an innate drive for 'coherence' and a high level cognitive
mechanism for producing it are at the heart of human cognition" (Meadows 1993:72).
Interestingly, this view comes from work with autistic children (e.g. Frith 1990), who are
also found to have problems with making sense of metaphor (Todd 1996).

1.5.4 Implications of a prosaic approach: Summary
In summary, a prosaic approach will explore metaphor in use as embedded in discourse,
which in turn is analysed as the outcome of individuals in contextualised interaction
employing their particular linguistic and conceptual resources, to achieve particular
interactional and transactional goals, under particular constraints of processing and of
situation. This perspective on metaphor shapes the kind of questions that can be asked
about metaphor and the methods used to find answers to those questions. Basic
questions to investigate prosaic metaphor in discourse, educational or other, would
include, I suggest:

How is prosaic metaphor used?

What does the use of prosaic metaphor achieve?

Why is prosaic metaphor employed?
The first question is descriptive; the second begins to move from description based firmly
in interactional evidence towards consideration of goals and outcomes; the third question
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requires a higher degree of inferencing and takes us into explanation. Answers to each

question can be framed in terms of

1. the ideational impact of metaphor: how shared and / or individual understandings
and mental representations are affected by the use of metaphor

2. the interpersonal impact of metaphor: how attitudes and values are affected by the
use of metaphor, on an inter-individual level and / or on a broader socio-cultural
group level

3. the interactional impact of metaphor: how the on-going discourse event is
constructed and / or affected by the use of metaphor

The term "impact” is deliberately used to avoid the ambiguity of other, more common
terms such as "function". Literature related to the impact of metaphor will be reviewed in
Chapter 2, and the three types of impact identified above will be used in the empirical

investigations into classroom discourse.

1.6 Prosaic metaphor and complex systems theory

The final section of this chapter draws on recent developments in the natural sciences to
help develop, at a macro level, the integrated epistemological / theoretical framework
required to deal holistically with the prosaic metaphorical use of language in the
dynamics of contextualised interaction. I am not alone in finding the existing tools of
applied linguistics inadequate; across the discipline there are symptoms of a search for a
new paradigm. Recent conference papers and articles in key journals have expressed
disappointment with the traditional reductionist scientific paradigm, and have tried out
other possibilities for underlying perspectives (Block 1996; Lantolf 1996; Rampton
1995), while those working happily within the traditional scientific paradigm, for
example within SLA, still defend their values and results. In these debates, the changes
taking place within science, and the paradigm s ~ s being experienced in mathematics,
biology and physics seem to have gone largely unmentioned. In fact, the debates within
science demonstrate some of the same worries that concern applied linguists: how to
take account of context, how to work with non-simple, non-linear systems without
neglecting or underestimating key factors, how to explain similar phenomena with
apparently disparate causes.

The theory of complex systems, which has been developing rapidly over the last 10-15
years, seems to offer a way forward. Complex systems theory now brings together Chaos
Theory, Catastrophe Theory and Complexity Theory, with particularly exciting
applications developing in evolutionary biology (e.g. Casti 1994; Cohen and Stewart
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1994; Kauffman 1995). I suggest that applied linguistics can draw analo call on this
new direction in science for ways of conceptualising language in use; a longer term aim
will be to see whether language in use may actually work as an exa le of a complex
system, as technological evolution is now held to (Kauffman 1995). For this study,
complex systems theory appears to offer potentially helpful ways of describing metaphor

at work in interaction.

The basic shift in conceptualisation required by adopting a complex systems approach
reflects the move away from "language" viewed as an abstract, static symbol system,
brought into use by individuals, to the view of "language in use" as described in the
previous section. If language in use can be seen as a dynamic and adaptive system (or set
of systems) that evolves with use, across interactional events for individuals, and, over
time at the larger level of social groups, there then follow various other new or shifted
perspectives. I first explain the justifications for taking a complex systems view of

language in use, and then briefly examine major implications for this study:

1.6.1 Seeing language in use as a complex adaptive system

A complex system contains "a huge number of elements with many degrees of freedom"”
(Mainzer 1996:3). The elements of the system, which may themselves be systems, have
many different ways in which they can interact (Waldrop 1992:11). Because of the
many, and many types of, interactions between elements, complex systems are
nonlinear. A linear system is one in which elements act independently of each other,
with the whole system amenable to straightforward analysis and explanation as the sum,
or superposition, of analysis of its parts, in traditional reductionist ways (Waldrop
1992:64; Mainzer 1996:3). In nonlinear systems, elements are not independent, and
alterations to one element can have knock-on effects on other elements. Before the
advent of powerful computers, physicists and mathematicians had no easy ways to work
with non linearity, and so very often carried out idealisations to simplify relations to
produce linear equations that could be solved. Once nonlinear equations could be tackled
through recurrent numerical calculations, descriptions of non-reductionist behaviour
became available. In one direction, this has led to the development of Chaos Theory, in
which very small changes in elements can give rise to huge changes in the behaviour of a

system as a whole.
The starting point for this new view of language is to consider what an individual brings

to an interaction or discourse event in terms of language resources. These language

resources would seem to possess many of the features of a complex adaptive system:
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. they are not independent of context, n that they are influenced by the goal of the
event, and /or context-based processing constraints
are systematic

. are nonlinear, in that they link into other, interactional and cognitive, resources,
are adaptive, m that individual contributions to the event are adjusted as the
interaction proceeds, in order to take account of misunderstandings, interruptions,

and other internal or external problems that may arise.

We can thus see the language of the individuals in interaction as complex adaptive
systems, that 'co-evolve' as the interaction proceeds to produce a further complex system
that is the discourse or "language in use”. The complex systems analogy at once allows a
move away from the idealised, reductionist, situation, in which the "whole" of language
use is broken down into "parts", either parts as individual language use or parts as
separation of context from language. Such a move is largely congruent with the holistic
perspective of this study, discussed earlier in the chapter (1.4). I note, however, that
"Prosaics is suspicious of systems in the strong sense” (Morson and Emerson 1990:27),
but that this suspicion derives from the requirement of linear systems theory that subsets
are independent of each other, which is clearly unreasonable when applied to language in
use. Complex systems appear to allow the possibility of inter-relatedness and inter-

dependence, and thus to dissipate much of this suspicion.

The complex systems analogy produces a subtle picture of the interrelationship of
context, individuals' language use, and interaction, through two key aspects of
complexity theory: emergence and self-organisation.

1.6.2 Emergence

Emergence is described as the appearance of simplicities from lower-level complexity:
"regularities of behaviour that somehow seem to transcend their own ingredients”
(Cohen and Stewart 1994:232). As examples, we can take colour, which cannot be
traced into any particular component of something possessing colour e.g. a flower; or life
- "emerging from chemistry by way of DNA" (ibid:232). The importance of such
emergent simplicities present a clear and intriguing parallel with Bakhtin's concerns about
the importance, and difficulty, of explaining the simple in language use described in 1.1

above:
Scientists have been asking the wrong question.
They have focussed upon complexity, and they have taken simplicity for granted.
The answer to complexity turns out to be fairly obvious and not, in itself]
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especially interesting. If you have a lot of simple interactors, and let them
interact, then the result can be rather complicated.

The interesting question is precisely the opposite, the question that most
scientists never thought to ask because they didn't see that there was a question
to ask. Where does simplicity come from? (Cohen and Stewart 1994:222)

Clark (1996) describes conversation as one type of emergent simplicity, resulting from
the smaller joint interactions in which participants co-ordinate their talk and action. In
this study, I wish to explore the possibility, and ~ lications, of seeing metaphor as an

emergent simplicity of the interacting complexities of language in use.

1.6.3 Self-organisation and 'the edge of chaos'
Within the study of biological systems, the emergence of order and organisation through
the adaptive behaviour of intera.’ing systems is leading to new accounts of biological
evolution, in which an inevitable trend towards order works, with natural selection, to
explain the existence of life as we know it (Kauffiman 1995; 1993). Co-evolving complex
systems appear to have three directions in which they can develop or evolve:
. towards frozenness, stability and order
. towards 'chaos’
. towards further and rapid development, 'at the edge of chaos'

(Kauffman 1995; Waldrop 1992)

In use of language, the co-evolving systems of individuals in contexts working towards
mutual understanding often develop towards fixed order and stability, at least over a
certain time scale. That after all is how it is possible to abstract /angue from langage
(Saussure 1916), to talk about 'the English language’, to identify 'rules of conversation'
that appear, post-hoc, as organisational features (Clark 1996), and to describe social
group conventions of "speech events" (Hymes 1972). 'Chaos' in evolving language in use
between individuals would amount to communication breakdown and misunderstanding.
The edge of chaos in evolutionary biology is the preferred place to be; there, evolution
takes place most effectively and rapidly. In this study I investigate whether metaphor use
in discourse events can be seen as operating in an 'edge of chaos' fashion. Parallel claims
have been made at macro-level for metaphor as a major force in the generation of new

ways of using language (Rorty 1989).
Just as the environment in which evolution takes place is itself altered by the outcomes of

evolution, in a dynamic process of co-evolution, so too are the cognitive and linguistic

'landscapes’ of participants in interaction altered by the interactions in which they
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participate. In the short term, understandings will change as the interaction progresses.
and this will include the understanding of language used metaphorically and of the ideas
expressed through metaphorical language. Longer term changes in understandings will
include learning through metaphor, which this study aims to investigate, and acquisition

of the underlying metaphors of a cultural that reflect values, attitudes and beliefs.

1.7 Conclusion

This first theoretical chapter has begun to establish the broad framework and-parameters
of a prosaic approach to metaphor as needed for this study. Prosaic metaphor, and the
impact of metaphor, is to be investigated in its discourse context, through the language
of interacting individuals and through what can be discovered or inferred of underlying
thought processes, in the joint construction of understanding. Complex systems theory
has been drawn on to provide, at a macro level, useful analogies in emergence and self-

organisation for describing how metaphor is chosen for use in interaction and made sense
of.

Examples from the classroom have been used to illustrate how, within an educational
context, metaphor is used for facilitating transactions, for creating impact, for personal
pleasure, and for pushing forward conceptual understanding. In the classroom,
metaphorically used language was part and parcel of the stream of language and thinking
that individuals and groups were producing, receiving and participating in all day long.
The implications that have been drawn out of this brief initial look at classroom discourse
- that assumptions about receivers of metaphor need to be made explicit, and that
metaphoricity lies in use - apply to metaphor beyond the classroom too; they have been
highlighted within a specific discourse context, but they are not restricted to that context.
As I will show throughout the rest of this thesis, the perspective of metaphor as use of
language does not, for an applied linguist, cast metaphor into the outback of pragmatics,
but instead implies that metaphor must be described and analysed in the full light of its

role in prosaic discourse and interaction.

An important distinction has been made between lin istic meta hor to be identified at
theory-level, and rocess meta hor, to be identified at conceptual-processing level.
Incongruity between a possible Vehicle term and the on-going discourse has been
established as an mitial criterion for identifying a stretch of language as a linguistic
metaphor. In the next chapter, I develop, through reviews of relevant literature, further
conditions for metaphoricity in order to generate an operational definition of linguistic
metaphor in discourse.



CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND: LITERATURE REVIEWS

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I review a selection of the vast literature related to the study of metaphor
in educational discourse. I begin with metaphor theory, going back to Aristotle as a
starting point, then jump forwards to review key work in the second half of this century,
and through to current developments in cognitive linguistics and psychology. The work
1s reviewed for its usefulness to a prosaics of metaphor in use in discourse, and in the
light of the need established in Chapter 1 for consistency between theory-level accounts
and conceptual-processing accounts. I then review research studies into children's
production and understanding of metaphor, using the results and limitations to suggest
specific implications for this study. The reviews in this chapter will help to clarify the
nature and characteristics of ~ erent types of metaphors, and begin the process of
constructing a descriptive framework for prosaic metaphor that uses graded features.

Key points and summaries are marked by the use of diamond bullet points.

2.2 A review of the literature on metaphor

2.2.1 Overview

An historical perspective on metaphor studies, starting from Aristotle in the 4th century
B.C., suggests a continuing concern with metaphor as both linguistic and co ‘tive.
Furthermore, metaphor has often been studied in particular contexts of use, connecting
the co tive with the socio-cultural. In the first half of the twentieth century, however,
this broad perspective, incorporating the linguistic, the cognitive and the socio-cultural,
seems to have been somewhat lost, probably as a side-effect of the constraints imposed

on research by major contemporary paradigms.

A major constraint on metaphor theory within linguistics and philosophy in this century
has been the use of formal logic as the basis for theory-building and argumentation,
accompanied by a view of language as a static, decontextualised system. Metaphor was
relegated by some from linguistics altogether, seen as irrelevant to the formal study of
language, and/or relegated to the less central area of pragmatics, where the meaning of
metaphor is to be inferred from the literal sense of the word (e.g. Searle 1993). In the
vocabulary of Chapter 1, Section 1.4, theory about linguistic metaphor was developed
independently of conceptual-processing evidence. Thus in 1980, Lakoff and Johnson

could write;
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... metaphor is typically viewed as characteristic of language alone, a matter of
words rather than thought or action. (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 3)

The shift in metaphor studies back to a more overtly cognitive position, largely prompted
by Lakoff and Johnson's (1980) book Metaphors We Live By, arose from perceptions of
the inadequacies of formal logic-based approaches, and from the need to take account of
new findings about the psychology of categorisation, including prototype theory. As a
result of work carried out in metaphor studies in the last two decades, it is currently
uncontroversial to take metaphor to be a mental phenomenon, sometimes manifested in
language, sometimes in gesture or in graphical form, and contemporary metaphor theory
is once again dominated by the cognitive (Lakoff 1993). What is new about the current
cognitive trend is the strength of some claims about metaphor and thought, and the
breadth that can be brought to metaphor studies by recent developments in psychology
and language processing. Before examining current approaches to metaphor, I
summarise some of the earlier key theory .

The literature on metaphor is so vast as to prohibit anything approaching complete
coverage; any literature review is bound to be partial, and this one is no exception.
Major theories of metaphor are drawn on selectively, with a focus on work is central in
the field or which is used in child language studies. The review aims to extract aspects of
metaphor theory that will potentially help with identification and description, rejecting
ideas that are inapplicable to dynamic and prosaic uses of language. The literature review
produces various dimensions of metaphor, which, while they do not function as
necessary conditions for metaphoricity, help in constructing a description of metaphorical
language through gradable features. This innovative 'graded features approach’' to the
description of prosaic metaphor will be justified in detail at the beginning of Chapter 3.

2.2.2 The Substitution Theory of metaphor

Aristotle is usually cited as the source of two approaches to metaphor, the Substitution
view and the Implicit Comparison view, both of which have been largely rejected by
more recent writers (Black 1962;1979) as too simple to account for the full richness of
metaphorical language. In reviewing these two theories, I suggest that Aristotle's work
was not m fact overly simplistic, but has been, rather, s* lified, as later writers
developed his ideas, and that both theories identify useful aspects of metaphor that can
be retained in a prosaic approach.

The earliest documented discussions of metaphor were part of the study of Poetics and
Rhetoric undertaken by Aristotle in the 4th century BC. Surveys of his writing on
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metaphor (in, for example, Ricoeur 1978, Black 1962, Winner 1988) suggest that
Aristotle generated many of the basic ideas that still hold sway in the study of metaphor.
At the same time his work left open a range of avenues for exploration by future scholars
who, despite taking metaphor study forwards in quite differing directions, can all claim
him as the progenitor of their differing views. For Aristotle, successful metaphor in
rthetoric combined "clarity, pleasantness and unfamiliarity" (Aristotle, translated by
Lawson-Tancred 1991:219) and, when used appropnately, could act cognitively m
producing new knowledge. He thus identified the cognitive function of metaphor that has

become paramount in the last two decades.

In the Substitution theory as developed since Aristotle, the 'device' of metaphor has been
characterised as renamin . Definitions of metaphor claiming to derive from Aristotle,

usually take a form such as the following:

metaphor is the application to one thing of the name belonging to another
(Aitchison 1987:144)

METAPHOR: A rhetorical figurative expression of similarity or dissimilarity in
which a direct, nonliteral substitution or identity is made between one thing and
another.

(Myers and Simms, Longman Dictionary of Poetic Terms 1987)

Identification of linguistic metaphor would then require the identification of the named

(Vehicle) and the absent but re-named (Topic). 1 argue that to attribute a view of

metaphor as re-naming to Aristotle is a simplification and mis-representation of his ideas

(see also Mahon, in press). The substitution view of metaphor is often dismissed as

inadequate, because it results in entailments such as

« the absent name is the literal equivalent of the metaphorical expression

« the metaphorical expression can thus be paraphrased to produce an equivalent literal
expression

« understanding a metaphorical expression can be demonstrated by replacing it with the
literal or original name

o the use of a metaphor does not necessarily produce additional mformation about the
thing thus renamed; it is decorative or ornamental, and can be dispensed with

« metaphors are essentially nominal in form
From examination of his works, it is not entirely clear how Aristotle has become so

thoroughly linked to this in the metaphor literature (e.g. Gibbs 1994; Black 1979 and
1993). I can find no evidence in Aristotle's "Art of Rhetoric" (in translation, Lawson-
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Tancred 1991), for example, to support Ricoeur's claim that metaphor for Aristotle gave
primacy to nouns through a focus on names and renaming (Ricoeur 1978: 47). In this
work, in fact, Aristotle presents examples of phrase and word length metaphors,
including noun, verb and adjective metaphors, and describes the relation between
metaphors and similes:

Metaphors will of course also be similes, and simile are metaphors that invite
explanation
(Aristotle, transl. Lawson-Tancred 1991:224)

Aristotle thought most hi y of metaphors based on analogy, of the form A is to B
(Topic) as X isto Y (Vehicle) (Kittay 1987:2-3; Lawson-Tancred 1991:40).
For example,

the youth killed in the war had so disappeared from the city
as if someone had taken spring from the year
(Aristotle, trans.Lawson-Tancred 1991:236)

The Topic terms in this example are the youth killed in the war  ---- city

and the Vehicle terms are spring - year.

It could be argued that the verbs (disappeared -- taken) are also part of the analogy.
Although the surface linguistic form of the analogy can be seen as having four, or
possibly six, terms, in fact, the mental processing of the analogical metaphor draws on
many more aspects linked to the Topic and Vehicle terms. Aristotle described the
process of metaphor, the "seeing in terms of", as finding similarities within differences
(Kittay 1987), and suggested that, in order to interpret the sentence, receivers would

need to draw on common cultural connotations, or "endoxa", of the terms.

An important difference in extension of the term 'metaphor' in classical Greek and in
current-day English may have helped to generate some of the misrepresentations of
Aristotle's views. Aristotle used the term 'metaphor’ with a much wider reference than
currently holds; for =~ ‘'metaphor' referred to any type of expression which was
substituted for another, including diminutives and euphemisms, and to ways of talking
about Topics that had not before been conceptualised, 'catachresis’, for which there
would clearly be no expectation of a literal equivalent (Lawson-Tancred 1991).
Twentieth century writers often take a much narrower view of metaphor, and it may be
that theory was transferred inappropriately from the broad to the narrow concept of
metaphor. The views inaccurately attributed to Aristotle may also result from the use by
later writers of inaccurate earlier translations, such as the 1457 translation that Aitchison
(1987) draws on.



I would note at this point that Aristotle's broad application of the label ‘metaphor’ may be
in line with the prosaic perspective on metaphor taken in this study, and that to avoid
similar problems arising in reverse, care will be taken in this study in transferring theory

that has been developed for a narrower definition.

The use of metaphor for Aristotle was always intentional, but, since he was aiming to
describe deliberate effects of style in political rhetoric, rather than metaphor in
spontaneous conversation, this is not surprising. Further, since Arstotle was exploring
metaphor within particular discourses of politics, it could be said that his theory was
context-based (as per Section 1.5.3). In taking his ideas out of the particular context of
use and applying them to metaphor in general, much of the precision of Aristotle's points

has been lost.

Aristotle's idea of metaphor as a dynamic cognitive process of substitution of the
unfamiliar to produce new knowledge, put forward in 4th century BC, has, in later
versions of the Substitution view, been turned into something much weaker: the use of
the name of something to apply to something else. If the focal point of the metaphor is
the static "name", then a description of metaphor requires merely the identification of the
"name" that is falsely applied. The discourse context will providle a ~ ° | amount of
information beyond the immediate linguistic context of the textual fragment containing
the metaphor. We can note that many metaphors in poetry or drama would, in fact, be
identifiable and describable in this way, and metaphors described as A4 is B (Lakoff and
Johnson 1980) appear to fit this model, with A renamed as B :

Juliet is the sun;
the world is an unweeded garden (Shakespeare)
my love is like a red, red rose (Bums)

as would the use of pet names or insults, which may be one of children's early

introductions to metaphorical language (Marjanovic-Shane 1989):

don't eat like a pig/
you're my little honey pot
who's a sweety pie?

+ Constructing metaphor by substitution of Vehicle for Topic thus appears to be simple
and direct. While the theory is clearly inadequate for much metaphorical use of
language, it may be employed when appropriate, and so is not dismissed at this stage.
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2.2.3 Metaphor as Implicit Comparison

Metaphor as Implicit Comparison can be seen as a special case of the Substitution view
in which metaphor is a figurative expression that essentially transforms meaning through
analogy on the grounds of similarity; every metaphor, in this view, is seen as a reduced
simile (Black 1962, 1979; Searle 1993), with the "device" of metaphor operating through
comparison and identification of similarity. A major problem for the Implicit Comparison
theory, as for the Substitution theory, is the apparent requirement, as a necessary
condition for linguistic metaphor, for the existence of a paraphrase or literal equivalent of
the metaphorical expression (Black 1962; 1979). Within Implicit Comparison theory, the
similarities upon which the metaphorical transfer are based are again held to be accessible
to full explication, or, as Mark Johnson puts it:

(to) exist objectively within the world ...and (be) expressible in literal
propositions (Johnson 1987:68)

A metaphor A is B can be expanded into similes: A is like B in certain ways where the
"certain ways" can be spelt out. So a metaphor such as Juliet is the sun can be expanded
into Juliet is like the sun in that she is the centre of my existence; seems to radiate
light... These "certain ways", though, are still a long way from being literal propositions;
to reach that point, a large amount of paraphrasing, and explanation of connotations,
would be required. When metaphors can only have meaning through their literal
equivalents as postulated by the Implicit Comparison view, they are also implied to be
dispensable and can be removed from a text without removing anything essential of the
me g of the text. Writers such as Winner (1988) and Ricoeur (1978), who hold
metaphor interpretation as essentially irreducible and creative, therefore hold the
paraphaseability requirement of metaphor, inherent in the Implicit Comparison theory, to
be the weak point.

A way out of this dead-end lies in recognising that, as Winner (1988) points out, the
psychological processes underlying the construction of meaning through metaphor and
the linguistic analysis of surface forms of metaphor are being silently conflated through
the notion of implicit comparison. An anal st may be able to expand a metaplhor by
finding the grounds for similarity and paraphrasing them, but this does not mean that an
individual usin meta hor in discourse will do the same; a finite, exhaustive, set of literal
propositions that express metaphorical meaning cannot be established for each individual
processing the metaphor. We need, as Cooper says (1986:71) to separate indeterminacy
and open-endedness (in individual interpretations) from paraphraseability (at a theoretical

level), and metaphors may differ in how easily they can be paraphrased, independently of
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the ease with which any individual can interpret them. Statements made about the
paraphraseability of metaphors do have a link to indeterminacy - through probability; an
easily paraphrased metaphor is more likely to be interpreted successfully and
appropriately by individuals.

+ Paraphraseability, no longer a necessary condition for metaphor, becomes a gradable

feature that can be included in a multi-dimensional description of metaphor.

+ The distinction between individual interpretations and claims made more generally

across individuals is important and will be picked up again in the next chapter.

2.2.4 The Interaction Theory of metaphor

Black developed a theory of metaphor in which 'interaction' between the Topic and
Vehicle (here, of course, indicating a cognitive process, rather than talk) is seen as
leading to the creation of s arities rather than the activation of re-existin ones, as in
Substitution or Implicit Comparison theories. With this focus on the creativity of
metaphor, Black's seminal exposition of the Interaction view m his papers of 1962 and
1979 (the latter reproduced in Ortony 1993) has provided a basis for much theoretical
and empirical work (e.g. Ortony 1979; Kittay 1987; Forceville 1994). The Interaction
view captures much of what i1s needed for this study in terms of a process-based
approach, apparently sited within the individual mind/brain. It is not however, as we shall
see, prosaic, in the sense of catering for everyday, ordinary language in use, and, to this
end, I shall need to reclaim several categories of metaphor, discarded by Black as

unworthy of attention.

Black's attack on Implicit Comparison and Substitution theories (1979, 1993) was based
on a challenge to the notion of similarity, which he held as being inherently vague and
subjective. More recent work in cognitive psychology has justified Black's worries about
similarity, shedding doubt on its status as a primary mode of categorisation in on-line
processing (e.g. Rips 1989). The Interactionist view sees metaphor as functioning
creatively, not merely through a transfer of properties from one entity to another, from
Vehicle to Topic, but through a process of 'interaction' between conceptualisations of
Topic and Vehicle that generates new, and irreducible, meanings (Black 1962; 1979).
Black proposed that a listener or reader would bring to the interpretation of Topic and
Vehicle terms in a metaphor a "system of associated commonplaces" (1962:41),
somewhat akin to Aristotle's endoxa, and later reworded, after criticism from Ricoeur
(1978:88), as "an implicative complex" of understandings and beliefs (1979:28). The

mteraction of the two complexes in the processing of metaphor, through a mental
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process of projected selection, mapping and organisation, produces an unparaphraseable,

new meaning .

Black's work brought the cognitive role of metaphor back to centre stage, after long
periods since the time of Aristotle when metaphor had been seen as mere decoration or
rthetorical omament. The cognitive function had been given importance intermittently
since 300 BC (Bowes 1990), in for example, the work of Quintillian in the second half of
1st century AD, of Tesauro and Vico in the 17th and 18th century (described in Eco
1984) of Rousseau (Kittay 1987) and of Nietzsche (Cooper 1986:2; Hinman 1982).
Black °~ elf traces his ideas back to Coleridge, via L. A. Richards, for whom metaphor
was a process of the imagination that could unite or fuse images and perspectives into a

creative and new whole.

Black elaborates claims for an Interactionist view of metaphor, and the processes
involved, but does not go on to turn these into necessary conditions for the identification
of metaphorical expressions, emphasising that this would result in a very narrow
definition of metaphor which would exclude examples that might be included by a
Substitution or Implicit Comparison view. He suggests that the three views can work
together to define groups of metaphors, and, for the prosaic objectives of this study, this
would seem an important consideration. However, Black then proceeds to cut down the
category of metaphor, by, first, distinguishing "active" metaphors from "dead"
metaphors, and then by further restricting his concerns in his 1979 paper to those
"strong" active metaphors i.e. those metaphors that are also creative and novel. For my
child-oriented purposes, the normative assumptions that underlie the nature of "active"
and "strong" metaphors need to be examined. It seems impossible to construct critena
for omission and inclusion in the set of strong, active metaphors without taking into
consideration who is processing the metaphors and in what contexts. Black does not do
this, but appears to work according to inexplicit rules, which I will proceed to try to
uncover.

"Active" metaphors are contrasted by Black with those that are "extinct", those which no
longer have any original meaning different from their current meaning, or "dormant",
those where the original meaning is not active but could be brought into understanding.
Active metaphors are those "that are, and are perceived to be, actively metaphoric”; they
are "recognized by speaker and hearer as authentically ‘vital” (1979:26). These would
appear to be processing criteria, and "active” metaphors appear to coincide with what I
have labelled "process metaphors". No conditions for deciding how to operationalise this

recognition procedure, i.e. to use them at a theory-level, are suggested; what is and is

51



not "vital" appears to be judged by unspoken norms, and the judgement left to the
decision of the analyst as informed native-speaker. Black hints at the norm in his use of
the example falling in love as an expression, which he cla® would not be seriously
taken as metaphorical by a "competent reader". He confounds etymology with
synchronic norms too at this point, by adding that: "it is doubtful whether that expression
was ever more than a case of catachresis” (1979:26).
+ I contend that, in identifying active / process metaphors, Black conflates the
following, which should be clearly separated in setting up criteria for metaphoricity:
. etymology and the origin of words;
. norms of meanings of words across a speech or discourse community;

individual mental conceptualisations of the meanings of words.

"Active" metaphors could be defined relative to any one of the three, but the three do not
necessarily, or even usually, coincide (except of course for classically-educated
academics such as linguists and philosophers), and they almost certainly do not coincide
for children. For example, alerting children explicitly to the metaphorical possibilities of
language in use undoubtedly activates, albeit temporarily, even those metaphors held to
be "beyond resuscitation" (Fozard 1992); the example of hot spells given earlier shows
how individual mental conceptualisations may deviate from both etymology and

community normes.

Black further divides active metaphors according to qualities he labels "emphasis” and
"resonance” (Black 1979: 25). Emphatic metaphors have a great deal of unstated
meaning, that a listener or reader is required to work out, and are therefore irreplaceable.
Resonance refers to the richness and depth of the system of implications, obvious or non-
obvious, attached to the metaphorical term. "Strong" metaphors are those that are both
resonant and emphatic, and, once again, the identification of these raises the problem of
assumed norms of background knowledge that might not exist or might not apply to
individuals. While both strong and weak metaphors are allowed the possibility of being
creative, the rest of Black's paper, exploring the process and results of interaction, is
focused on strong metaphors. In using Black's ideas, this must be taken into account, and
it is not uncommon for discussions on the Interaction view (including Winner 1988 and
Kittay 1987) to omit reference to the distinctions made by Black, thus risking over-

generalisation of his ideas.

+ "Emphasis" and "resonance" are gradable features of metaphor, generated by Black's

work.
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The review of Black's work hi  "ghts again the conflict between an mitial description of
the use of metaphorical language as a conceptual process, in this case a process of
"interaction"”, and subsequent analysis in static product terms such as "active" and
"strong" metaphors. One way forward through this conflict has been clarified: by making
a clear distinction between etymology, synchronic norms, and individual mental

conceptualisations as bases for classification criteria.

+ There is a clear need for studies of children's language to decide, and to state
explicitly, whether their definitions and descriptions of metaphor adopt adult norms.
create age-related norms and the risk of disorder and cross-study comparability this
generates, or to deal in some other way with the idiosyncrasies of children's use.

This problem also suggests that adult studies of metaphor may be over-optimistic when
they ignore the high probability that adults will, as individuals, also deviate from assumed

norms.

Focus and Frame

Black's Interaction theory takes metaphor theory forward in a cognitive direction: the
underlying conceptual systems of Topic and Vehicle are seen as somehow 'nteracting' in
the processing of metaphor to produce an understanding. He also offers a useful unit of
analysis in the Focus and Frame of metaphor. The Focus of a metaphor is the unexpected
term i.e. the Vehicle term, and the Frame is the rest of the sentence against which the
Focus appears incongruous (1993: 27). When a holistic, discourse approach is taken, this
essentially semantic notion (Steen, in press) needs to be refined; the Frame will not often
be a sentence, rather, as the immediate linguistic context of the metaphor, it may be all or
part of an utterance, with indeterminate boundaries. This is further developed in Chapter
3.

Black's work has been built on in several ways that are reviewed in subsequent sections:
first I look at Ortony's development of the notion of similarity and difference, which has
been employed in a number of empirical studies. I then examine how Kittay has taken up
Black's challenge "there can be no rules for “creatively’ violating rules" (1979:25) in
work on a "perspectival” theory of metaphor. The exploitation of the cognitive, creative
function of metaphor by Lakoff and Johnson (1980) and related work in an Information -

Processing paradigm is then reviewed.



2.2.5 Metaphor Interaction as Predicate Transfer

Ortony elaborates the nature of metaphor interaction and comparison in terms of
selection and transfer of 'predicates’ between the Topic and the Vehicle. Ortony (1979)
attempts to solve the theoretical problem of explaining which features are transferred by
examining the relative salience of the various attributes of Topic and Vehicle. To take an
example: in accounting for interpretations of the metaphor a galleon moon, attributes of
the Vehicle galleon such as colour of sails and type of movement are assumed salient,
and held to be transferred to the understanding of the Topic moon. Other Vehicle
attributes, such as the number of crew and the flag flown, are assumed to be less salient

and thus less likely to be transferred.

Ortony's view holds metaphor as centrally concerned with similari  between Topic and
Vehicle, but uses a theory of similarity which hi  ghts the potential a et of
similarity (Tversky 1977). Tversk.ys theory goes beyond a conventional geometric model
of similarity, in which the degree of s "arity of two entities is represented
(metaphorically) as the distance between the two as pomts. Criticisms of the adequacy of
such a model are made on both ontological and logical grounds (No6th 1985), since in
many real-world examples similarity is not a reflexive relation, and there may be more
than one way in which entities can be similar. For example, we would mean different
things by saying The boy is like his father and, m reverse, The father is like his son,
while the example given by Ortony, Raspberries are like blackberries can be more easily
reversed to Blackberries are like raspberries without too much change in meaning.
Tversky's alternative to a geometric model is based on the matching of "features",
renamed "predicates” by Ortony, and representing "knowledge, a belief, or an attitude
about or toward something” (Ortony 1975:191). Predicates vary in the levels of salience
that they have for different objects and in different situations. For example, we can take

the predicates of Topic and Vehicle in the following metaphor produced by a child:

a dead rainbow (child 70, pointing to an oil patch on a wet road. Author's data)

The Vehicle term rainbow can be said to have among its predicates a promise of future
gooawill from God and having all possible colours in a non-variable sequence. The
second is clearly of higher salience in the context of the oil patch than the first. One can
however imagine a scene in a film where the resolution of a disagreement is accompanied
by the appearance i the sky of a rainbow. In this situation, the first predicate would be
of higher salience than the second. Ortony contends that metaphors are characterised by

"salience imbalance", with 'interaction' involving stronger transfer from Vehicle to Topic
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of predicates salient to the Vehicle (in the context of the Topic) than in the opposite
direction from Topic to Vehicle.

Ortony's ideas have been used as the theoretical underpinning for several studies into
children's comprehension of metaphor (e.g. Evans and Gamble 1988; Wales and Coffey
1986). However, as with Black's work, there is potentially a problem with the relative
nature of 'salience’, and with assessing salience, that is particularly relevant to work with
children; what is salient for one person may not be salient for another because of
differing life experiences, even if all other contextual features are held constant. For
example, to a young child, a salient feature of pizza may be that it makes a regular
appearance on a Friday supper table, rather than its Italian origins. Assumptions made by
experimenters about the salience of predicates of metaphors used in empirical studies will
thus be open to questions of validity.

A helpful aspect of Ortony's work is the distinction he makes between "predicate
promotion” and ‘"predicate introduction” metaphors; the former provides more
information about a Topic that is familiar, whereas the latter provide information about
unfamiliar Topics. He suggests that different psychological processes may be engaged to
interpret the two types, with predicate introduction metaphors involving more holistic
processes and perhaps greater use of imagery. If this were so, then we might expect
young children, for whom the chance of encountering unfamiliar Topics is greater, to
respond more to image-rich metaphors.

+ Topic familiarity is carried forwards as a further gradable dimension of metaphor.

2.2.6 A Perspectival Theory of metaphor

Kittay (1987) develops her Perspectival Theory of metaphor by building on Black's
Interaction Theory through semantic field theory. Her closely argued case is convincing,
and produces some useful conclusions which will help in the theoretical task of
identifying metaphor.

Both Kittay (1987), and Johnson (1987), criticise Black's Interaction Theory of metaphor
for not sufficiently accounting for which implications and predicates are involved in the
interaction and how. Kittay's development of the Interaction theory is an attempt to
answer the criticism by detailing more precisely a theoretical account of the processes of
interaction in producing and comprehending metaphor. In this account, a first indication
of potential metaphor would be an incongruity between the conceptual domains
underlying two (or more) terms referring to one entity, state or process (the Topic). The
mcongruity is generated by the inclusion of the Vehicle lexical item(s), and the
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incongruity between Topic and Vehicle domains then has to be able to be resolved
through a search for coherence. The resolution of the incongruity is accounted for by
positing an interaction of the conceptual domains of Topic and Vehicle as a transfer the
systems of semantic relations. The systems of relations are the systems of contrasts and
affinities that would generate the first order meaning of Topic and Vehicle; a key point
here is Kittay's use of a relational theory of meaning i.e. one "in which contextual

features are constitutive of meaning" (1987:97)

With a relational concept of meaning, the traditional definition of metaphor is
transformed. A transference of meaning is not a simple displacement of an
atomistic meaning but a move from one system to another, from the system
embedding a term in its literal-conventional sense to another system which will
give the term its new metaphorical significance. (Kittay 1987:138)

Metaphorical meaning can thus be established through second-order activity: the
interaction of the two first-order meanings, operationalised in process metaphors as
analogical reasoning. The cognitive importance of process metaphor then arises from the
restructuring of the Topic domain in terms of the systems of relations obtaining in the
Vehicle domain; transfer of meaning can then be seen as operating at the level of systems
and structures, rather than at the level of semantic features (Levin 1977) or predicates
(Ortony 1979).

The theoretical notion of "domain incongruence”, which Kittay places at the base of
metaphor identification, also, she claims, accounts for, and can thus replace, Ortony's
"salience imbalance" as a defining feature of linguistic metaphor. Incongruity between
Topic and Vehicle domains generates the semantic or pragmatic anomaly that
characterises a metaphorical use of language, and which in practice may prompt readers

or listeners to search for a metaphorical interpretation.

Forceville (1994) criticises Kittay's focus on relations and semantic field theory for
downplaying the possibility of transfer of properties and connotations. It is not clear
whether or not Kittay's theory allows for properties and connotations to be included
under the term "relations"; her insistence on the importance of context in meaning
suggests she would ntend them to be. It is also possible to imagine constructing a
delicate and detailed enough set of contrasts and affinities from which commonly-shared
connotations would emerge; for example, reaching the loneliness connoted by the sound
of a wolf baying through contrasting details of where wolves and people tend to find
hospitable places to live, recalling the habit of wolves to attack people, the night time as

particularly dangerous for a solitary person, and so on. Putting this more generally, since
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Kittay is not addressing individual processing instances but theoretical issues, the only
connotations relevant to her theory are those that are cultural norms, and may thus be
said to be part of systems of cultural knowledge. It may be for this reason that she does
not explicitly include them in the "systems of relations” within semantic fields that
comprise the meaning of a lexical item.

A more real difficulty that I perceive in using Kittay's conditions for the identification of
metaphor in discourse data lies in how to operationalise "distinct conceptual domains",
since it is almost always possible to create a chain of contiguities that move continuously
from one domain to another, a point made by Eco (1984) when he suggests that
metaphors can be reduced to metonymies. In the example of a galleon moon, moon and
galleon appear to be drawn from distinct domains of say heavenly bodies and ships, it is,
however, possible to construct links between these domains, and thus render them non-
distinct, through, for example, the use of the stars to guide mariners, or galleons full of
Spanish gold coins round like the moon. The distinctiveness of domains, yet again, rests
a matter of judgement based on conventional norms; every attempt to be absolute seems
doomed to relativity. However, once we move from the theoretical to the empirical, with
a concem for individual processing, relativity is resolved, and the need to demonstrate
domain distinctiveness is replaced by a need to demonstrate incongruities between
activated conceptualisations of Topic and Vehicle in articular discourse contexts.

+ The degree of incongruity between Topic and Vehicle, for individuals and groups,
will be taken forwards as a further dimension of metaphor; it provides a necessary
condition for metaphoricity, and is also gradable.

2.3 Contemporary cognitive theories of metaphor

The term "cognitive” as in, for example, "cognitive linguistics”, "cognitive psychology"
and "cognitive science” is used with a range of meanings. In the first two labels, the term
"cognitive" implies an information-processing approach to theory and investigation; in
the wider arena of cognitive science, the term has the broader sense of related to the
"understanding of the mind" (Eysenck and Keane 1995:3; MacCormac 1985). I use the
term in this broader sense, and later in this section discuss the limitations of the narrower

information-processing approach.

2.3.1 Conceptual metaphor
Black's work provided a foundation for the cognitive role of metaphor to be extensively
developed. It was taken further by Schon, Reddy and others, in the influential collection
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of papers edited by Ortony (1979; 2nd edition 1993), and by Lakoff and Johnson's
ground-breaking book "Metaphors we live by" (1980), which redefined metaphor as "a
figure of thought" rather than "a figure of speech”, and suggested that our very
conceptualisations are structured metaphorically in long term memory. Even after
metaphors have become conventionalised, they can be seen to reflect systematic,
metaphorically constructed structures of thought; metaphorical extension is held to be a
primary way in which categories are extended and in which language is used to describe
abstract notions and experiences (Lakoff 1987). This in turn leads to the possibility that
"metaphors may create realities for us, especially social realities" (Lakoff and Johnson
1980:156). Although limitations to this strong view have been put forward (Keesing
1987; Quinn 1991), there is an ever-increasing collection of papers that seek to uncover
conceptual metaphors used consciously and unconsciously in particular discourse
situations, and claim to reveal -:ossible implications for thought and action: Reddy
examined metaphors of communication itself (1979); Sontag deconstructed metaphors of
illmess (1991); Novek (1992) examines the metaphors of literacy; Fairclough (1990;
1992) includes the analysis of metaphors in particular discourses as part of “critical
discourse analysis". This mode of research has also begun to ask whether metaphor does
not perhaps offer ways to chan e behaviour and thinking through conscious unveiling of
metaphors that guide action and replacing them with alternative metaphors (Gibbs, in
press). This would have implications for work in a range of fields connected with 'social

reality', including counselling and organisations management.

Lakoff and Johnson leave themselves open to some criticism in respect of their method
of identifying conceptual metaphor (1980). They approach this task through analysis of
Topic-Vehicle relations in examples of conventionalised metaphors that they seem to
collect from their own knowledge of language as native speakers i.e. through reflection,
rather than through use of corpora (Deignan, in press) or other empirical methods.
Generalisations are then made from surface language items to (inferred) systems of
thought, and inferences made from collective systematic use of language to individual
thought patterns, in a silent move from "metaphor as device" to "metaphor as use". |
suggest that the first generalisation, inferring individual conceptualisations, processing,
and possibilities for action, from evidence about speech community norms, raises
questions about validity. The second assumption, which has been questioned by Steen
(1994) and Gibbs (1994), is that, within an individual, the structure of conceptualisations
in long-term memory is mirrored in the structure of concepts actually used in on-line
srocessing. An individual may have conceptual memory that is metaphorically structured

e.g. arguments may be conceptualised through analogy with war and battles (Lakoff and
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Johnson 1980), but in any particular instance of talk about arguments, those
metaphorical structures may or may not be activated. So a speaker may say to another /
would like to challenge your last point without activating any alternative semse of
challenge. Lakoff's theory development seems to disregard the need to justify moving
between community and individual, and between long term memory and on-line
processing within individual language use. In the study of metaphor in children's
language development and use, it is important to keep these distinctions clear, so that
individual development can be investigated against a background of adult and peer norms
that may be subverted, adjusted or adopted. Children acquire and develop the conceptual
metaphors of a community, and, in this process, may construct partial or inaccurate
conceptual metaphors of their own, which would be of research interest.

These criticisms of method aside, Lakoff and Johnson's work offers the following key
points:

+ The existence, in English as a language, of conceptual metaphor should be manifested

through stematici in linguistic metaphor.

+ The possibility of metaphorical structuring of concepts in long term memory will be
reflected in activation models of metaphor processing, and in possible systematicity in
individual and shared use of metaphor.

2.3.2 Empirical work in the Lakoff and Johnson cognitive tradition
Gibbs links the ideas of Lakoff and Johnson to an historical strand of theory of language
and thought:

a minority view that sees poetic thought as a fundamental characteristic of the
human mind (Gibbs 1994:17)

The prosaic approach that I am working with has much in common with this "poetic
mind" approach, although the different starting points and directions may result in
different types of inferencing. The issue of continuity between the poetic and the prosaic
will be developed as the thesis proceeds.

Gibbs, as a psycholinguist, has been responsible for a range of studies (reported in Gibbs
1994) that explore this 'poetic mind' view empirically. His research demonstrates that
there are indeed different levels of metaphorical activation when metaphors are
processed under different conditions. He finds that it is necessary to distinguish several
temporal points in processing, from immediate reaction to more delayed interpretations

of metaphor, and suggests that different theories of metaphor processing may be required
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for the different processes that seem to be involved (Gibbs 1994; in press). Gibbs
distinguishes
. comprehension - "the immediate ... process of creating meanings for utterances”

recognition - "the conscious identification of the products of comprehension as"

metaphor
. interpretation - "analysis of the early products of comprehension as tokens"
. appreciation - "aesthetic judgement given to a product”

(Gibbs 1994:116-117)

There is mounting evidence that on-line comprehension of metaphor does not necessarily
take longer than comprehension of non-metaphorical language (Vosniadou 1989; Gibbs
1994; Chandler 1991; Janus and Beaver 1985), and this processing evidence should have
knock-on effects for theory; for example, Kittay's theory of metaphor comprehension
involves the identification of literal meaning before an understanding of metaphor is
reached (Kittay 1987), and yet empirically it would seem that there is not time for this to
happen. The theory of a 3 step process of metaphor interpretation is thus open to
question. Similarly, Gibbs dismisses Sperber and Wilson's Relevance Theory approach to
metaphor as "loose talk" (Sperber and Wilson 1986; Wilson and Sperber 1988), since
this view also ultimately implies that extra processing is required beyond that needed for
non-metaphorical language (Gibbs 1994:232). At the very least, such disjunctions
between theory and processing results should suggest that studies at one or other level
are not subtle enough. A recent paper by Guiora and Fein (1996) suggests a need to
distinguish de ees of familiarity in metaphors being processed. They claim that familiar
metaphors are more likely to be processed directly and less familiar metaphors are more
likely to invoke the literal meaning of the metaphor. The gradable features of metaphor
identified in this study may contribute to the search for theoretical subtlety that can

inform, and be informed by, empirical research.

Gibbs' work has developed our understanding of different types of figurative language
processing, but is limited by the psychological tradition of laboratory experiments he
works within, and can be usefully supplemented with more naturalistic studies and
consideration of everyday metaphor as sited within goal-directed interaction in context:

the process aspect of a prosaics of metaphor.

2.3.3 Metaphor and knowledge representations
Lakoff and Johnson, and the cognitive tradition they have mitiated, work from theory-
level evidence to draw from metaphor (M-D) theory what 1 have suggested may

sometimes be unwarranted conclusions about prosaic metaphor or metaphor in use (M-
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U). By starting instead at Conceptual-Processing Level, from the nature of concepts and
mental representations, I will show in this section how several promising developments in

cognitive science can contribute to the development of prosaic metaphor theory.

The need in this study to investigate both language and thought in the metaphorical use
of language can be assisted by taking what is essentially a processing level orientation,
and viewing the domains underlying Topic and Vehicle, not as sets of features, but as
com lex knowled resentations (Keil 1979; Neisser 1987; Stemberg 1994,
Vosniadou and Ortony 1989). A survey of current research in cognitive science vields
the following possible types of representations, some of which are systematic, some less
so:

Schemata

Encountering Topic and Vehicle terms in discourse may activate mental structures that
are variously described as schemata, scripts, frames and mental models (see e.g. Ross
and Spalding 1994; McNamara 1994). Common to all these is the idea that domains may
not be taxonomically organised, as some metaphor theories require, but rather, in real
human minds working in real contexts of language use, they may be thematically
structured, containing organised information about related entities, actions, events and
language.

Exemplar-based memory

Work on exemplar-based thought and memory (summarised in Medin and Ross 1989)
suggests that what is activated may not be abstract, but linked to the specifics of earlier
situated encounters. The presence of Topic or Vehicle in discourse may serve to recall
previous knowledge, along with context-based information.

Knowledge from a range of domains

Research into speech processing emphasises the flexibility and range of activation in the
human mind; for example, on hearing trombone, connections with bone are activated, as
well as more musical schemata (Shillcock 1990). Since the Vehicle term is by definition
anomalous in the on-going discourse context, it may well prompt wider activations
across several potentially relevant domains of knowledge, including systems that overlap
or conflict.

Re-created knowledge

The work of Rose (1993) and Schank (1982) on memory, and of Barsalou (1987, 1989)
on concept stability and ad hoc categories suggests that conceptual domains are not
stable and stored in memory prior to activation, but are (re-)created in processing, and

are influenced by recent experience and by contextual factors. Lowe (1996) suggests that
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such re-creation, as the work of the human imagination, can include sensory and
perceptual information.

Theory-based concepts

Recent interest in explanation-based, or theory-based, concepts can also be extended to
the activation of Topic and Vehicle domains in metaphor processing. This work is
revealing how individuals conceptualise, classify and store information from their
experience in ways that structure information, both internally and in relation to other
world knowledge, through "explanatory theories” (Ross and Spalding 1994; Carey 1985;
Keil 1989). When theory-based concepts are activated in discourse processing,
comprehension is facilitated by the use of explanatory relations linking features of

concepts.

Domains of Topic and Vehicle appear then not to be single unified domains underlying
single lexical items, but more amorphous groupings of all types and levels of information
and meanings that can be activated in discourse processing. In real-time processing, these
domains will be constrained and influenced by discourse context and by what participants
bring to the discourse. The richness and variation in this view of domains will not make
for simple theory construction or empirical procedures, but is what is needed to address

the language in use concemns of this study.

2.3.4 Metaphor processing as analogical reasoning

Distinctions between metaphor and analogy need to be made in both the M-D and the M-
U paradi , to distinguish between 'metaphor' and 'analogy' as devices and outcomes,
and to consider the M-U processing level views that metaphor processing is some kind of

analogical reasoning.

At the level of M-D theory, distinctions are made between metaphor and analogy
(Vosniadou and Ortony 1989; Gibbs 1994) on several grounds. Analogy maps attributes
and relations from one domain (usually called the source domain) to another (target
domain), and is thus s° "ar to metaphor. Vosniadou and Ortony (1989) distinguish
metaphor from analogy by requiring of metaphor some incongruity between domains,
whereas analogy can be a literal, within-domains comparison; Gentner (1989) requires
that analogy maps relations rather than features across domains, although Vosniadou
comments on the inherent difficulty of separating relations from what they relate
(Vosniadou 1989). Another way of distinguishing analogy from metaphor is to consider
the relative importance of the source domain to the interpretation - in novel metaphors at

least, the Vehicle is carefully and deliberately selected and plays an important role in the
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new understanding created by the metaphor. In run-of-the-mill analogies, the precise
nature of the source domain is not very important, and the ideational understanding
reached may be free of source domain content (Kittay 1987).

All these ways of  erentiating metaphor and analogy suffer from the now fa ar
problem of assumed domain distinctions, once the security of theory is left. Somewhere
between literal comparisons - a raspberry is like a blackberry - and figurative
comparisons - Juliet is (like) the sun, we move from analogy to metaphor; the boundary
is, as ever, misty.

At processing level, several writers take 'analogical reasoning' as underlying metaphor
processing (e.g. Steen 1994). By this is meant some process of mapping of relations
between domains. Such "structure mapping" (Gibbs 1994:239) may well account for part
of what happens when participants in discourse make sense of metaphor, but, as I have
suggested in the previous section, other mental processes and representations would
seem likely to be involved as well. Analogical reasoning, in the sense of mapping
relations between domains, is therefore seen as one possible aspect of active processing
of prosaic metaphors.

2.3.5 Connectionist models of metaphor processing

"Cognitive" in its narrower sense is characteristic of the information-processing (I-P)
paradigm of artificial intelligence, in which much of the work of Gibbs, for example, is
set. The underlying analogy of the I-P paradigm is the brain as computer, an analogy
now increasingly seen as inadequate (Rose 1993; Lowe 1996). One way forward has
been to replace the analogue computer in this underlying analogy with parallel distributed
processors (PDP), which operate in ways more similar to the functioning of the human
brain. In this scenario, the mind/brain - computer analogy produces a connectionist
model of human mental processing, in which information is represented by the activation
of networks of pathways between nodes. Work in, or close to, metaphor has made use of
connectionist models of mental processing (Chandler 1991; Holyoak and Thagard 1989;
Gentner 1989).

However, even with this updating, the IP paradigm can still be seen as basically
inadequate because human beings process meanin not information, making use of
imaginations, prior experience and beliefs and judgements (Lowe 1996; Rose 1993).
PDP may be a better metaphor for the mind/brain, but it is still onl a meta hor; neurons

are essentially different from nodes in a connectionist network, and memories are



different from activated pathways in networks. As we have seen in 2.3.3 above, key
aspects of mind and memory reveal a much more complex picture of activation and

processing.

Given these criticisms, a connectionist model of metaphor processing can still offer a
useful analogy for concept activation in Topic and Vehicle domains as the spreading of
impulses along pathways between nodes. As pathways are activated, so patterns of
activation are created, representing conceptual domains. Chandler (1991) has attempted
to produce a connectionist metaphor of metaphor processing, and work in artificial
intelligence uses PDP networks to solve analogical problems (e.g. Holyoak and Thagard

1989). A connectionist analogy suggests some =~ ortant properties of the activation of

concepts:

. Activation of mental represciations can read as the result of various types of
motivated links (e.g. sound resemblance, exemplar memory, sensory memory,
contextual information)

. Spreading activation is controlled (i.e. concept domains are bounded) when no
pathways are found out of certain nodes

. Because of spreading activation, the mind can successfully process artial or
incomplete information

. Gradability is iherent in activation, because pathways can be differentially
strengthened through multiple links across domains.

The spreading activation analogy can be built into a model of metaphor processing, and
allows for a holistic, context-based view of language and thought, as required for this
study. The analogy can further characterise metaphor comprehension as the interaction
of activated pathways in two or more networks simultaneously, as Topic and Vehicle
domains are processed. As a result, some, overlapping, pathways will be reinforced,
while other pathways that do not overlap will be inhibited. The resulting pattern of
reinforced pathways represents the understanding of the metaphor, clearly influenced by

previous knowledge and experience.

2.3.6 A complex systems analogy of metaphor in use

The connectionist model oversimplifies because non-linear systems of information and
meaning are reduced to pathways between nodes. A complex systems analogy allows a
less idealised model, in which the information and meanings created by activation of
'domains' can be seen as interacting non-linear systems that produce the s* licity of the

understood metaphor within the context of the on-going discourse.
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2.4 Beyond the cognitive: review of literature on the impact of metaphor in
discourse

The contemporary focus on cognitive aspects of metaphor seems to have thrown other
aspects of metaphor use into the shade. However, there are signs that this eclipse may be
temporary, and that more attention is beginning to be paid to the interpersonal and
interactional (Edwards 1997; Gibbs, personal communication). In this section, I briefly
review some key studies on the impact and function of metaphor, using the three way

distinction set up in 1.5.4: ideational (cognitive), interpersonal and interactional.

Ortony (1975) writes of three major reasons for using metaphor: compactness, vividness
and inexpressibility. Compactness refers to the ideational potential of metaphor for
importing many ideas at once through the © ° g of Topic and Vehicle. Vividness refers
to the selection of Vehicle term to construct a striking and memorable expression that
will have an interpersonal as well as an ideational impact. The third reason to use
metaphor is that it can express what would otherwise be mexpressible; this can also be
seen as referring to both the ideational and the interpersonal, since values and attitudes

may also be otherwise inexpressible.

Cooper (1986) focuses on the interpersonal as providing an answer to the question of
why a speaker or writer might choose to employ metaphor, developing Cohen's idea that
an important role of metaphor is the "cultivation of intimacy" (Cooper 1986:153; Cohen
1979). Intimacy can be both taken for granted and enhanced through the use of
metaphor, which brings with it attitudes to the topic that are assumed to be shared, or
are then available to be shared, between discourse participants. In an extension of this
idea, sub-groups in society can be seen as using metaphor to establish in-group language
and identity. Individuals can make use of shared repertoires of metaphor to membership
themselves and exclude others; they may deliberately deviate from shared norms to
express individuality or disaffiliation. This is an important idea in educational contexts
where adult and peer language use, including metaphor, may play a central role in
inducting children into various groupings, both socio-cultural (as members of a school
and community with particular values) and technical (in various academic subject
disciplines, e.g. children leam to be 'mathematicians' or ‘historians').

Two empirical studies have been found that also make important points about the impact
of metaphor (Drew and Holt 1988, 1995; Strissler 1982). Drew and Holt use
conversation analysis techniques to investigate the use of idioms, many of which are
metaphoric, in complaint sequences. They show that expressions such as it was like
banging my head on a brick wall (Drew and Holt 1988:405) often work ideationally to
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summarise the details of a complaint, while at the same time working interpersonally to
indicate the speaker's attitude to the seriousness of the complaint. Interactionally, such
idioms regularly occur at the end of a sequence of details and serve to initiate topic
change. The figurative nature of an idiomatic expression, and, importantly, the
recognition by participants of that figurative nature, serve to "remove the complaint from
its supporting circumstantial details" (ibid: 406). A consequence of this distancing from
detail is to render the idiomatically formulated utterance less open to question by other
speakers. Drew and Holt suggest that such distancing through metaphor represents a
seeking for a ‘ation in potentially hostile situations, where, for example, the other
speaker has not sided with the complainant as explicitly as desired. The placing of the
expression in the interaction suggests that the idiom serves to "bring speaker and
recipient into some kind of alignment before changing the topic" (ibid: 412).

Strissler’s study of idioms in English talk and texts (Strissler 1982) finds that idioms are
mostly used to refer to other people or objects in the third person, as in the Drew and
Holt example above. He too argues that in using an idiom a speaker conveys much more
than ideational content. For example, in discourse contexts where there is a large power
differential between participants e.g. patient and therapist, the lower status participant is
less likely to use third person idioms, being restricted to first person idioms, and use of
second person idioms appears to establish superiority. Idioms are seen as particularly
amenable to use for evaluation, combining summarising with conveying attitude, in line
with both Drew and Holt's conclusions and with Ortony's compactness thesis. Strassler
comments on how use of idioms may carry a risk to interpersonal relations because they

can be inappropriately strong in formulation.

These findings about the use of idioms will extend to metaphor as defined in this study,
to the extent that they signal features worthy of close attention when classroom
discourse is analysed. Attention needs to be paid to the content and sensitivity of choice
of metaphor in terms of interpersonal impact, to the positioning of metaphor in

sequences of interaction, and to the effect on the on-going discourse event.

2.5 Theories of metaphor: Summary

Chapter 1, Section 1.4 clarified the definition / identification problem for metaphor
through separation of levels of analysis, and set out four elements as in need of attention:
. theory-level criteria to identify linguistic metaphor

. amodel of the use of linguistic metaphor in discourse

. amodel of the discourse processing of linguistic and process metaphors

. processing-level criteria to identify process metaphor
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The review of the literature on metaphor theory and related fields has served to provide
useful aspects for these four elements, which this summary now pulls together.

Theory-level criteria to identify linguistic metaphor

Domain incongruity has been established as the basic necessary condition for the
identification of linguistic metaphor. This condition needs to be operationalised, with the
notion of incongruity developed to take account of the possibility set out in 2.2.4 above
that this may be determined by reference to community norms, to individual background

knowledge or to etymology of lexical items.

A model of the use of linguistic metaphor in discourse

Several ways of describing the introduction of metaphor into on-going discourse were
identified from the literature, each of which may be helpful in analysis:

. through the re-naming of the Topic

. through a comparison via a reduced simile

. through introduction of a new term and domain through which to interpret the Topic

While the first two are formal devices, operating at the level of the surface language, the
third is ideational, in the sense of dealing with ideas (Lowe 1996), and will fit with
processing-level evidence about domain activation, summarised in Section 2.3 above,
through a complex systems analogy / approach. The third can collapse into either of the
first two when the metaphor is straightforward.

A model of the discourse processing of linguistic and process metaphors

The distinction between linguistic and process metaphors embodies a distinction between
active processing of a a stretch of language as a metaphor. Linguistic metaphors are
identified through their otential for metaphorical processing; some may realise this
potential, and be interpreted in real-time through an active process of reasoning across
the two distinct concept domains, while other linguistic metaphors may not activate
metaphorical processing, with meaning is accessed directly. The category of process
metaphor contains those instances of language processed across incongruent domains to
reach some understanding of the Topic in terms of the Vehicle. The category of process
metaphor will be more than simply a subset of linguistic metaphors whose potential is
realised, since it will also include instances of language that might be judged non-
metaphorical by an analyst working at theory-level, but which are in fact, for some
individuals, processed metaphorically. The identification of "process metaphor" is clearly
an empirical matter, and a very different operation from the identification of linguistic

metaphor. The category is constructed anew for each individual during each processing
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episode, and there is a major problem in finding observable behaviours from which
metaphorical processing can be reliably inferred. In the second empirical stage of the
study, I claim some evidence for process metaphor from Think Out Loud protocol

analysis and from explicit discussion of metaphoricity by participants.

Active metaphor processing is seen as including activation of incongruous Topic and

Vehicle domains, resolution of incongruity and construction of Vehicle-related meaning

for the Topic terms. Empirical research reported in Section 2.3 has clarified the nature of

information and meanings which may be activated when Topic and Vehicle items are

encountered in discourse. The making sense of the incongruity across activated domains

has been described in the review of literature as

. analogical reasoning

. the mapping of similarities

. the mapping / transfer of salient predicates

. the transfer of semantic relations

. the reinforcement and inhibition of relations.

. the emergence of understanding from the interaction of complex systems of
information activated in the discourse context

Once again, each model can be useful, with the last collapsing down to the others in

more simple instances. The role of social interaction in this process needs to be

developed and included in a discourse model of metaphor processing.

Processing-level criteria to identify process metaphor
Process metaphor will be identified if there is evidence of resolution of mmcongruity
across two domains. Since incongruity is gradable, some process metaphors will be more

strongly evidenced than others.

2.6 Review of literature on children's metaphor production and understanding

I now move to review another set of published literature - empirical studies into
children's production and comprehension of metaphor. Most of these studies have very
different a°  from mine, and investigate children's capacity with metaphor-as-device, as
defined from an adult perspective. They do, however, shed some light on what makes for

successful and less successful use of metaphor.
In reviewing this literature, it is important to maintain several types of distinctions that

have already emerged as important for this study. Firstly, the device / use distinction

must be kept clear, and secondly, explicitness about the analytic 'point of view' as either
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norm / individual and adult / child is to be insisted on. In using terms such as metaphor
and metaphorical language, it must be clear whether this is lin ’stic meta hor or

rocess meta hor (Chapter 1, Section 1.4), and whether active metaphor processing is
implied (Section 2.5 above). In many studies, linguistic metaphor used in tests is
identified through a metaphor-as-device theory, and according to adult norms.

Pollio and Pickens (1980) report a series of studies with children aged 8 to 17 years that
demonstrate differential developmental trends in four aspects of metaphor competence:
production, preference, comprehension and explication. Explication and preference are
only incidental to the empirical studies reported in this thesis; I proceed here with
reviews of studies of production and understanding of metaphor. This literature is
somewhat limited in applicability to the concerns of this study, in that very little attention
has been paid to the role of discourse context and interaction, to the role of linguistic
form, to metaphor in prosaic discourse as opposed to more poetic, i.e. active, strong
metaphor, and to the implications of viewing metaphor processing from the child's point
of view. However, the review will hi ‘ght the importance of children's previous
knowledge in making sense of new metaphor, and thus indicate possible dangers and
limitations of metaphor use in education, that may be present alongside the more
frequently cited advantages.

2.6.1 Children's understanding of metaphorical language

The metaphorical use of language considered in this thesis includes that employed during
the complexity of normal classroom interaction. The similarities and differences between
this context and that of empirical studies, carried out for the most part in psychology
laboratories, need to be bome in mind in order to assess the transferability of
experimental results to the study of metaphor in the multi-level, multi-participant
discourses of the classroom.

"Understanding” of metaphorical language can, as Gibbs points out (1994:116-7),
include various different processes along a temporal continuum. As described in Section
2.3.2 above, Gibbs identifies four points on this continuum to label and describe:
Comprehension, Recognition, Interpretation and Appreciation. Some small changes will
make these distinctions even more useful and applicable to child studies. Comprehension
and interpretation are retained as essential distinctions. Since child subjects are often
unlikely to be able to explicitly identify and label metaphor, I will replace recognition
with the somewhat broader noticing, occurring after comprehension, when a discourse

participant reacts to the form or content of a linguistic metaphor, but without necessarily
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classifying and / or labelling it as metaphor. The fourth type of mental process, which
Gibbs labels appreciation, might be better characterised as evaluation, so as to broaden
it to include other types of judgement e.g. about the effectiveness or clarity of the

metaphor.

Understanding metaphor then includes (at least) four processes, of
comprehension
noticing
evaluation

interpretation.

The terms understanding and making sense are used from this point to refer to either
comprehension or interpretation.. with the more precise terms used where appropriate
and possible. The comprehension / interpretation aspect of metaphor competence then
can be seen as the ability to construct and/or retrieve possible me ° gs of linguistic
metaphor and to select the most appropriate meaning in the light of the context of use,
where these are likely to be non-sequential, overlapping processes. Development in this
ability might then be seen to lie in development in the ease and sensitivity with which
understandings are constructed and selected. Other aspects of language and cognitive
development, such as expansion of the lexicon or changes in the amount and
categorisation of knowledge of the world, will feed into this development of metaphor
comprehension / interpretation skills. The existence of any specific core skill in metaphor
understanding that is measurably independent of other skills might be queried, since
metaphor comprehension / interpretation may be achieved through the application of a
range of skills, none of which is essentiall metaphorical or metaphor-related. The
empirical studies do seem to have narrowed down the possibilities in this respect, partly
through the deliberate control of variables, but also through continuing attempts to

improve research methodology.

Since the late 70s, empirical studies have attempted to devise tasks and responses that
better enable children to display their understanding. This has led to evidence of
co rehension of metaphorical language in pre-school children, whereas earlier
methodology that relied on verbalised explanations of metaphorical meaning (e.g. Piaget
1974) could only demonstrate metaphor inte retation in children of secondary school
age and beyond. For example, Vosniadou et al (1984) used toys with four year olds who
acted out their understandings of metaphors. Pearson (1990) used an elicited repetition

technique with 3 - 5 year olds to measure metaphor comprehension by comparing
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performance on the repetition of metaphorical, literal and anomalous sentences. The
results show children processing the metaphorical sentences on a par with literal
sentences, and with repetition of the anomalous sentences producing significantly more
errors; three year olds performed as well as four year olds. Broderick (1991) tested, and
found evidence for, the ability of 3 -5 year olds to understand abstract, concrete and
literal similarities contextualised by various means including short stories, "comments,

sound effects and pantomime" (Broderick 1991:71).

Such contextualisation of metaphors presented in comprehension testing marks another
shift in research methodology towards greater validity. Although in many cases (e.g.
Levorato and Cacciari 1992; Evans and Gamble 1988) the metaphors included in a study
are selected through pilot work with adults, leaving a question mark over content validity
that will be discussed shortly, it has been increasingly common to present metaphors
through a more elaborated discourse context, usually a story ( e.g. Levorato and Cacciari
1992; Reynolds and Ortony 1980; Vosniadou et al 1984). I disagree with Winner, who
defends decontextualised comprehension tasks to the extent that they "reveal the kinds of
similarity that children generate on their own" as opposed to "the kinds of similarities
that children recognize" when metaphors are presented in context (Winner 1988: 44, her
italics). Understanding metaphorical language in (discourse) context is much more than
merely recognising pre-existing similarities; it too may involve generating possible
similarities, and differences, in a combined cognitive and imaginative process of
generation and selection.

The a of this study suggest that published studies should be examined for their
contribution to describing and explaining how the following impact on children's
understanding of metaphor :

« the linguistic form of metaphor

« the content of metaphorically used language

. the discourse context of metaphor use.
Studies will also be reviewed for their contribution to describing and explaining
developmental trends in metaphor understanding. A key aspect of this will be the role of
previous knowledge brought to the processing.

The effect of linguistic form
Many of the studies reviewed refer to the linguistic form of metaphors but then confound
it as a variable with information-content, so that changes in form are inseparable from

changes in task demand as created by the amount, and sometimes the nature, of
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information that the child has to process. This means that the effect of form on
understanding is only partly investigated. For example, the study of Nippold et al. (1984)
attempted to contrast the comprehension of "predicative metaphors” such as the bird was
a rainbow flying in the sky, which they describe as having one Topic term and one
Vehicle term, with the comprehension of proportional metaphors, with two Topics (1 of
which is unstated) and two Vehicles, such as the bird's nest was a piggybank that had
no coins. Clearly the information contained in the second type is more complex, in that,
not only are two domains compared (bird's nest ~ piggy bank), but, within that
comparison, there is a further, relational, link to be constructed between the two domains
(having no coins ~ having no eggs). The difference between the two types in surface
linguistic form reflects a much more crucial difference in information content, and thus in
the complexity of the comprehension task. Not surprisingly, when tested through a
multiple choice listening task, both 7 and 9 year olds found the second, proportional,
type of metaphor more difficult to understand than the first. However, in the repetition
task that was included as a control task, the predicative metaphors were found to be
more difficult to repeat accurately than the proportional metaphors, apparently raising a
question over the validity of repetition as a measure of comprehension, as advocated by
Pearson (1990). Nippold et al suggest that the task demands presented by the forms of
the two metaphors differ in the repetition and in the multiple choice tests. They point out
that the relative clauses in the proportional metaphors contained information vital to
interpretation, in contrast with the non-essential information encoded in the non-finite
clauses of the predicative metaphors. In the multiple-choice comprehension task, subjects
could ignore the final non-finite clause of the predicative metaphors, whereas in the
repetition task these clauses could not be ignored. Difficulty in repeating the last clause
accurately would be increased since understanding of the sentence could take place
before the processing of this last phrase, which would then be less strongly entered into
memory (Ellis 1994). Such an explanation potentially restores Pearson's case for the use
of elicited repetition, provided the information processing demands are kept constant. In
her study the metaphors were typically single clause and of the form NP- VP -NP- PP or
shorter e.g. the daisies stick their toes in the ground. Of the 33 sentences included as
examples in her paper, 5 do include -ing participle non-finite clauses, but she makes no

comment as to how they were processed .

The apparent lack of close attention to syntactic form demonstrated in such studies may
be a result of the area being explored in the main by psychologists rather than (applied)
linguists. Broderick's study of canonical forms of metaphorical language in children's
books, described in more detail in Chapter 4, suggests that, if comprehension testing
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makes use of grammatical forms of metaphor that are less familiar or less frequently
encountered, then the results produced could be taken as being on the conservative side,
with children probably capable of much more than the tests demonstrate (Broderick
1992). However, the matter could be more complicated than this; different grammatical
forms, especially verb as contrasted with noun metaphors, may well be processed in quite
different ways. There seems, then, to be a need for more linguistically controlled studies
that attempt to manipulate separately the variables of linguistic form and information-
content to investigate the detailed effect of form on ease of understanding.

Winner (1988:49) reports other studies, which, through the form of the metaphorical
language involved, seem to make the processing task more straightforward for children,
and lead to better performance. Winner, Engel and Gardner (1980) used riddles and
quasi-analogies. Reynold and Ortony (1980), and Vosniadou et al (1984), showed that
children found similes easier to understand than predicative metaphors. Linguistic form
can thus affect explicitness of information as well as the amount of information in a
linguistic metaphor. Moreover, this can be multiplied, or otherwise affected, by discourse
context, for example in the extra information provided by context or by the systematic
use of metaphorical language.

Content factors in metaphor understanding

In processing a linguistic metaphor the receiver is faced with the task of finding or

creating an understanding that is coherent with, and appropriate to, the discourse

context. Success in achieving this for an individual is the core skill of metaphor

comprehension and interpretation. As established in Section 2.5 above, such processing

may involve retrieving stored meanings, or may be actively metaphoric in the sense of

requiring an imaginative leap (Kittay 1987:270) between Topic and Vehicle domains to

arrive at a coherent understanding of the metaphor within the discourse. In theory-level

terms, successful active understanding of metaphor requires that children:

~ realise (consciously or sub-consciously) that a metaphorical use of language is
intended

~ activate relevant properties and / or relations in the Vehicle domain from previous
knowledge

~ make ideational links between these and the Topic

The active processing of metaphor is open-ended and, once a minimum meaning has
been found that leads to successful comprehension, individuals may still vary in the

richness and appropriacy of the further interpretation they make. Measurement of



successful minimum comprehension can thus be separated from measurement of
creativity or richness in interpretation. The probability of successful minimum
understanding could be expected to increase with age, as could the range of types of
metaphor and conceptual domains successfully comprehended, and interpreted.

It appears that sometimes children (and no doubt adults, too) fail to realise that a
metaphorical understanding is appropriate. Wales and Coffey (1986), for example, found
some evidence that children could identify salient attributes of the Vehicle terms in cross-
domain metaphors and were "capable of apprehending the domain correspondences
which these expressions establish”, but yet still frequently failed to interpret such
metaphors and similes metaphorically (Wales and Coffey 1986:91; Gibbs 1987)

Not only, as Wales and Coffey found, are children sometimes not aware of the need for a
metaphoric interpretation of language that they encounter, but they may well produce a
meaning that is not wholly appropriate in terms of the level and number of mappings
made between Vehicle and Topic. Children encounter a range of types of metaphor, and
they need to develop the skills to reach appropriate understandings of the different types.
Knowing which aspects of Vehicle are relevant to the Topic is centrally affected by
existing knowledge. A study by Evans and Gamble (1988) demonstrates this very nicely.
Basing their scoring of "correct” meanings on adults' interpretations, their study showed
an increase in appropriate interpretations from 8 to 12 years old. The most frequent
‘errors' in interpretation they found were of a type in which children picked on attributes
salient to themselves, but not to adults, to use in metaphor interpretation e.g. when asked
to interpret her skirt was a balloon as she walked, the property bright red was given as
an attribute for dalloons and then transferred to the skirt in interpretation. It is easy to
imagine how the child subject's previous experience had led to bright red becoming an
important property of dalloons, and also how the attribute that was salient - being filled
with air, floating or blowing about in the wind - might not have featured in their
experience with balloons. This particular example also suggests that knowledge and
experience of the Topic skirts might have helped interpret the metaphor; a child may
never have noticed what happens to skirts on windy days. In fact, since the metaphors
were not presented in any discourse context beyond the sentence, reaching an adult
interpretation of the metaphor would require inferring the windy day schema from the
juxtaposition of skirt - balloon - walked and their activated properties and relations. If a
discourse context had explicitly activated that schema, the child might have reached the
adult interpretation. The methodology of a study can thus be seen to have a potentially
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strong influence on results, which may then be taken as indicative of developmental

trends.

Both extent of domain knowledge, and relative salience of what is known, affect the
probability of successful understanding. Keil (1979, 1983) shows that, once degree of
domain knowledge is removed as a variable, the type of knowledge (abstract/ concrete;
general /specific) becomes less important as a factor. Metaphor comprehension follows,
and can be predicted by, the acquisition of domain distinctions. Basic level categories are
among the first distinctions made and should therefore provide easily comprehended
metaphors. Keil (1983) found that 5-9 year olds could explain the meaning of sentence
metaphors out of context for domains they had already differentiated. He suggests that
metaphors emerge on a field-by-field basis e.g. animate/inanimate before animal/human.
The work of Carey (1985) suggests that asymmetry in cross domain attributions may
have an effect on metaphor comprehension.

When domain knowledge is controlled for, understanding may still be affected by the
nature of the domain correspondences that need to be made. For example, interpretation
of dancing dinghies (author's data) may reflect perceptual s* " arities (shape of dancers
and din ‘es), relational correspondences (moving up and down in relation to some other
medium or surface) or psychological links established as connotations in the speech
community (happiness in sunshine reflected on the moving water). Winner, taking a
similarity view of metaphor processing, classifies the types of s* " arities that might be
relevant to children's use of metaphor into "sensory" and "nonsensory" (Winner 1988:
64). She then divides sensory metaphors into those that ©= two objects (or presumably
events etc) perceived with the same sense -"within modality" - and those that make links
across modalities "cross-modality” (Winner 1988:65) Non-sensory metaphors include
those that link relations between domains and those that make psychological-physical
links. Winner suggests that developmentally, sensory metaphors are understood before
non-sensory metaphors. However, once again it seems that, when domain knowledge is
ensured, non-sensory metaphors can be understood by young children (Keil 1985); they
can make relational mappings between domains (Gentner and Stuart 1983; Dent 1984;
Nippold et al 1984) and can deal with abstract metaphors as well as concrete ones
(Broderick 1991). Not only, as Vosniadou (1987) points out, are perceptual attributes
and relational attributes of entities very often interdependent, but also the tendency of
young children to prefer thematic structurings of categories reported by Markman (1987)
militates against the probability of a simple developmental move from perceptual
metaphor to relational metaphor comprehension. Again, children are likely to employ the



relations that are known and salient to them in interpreting metaphors, and the empirical
evidence of increasing competence with relational metaphors reflects their increasingly
sophisticated understanding of the relations between and within concepts, and increasing

f " anty with a wider range of domains.

Gentner's work on the nature of scientific metaphors produces some clues as to other
possible developmental aspects of metaphor understanding (Gentner 1986). Precise
mappings between clearly defined "object nodes" (Gentner 1986: 108) are proposed as
key features of the explanatory analogies that lie at the base of scientific metaphors, in
contrast to the richness of potential mappings in more expressive analogies such as those
in poetic metaphors of literature. Furthermore, the precise mappings of scientific
metaphors tend to be higher-order in the sense that they are both more abstract and more
general than the richer and les~. sredictable mappings of poetic metaphors. So when
melted butter is linked in such an analogy with volcanic lava (author's data), the
relational mappings are at the general and abstract level of melted by heat / bubbling /
moving in a certain way rather than the more specific or concrete relations, such as
colour / smell / use / origins. Gentner suggests that individual development in the use of
scientific metaphors may proceed from the concrete to the abstract (1986:128).

Having reviewed the impact of previous knowledge on minimum comprehension, a
further aspect of metaphor understanding is "elaborateness of comprehension" (Siltanen
1990:6) i.e. finding appropriately rich interpretations of comprehensible metaphors,
exploiting the potential of metaphors. Siltanen seems to suggest that increased
elaboration is due to "greater world and word knowledge and because of the ability (of
12 year olds and over) to construct the most complex categories” (1990:7). The complex
categories are those that are relationally structured. I have found no further studies that
attempt to measure this more open-ended aspect; all those mentioned above seem
concerned with the ability of children to reach consensual or conventional
understandings, and those which rely on multiple choice tasks to measure
comprehension, verbal or non-verbal, cannot measure such creativity at all. Many of the
metaphors selected and constructed for use in these studies also do not lend themselves
to rich interpretations. Naturalistic data may yield richer interpretations that at least give
some idea of what needs to be measured in considering how children deal with the
potential unfinalizability of metaphor.
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The effect of familiarity

Familiarity may work at several levels to influence successful understanding. At the
lowest level, variation may occur in fa °‘arity with particular linguistic forms of
metaphor, and with particular Topic-Vehicle links. At a higher level, subjects will vary in
their fa " “arity with Topic-Vehicle *~ s that occur systematically at local, discourse or
global level. This may be genre-related, since, if texts from certain discourse genres,
including media texts such as soap operas, make greater use of metaphors than others,
children may experience different degrees of exposure to metaphorical language, as well
as different experiences of having their attention directed to such language.

One outcome of this may be variation in the degree of awareness of the appropriacy of
metaphoric processing in particular discourse contexts. I have found no studies that
attempt to measure the impact of familiarity on metaphor understanding. However, there
is some suggestive evidence from studies of language-impaired children, especially in the
area of semantic-pragmatic disorders, who often do not seem to process linguistic
metaphor metaphorically (Abkarian et al. 1990; Hamp "e 1996). Non-language
impaired children would seem to develop metaphor competence at least partly through
the influence of exposure to metaphor in discourse i.e. fa ‘arity is a factor influencing
development.

Review of studies on children's understanding of metaphor - summary

The review of the literature on children's understanding of metaphor has covered the
effects of linguistic form, of the amount of information and the explicitness with which it
is encoded, of metaphor famiharity, of children's background knowledge in the shape of
the nature and amount of their domain knowledge, and the still only partly clarified skill
of finding rich, elaborated links across known domains. The information revealed by the
empirical studies, while clearly limited, may help in understanding the process of
discourse-situated metaphor comprehension.

Marschak and Nall (1985:64), quoting Vosniadou and Ortony (1983), remind us that

metaphor understanding results from complex interaction between the metaphorical

language, the conceptual content of the language, and the language in its discourse
context.

+ In classrooms, as in other discourse contexts, metaphor comprehension is only rarely
likely to be dependent on the content of a single sentence as in these studies, but in
most instances is likely to be situated in, and supported by, rich discourse contexts
that assist the activation of possible meanings and the elimination of the
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inappropriate. Immediate feedback on success and error will usually be available from
fellow participants in the discourse, and on-going interaction may spark off new ideas

in a way that an individual child facing an experimenter is ely to experience.

2.6.2 Children's production of metaphor

The process of producing deliberate metaphor requires the selection of a Vehicle domain
and lexical item(s) from the related semantic field to juxtapose with a given Topic, within
a particular discourse context, to achieve a particular communicative purpose. The
choice of domain and lexis can vary in appropriacy relative to both communicative
purpose and aspects of the discourse context, such as shared background knowledge
between participants. There are too conventional ways of using metaphorical language,
both novel and frozen / conventional, that a child will acquire. While, for adults, the
production of metaphorical idioms may be a quite different process from the creation of
novel metaphors, children may produce idioms metaphorically at some stage, either
initially or, following the U-shaped curve analogy of other first language acquisition
processes (Karmiloff-Smith 1987), at an interim stage, before they 'freeze’. Alternatively,

some idioms may be acquired in the frozen state and stay that way.

Appropriacy of metaphor use in discourse requires knowledge and skills such as
awareness of an appropriate point in a text or conversation to use metaphorical language
effectively: for example, the use of idiomatic language to summarise in potentially

negative discourse situations (Drew and Holt 1988).

What then can the literature tell us about the development of these production aspects of
metaphor competence? Two central issues appear to dominate the literature on young
children's metaphor production: firstly, attempts to assess whether utterances that appear
to be metaphorical do have some genuine metaphoricity, and secondly, the apparent
decline in the production of metaphoric language during the primary school years.
Alongside these two major issues, the literature offers some clarification of the nature of
developmental differences in types of metaphorical language produced, and of changes in
the function of metaphorical language used by children (Pollio and Pickens 1980; Winner
1988; Marschak and Nall 1985; Vosniadou 1987(a)). These will be discussed in turn.

Since this study is concerned with children in the later primary years, I will summarise
the continuing debate on the status of very young children's metaphor-like utterances.
There is an increasing consensus (Vosniadou 1987(a); Marshak and Nall 1985; Paprotté
1985) that the early renamings, over extensions and symbolic-play metaphors (Winner
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1988) produced by pre-school children should not all be classified as metaphorical uses
of language but rather as "pre-cursors" of metaphor (Vosniadou 1987(a): 873; Paprottée
1985: 439). If a necessary criterion for an utterance to be considered metaphorical is the
crossing of established domain boundaries, then over-extensions e.g. seeing a dolphin
and saying fish, or a symbolic-play metaphor e.g. this pillow is my space ship
(Marjanovic-Shane 1989), although they might be metaphorical if produced by adults,
are probably not metaphorical for the children who produced them. In the first example,
a separate domain for dolphins etc has not been established, and, in the second example,
the function of the child's utterance is to relabel objects in the imaginary world he is
creating i.e. to shift the object into the other domain for the time span of the game.
"Real and imagined world do not yet seem to be simultaneously present in the child's
mind." (Elbers 1988: 595). In Clark's terms (Clark 1996), the talk moves from Layer 1 to
Layer 2, whereas metaphor would involve the use of Layer 2 talk to comment on Layer 1
topics. Young children's creative use of the language they have acquired, and their ability
to perceive similarities in different objects or events, present in these early proto-

metaphors, are essential skills in the on-going development of metaphoric competence.

The apparent decline in the production of metaphors as children move through the
primary years observed in earlier work (e.g. Billow 1981; Gardner, Kirchner, Winner and
Perkins 1978) has been questioned on various grounds: it may be a result of the decline
(or rather, from my own observations, a change) as the child gets older, in the types of
fantasy play that, in the pre-school years, produce symbolic-play metaphors (Elbers
1988); it may reflect a change in the types of metaphors produced and thus in the number
counted by adults as being metaphorical (Vosniadou 1987(a)); it may be a result of a
decrease in the number of naturalistic studies and a swing towards experimental studies,
thus losing the metaphors that children use with each other in name-calling, in
establishing rights etc (Elbers 1988:599); linked with this may be the increasing use by
researchers of children's written production (e.g. the work of Pollio and Pickens 1980) as
a source of metaphorical language rather than their spoken production. Winner suggests
that early, often perceptual based metaphors, seem to be replaced increasingly by
analogies, especially when used in explanation (Winner 1988). Mendelsohn, Winner and
Gardner (1980, reported in Winner 1988) had 7 - 11 year old children explain
phenomena such as how a radio works, or why a flower wilts, to a puppet from another
planet (sic) and found that children used analogies freely, although they were 'safe’
comparisons rather than more apparently original ones that younger children might
produce.
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A focus on the evolving function of children's metaphorical uses of language helpfully
complements such findings. While early proto-metaphors often function to fill lexical
gaps, Elbers' study of the production of metaphoric compounds suggests that they are
used by 8 -10 year olds not only to express difficult concepts with precision (in line with
Ortony's compactness thesis 1975), but also in the assimilation of metaphorical idioms
through recreation of their metaphoricity, and for humour (Elbers 1988). These
language-related functions of metaphor reflect a change in the nature of metaphorical
language too, away from the perceptual or action-based metaphors of early childhood
towards language-based metaphors, in the later primary age range with which I am
concerned. Elbers' suggestion that some children's metaphors appear to be extensions of
metaphorical idioms produced in the process of assimilation through re-creation,
suggests a useful category for the analysis of classroom data. One of her examples is the
child who responded to an adult calling his baby brother "a little treasure" with
statements such as your mouth is full of pearls, your ears are full of gems, your nose is
golden.. (Elbers 1988:612). Further information on the acquisition of idioms comes from
a study by Pollio and Pickens (1980), in which they assessed the use of figurative and
idiomatic language in written compositions of children aged 8 -17 years. They found
much more "frozen" metaphorical language than "novel”, with the gap widening after age
13, and with a somewhat U-shaped curve for frozen metaphor production over the
range, with its lowest point at Grade 6 (i.e. age 11/12 years). They explain this
phenomenon as perhaps being due to children seeing both novel metaphors and idioms as
"strange" language that they use quite frequently; from the age of 11 or 12, the
distinction between novel metaphors and idioms is clarified, with formerly strange
metaphorical idioms becoming familiar and idiomatic for the children too, and used more
frequently, while novel metaphors are used less frequently but perhaps more

appropriately.

No information has been found on developmental changes in the linguistic form of
productive metaphors. Metaphors produced by children in the data collected for this
study should add to the very scant information that seems to be available about the

development of metaphor production skills.

2.6.3 Limitations of the research studies reviewed
« Comprehension studies often only use sentence level metaphors of a limited range of
linguistic forms, and with the most extensive discourse context provided being a

short narrative.
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+  Where linguistic form is taken into account, it is often confounded with the
information-processing demands of the content imposed by the form. Likewise.
production studies yield little information on the frequency of production of different
linguistic forms of metaphor.

«  The effect of familiarity or mediation in the use and understanding of metaphors has
not been studied.

« The development of creativity in the interpretation or construction of metaphor is not
attended to in the empirical studies.

+ The process of understanding or producing metaphor do not appear to have been
studied other than through product or end-point measures. Moreover, having
discovered that explication of metaphors placed a large burden on young children and
concealed their competence, with the exception of a few studies (e.g. Elbers 1988)
the voices of the children themselves seem to have disappeared from the research
process. In the second empirical investigation in this study, information provided by
the children will be a valuable resource in understanding how they come to use and

make sense of an mcreasing range of metaphorical language.

2.7 Conclusion

2.7.1 Children and metaphor in discourse context

The limitations of research studies summarised above suggest that this study has an
important contribution to make to the field by investigating metaphor at work in more
natural, and more extensive, discourse contexts. The applied linguistic perspective should
also contribute to our understanding of links between linguistic form and metaphor use.

Research shows clearly that development in metaphor capacity is linked to conceptual
and language development, in terms of the depth and complexity of resources available
to draw on in producing or understanding metaphor. In order to understand or produce
metaphor in discourse, a child needs to have available sufficient domain knowledge,
especially Vehicle knowledge and especially relational knowledge, and to be able to
select appropriate, and appropriately rich, domain attributes and relations for transfer.
Age, level of conceptual development and experience will affect each of these.

A language in use perspective also suggests that what, from available previous
knowledge, is activated will be affected by the discourse context, by the preceding and
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on-going interaction, by perceptions of discourse goals, and by shared and individual
understandings already developed in the discourse event. In particular, the literature has
suggested that, in laboratory studies, children may have a problem in recognising that a
metaphorical interpretation is needed. The extent to which this also applies in discourse

will be interesting to investigate.

2.7.2 Dimensions of metaphor
The literature reviews have produced the following as features of linguistic metaphor
that can be graded:
. incongruity of Topic and Vehicle
richness of links between Topic and Vehicle
paraphraseability
. Topic familiarity
Vehicle fa ~ ‘arity
systematicity - in the language / in language use in the discourse event

Further gradable features will be added, and the role of these in metaphor description
elaborated in the next chapter. This will lead to the construction of sets of identification
criteria, to placing boundaries on the category of linguistic metaphor, and to describing
possible grammatical and interactional forms that linguistic metaphor can take in

discourse.
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CHAPTER 3
IDENTIFYING AND DESCRIBING PROSAIC METAPHOR

3.1 Introduction

This chapter pursues the task of producing a theoretically adequate framework that will
serve the identification and description of prosaic metaphor in discourse. Application of
the basic necessary conditions of Topic~Vehicle incongruity, established in Chapter 1, to
discourse data will identify a very broad set of language uses that needs to be bounded in
various ways to reduce to 'linguistic metaphor’, and I begin the chapter by setting out the
procedures and conditions for doing this. In Section 3.2, I argue that a prosaic approach
requires identification through the application of necessary conditions, together with
elimination procedures and the application of explicit boundary conditions. I suggest
further that Preference Conditions can be used to describe the category of linguistic
metaphor. Section 3.3 sets out these conditions in detail.

The descriptive framework is designed to work both ideationally, on the content of the
Topic and Vehicle terms, and formally, on the grammatical form and relations of
metaphors. Section 3.4 produces the content descriptors by drawing up a set of gradable
dimensions of linguistic metaphors, and an initial check for adequacy is carried out in
Section 3.5.

In Section 3.6, 1 develop a grammatical framework to describe the form of linguistic
metaphors, describing the internal grammar of Vehicle terms, the external grammar of
the Vehicle in a metaphor, and the formal linking of a metaphor to the surrounding
discourse. Sections 3.7 and 3.8 pick up grammatically-generated identification problems,
establishing procedures for identifying verb and preposition Vehicles in discourse data.

3.2 Defining, knowing and describing metaphor

3.2.1 ldentifying linguistic metaphor in discourse

What does it mean to know what a game is? What does it mean, to know it and not be
able to say 1t? Is this knowledge somehow equivalent to an unformulated definition? So
that if it were formulated I should be able to recognize it as the expression of my
knowledge? Isn't my knowledge, my concept of a game, completely expressed in the
explanations that I could give? That is, in my describing examples of various kinds of
game, shewing how all sorts of other games can be constructed on the analogy of these;
saying that I should scarcely include this or this among games; and so on.
(Wittgenstein 1953: 1-75)



There 1s an important mistake of method in seeking an infallible mark of the presence of
metaphors.. Every criterion for a metaphor’s presence, however plausible, 1s defeasible in
special circumstances. (Black 1979:36)

Black, then, seems to be saying that there are no necessary and sufficient conditions for
something to be a metaphor, just as Wittgenstein (1953) had argued that there are no
such conditions for something to be a game. Perhaps metaphors, too, are related by
family resemblances, as Wittgenstein claimed games were. (Ortony 1979:5)

In this respect, the metaphor issue resembles other language categorisation problems:

gradation 1s a fact of language, and in seeking discrete classes we are in danger of

misrepresenting the nature of the native speaker's knowledge.
{ Pawley and Syder 1983:212)

I have so far been using the term 'metaphor' as if it referred unproblematically to a
category, and have suggested that writers on 'poetic metaphor' can often get away with
this because they can carefully select non-controversial examples of category members.
However, as the above quotes from Black and Ortony suggest, this sleight of hand may
cover up a more complex situation in which set-theoretic category membership criteria
are inappropriate. In the move to prosaic metaphor and the identification of linguistic
metaphor in discourse, the situation becomes more complicated still, since the new
category of prosaic linguistic metaphor is being created through the process of setting up
definitions and identification procedures. There is no guarantee that the types of thing I
am trying to put into this category can be fitted together in any convincing way, i.e. it
may not be possible to construct a coherent category of prosaic metaphor. The task of
devising a theoretical framework for this putative category, applying it empirically in the
analysis of data, and evaluating its adequacy becomes central to the theoretical part of
this study.

The analogy between metaphors and games will help get started on the task. Metaphors,
like games, are pervasive in human society; they are social and cultural in their use and
invention. New media, such as the video and CD-ROM, give rise to new types of games;
new situations lead to new metaphors: for example, the privatisation of public utilities
produced the new metaphor of faf cats, to refer to directors with huge salaries. As
categories, both "games" and "metaphors" are extendible and unpredictably open. There
is wide potential for activities to be interpreted as games, even though they might not
have been originally intended as games. As with metaphoricity, the "game-ness" of a
game depends to a large extent on how it is actually used. In his discussion of games,

Wittgenstein points out, that like members of the same family, there is
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a complicated network of similarties overlapping and criss-crossing; sometimes overall
similarities, sometimes similanties of detail. (Wittgenstein 1953:1-56)

but that there is no property that is common to all. By following the 'game’ parallel, the
prosaic metaphor identification problem can circumnavigate the nsoluble issue of finding
a watertight definition and set about the task of identification through processes of
analogy, exclusion and description.

A further problem then emerges: which initial, prototypical cases of metaphor are to be
used analogically to locate other examples? The only starting point seems to be
metaphors as products of an M-D approach; metaphors taken as typical when metaphor
is seen as a "device". A first trawl through the data to find samples of talk that 'look like'
typical M-D metaphors will produce a set of potential linguistic metaphors, which can
then be examined from the perspective of the discourse context, including likely
knowledge and assumptions of participants, to establish that domain incongruity is
justified and to exclude doubtful cases. To avoid the possibility of inappropriate inclusion
of stretches of language as metaphor, by including incongruities that arise from other
aspects of the discourse context, Kittay (1987:84) suggests checking possible candidates
for linguistic metaphor against the following contra-indicating circumstances:

- the speaker is making an error

- speaker and listener are communicating within a constructed discourse world, in which
the language is not metaphorical although it may appear so when viewed from the
outside.

The remaining set of linguistic metaphors can be then be described linguistically,
ideationally and interactionally. Figure 3.1 summarises identification procedures for
prosaic linguistic metaphor. It is immediately clear how important it will be, especially in
the last two steps, to be explicit about how decisions are made, since they will be
sometimes arbitrary, or at best "motivated" decisions (Lakoff 1987).

Figure 3.1 Identification procedures for prosaic linguistic metaphor

1 trawl through the data looking for metaphor-like uses of language

2 use the necessary condition of domain incongruity to identify a set of potential linguistic
metaphors
remove as non-metaphors, apparent incongruities that arise from error

4. remove as non-metaphors, apparent incongruities that arise from shared understandings
within the discourse context

5 1im ose bounda conditions to exclude certaint es of otential meta hors from the set
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3.2.2 Describing linguistic metaphor with preference conditions

Wittgenstein's notion of family resemblances, described above for games, has been
developed in various forms, including prototype theory (Rosch 1978), radial categories
(Lakoff 1987) and preference rule systems (Jackendoff 1983; 1992). Each of these
attempts to provide criteria for membership of categories in which some members are
better examples of membership than others - they are central or prototypical members.
Preference rule systems have a set of preference conditions that are necessary, typical or
graded as criteria for category membership. They are claimed to be able to account for
family resemblances and for the occurrence of prototypes, and clusters of features can
describe particular types of category membership (Jackendoff 1992). Jackendoff has
applied preference rule systems to semantics and musical cognition (1983); Spolsky has
applied a preference model to second language learning (Spolsky 1989), and Hickey
(1993) to child first language. The approach adopted here to the task of categorising
metaphor in discourse resembles a preference rule system, but with the additional
constraint of boundary conditions.

3.3 Identification procedures for metaphor in discourse: details

3.3.1 Trawling to find metaphors analegically by form

In the first stage of identifying linguistic metaphors, I work analogically from M-D theory

to find stretches of talk that 'look like' metaphor as described in the metaphor theory

literature. In preference-rule terms, these are ‘'typical' (M-D) metaphors, and deciding

which metaphors to take as typical reveals assumptions made by many writers working at

the theoretical level. We might expect that a candidate group would be those metaphors

selected by theorists to illustrate their discussions, and examination of these produces the

following set of typicality conditions:

Tl The Topic term is stated explicitly, or its referent is visible in the discourse
context to both producer and receiver

T2 The form is not negative : Juliet is the sun is more typical than / am not a smile
(Sylvia Plath)

T3 The Vehicle domain is (assumed to be) familiar to both producer and receiver

T4 The producer intends the utterance to be interpreted metaphorically

TS The high level of incongruity between Topic and Vehicle makes it likely that the
receiver will interpret the stretch of language metaphorically.

T6 Certain syntactic forms are typically used, in particular the 4 is B form.
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3.3.2 Necessary conditions

The basic necessary condition for linguistic metaphors (after Kittay 1987) has been
established as the existence of an incongruity between the domains of a lexical item (the
Vehicle) used to refer to some other idea (the Topic), which may or may not be explicitly
lexicalised in the stretch of talk. The incongruity needs to have the potential to be
resolved and to produce an understanding of the Topic in terms of the Vehicle.
Identificational criteria are thus shifted on to the identification of incongruity between
underlying domains, which, as established in Chapter 2, are collections of various types
and levels of information and meanings that may be activated on encountering the Topic
and Vehicle terms. Domains activated in discourse contexts are thus unavoidably situated
within individual minds, deriving from past experiences and knowledge. However, in
practice, generalisations may have to be made about domains averaged across individuals
in order to identify linguistic metaphors; implications of this are dealt with in 3.3.3

below. Basic necessary conditions for metaphor can now be set out, (drawing on Kittay
1987):

Figure 3.2 Basic necessary conditions for prosaic linguistic metaphor

A stretch of language is said to be a linguistic metaphor if

N1 it contains reference to a Topic domain by a Vehicle term (or terms)

and

N2 there is potentially an incongruity between the domain of the Vehicle term and the
Topic domain

and

N3 it is possible for a receiver (in general, or a particular person), as a member of a
particular discourse community, to find a coherent interpretation which makes
sense of the incongruity in its discourse context, and which involves some transfer
of meaning from the Vehicle domain.

These conditions will produce a very broad category that will include many stretches of
language, including metonymy, idioms and extended meanings. As pointed out earlier,
the unpredictability of children's interpretations of language makes it important for a
study of educational discourse to have available such a broad category, in order not to
miss any of the metaphorical language opportunities open to children.

87



3.3.3 Excluding incongruities that arise from errors
Phonological and lexical errors may produce stretches of talk that may look something
like typical M-D metaphor. For example:
a slither of rock
the apostrophe becomes before the S
Such errors arise from lexical accessing, rather than from particular lexical choices, and

are thus omitted from the set of metaphors.

3.3.4 Discourse context and metaphoricity

Participant-relevant domain criteria

Following from the discussion of Black's work in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.4, there appear
to be (at least) four sets of criteria by which domain incongruity, and hence
metaphoricity, can be identified . In this section, I demonstrate how the nature of the
discourse context being researched motivates a choice between these different sets of

criteria.

A stretch of language can be identified as metaphorical:

1. on etymological criteria: e.g. salary can be said to be metaphorical because it
originally referred to salt given to Roman soldiers.
Metaphoricity is a matter of history.

_[\)

relative to speech community norms: e.g. Aot spells is not a metaphor because that is
how the concept is normally encoded, with no incongruity apparent to producers or
receivers.

Metaphoricity is a matter of convention and probability.

relative to individual background knowledge: e.g. hot spells is a metaphor because
the particular child links it to wifches.

V%]

Metaphoricity is a matter of individuality and experience.

In addition, processing evidence would allow identification of metaphorical language

4. relative to what is activated by an individual on a particular occasion: e.g. / can read
your lips may or may not be a metaphor depending on the activation of reading as
symbolic and thus incongruous with /ips.

Metaphoricity is a matter of activation during processing
When theorists use decontextualised, constructed or selected non-controversial

exemplars of metaphors, individual knowledge and processing (as in 3 and 4) are

assumed to be representative of shared norms (as in 1 and 2). In theories of metaphor
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such as Black's, and often in empirical studies based on them, statements that appear to

be linked to 3 or 4 are often based on criteria 1 and 2.

The aims and methodology of a research study can motivate different choices of
identification criteria. A researcher who wishes to construct examples of metaphor and
non-metaphor in order to test subjects' competence with metaphorical language in some
way can work with non-controversial central examples (for which 2 and 3, and possibly
1, coincide), discarding borderline cases at the piloting stage, and only need general
criteria, related to etymology or community norms, to classify sample stretches of
language as metaphorical. On the other hand, in this type of research when it is required
to identify metaphors in text or talk more precise criteria are needed, both for what
counts as metaphor, and for what does not count as metaphorical, facing up to the
problems of borderline cases explicitly. Not to do so would risk losing potential
candidates for metaphor, and, by preventing replicability, would risk invalidating the
study.

In my particular study, etymology is of no central concern, except in so far as it may be

assumed to be common knowledge that would be subsumed under speech community

norms of 2.

¢ I thus include as linguistic metaphors all those stretches of language that satisfy
criteria 2, where the speech community includes adults and children i.e. those which,
according to my judgement of those current speech community norms, triangulated
where possible, include a potential domain incoﬁgruity.

Where possible, category boundaries will use what is known of children's domain
developments from work such as that of Carey (1985) and Keil (1983). The relation of 3
to 2 is of concern, since the role of metaphor in equipping children with adult cultural
norms is to be investigated. The set of metaphors identified by criteria 3 would be those
that, with knowledge of the individual discourse participants, seem likely to be processed
metaphorically. Metaphors that can be identified using these criteria will also be included,
although this last set is grossly underdetermined; processing evidence, think-aloud
protocol analysis, and developing children's explicit awareness of metaphor may allow it
to be determined more fully in a move via generalisation and abstraction from 4 to 3 with
respect to the specific group of children involved in the study.
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Constructed discourse worlds

Constructed discourse worlds include the fantasy worlds of the theatre, stories and
children's play. The example used in Chapter 2 from the 3 year old child, this pillow is
my spaceship, uttered while playing at being a spaceman and using the furniture to
construct the play world (Marjanovic-Shane 1989), demonstrates how a stretch of
language that might, on the surface, look like metaphor, is better seen, within the shared

discourse world constructed in the play context, as a relabelling.

Constructed worlds also include technical discourse worlds where lexical items have an
agreed specific sense different from the non-technical e.g. the use of difference (between
6 and 4 is 2); simultaneous (equations); make (2 and 3 make 5) in mathematics. In
identifying what is to count as metaphor, decisions will need to be made as to which uses
of language in these techmical worlds are considered non-metaphorical, relative to
participants. Educationally, the child can be seen as undergoing a "cognitive
apprenticeship” in the technical world and its discourses (Seely Brown et al. 1995: 301),
and so a researcher needs to be aware of the possibility of a child making inappropriate

and inaccurate metaphorical interpretations of technical language.

3.3.5 Boundary decisions

The need to have identification procedures that apply across the complexity of prosaic
discourse presents a further problem when we move beyond uncontroversially distinct
domains that produce metaphors such as Juliet is the sun, and deal with borderline cases
of metaphor, where there might be might disagreement on categorisation. The source of
disagreement is the location of boundaries of Topic and Vehicle domains, in terms of
what exactly is "taken to be salient for that language community” (Kittay 1987:19) or for
participants in specific discourse events. For example, I might claim that "m" in How
many 9s in 909? (school data) is being used metaphorically because the conventional

domains of the Noun Phrases collocated with "in" are objects and containers, and
numbers and physical objects/containers belong in clearly distinct categories. Someone
else might argue that numbers have become conventional categories to be linked with
"in" and so there is no possibility of metaphor. What we argue about is the, largely
intangible and unmeasurable, degree of conventionalisation of categories and its relation
to how we, as individuals, think. Resolution of conflict between two different
assessments of what is conventional, and the resulting uncertainty over domain
distinctiveness, requires the imposition of category boundaries that are to some extent
arbitrary, in order to proceed with attempts to delimit and categorise metaphorical

language.
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When grammatical form is taken into account, further boundary issues arise. Verb
metaphors provide a particularly interesting challenge in the identification of metaphor. It
is uncontroversial and straightforward to postulate the possibility of incongruity between
two conceptual domains underlying hi y specific Noun Phrases as in examples such as

the rottweilers (=barmaids) behind the bar (author's data, adult)

when the discourse makes no references to dogs,

a dead rainbow (author's data, 7 year old).
Verb metaphoricity, on the other hand, needs to rely on judgements made about
collocated Noun Phrases and their domains, and thus seems particularly open to question
and disagreement. The best guard against such potential problems seems to be
explicitness in respect of those judgements, as will be illustrated in Sections 3.7 and 3.8 .

As the identification procedures for linguistic metaphors in the corpus of data are used,
boundary decisions will be explicitly recorded. The bounding of metaphor is an important
theoretical issue, relating to the coherence of the category of prosaic metaphor. Issues
will be illuminated by examination of the specific decisions taken in the study, and will be
further discussed in Chapter 6. Application of boundary conditions will produce a set of
metaphors that will then be available for analysis as to type and content. For this, it is
first necessary to establish features of metaphorically used language that can distinguish
'types' through gradedness.

3.4 Graded conditions

The review of the key literature on metaphor in Chapter 2 has produced several gradable
dimensions of metaphor among various suggested defining conditions. Both Black and
Kittay dwell on the importance of the distinctiveness of the domains of Topic and
Vehicle (Black 1979; Kittay 1987), and the degree of incongruity this distinctiveness
generates when Topic and Vehicle are brought together in a metaphor. In Ortony's work
(Ortony 1975), the effect of familiarity of the Topic domain is hi ‘ghted, and to this
can be added the familiarity of the Vehicle domain. The density of domains is discussed
by Black under the label "richness” (Black 1979), which Kittay deals with as the internal
systematicity of domains (1987). Examination of the work of Aristotle and writers who
build on his ideas (e.g. Aitchison 1987) has drawn attention to the degree to which a
metaphor can be rephrased without the use of metaphorical language.

Adding to these produces a set of graded conditions at theory-level which can be applied
to linguistic metaphors as relative to the knowledge or perception of particular

individuals, or as generalised across assumed norms of a discourse community. Graded
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conditions do not need to be independent one of another, but they should be
independently applicable. For example, co ‘tive demand will not be independent of
familiarity, but it will be possible to categorise Vehicle terms as high in fa ~‘arity but
low in cognitive demand, or high / low in both. Since graded conditions are partly
determined by the research a” |, they also do not need to be exhaustive or independent:

they can be added to or altered as required.

Gl1 Degree of incongruity between Topic and Vehicle
This includes the continuum 'transparency / opacity’ used in relation to idioms to refer to how

clearly and specifically the Topic and Vehicle are related.

G2 Novelty / conventionality of Topic-Vehicle link
G2-1 Idiomaticity: the degree of conventionality of a particular Topic -Vehicle
combination
G2-2  Vitality: novelty / conventionality of a particular choice of Vehicle, given
the particular Topic domain
e.g. kick the bucket is idiomatic in the sense of 2-1, but other Vehicle terms are more commonly

used for the domain of death in the sense of 2-2 e.g. sleep.

G3 Paraphraseabilty / inexpressibility: the degree of ease with which the
meaning of the metaphor can be explained in non-metaphorical language

Paraphraseablity can refer to actions of the researcher/theorist or of discourse participants. The
importance of paraphraseability in metaphor processing in discourse context is not immediately
obvious; ease of paraphasing does not seem to have an obvious link with ease of comprehension
or production, since an understanding of a metaphor might equally well be reached through non-
verbal means, such as imaging, non-algorithmic thought (Penrose 1989), or internal speech
(Vygotsky 1962). It is retained as a graded condition, since explicit explanation of metaphors
may occur, or even be useful, in educational contexts, and, in that case, the paraphraseability of a

metaphor muight affect outcomes.

G4  Cognitive demand of Topic and Vehicle terms and domains

Cognitive demand is a multiple condition, emerging from the interaction of factors that would
include the intemal structure of the conceptual categories concerned, the linguistic form of the
metaphor, the level of abstraction of the conceptual content of Topic and Vehicle, and the open-
endedness of the link, also called the "nchness" of the analogical mapping (Gentner 1982(a),
1983) or "resonance” (Black 1979). One of the aims of the research study is to further delineate

this dimension as it applies in educational contexts.

92



G5  Fanmiliarity of Vehicle domain to producer and/or receiver

G6 Familiarity of Topic domain to producer and/or receiver

Both of these may be empincally determined for specific individuals, but may well have to be
estimated for particular groups being researched, such as, in my case, 10 year old children 1n a
rural Brtish school. When used in conjunction with other conditions, such as G2-1 Idiomaticity,

we have a way of relating an individual's knowledge to conventional norms.

G7  Explicitness of metaphor: the receiver's conscious awareness of the
producer's metaphorical intention

This again can be empirically determined, but might also need to be inferred from the level of

explicit signalling of the presence of a metaphor.

G8  Connotative power of the Vehicle term
While this may be impossible to measure precisely, it is intended to capture the notion of
culturally-shared associations linked to a lexical item: e.g. galleon has historical connotations

that are more limited, more specific and richer than those of ship.

G9  Systematicity: the extent to which the same or linked metaphors are used

in discourse, locally or globally.

G9-1 Local systematicity of metaphors within a particular discourse

event: extended metaphors

G9-2 Discourse systematicity of metaphors

G9-3 Global systematicity of metaphors across discourse events:

system metaphors

This the graded condition of "systematicity” describes how one metaphor may link with others at
various levels of discourse, and can describe repetition or vanation in metaphor use both within
and across discourse events. G 9-1 can deal with systematicity at the level of sequential
organisation of talk or text. G 9-2 accounts for metaphors used several times or in several ways,
but just within a single discourse event: e.g. a poem by Robert Bumns includes my love is an
arbutus / that grows by the stream, but this metaphor is not generally found beyond the discourse
event of the poem. G 9-3 applies to widely used metaphors such as those referring to success or
failure in love and found in a wide range of songs, films, and poetry e.g. a broken heart; my
heart is on fire. Lakoff and Johnson's "conceptual metaphor” (1980: 4) would have a very high
level of global systematicity.



Systematicity as used here, as a dimension of metaphor in discourse, is extemal to the metaphor,
in contrast with 'systematicity’ as used by Gentner (1989) which refers to the intemal systematic
nature of the semantic field of the Vehicle term.

Graded conditions: summary
Figure 3.3 summarises a preference rule system for describing metaphor through

necessary, typical and graded conditions :

Figure 3.3 Necessary, typical and graded conditions for linguistic metaphor

NECESSARY, TYPICAL AND GRADED CONDITIONS FOR LINGUISTIC METAPHOR IN DISCOURSE

Necessary conditions

N1 The stretch of lang e conta: < reference to a Topic domain by a Vehicle term (or terms)

N2 There is potentially an incongruity between the domain of the Vehicle term and the Topic
domain

N3 It is possible to find a coherent interpretation which makes sense of the incongruity in its

discourse context, and which involves some transfer of meaning from the Vehicle domain.

Typical conditions

Tl The Topic term is usually stated explicitly, or its referent is visible to both producer and
receiver

T2 The form is not negative

T3 The Vehicle domain is familiar to both producer and receiver

T4 The producer intends the utterance to be interpreted metaphorically

T5 The high level of incongruity between Topic and Vehicle makes it likely that the receiver will
interpret the stretch of lang e metaphorically
T6 Of syntactic form, 4 is B.

Graded conditions
Gl The degree of incongruity between Topic and Vehicle
G2 Noveity / Conventionality of Topic-Vehicle link
G2-1  Idiomaticity
G2-2  Vitality
G3 Paraphraseabilty / inexpressibility

G4 Cognitive demand of Topic and Vehicle terms and domains
G5 Familiarity of Vehicle domain to producer and/or receiver
Go Famuiliarity of Topic domain to producer and/or receiver

G7 Explicitness of metaphorical intention

G8 Connotative power of the Vehicle term

Go Systematicity
G9-1 Local systematicity
G9-2 Discourse systematicity
(G9-3 Global systematicity

94



3.5 Adequacy of the graded conditions

An initial check for the descriptive adequacy of the graded conditions can be carried out
at this stage by checking that clusters of graded conditions will work to describe various
types of metaphor:

(Metaphorical) Idioms
are metaphors that are high im G2-1 (Idiomaticity), but variable in other graded

conditions.

Strong metaphors

These are metaphors that are highly likely to produce new ways of thinking and
analogical reasoning. They should therefore be expected to have high degrees of

Gl Incongruity

G2-2 Vitality

G3 Inexpressibility

G8  Connotative power in Vehicle term

with low degrees of

G2-1 Idiomaticity

and varying degrees of the other graded conditions.

Similes
This category is defined by its surface linguistic form i.e. the inclusion of/ike as in

my love is like a red, red rose -
Beyond that, the linking of terms may or may not result in a conceptual incongruity and
its resolution, which are necessary conditions for classification as metaphorical. The
examples above satisfies these criteria, whereas a simple comparison this apple juice is
like cider does not.

We can then have a sub-category of (potential) linguistic metaphors called metaphorical
similes which require the added necessary condition:

N4  Topic and Vehicle terms are linked with the word "/ike" or equivalent term

but which fulfil the other necessary conditions, and to which typical and graded
conditions can be applied.
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Further checks on the descriptive adequacy of the set of graded conditions will be carried
out in Chapter 6, after they have been used with the data. Adjustments can then be made

to improve adequacy.

3.6 A grammatical framework for linguistic metaphor

3.6.1 Requirements of a formal analysis of metaphor

Before beginning to apply grammatical categories to metaphorical uses of language, it is
necessary to ask what work such grammatical categories are required to do in analysing
metaphor in discourse. The linguistic form of metaphor in discourse is the surface
manifestation of underlying conceptual processes of metaphor; in analysis, the Vehicle
term of a metaphor is identified through its incongruity with its surrounding discourse i.e.
from consideration of the conceptual content of the term. The metaphorical language
itself acts to bring together two conceptual contents or systems, two sets of incongruent
information that must be reconciled. The analysis of metaphor is then, at root, concerned
with a conceptual process that is instigated and realised through surface language forms,
and so any grammatical framework that is applied to M-U metaphor needs to maintain
links between form and meaning, or at least maintain the possibility of retrieving such
links. The pure syntacticism of generative grammar will not fit the needs of such an
analysis. Moreover, human conceptualisation processes are not static, not adequately
represented by classical set-theoretic categories, but are dynamic and, to some degree,
context-dependent, often producing prototype effects. Any grammatical framework that
is brought into use in this study needs to accommodate these factors. As with other
aspects of the theoretical framework constructed in this first part of the thesis, a
grammatical analysis operates at an abstract theory-level, but should be essentially
compatible with the conceptual-processing level. Given such a grammatical framework
congruent to processing level concerns, theory-level questions could then be
investigated: for example, the relation of linguistic form in metaphor to the obviousness
of the incongruity between Topic and Vehicle, or to the accessibility of the conceptual

domains of the Topic and Vehicle for discourse participants.

3.6.2 Grammatical categories

An interplay between syntax and semantics was evident in an earlier work on the
grammar of metaphor, carried out by Brooke-Rose in 1959. In her study of metaphor in
English poetry from Chaucer to Dylan Thomas, she uses traditional categories of
description: nouns, verbs, adverbs, adjectives, prepositions and pronouns, but defines
them both syntactically and semantically, commenting explicitly on the flexibility of her

terminology:
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Sometimes I shall be using grammatical terms in a much broader sense than pure
grammarians would allow, e.g. the demonstrative, for any method of pointing, or
the genitive, for any kind of provenance. (Brooke-Rose 1958:17)

Similarly, in this applied linguistic study, use will be made of terms from different
grammatical traditions, in a way perhaps not acceptable to 'pure' linguists, but in a way
calculated to provide the most useful description of discourse data. Grammatical
categories are kept as straightforward as possible, working from the Word Class of the
Vehicle term to the syntax of the Vehicle in its immediate linguistic context.

The radially-constructed Word Class categories of cognitive grammar (Lakoff 1987)
provide a basic level of grammatical analysis, with classes of Noun, Verb, Adjective,
Adverb and Preposition. Phrase level constituents are then identifiable: i.e. a Noun
Phrase is a group of words consisting of a Head Noun and Modifiers that can be replaced
by a single Noun; a Verb Phrase consists of the lexical verb and any auxiliary verbs, and
can be replaced by a single verb (Burton-Roberts 1986:33; Huddleston 1984). Phrases
can nest inside each other and can combine syntagmatically to produce clauses, analysed
in  ~ k-grammar terms of Subject Verb Object Complement Adverbial (Quirk and
Greenbaum 1975). The clause complex (Halliday 1985) rather than the sentence is taken
as the upper unit since it is more useful for the analysis of spoken discourse.

A clause from the classroom data is analysed as an example:

CLAUSE  [the local rocks of Cumbria] [fit] [ into the overall picture of the age of the earth)
S \Y A

l |

PHRASE VP PP

NP ofNP prm

l I
pr|ep + (1\}1’ of Nl")
prep + (]7\1’ of (NP of NP))
f\ of det N))

WORD CLASS det mod N of N prep. (det adj N of (det N

The Vehicle term picture is analysed as
a noun
within a Noun Phrase, pre-modified by the adjective overall
within a larger NP, of the form NP of NP
which forms part of a PP, acting as Adverbial of the Verb
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The metaphor can be described grammatically in two ways:

1. The Vehicle can be described - as a noun.

2. The syntactic nature of the incongruous collocation can be described - between the

noun picture and the rest of the Noun Phrase the overall of the age of the earth

(given that no concrete example of a picture was present in the discourse context).

More complex metaphors will require further levels of analysis, but this straightforward

example shows two basic questions that a formal analysis addresses, and the more

general research questions that lead on from them:

e What type of unit is the Vehicle term? -- how are different grammatical units used
metaphorically?

e What type of (grammatical and discourse) structures is the Vehicle term found
within? -- how are different types of syntactic structures used to convey meaning
metaphorically?

3.6.3 Formal analysis of the linguistic context of metaphor

Having established, in broad terms, a set of grammatical units of analysis, we can
proceed to establish a taxonomy of possible forms at the levels of words, phrases, clauses
and clause complexes. This taxonomy is set up to serve the needs of the study, rather
than to be exhaustive.

In the simple case of a 'typical' metaphor from written discourse, such as a galleon
moon, both the Topic (moon) and the Vehicle (galleon) are explicitly stated, and the
Noun Phrase containing Topic and Vehicle can be considered to be the metaphorical
'stretch of language', or, more briefly, the 'metaphor’. Discourse often presents less
simple combinations of Topic and Vehicle terms and this section addresses the need to
analyse the, as yet undefined, “stretch of language”™ that is the metaphor or metaphorical
utterance. I take the conventional units, Focus and Frame (Black 1979; Kittay 1987), and
adapt them for a discourse approach. This will be supplemented in the next chapter by a
further interactional unit, the Metaphor Framing Episode (MFE), for the particular case

of spoken discourse.

Black describes the Focus / Frame distinction as the focus being "the word or words
used non-literally" set in a "surrounding literal frame"” (1979:28). In the terms of this
study so far, the Focus is equivalent to the Vehicle term(s), and the Frame relates to the
Topic, although it does not necessarily coincide with it. It can then usefully account for
cases where the Topic is not explicitly encoded. As the unit agamnst which the incongruity

is evident, the Frame, for Black, who was working with simple, constructed examples,
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was the sentence. To work with texts longer than the sentence, Kittay suggests
generalising the notion of Frame to “a complete metaphorical utterance”, a =~ 1unit
of discourse against which the Focus appears incongruent, and notes that “metaphorical
completeness need not be coincident with syntactic completeness” (Kittay 1987:65).
However, for samples of real discourse rather than constructed short examples, this
seems very difficult to operationalise in terms of both minimality and completeness: take
for example the clause, the atmosphere is the blanket of gases that appears in one of the
texts used in the second empirical investigation. The Vehicle / Focus term is clearly a
blanket, and the lexical field of the Topic includes both armosphere and gases.
Identification of the Frame, however, is not straightforward, with several apparent
possibilities:

- the whole clause the atmosphere is (the blanket) of gases

-thebe °~ ~ g of the clause the atmosphere is (the blanket)

- the noun phrase (the blanket) of gases.

Neither simple ~ ° lity or completeness will suffice to identify just one Frame; in
addition, if our concern is with the processing of information at discourse level, then the
syntactic structure of both the phrase and the whole clause would seem to be important
since the information available to a receiver derives not just from the independent lexical
items but also from the particular way in which they are collocated, the “local contexts of

other utterances”, which go to make up “the emerging context” of the discourse
(Schiffrin 1994: 416).

Rather than jettisoning the notion of Frame because of its undefinability, it will be
maintained, but is to be seen in a discourse approach, not as a single stretch of language,
but rather as a series of nested Frames, that work outwards from the Focus across the
discourse. There may thus be an immediate, syntactically ~ ~ 1 Frame, consisting of
the clause or phrase element at the next level, of which the Vehicle is a constituent
element. In the example of the atmosphere is the blanket of gases, the immediate
linguistic Frame would be (the blanket) of gases, determined as the Noun Phrase of
which the Focus / Vehicle is an immediate constituent. Beyond that, there may be further
Frames at clause level, at sentence or utterance level, at the level of section of a text or a
turn or exchange in spoken English, and at the level of discourse event. Such a set of
nested Linguistic Frames may eventually encompass the whole of the discourse, and can
be seen as linked to underlying Conceptual Frames which encapsulate the world
knowledge brought to processing of the discourse by participants.



In some instances, there may be no Linguistic Frame within a turn that contains Topic
terms: for example, when one discourse participant uses a proverb such as a stitch in
time saves nine as a complete turn to comment on some shared situation. In such cases,
a “default” frame (Kittay 1987; Steen 1989) is said to apply, in the sense of shared, but
unspoken, understanding of the Topic of the metaphor. Default frames are brought into
play in discourse processing as and when needed, with discourse context serving to
disambiguate. Out of their discourse context, some metaphorical adjective-noun pairs are
ambiguous as regards Topic and Vehicle. The example dancing dinghies clearly has an
incongruity between adjective and noun, and in the context given, of small boats on the
sea, it is clear that the noun is the Topic and the adjective is used metaphorically and is a
Vehicle term. It is possible though to ©  gine a context, say a toddlers’ dancing class, in
which this would be reversed, and the noun would be the Vehicle term. If such a phrase
is encountered out of context, thzn a receiver will construct a default context in which it

will make sense.

¢ The Vehicle and the Linguistic Frame then form the basic units of metaphor to which
grammatical analysis can be applied. Grammatical analysis should be able to reveal
the grammatical nature of the Vehicle term, and the syntactic ways in which the
Vehicle is tied into the set of nested Frames that make up a particular discourse

event.

3.6.4 The internal nature of the Vehicle term

In this section, the internal structure of the Vehicle terms of metaphors is described, and
two distinctions worth making are found: one regarding the level of the Vehicle element,
and the other regarding the formal nature of Word or Phrase that constitutes that unit.
All examples of metaphors in the following sections are taken from the author’s data,

unless otherwise attributed.

The lowest level unit able to act as a Vehicle term of a metaphor appears to be a free
morpheme that forms part of a compound word e.g. brain-drain (Steen 1989) or
slowcoach. Over time, English orthography sometimes joins together words that were
originally separate parts of an idiom or formula, often with a hyphenated stage: head-
teacher / headteacher. In other cases, all three orthographic possibilities co-exist: e.g.
tape worm / tape-worm / tapeworm. Other compounds go straight to the one-word stage
e.g. slowcoach; greenhouse. Some of these compound words may be categorisable as
internally metaphorical, when the two free morphemes potentially belong to distinct

semantic fields which are linked metaphorically e.g. hothead ; brain-drain; spaceship.
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The next size unit is the single word Vehicle:

she whipped it off you

a blanket of gases

stick to your guns
If the Vehicle term is a single word then it can be allocated to a Word Class.
Beyond the single word Vehicle term, various types of multi-word units, phrases, clauses
and sentences, can act as Vehicle:

you have to stick to your guns

it’s driving me insane

how far on are you?

you 've had an awfully good innings

the fireworks that go off when you smile (pop song)

Many of these multi-word units may be formulaic, processed as units and not particularly
amenable to syntactic analysis, reinforcing the notion that the level of Vehicle element is
worthy of attention in analysis.

At this point, the phenomenon of layering, of one metaphor placed inside another,
appears. The example stick to your guns is an idiomatic metaphor that was used to
encourage a pupil to hold on to her own point of view and not change her drawing in line
with the teacher’s suggestion if she didn’t agree with it. It is thus, as a unit, used
metaphorically. However, within the unit, there is the word sfick which can be seen as a
Vehicle term relative to the Topic of guns; a Topié and Vehicle lie within a Vehicle, a
metaphor within a metaphor. A similar phenomenon can be observed in the example it’s
driving me insane where the Verb Phrase that is the Vehicle of the first metaphor can be
further analysed as containing the Vehicle driving referring to the Topic process of
becoming insane. To include this layering of metaphor within the formal descriptive
framework, I need a further, possibly recursive, category that can contain these
secondary Vehicle elements. This is labelled “Multi-word Internal”, and may contain
Multi-Word units that in turn contain Single Word or Word-Internal units. A key Multi-
word Internal unit is the "Within Phrase" unit, since the phrase is the lowest level Vehicle
unit that can itself contain a further metaphor Vehicle.

Multi-word Vehicle units will be, or will break down into, Clauses and then Phrases, with
a noun, verb etc. as Head and thus as identifying feature:

Mr C. will come up trumps
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The Vehicle unit is a Verb Phrase, that can be further analysed as containing a Verb and
Object Noun.

The largest multi-word Vehicle units will be what I shall call “metaphorical discourse
units”, such as allegory or myth. It is to be expected that they would contain multiple

layers of Vehicle terms.

The complete set of categories that describe the Vehicle or Focus unit by number of

words is thus as follows:

Figure 3.4 Levels of Vehicle element

1. WORD INTERNAL

2. SINGLE WORD

3. MULTI-WORD

3.1 MULTI-WORD INTERNAL
WITHIN PHRASE ...

While not particularly complicated as a formal categorisation procedure, such a division
of the Vehicle terms found in metaphors in discourse will enable an initial data analysis
that may, for example, hi ‘ght formulaic or idiomatic metaphors in the multi-word
category or creative metaphors in the single word category, but that, more importantly,
facilitates further, methodical, grammatical analysis.

3.6.5 Cross level categorisation: nouns and verbs as metaphors

In this section, I examine some essential differences between Nouns and Verbs in
conceptual and grammatical terms in order to argue that it will be useful to collect
together Vehicle units across the size levels of Word and Phrase, as being “Nominal” or
“Verb”, in order, for example, to compare use and frequency, and in order to determine
appropriate identification procedures for non-nominal metaphors. Delexical verbs and
prepositions in particular present examples of metaphor that raise issues about the

boundaries of the category of metaphor. The differences of form, in addition to requiring
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different identification procedures, may also affect real-time processing and discourse

outcomes.

Nouns and Verbs are basic to language, in that they can be seen as relating to
fundamental ways of being human (Hopper and Thompson 1984; Gentner 1978;
1982(b)). Sapir (1921) held that every language expresses a distinction between what is
being talked about, the subject of the discourse, and what is said about the subject, the
former usually being a person or object and the latter an action or the outcome of an
action. This, Hopper and Thompson describe as “the universal lexicalisation of the
prototypical discourse functions” (1984:703). Hopper and Thompson report Brown’s
findings in first language acquisition research (Brown 1958) that early vocabulary
contains labels for concrete objects which become Nouns, and for specific actions which
become Verbs. Cross-linguistic contrasts between Nouns and Verbs as classes in early
language acquisition are apparent; nouns, functioning referentially, are acquired early and
rapidly, and are fixed cross-linguistically, whereas Verbs, expressing not reference but
“relationships among entities” (Gentner 1978:988), seem to encode slightly different
conceptual relationships across languages (Gentner 1982(b)). Learning verbs seems to
present a more demanding task for a child than the learning of nouns, since it involves
learning ‘“how their language combines and lexicalises the elements of the perceptual
field” (Gentner 1982(b): 325). Early vocabulary acquisition reveals a small number of
key verbs that are each used in a range of communicative contexts.

The two radial categories of Noun and Verb are most clearly distinct when compared
across their central members; prototypical elements of the Word Class “Noun” will be
maximally distinct from prototypical members of Word Class “Verb”. Although each
lexicalises a basic discourse function, there is a clear and, for this study, important,
difference in status. Hopper and Thompson (1984) suggest that, in English, movement
between the two classes is uni-directional, in that events are often nominalised, through
affixes such as -al, -ion, -ing, -ment, whereas the reverse process of “verbalisation” is
essentially different, in, not so much naming an event that becomes an entity, but rather
naming an event that has links with an entity. Examples of verbalisation would include /e
burrowed through the crowd (Hopper and Thompson 1984) ; the computer calendarises
the data; they are being short-cutted (author’s data). The creation of new verbs, through
the process of verbalisation of nouns, may be less frequent than nominalisation because
verbs are constantly being used more flexibly and with a wide range of possible
collocated nouns. This flexibility of Verbs, and its implication for the use of verbs as
Vehicle terms in metaphors, was noted by Brooke -Rose:
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verbs are a more flexible element of language as far as meaning is concerned: that
is, since they change their meaning shghtly according to the noun with which they
are used, they can also quickly extend their meaning and seem natural with each
noun, so that an originally metaphorical use may fairly rapidly cease to be
metaphoric if the verb is used in too many different senses with different nouns.
(Brooke-Rose 1958:209)

Matic and Wales (1982), in an experiment on the interpretation of novel metaphors,
report that, in explicating the possible meanings of noun-verb anomalous pairs, such as
truck swung, subjects were more likely to extend verb meanings than the meanings of
nouns. Extension of verb use is seen too in early language acquisition, where a small
number of verbs is used to express a large number of messages (Gentner 1978). This
phenomenon continues in adult language use, with verbs used in slightly different senses
with different collocated nouns as Subject or Object e.g. throw a ball / a shawl over
one’s shoulders / a tantrum / a party, and reaches its limits in the combination of
frequency of use and delexicalisation in certain verbs such as make, do, have, put, take,

as demonstrated by corpus studies (e.g. Sinclair 1991).

While throwing a ball and throwing a shaw! over one’s shoulders involve a different
movement of hands and arms, and a different way of holding the Object, the two
movements are similar enough for the same verb to function successfully to express both.
In the case of throwing a tantrum the Object is non-concrete and no movement at all is
involved, so that the use of the verb could be justifiably labelled metaphorical. The
justification for metaphoricity of verb Vehicles lies not just in attributes of features of the
movement or action, but also in the contrast between normal collocated nouns and the
collocated noun in the metaphor; unlike nominal metaphors, metaphoricity is decided, in
part at least, by moving beyond the potential Vehicle term to consideration of its
collocates relative to usual collocates. This process, albeit sometimes at a higher level of
abstraction, is what Lakoff and Johnson (1980), and others following their terminology,
do when they reduce metaphors of all grammatical forms to the copular form A is B e.g.
ARGUMENT IS WAR, from examples such as he fired questions at his opponent. Any
effect of grammatical form on information content and processing, and on identification

procedure, is ironed out in this reduction.

In obviously metaphorical verb use e.g. the ship ploughs the waves (Brooke-Rose 1958)
the usual collocates of ploughs are highly predictable, and hi vy distinct from ship /
waves. The effect of using a verb metaphorically may spread across the collocated nouns,

so that ship and waves are also understood slightly differently as a result of the use of
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ploughs e.g. the ship is understood to be strong and effective at moving through the

water, which itself is understood to be moving regularly rather than dramatically.

verb metaphors have a more subtle and more complex effect than noun
metaphors in that changes to usual meanings are less salient and unobtrusive, and
in that surrounding nouns are also altered by implication.

(Matic and Wales 1982:252, quoting Brooke-Rose)

Returning to the example of throw, we saw that used with tantrum it might be
considered metaphorical, whereas, used with ball / shawl, it is non-metaphorical. There
may however be a range of possible Object Noun Phrases that would fit into a continuum
between these two examples, and at some point on this continuum disagreement over
metaphoricity might emerge. Again, boundary conditions are required in work with verbs
metaphors in discourse data.

The greater flexibility of verbs in general over nouns in general, and the way in which the
range of verbs is continually extended in use, suggests that verbs may produce
significantly different effects from nouns when used metaphorically in discourse, and that
this effect is worth capturing through having available a grammatical categorisation
across levels of size. Thus 'Verb metaphors' will refer to those with Vehicle terms that
are single word verbs or multi-word verb phrases, while 'Nominal metaphors' may have
as Vehicle terms, single morpheme or word nouns, or Noun Phrases.

3.6.6 The Vehicle within the Frame: the syntax of metaphor

The concem in this section is with the formal ways in which a Vehicle unit is collocated
with terms relating to the Topic domain, i.e. the Linguistic Frame(s). An example may
make clear the aims and possibilities of this level of analysis. In the following sentence
from a contemporary novel (“Debatable Land” by Candia McWilliam 1994), two
incongruous elements i.e. Vehicle units, can be identified:

Their house in Edinburgh was the grey of spurned beaches, made of concrete harled
with small pebbles that appeared to have been picked from the noses of the hills.

At the level of analysis of the previous section, we can say that both Vehicles are multi-
word units, the first a Noun Phrase consisting of adjective modifying a noun. The second
is much more complicated; the verb picked seems to work in two ways at once, linked
with from the hills while simultaneously exploiting the connotations of the collocation of
picked and noses. It might be argued that noses is the key Vehicle term in this second
metaphor, or that the whole Verb Phrase should be labelled as such. Whichever we settle
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on, we can proceed to analyse how the Vehicle Units are tied into the Frame(s) of the
surrounding discourse. Again, the first Vehicle is simpler: the Noun Phrase is part of the
Nominal group the grey of spurned beaches that provides the ~ ° 1 Linguistic Frame,
and is then part of the Subject Complement of the clause. Similarly, if noses is the second
Vehicle then the Noun Phrase is tied into the Nominal Group the noses of the hills, and
then, through being part of the Prepositional Phrase, is linked to the verb picked.

The complexity of metaphorical language achieved by a skilled writer is a reminder that
seeking an exhaustive grammatical taxonomy of ways in which Vehicle units are tied into
the Linguistic Frames of their surrounding discourse would be unhelpful and probably
impossible, since, as the above example demonstrates, the ideational content of terms,
and the resulting interaction of connotations in particular collocations, is an integral
factor in assigning grammatical .itegories. What this section aims to do therefore is to
list and examine some of the syntactical possibilities that will prove helpful in data

analysis or that raise important boundary decisions.

(1) Frames of Noun (Phrase) Vehicles
I first consider three possible Noun Phrase Frames in which the Vehicle is also a Noun

Phrase (includes Nouns), before moving to the wider Frame of a clause:

(1-1) Vehicle noun within a compound noun
The first possibility of this type is the metaphorical compound words, already mentioned
above:

Sfirewater

braindrain

slowcoach
The Vehicle noun, if in the first slot, works as a modifier, marking out metaphorically a
sub-category of the other noun, or serving to hi ‘ght certain features of the
phenomenon labelled by the compound. In the second slot, the Vehicle noun refers
beyond the compound to the Topic of the metaphor. There is some evidence that the
metaphorical term is more commonly found in the first slot than in the second. For
example, Matic and Wales (1982), in their experimental study on the role of form in
extending meanings metaphorically, presented their subjects with random pairs of words,
nouns and verbs, and asked them to interpret them. The noun-noun pairs they used, such
as market fault or truck mantle resemble compound nouns. Their results showed that the
first noun of a pair was extended more frequently than the second noun, and that

concrete nouns were extended more frequently than abstract nouns.

106



Elbers (1988) collected examples of metaphoric compounds from Dutch children aged
between 3;10 and 10;8. Of the 16 of her examples relevant to this discussion, 12 have the
first item extended i.e. acting as Vehicle term, rather than the second, which relates to
the Topic. The remaining 4 fall into 2 types:

oog-pitten (eye-pips  pupils)  kams-nagels (combs-nails teeth of comb)

where the first noun is possessive, inflected in the second case,

and

water-schaduw (reflection in pond) achter-borstje (behind breast — back)

where the compound seems to parallel a modifier-head structure.

(1-2) Vehicle noun pre-modified by Topic adjective
the eternal sleep (Brooke-Rose 1958)

Such close positioning of incongruous terms may serve to signal metaphoricity.

(1-3) Vehicle Noun (Phrase) as part of a Nominal Group
The term '"Nominal Group' is taken from Sinclair (1991) to describe examples such as the
following

1. road to fitness (from child aged 10 years)
2. slaves of darkness (reading book for Year 5)
3. the knife of pain (Myers and Simms 1982)

4. (camels are) the ferries of the desert (from child aged 8;4)

5. (the atmosphere is) the blanket of gases (science book)

6. the grey of spurned beaches ' (McWilliam 1994)

where a preposition, usually of, but also in / to, links the Vehicle noun (phrase) with
another noun phrase to express a wide range of meanings. In metaphorical nominal
groups, the Vehicle term usually seems to occur in the first slot, with the Topic or Topic-
related term in the second. Brooke-Rose labels this form the “Genitive Link”, and found
it to comprise the largest group among noun metaphors, with the possible meanings
generated by "of” for the relations between the nouns being "extremely complex and
often ambiguous” (1958:147). Myers and Simms (1982:181) call the form a "preposition
metaphor ...the quickest and easiest kind of metaphor to construct”. This type of
metaphor structure occurs repeatedly in the data, and will be shown to be more hi vy
noticeable than other types, more frequent and potentially more effective. For these

reasons, its grammar is examined in some detail at this point.

Sinclair (1991:84-98) analyses the occurrence of of in the COBUILD corpus, and I

briefly review his analysis, in order to disagree with his treatment of metaphorical
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nominal groups. As a very frequently occurring word (over 2% of all words in the
corpus), around 80% of occurrences examined by Sinclair are found within nominal
groups with the function of introducing a second noun that is the most salient to the on-
going discourse, and, he argues, should be taken as the head noun. Sinclair (1991)
isolates the following uses in non-metaphorical nominal groups:

- delineate a measure one quarter of the human race

- focus on a part  the middle of a sheet

- focus on a specialised part the first week of the war

- focus on a component, aspect or attribute  the sound of his feet

- with supporting noun  various kinds of economic sanctions

- with nouns expressing vagueness  this kind of problem

- linking nominalizations in a propositional type of relationship reflection of light

These categories overlap with the more traditional descriptions of the (semantic) relation
between the two noun phrases, encoded in of> apposition, partitive, possession, origin,
composition (from Huddleston 1984:269-70).

In the case of metaphorical nominal groups, the first noun (phrase) is held to offer a
metaphorical focus (in Sinclair's unrelated use of the term) or support, for the second,
which is classed as the head word. At first sight, Sinclair’s analysis appears to work; in
examples 1-3 above, the Vehicle nouns in the first slot apply to categories of people or
objects, and do hi ‘ght certain attributes of the second noun, which refers to an
abstract concept. However, as Brooke-Rose pointed out, of in metaphorical nominal
groups can also have a range of meanings, and it becomes clear on examination that
metaphorical nominal groups are not merely a separate set of nominal groups in which
the first NP offers a particular kind of support to the second NP, as proposed by Sinclair.

Measures or parts, for example, can also be expressed metaphorically :

the steps of the Sun
the surgy murmurs of the lonely sea (Brooke-Rose 1958)
a touch of indefinable pathos (Sinclair 1991:96).

In fact, metaphorical examples can be found across all the groups identified by Sinclair:
Measures: a bit of old England
Focus on a part: At the centre of this system (= the circulatory system)
Focus on a component: the ferries of the desert

Support: the power of speech
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Sinclair's head-dependency analysis also seems inadequate, and I suggest that an
alternative analysis of nominal group metaphors as inherently double-headed is more
congruent with the two-way interaction between the NPs required for interpretation of
the metaphor.

(1-4) Vehicle as Noun Phrase within the clause as Frame

1. your fingernails are like stained glass windows  (from 6 year old)
2. this tower is my symbol (from Brooke-Rose 1958)
3. the atmosphere is the blanket of gases (from science book)

Other verbs than the copula, and which require a complement, such as become, make,
seem, call, can join the Topic and Vehicle Noun Phrases:

e.g. the pain that leaves my memory a traumatic sponge (sic: contemporary pop song)

The combination of copula with nominal group appears to present potential information
processing advantages to producers and recetvers of metaphor. The ambiguity of of is
constrained by the inclusion of the Subject Noun Phrase; background knowledge of the
relation between this NP and the second NP of the nominal group (atmosphere ~ gases)
may help disambiguation. At the same time the Vehicle Noun Phrase provides further
information about this relation.

Noun Phrase metaphors in many ways constitute the s  lest group to deal with: very
often the underlying conceptual domains are obviously and non-controversially
incongruous. The grammatical form seems to lay out the content of the metaphor in a
manner contrived to assist processing and to indicate metaphoricity. Such clarity of form,
content and processing interactions is less obvious in other grammatical forms of
metaphor.

(2) Frames of Adjective (Phrase) Vehicles
any wasted time

I'm feeling blue

The Linguistic Frame of an adjectival metaphor may be formed by the Noun Phrase in
which the adjective functions as modifier, as in the first example. The adjective may, as in
the second example, act as Complement in the clause, with the Topic as Noun Phrase in
the Subject position; the clause is then the minimal syntactic frame.
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(3) Frames of Prepositional (Phrase) Vehicles

1. we 're in the clouds (=happy)

2. (sit) as though you were on a drawing pin (book on horses for 10/11 year olds)
3. in a world of her own  (from “Sophie’s Snail” by Dick King-Smith)

There are two different possibilities for the metaphorical nature of the preposition in
these examples: in examples 1 and 2, the whole prepositional phrase is used
metaphorically, being incongruous with the Topic domain, whereas in the third example
the preposition may be additionally seen as being used metaphorically within the
prepositional phrase, in the sense that @ world of her own is an abstract concept of mind

and, it might be argued, the basic sense of in relates to physical containment.

In making such a statement, I assume that prepositions must function metaphorically, if
they do so at all, in different ways from nouns, adjectives and lexical verbs, since it is not
obvious that they have underlying conceptual domains that can, through juxtaposition,
give rise to the incongruity required of metaphor. This is further clarified in Section 3.8,

below.

(4) Frames of Verb (Phrase) Vehicles
A Verb (Phrase) Vehicle can be tied into the Frame(s) of the on-going discourse as part
of a larger VP or as part of a clause; in either case, the incongruity will be identifiable
between the elements collocated and the verb. Such elements may be Adverbial:

Since [ die daily (from Brooke -Rose 1958)
but are much more likely to be nominal:

with Topic term as Complement / Object
waste time; use your head

with Topic as Subject
time is marching on
gases can escape

with Topic terms in both Subject and Object slot
Government drops plans (Newspaper headline)
the ship ploughs the waves (Brooke-Rose 1958)

In more complex clauses and combinations of clauses, Topic terms will be found in

various other slots.
The apparently straightforward picture given by the highly schematic verbs in the above

examples is, however, somewhat misleading. The greater flexibility of verbs in general

over nouns in general, and the way in which the range of verbs is continually extended in
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use (as discussed in 3.6.5), suggest that verbs may produce different effects from nouns
when used metaphorically, and that, along with prepositions, they need special attention
in respect of identification procedures. I now proceed to elaborate more exact
identification procedures for verb and prepositional metaphors, working from the notion
of the need to establish category boundaries by explicit decision rather than from implicit
native-speaker consensus about the existence of incongruity that has been acceptable

with nominal metaphors.

3.7 Identification procedures for verb metaphors

As we have seen, all verbs are easily extended in use (Brooke-Rose 1958) but
"delexicalised" verbs (Sinclair 1991:113) such as make / put / have / do reach the
extreme point of having very little intrinsic meaning together with very many potential
meanings, or at least, possible uses. The precise sense of such delexicalised verbs in use
is determined in relation to the immediately collocated Noun Phrases, or the Subjects
and/or Objects = lied by the discourse context, and the notion of an independent first
order meaning, inappropriate in the discourse context but needed to access a
metaphorical interpretation (Kittay 1987), seems to have been almost completely lost.
There are two ways forward: one would be to decline to classify any uses of these words
as potentially metaphorical. This does not remove the problem but rather defers it, since
it is then necessary to decide on exactly which verbs are to be included in the set of those
precluded from the possibility of metaphorical use: if have as in have a good time is kept
as literal, would see as in / see what you mean be literal? and then what about push as in
she pushed the deal through? The alternative solution also involves an arbitrary decision,
but in this case the decision is made as to which uses of any particular verb will count as
first-order, primary or non-metaphorical, leaving the others as metaphorical. It is
tempting at this point to invoke the concept of an intrinsic "central" meaning (McCarthy
1990:24) or "congruent forms" (Halliday 1985) that could act as first order meaning, and
against which some level of incongruity between conventionally collocating NPs of the
given verb and the NP in question could be established. But this in turn is an arbitrary, or
perhaps at most motivated (Lakoff 1987), distinction, since "central" meanings are not
those that are the most frequently used (Sinclair 1991) and may not be, etymologically,
the oldest. I aim instead to be e licit about the choice of one set of meanings, out of the
range of possible meanings of delexicalised verbs, which is classed as non-metaphorical,
so that the others may be classed as metaphorical. For example, the verb go is used very
frequently and with many collocates. If we take as essential to its non-metaphorical

meaning, a sense of physical progress or movement, then collocated words or phrases
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that do not fit with this sense, but in which some sense of progress is employed, e.g. go
mad, may warrant the label linguistic metaphor.

In establishing metaphoricity in this way then, each delexicalised word first needs a
statement of what is to be taken as primary, non-metaphorical use, along with criteria for
deciding whether or not it is that sense that is being employed in an utterance. So, for
example, we could propose that go + some physically real destination is primary and
literal, whereas go + non-existent destination is counted as metaphor; have (core
meaning of "possessing/experiencing") + concrete object / event is primary and literal,
whereas have + non-concrete object / event is categorised as metaphor; get to +
physical location is primary and literal whereasget fo + other NP may be metaphorical

To see how this procedure works with actual data, I present in more detail the example
of have. This was fourth most frequent verb form (after is was do) in one of the sets of
classroom data. 20 occurrences of have and 14 of had were followed by Object Noun
Phrases such as singing practice / dinner. Eliminating concrete nouns left the following:
A) a backlog (of flights)

B) an awfully good innings

C) Skiddaw (= the trip to Skiddaw)

D) ago

E) alook

F) a think

G) aread

H) a few minutes

1) half an hour on the computer

K) fire

B) and C) refer to events, with Skiddaw being used metonymically to refer to "a trip to
Skiddaw". D) - G) with nouns derived from action verbs, can also be construed as
events, as can H) and I) when their following prepositional phrases are considered too.
A decision is then made to include have + events as non-metaphorical, leaving two
possible contenders for identification as linguistic metaphors: have a backlog and
animals have fire, this latter coming from a story read aloud. This second example points
to the necessity, as a step in the metaphor identification process, of checking collocated
Noun Phrases for other possible causes of incongruity, such as ellipsis or metonymy
deriving from shared discourse knowledge. fire here refers metonymically to 'the power
to create and use fire for light, heat etc.’, although in another sample from the data we
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had the bonfire referred to 'the event of lighting a bonfire, standing around it etc.' It is
the analyst's decision at this point as to whether have + abstract nouns for ideas, skills,
powers etc. should be classified as linguistic metaphor or not. If it is decided that the
primary, non-metaphorical uses do not include abstract nouns for ideas, powers etc., then
A) is classed as metaphorical, as would be similar phrases such as have a good idea:
have the power to cast spells. The decisions made at each point could have been
different, and different sets of metaphors would then be produced. For example. if
concrete objects ~ events is seen as a metaphorical extension, then a conceptual

metaphor has been created by the decision of the researcher.
The procedure then for identifying verb metaphors is as in Figure 3.5.

Figure 3.5 Identification procedures for verb metaphors

1. Identify the conventional collocating Subject or Object Noun Phrases of the verb. If the
verb is so delexicalised as to make this identification process debatable, then make an
explicit statement of the primary, non-metaphorical meaning, and resulting prototypical
noun collocations, being assigned to the verb.

2 Identify a domain incongruity between the Noun Phrases collocated in this particular
instance, and those 1dentified in 1.

3 Check for possible errors or for interaction within constructed worlds, that provide other
non-metaphorical sources of incongruity.

3.8 Identification procedure for preposition metaphors

To establish the existence of incongruity that identifies metaphor, we are forced, as with
verb metaphors, to search for incongruity between the collocated Noun Phrases of the
utterance under consideration and those 'normally' used; establishing whether or not a
particular instance of a preposition can be classified as metaphorical, first requires the
establishing of a primary, literal meaning, against which other uses can be contrasted.
The literature on the metaphorical nature of prepositions e.g. Quirk and Greenbaum
(1973:153) (in) and Lakoff (1987) (over) does this by taking spatial senses as primary,
thus motivating secondary, non-spatial, senses as being labelled metaphorical. Once
again, though, actual discourse may throw up uses of prepositions about which specific
decisions need to be made: for example, the preposition through occurs 10 times in the

classroom data. In the following list, the verbs all mdicate movement, with a primary
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meaning of through as moving internally from one position relative to a hollow or
permeable object (the Complement NP of the PP) to another, final position. It can then
be decided that indicators of metaphorical use will include a verb that does not refer to a
physical process and/or an abstract or non-hollow entity as Complement NP of the PP,

since these are from domains distinct from the domains involved in the primary meaning:

A) the liquid.. goes through the tube

B) we got through passport control

C) turning through Jfour right angles

D) to walk through (a dance)

E) could I just go through what you managed to do
F) getting through this book

G) I'm halfway through (writing about) day three

Utterance A) is non-metaphorical, B) and C) would seem to fall just within the boundary
of linguistic metaphor, since there is a sense of an enclosed space, although passport
control / right angles are also abstract concepts. In D) the sense of a physical enclosed
space is lost altogether, with dance used metonymically to refer to the stages or positions
of the dance. E)- G), with (metaphorical) verbs referring to intellectual rather than
physical processes, and with Complements of the preposition that are in no way hollow
or permeable objects or solids, would be most clearly categorisable as linguistic

metaphor.

Once again, such boundary decisions are of course open to disagreement, but they are at
least explicit; explicitness, it is argued, must replace correctness or 'truth' as a goal for

the analyst of discourse data.

3.9 Conclusion

This chapter has established identification procedures for finding linguistic metaphor in
discourse data. It has also set up two types of descriptive framework: the first uses
graded conditions to address the ideational content of the metaphors, while the second
provides formal grammatical descriptors. A further set of descriptors, that operate at
discourse level, will be needed, and these are set up in Chapter 4 as applicable to the
specific data collected in the empirical part of the study.

The process of constructing the category of prosaic linguistic metaphor has generated
further research issues that will be illuminated by the empirical investigations:
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1. What do 'typical' metaphors in use look like? and how does this compare with
'typical' products of metaphor as device?

2. What boundary decisions need to be made in establishing prosaic linguistic metaphors
in practice? What do these reveal about the coherence of the category? and about the

relationship between poetic metaphor and prosaic metaphor?

The next part of the thesis moves from the theoretical to the empirical, and begins the
investigation of children's experience of metaphor in educational discourse.
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CHAPTER 4

EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION | - METAPHOR IN CLASSROOM DISCOURSE:
BACKGROUND AND METHOD

4.1 Introduction

The previous chapters have clarified theoretical aspects of the phenomenon under
investigation - metaphor in use in interactional contexts of education - and have refined
procedures that will identify the basic unit of analysis, linguistic metaphor in discourse.
Chapter 3 has set up grammatical categories and graded conditions for the description of

metaphor.

In this chapter, 1 make use of these analytic tools to begin my empirical investigation of
metaphor in educational discourse. The first investigation examines metaphor in
educational discourse from the point of view of a particular child's experience, by
recording the talk she listens to or participates in, and collecting the texts she reads over
several days in the classroom. Analysis of metaphor in this data should add to our
understanding of the types of metaphor that children encounter, the contexts in which
metaphor occurs, and the functions that metaphor serves in classroom discourse. This
first empirical mvestigation also tests out the units and procedures of analysis, and help
evaluate the boundaries to metaphor categories established at the theoretical level, thus

further clarifying the nature of prosaic metaphor in discourse.

Language use in a primary classroom is complex and varied in mode, in style and register
of the discourses, in participants and purposes. Participants in interactions vary in
number and in the roles they are assigned or choose to play in different discourse
contexts. The classroom in which the data was collected resembles many other primary
classrooms in the way settings create discourse contexts: the children were seated in
groups, although they only sometimes worked collaboratively and spent quite a lot of
time on individual tasks that would give rise to occasional discussions with neighbours.
The teacher spent a considerable proportion of time in one-to-one discussions with
pupils about their work i Maths, reading and writing; but even these apparently
straightforward interactions could also become input for other pupils, who could hear
them and would suddenly 'tune in' for a few minutes, perhaps then discussing what they
heard with other children standing nearby or sitting at their tables. A further apparently
straightforward type of classroom interaction, the teacher addressing the whole class in

more formal delivery of subject matter, had attached to it other separate but motivated
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interactions, when pupils might pick up an unusual word or idea to ponder on or discuss.
or when they seemed to be trying to make sense of something the teacher said that
contradicted their own knowledge. In more informal teacher-class interaction the teacher
would use questions and other prompts in shared problem solving activities. At certain
times, the children were removed from the normal environment into the hall for
"assembly" in which they would listen to a religious story and recite prayers. Here,
interaction was reduced to a minimum. All these oral discourse contexts, including a
maypole dancing practice, involved the use of metaphorical and idiomatic language of
various types, with written texts opening up further discourse contexts in which

metaphorical language was encountered and produced.

Analysis of the nature and function of metaphorical language in such contexts needs to
take account of the complexity and dynamics of interaction. If we want to better
understand the metaphor experience of children in classrooms, then we need to attempt
to unravel this complexity in sensitive ways. As the report of the first investigation
proceeds, the complexity and dynamic nature of metaphor in classroom discourse is
revealed through analysis working at a range of levels with a range of analytic tools, in
which quantitative analysis of frequency and density of metaphor is combined with

qualitative analysis of function and content across the sequential organisation of talk.

This chapter begins with a review of the literature on classroom uses of metaphorical
language, both in educational texts and in teacher talk. I then move to the empirical
study, with description of the research aims and context, data collection and methods of
analysis. Further, discourse-oriented, units of analysis are set up to enable investigation
of metaphor in relation to discourse goals and the sequential organisation of interaction.
The results of analysis are reported and discussed in the following chapter, and will then

lead into a complementary, more detailed investigation of the processing of metaphor by
children.

4.2 Review of the literature on metaphor in educational discourse

Analysis of metaphorical language in classroom discourse needs to deal with the
interactional complexity described above; clearly, some degree of idealisation and
simplification is inevitable, but the construction of an adequately complex framework
remains a key task. When we turn for assistance in such construction to the literature on
children's metaphor, we find an inordinate degree of simplification, where, in contrast to
the rich interactional environment of the classroom sketched out above, many of the
empirical studies deal with the understanding or production of isolated sentence level
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metaphors. Their usefulness for the purposes of this study may thus be limited and the
study in turn may usefully complexify analytic frameworks for use with children and
classrooms. The literature reviewed in this chapter concerns what is known about

classroom uses (by teachers and in texts) of metaphorical language.

4.2.1 Teachers' use of metaphor

A study by Pollio et al (1977) measures how many figures of speech per minute of talk
are produced, and estimate that, over 12 hours of talk, 4 figures of speech per minute
were produced on average. The category "figure of speech” may approximate to the
broad category of metaphor used in this study, but another set of studies have measured
the frequency of "idioms". Idioms, when defined as phrases whose meaning is not
derivable from the meanings of the individual words, will form a subset of "figurative
speech” and of "linguistic metaphors". Lazar et al. (1989) measured the proportion of
idioms in a total number of utterances (5400) of teachers of Grades K-8 (i.e. 5-13 year
olds), and found at least one idiom in 12% of utterances, with more in the upper grades.
As some comparison with non-school talk, Strissler (1982) reports a figure from of 1
idiom per 1,150 words in spoken data, but his definition of idiom is very strict and omits
many metaphors. Johnson and Malgady (1980) report briefly a study by Johnson (1975)
which estimates that 5 metaphors occur in every 100 words of general talk. These figures

clearly diverge enormously.

The complex nature of the classroom data suggests that the units used by these few
empirical studies should be retained as possibilities, with close analysis of the classroom
data being used to generate more precise and appropriate units and categories to
measure "metaphor density”. Several different measures will be needed to provide a

fuller composite description.

4.2.2 Frequency of metaphorical language in classroom texts

Written language, being linear, planned and permanent, would seem to present a simpler
empirical database with potentially fewer problems of measurement. Even so, there seem
to be only a few relevant studies: Pickens, Pollio and Pollio (1985:483) report a
yroportion of figurative language uses in basic readers of 1%, less in content area texts
(Arter 1976; Dixon, Ortony and Pearson 1980) and 2.5% in recognised literature,
excluding poetry (Smith, Pollio and Pitts 1982). This suggests that the language of early
'readers’ 1.e. books designed for the teaching of initial literacy, may differ quite strongly

from other types of texts in having less metaphorical language.
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Hollingsed (1950), reported by Abkarian et al. (1990), calculated that 100-300 idiomatic
expressions occurred per book in elementary readers, although, without further
information on the average length of a book, this data would seem to be of little use.
Nippold (1991) examined books from three reading schemes aimed at 8-13 year olds and
found that 6.7% of sentences contained an idiom. Evans and Gamble (1988) report
Ortony (1979) as citing a frequency of occurrence of figurative language of 10 instances
per 1000 words in school textbooks for 10 and 11 year olds. At an estimated 8 words
per sentence this gives a figure of 8% of sentences containing an idiom, to compare with
Nippold's figure, or alternatively Nippold's figure converts to 8.4 per 1000 words. On
this limited evidence, the number of idioms in readers is low, and lower than in other
texts, but increases across the primary years. Text books for curriculum content areas
appear to have even fewer instances of metaphor.

The results of studies of both talk and text are combined in Table 4.1, below, with results
of the studies made as compatible as possible. If figurative language includes, and
approximates to, metaphor, and if idioms are often metaphorical while at the same time
metaphors are not always idiomatic, this table merely gives an indication that figure
around 10 metaphors per 1000 might be expected in classroom texts. The figure from
Stréssler for talk looks excessively out of line; we might expect fewer idioms in talk than
in text, but probably not 10 times fewer. Likewise, the factor of S difference between
classroom and non-classroom discourse seems unrealistically large.

Table 4.1 Comparison of figures for metaphor density from published studies

Study Discourse Context f::;i ZIy Ilvo"og er
words
Strassler 1982 non-school talk idioms 0.87
Johnson (1975), reported in "ordinary discourse" metaphors
Johnson and Mal ad 1980
Arter (1976, reported in Pickens, basic readers figurative
Pollio and Pollio 1985 lan e
Smith, Pollio and Pitts (1982) recognised literature (sic), figurative
excluding poetry language
N old readin scheme books idioms 84
Ortony (1979, reported by Evans school textbooks figurative
and Gamble 1988 lan ae



The published literature relating to teachers' use of metaphorical language does not ther
shed much light on the frequency or nature of metaphor in use. In order to extract a
picture of previous estimates of the "metaphor density” of classroom talk, I am forced to
work with studies that only approximate to the area of this thesis, in that they work with
"figures of speech” or "idioms". Ofien the published reports of such studies fail to define
or describe these categories satisfactorily, and / or make use of units of measurement that
provide further difficulties in establishing any norms, varying from time in minutes to
utterances to words. These limitations hi  "ght how researchers' problematic decisions
about what is categorised as metaphorical, and choices of units of analysis can have

important knock-on effects as to what is found in the data.

4.2.3 Grammatical forms of metaphor in texts for children

A more detailed and more directly relevant study was carried out by Broderick (1992),
exa ~ ‘ng the figurative language in 53 (US) children's story books for primary school
age. He first identified linguistic comparisons of various grammatical types, which were
then classified as being either figurative, literal or intermediate comparison. His
frequency counts suggest that there are prototypical, or canonical, grammatical forms for
each type of s* ’arity, and that these diverge from the types of metaphors commonly
presented to children in research studies. In fact, the most common forms used in the
experimental studies he reviewed, nominal metaphors (NP is NP) and metaphorical
renamings, appear to be among the least frequent forms in children's books. He is
concerned about the implications of this apparent mismatch between test items and
familiar forms, while making the point too that further research is needed to assess the
metaphorical language children encounter in other ways, for example in conversation.
Broderick's sources are to some extent culture bound; many favourite writers of books
for English children, such as Janet and Allan Ahlberg, John Burningham, or Roald Dahl,
do not appear, and some of those mentioned are relatively unknown in the UK. This may
have an effect on the canonicity results, and would form an interesting follow-up study.
In addition, the categories of comparisons sampled in the study are at sentence level or
lower, so that the graded systematicity of metaphors (Chapter 3, Section 3.4) cannot be

mvestigated.

4.2.4 Summary of literature review on metaphor in educational discourse
Very little useful information on the frequency of metaphor use has been found. Only one
study has been found that examines the type of metaphors used in written story books,

and none in classroom talk.
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The limited lLiterature gives a picture of frequent and mcreasing use of idiom and
figurative language use in children's texts, with some evidence of vanation across
discourse and text types. The first empirical mvestigation should provide useful
additional and more precise information about the frequency and nature of metaphorical
language in educational discourse. The second investigation, which explores children's
processing and interpretation of metaphors in text, will help evaluate whether the
metaphorical language used in children's books, as reported here, is appropriately tuned

to children's potential for understanding and using metaphor in both frequency and form.

4.3 Investigation 1 - Metaphor in classroom discourse: Aims

The review of existing research on the frequency of occurrence of metaphor
demonstrates that, although some figures for the "metaphor density” of teacher talk and
of texts used by children have been calculated, this notion does not seem to have been
investigated across different types of discourse event and text, or to have been sub-
divided for different types of metaphorical language. Furthermore, little attention has
been paid to the functions of metaphorical language, or to the matching of function and

children's potential comprehension.

In this investigation, data was collected over a number of days in a primary classroom
and analysed to try to answer the following broad question:

What is the pature of children's experience of metaphorical language in

different classroom discourse contexts?
This is broken down into more specific research questions:

1 What is the frequency of occurrence of metaphorical language in different educational

discourse events?

2. What types of metaphorical language do children encounter in classroom discourse?
level of metaphor units
grammatical form

lexical and ideational content

3. How is metaphorical language used in on-going classroom interaction?
m relation to other Topic- Vehicle combinations

n relation to non-metaphorical language
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in relation to teaching goals

4. What ideational, interpersonal and interactional impact does the metaphorical use of

language have in classroom discourse contexts?

Answering these questions should also shed light on the theoretical questions about
typicality in M-U metaphors and the nature of prosaic metaphor posed at the end of
Chapter 3.

4.4 Research context

The data collected for both investigations reported in this thesis are linked by their
central focus on a 10 year old girl, here called Louise. She collects this set of data
herself, through wearing a microphone connected to a personal cassette recorder that
picked up talk addressed to her and around her; she is also in each of the groups from
which the data for the second investigation was generated. Louise as focal subject is thus
recorded across the data sets using language on her own, with one other, in a small
group of peers, with teachers, and a range of types of language is involved in the data,
including explicit talk about metaphor. The decision was made to focus on Louise in
order to generate information about metaphor in a child's language experience across a
range of discourse contexts, and to allow for reflection by the child, as the researcher

built up a relationship with her and worked to develop her understanding of metaphor.

By focusing on one child in collecting the language of the classroom, I aimed to obtain a
representative picture of a child's language experience that could then be investigated for
metaphor in various ways. Other researchers have investigated separate aspects of
classroom language: for example, Edwards and Mercer (1987) explored teacher/pupil
talk, Maybin (1991, 1996) and Phillips (1985) free and directed peer group talk,
Romaine (1984) investigated mews-time', and Harris and Wilkinson (1986) analysed
children's writing. As reported in Chapter 2, investigations into the production and
comprehension of metaphor by older children have mostly been experimental studies
(e.g. Levorato and Cacciari 1992, Wales and Coffey 1986), with naturalistic studies
being restricted to younger children (e.g. Marjanovic-Shane 1989). For a 10 year old, the
classroom is, for a large part of the day, their 'natural' environment, with peers and
teachers as their fellow discourse participants. Maybin's earlier study also collected data
from a 10 year old girl throughout the school day, and she points out the inadequacy of
individualistic models of language use and development for describing the collaborative
nature of much peer talk (Maybin 1991:36; 1994). She also draws on ethnography and
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on the work of Bakhtin to describe the "richness and complexity of dialogues between
children" (1991:48), but does not pursue a detailed linguistic micro-analysis. As I will
explain shortly, I have tried to combine micro-analysis of language and content with
macro-analysis of discourse context and interaction in order to pursue the role of

metaphor in developing shared understanding and promoting learning.

4.5 The subject

Louise, aged 10;7 years at the beginning of the empirical investigation in late April 1992,
was a pupil in her final year of primary education at a small, rural, Church of England
primary school in North York °e. Of the three classes, she was in the third, with 15
children from Years 5 and 6 (aged between 9 and 11 years); the class teacher was also
the Headteacher, and the class had a regular part-time teacher on two momings a week.
‘The classroom was organised in four groups of children, sitting around tables. There was
a mix of whole class teaching and group work, in which children in a group were

working on the same curriculum subject e.g. Maths, but not necessarily collaboratively.

Louise was the oldest of two children in her (nuclear) family. She was selected by the
class teacher as being "sensible" and likely to be communicative. She was a fluent reader,
having completed the school's selected reading scheme, and could write competently,
although not quickly. Cognitively, the teacher felt she was able, and perhaps poised for a
period of rapid development. Louise's friend and classroom neighbour, Ellen, appears in
many of the recordings, which reveal their private interactions as providing a background
commentary and evaluation of what they heard, saw, read or wrote:

e.g. atthe end of a TV programme

L (to E in whisper): inferesting wasn't it?

Teacher to class: interesting one?

4.6 Data collection

Observations on metaphor in classroom uses of language in the preliminary visit to the
school were described in Chapter 1. On the second visit to the school, the participation
of Louise in the study was cleared with her parents, the recording equipment was tested
out, and a discussion held between myself, Louise, Ellen and a third girl, Heather, to
begin to get to know the children, and for them to begin to get used to being recorded.
Some data collected on this visit will be included in the analysis.

The data from subsequent visits was collected by equipping Louise with a personal

cassette recorder that she carried around or placed over the back of her chair.



Although this was not as discreet as might have been wished, it produced adequate
recordings of her talk and talk to her from teachers and other children. While she quickly
became less aware of the microphone, this was not the case for the part-time teacher
who seemed very conscious of its presence. The class teacher who had carried out such
data collection herself appears to ignore it successfully. However, as with any recording,

the extent to which the apparatus ultimately affects the discourse is impossible to assess.

Recordings were made over four school days, yielding about 9 hours of usable data
which was transcribed for analysis. There were also some informal conversations
between Louise and myself to clarify points of information. Timed observation notes on
the activities of the children and teacher were also kept by myself as researcher, sitting in
on all lessons in a corner of the classroom. The written texts that Louise, read, wrote, or

used over that time were noted, and were photocopied for analysis.

4.7 Data analysis: Categorisation of spoken data

The recordings were transcribed orthographically, and a sample can be found in
Appendix 1. Full transcriptions are available from the author. Intonation was not
transcribed, although some, obvious and relevant, use of stress is marked. Pauses were
timed roughly on the first transcription. Extracts used for close analysis were re-checked

against the recordings for accuracy in transcription and timing of pauses.

The classroom language data analysed here i.e. that which was principally teacher-led,
consisted of distinct discourse events, labelled by the participants and bounded by
changes of activity and/or location (Table 4.2) The talk varies in formality and setting,
from on-going routine work in class to more formal, often pre-planned, iput delivered
to the whole class. The teacher orchestrating the discourse event also varied, with the
class teacher (T1) being replaced for some lessons by a regular part-time teacher (T2),
and the school assembly being taken by the teacher of another class (T3). While these
variables could not be controlled for, the data was separately analysed to allow post-hoc
investigation of possible differences in metaphor use.
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Table 4.2 Discourse events recorded and transcribed as data for Investigation 1

Discourse Event

1. Class work (cw)

1.1 Class work 1
(ew T1)

1.2 Class work 2
cw T2
2. Geology lesson
eol
3. Maths work
3.1 With teacher T1
(maths T1)

3.2 With teacher T2
(maths T2)

4. Lesson on
Apostrophes
ost.
5. Assembly
ass.
6. Maypole
Dancing
dance
7. TV Programme

Totals

Type of activity

Children working on tasks that the
teacher has set in advance. Teacher
monitors, intervenes, or pursues a
range of other goals un-related to the
tasks such as correcting work,

listening to reading.

Input, and construction of shared
understanding

Joint problem solving between
teacher and class

Return of a maths test, with
demonstration of correct answers.
Maths problems given orally or in
writin

Input and practice exercises

Whole school gathered in school
hall for address, hymns and notices.

Teacher-led dancing practices in the
school hall.

A schools programme and follow-up
discussion, in the school hall.

Teacher

T1

T2

T1

T2

Length of
discourse
event in
minutes

260

12

38

50

573
minutes

No. of
words in
transcript

8723

636

2578

2203

4547

2831

1672

3179

1916

28285
words

From this point on, extracts from transcribed data are referenced with a 3 part label:

Event - Tape: line numbers

e.g. Dance - Tape 4: 132-135 refers to the Dance lesson transcription, from Tape 4, lines

132-135.

The two instances of "Class Work" with the different teachers was initially analysed

separately, but later combined in some counts. Initial analysis suggested that the second
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data set was too small to be reliable, but that since metaphorical language was used in
rou vy the same proportions and with similar functions by the two teachers, combining
it with the first data set would increase reliability of that set.

The data analysed is principally oral, although it includes anything originally written but
read aloud or sung, such as texts from reading books, maths questions and hymns. It thus
represents the classroom oral input and output of Louise over the period of the

recording.

4.8 Data analysis: Levels of analysis of metaphorical language in discourse events

As suggested in the Introduction to this chapter, analysis of the nature and function of
metaphorical language in educational contexts needs to take sensitive account of the
complexity and dynamics of teacher-pupil interaction. To this end, units of analysis at
various levels of discourse are employed: lexico-grammatical, content, interactional,
contextual. Analysis is carried out internally within these units, and externally in the
interaction of these units with units at other levels. In this section, I describe the units

and levels of analysis before applying them to the data.

The context of each discourse event is described in terms of the participants and their
roles, "participation structures" (van Lier 1988:167), the goals of participants, and the
topic of the talk. In order to answer quantitatively the research questions on the
metaphors encountered by children in these discourse contexts, the positioning and
apparent function of each instance of linguistic metaphor was tracked and analysed.
Analysis was two way and cross-level: working "top-down" from the discourse event
macro-level to teaching sequences, and "bottom-up" from micro-level instances of
linguistic metaphor to the immediate discourse frame of each instance, labelled
"Metaphor Framing Episode". Analysis of the relation between Metaphor Framing
Episodes and teaching sequences then allowed the teaching and leaming function of
linguistic metaphors to be analysed. Figure 4.1 shows a summary of the levels of

analysis.

A range of quantitative and qualitative methods were applied to the data. The
quantitative measures remained fairly straightforward, as the nature of the data did not

justify complex statistical procedures, but were rather used in the belief that

simple counting techniques can offer a means to survey the whole corpus of data
... to gain a sense of the flavour of the data as a whole (Silverman 1993:163)
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Qualitative methods drew on techniques of both Conversation Analysis and Discourse
Analysis, in order to analyse how metaphor functions within the sequential organisation
of classroom interaction and how pattens of metaphor use are built up across a

discourse event.

Figure 4.1 Cross-level analysis of metaphor in classroom discourse

TOP DOWN ANALYSIS
Oral Interaction in the Discourse Event

Teaching Sequences

Metaphor Framing Episodes
Linguistic Metaphors

BOTTOM UP ANALYSIS

I now look at these units, and the internal and external analytic procedures applied to
them, in more depth, b °~ ° g with the smallest unit of analysis, the linguistic metaphor.

4.9 Data analysis: Identification of linguistic metaphors

Following the criteria set out in Chapter 3, initial identification of metaphors was done
on the basis of potential domain incongruency i.e. a linguistic metaphor was identified as
a stretch of language in which a word or phrase appeared to have the potential to bring
to mind a conceptual domain distinctively different from the domain of the immediate
surrounding linguistic context. The Vehicle of the linguistic metaphor, seen as that
stretch of language containing all incongruous terms, was extracted with sufficient of the
immediate discourse acting as the immediate Linguistic Frame (Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3)
against which incongruity was evidenced. Incongruities that could be seen as arising from
errors or from shared understandings in particular discourse worlds (Chapter 3, Sections
3.3.3 and 3.3.4) were eliminated. Instances of the latter type included standard
metaphorical ways of referring in school contexts e.g. in Maths sixteen into two won't o
(maths T1 - Tape 7:9); in Literacy, the apostrophe comes be ore the S (apost - Tape
3:170). When non-standard metaphors appeared to be deliberately chosen or constructed
for such purposes they were included.
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Where there was possible doubt as to the metaphoricity of a stretch of language, the
researcher's intuitions about the children's norms were drawn on. So for example, what
function is the apostrophe playing? (apost - Tape 3: 7) was kept as a metaphor because
of likely interpretations of playing. This type of decision affected only one or two
linguistic metaphors. Other examples mnclude big numbers (maths T1 - Tape 7: 96), in its
long form (word) (apost - Tape 3:70) and the use of say /tell (e.g. cwT1 - Tape 3:666)
for understanding written texts. Such uses of language, which for a Metaphor as Device
approach would be only marginally metaphorical, may be important in developing
children's understanding of intellectual processes. Their importance is discussed in more
detail in Chapter 6.

Each repetition of metaphorical language, as a whole or in part, was counted separately
since each potentially provides a further learning opportunity. The patterns and apparent
functions of repetition are investigated in the qualitative analysis. In the quantitative
analysis, the calculation of Type / Token Ratios for the metaphors gives some indication

of the degree of repetition.

4.10 Data analysis: Boundary decisions for linguistic metaphor
Further decisions had to be made across the data from the discourse events about where
to draw the line between metaphorical and non-metaphorical uses of some specific words
and phrases (Chapter 3, Section 3.3.5) For example
point as in

at that point (referring to time) (dance - Tape 4: 138)

get to a point (referring to place)  (dance - Tape 4:55)

way as in
do it that way (maths T1 - Tape 6: 144)
the long way to do it (maths T1 - Tape 7: 8)

As a principle, decisions to keep or jettison such potential metaphors were conservative
1.e. avoided counting language that was highly delexicalised as metaphor, and consistent
1.e. the same decision held for all data sets, unless use was importantly different, as when
a systematic use of metaphor in planning talk in the Maths lesson with Teacher 1
included phrases such as

how might we arrive at a fairly accurate result? (maths T1 - Tape 6: 135)

you're on the right track (maths T1 - Tape 7 : 50)
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This systematic use, within a discourse event, of a Vehicle domain related to travelling in
particular directions appeared to justify retaining as linguistic metaphor phrases such as
the above that included way .

Decisions about delexical verbs and prepositions were made in accordance with Chapter
3, Sections 3.7 and 3.8. A concordancer (Longman Mini Concordancer) was used on the
corpus of data to trace all instances of particular words and check for metaphorical use.
This was particularly valuable in checking all occurrences of delexical words such as

come, look/see , say/tell.

The most difficult boundary decisions were related to lexical items like think or find, that
are not particularly delexical but that have wide schematic use, some more clearly
metaphorical than others. Decisions as to whether particular uses were to count as
metaphorical were made relative to their use in their particular discourse context. Uses
with important pedagogical implications are discussed further in Chapter 6.

4.11 Inter-rater reliability of the identification of linguistic metaphor

There were some safe-guards over intra-rater reliability of the metaphor identification
procedures, in that the researcher checked the data at least three times, with considerable
intervals of time between them, and then cross-checked any conflicts between the
outcomes of the categorisation procedures. Lack of varation in the gross numbers of
metaphors in the last two counts, despite some adjustment of individual items, was taken
as some indication of intra-rater reliability.

The inter-rater reliability of the identification of linguistic metaphors was checked by

asking another metaphor researcher, Dr G. Low of the University of York, to use the

writer's criteria to identify linguistic metaphor in a chunk of the data. The inter-rater

reliability check used the following procedure:

1. Explanation of the identification procedures and criteria for linguistic metaphor,
using examples from the text data.

2. Researcher 2 identified linguistic metaphors in two pages of the Maths lesson with
T1 data.

3. Comparison with Researcher 1; discussion and resolution of anomalies and
disagreements.

4. Researcher 2 identified linguistic metaphors in the Geology lesson data
Discussion of disagreements
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The linguistic metaphors identified by Researcher 2 fell into two groups: those that he
was definite about; and those whose metaphoricity seemed to depend on specific
boundary judgements as to literal / non-metaphorical meanings. At stage 4 in the above
procedure:

8 metaphors identified by Researcher 1 were not identified by Researcher 2.

12 metaphors identified by Researcher 2 were not identified by Researcher 1.
18 of these 20 disagreements fell into the second group of those whose identification
depended on arbitrary boundary judgements; for example,

scientists ..coming up with new ideas

minerals come out of rocks (Geology - Tape 5 : 468; 198)

In reconsidering these boundary decisions, conservative judgements were preferred,
unless the potential metaphors referred to intellectual or educational processes and
events, in which case they were retained as potentially important pointers to the use of
such language. 8 of the 12 identified by Researcher 2 were like the second example
above, using verbs that suggest independent action by inanimate subjects. After further
discussion, it was decided by the researcher to add this group to the set of linguistic
metaphors. Only 1 of the other 4 was included as metaphor, after discussion of the

criteria of domain incongruity.

Of the 8 metaphors identified initially and disagreed about, 1 was dropped, 6 were kept
because they referred to educational or intellectual processes:

give you a little bit of information (Geology - Tape 5: 196)
The final disagreement was over a pupil utterance:

is molten lava like wax? (Geology - Tape 5: 376)
This was retained on the grounds of the existence of domain incongruity in the particular
discourse context. The discussion however raised an important issue of the shifting from
metaphor to non-metaphorical comparison across a stretch of discourse, which will be

developed later.

At the end of the 5 stages, the actual number of linguistic metaphors identified in this
stretch of data remained the same. The inter-rater reliability check could be said to have
shown a high degree of reliability at this purely quantitative level, or alternatively a high
degree of unreliability in initial identification. Much more importantly, by reinforcing or
raising some important issues, it contributed to further clarity and explicitness in the

identification decisions:



. as discussed in Chapters 1, 2 and 3, many of the boundary decisions involved in the
identification of many linguistic metaphors are essentially arbitrary, at best motivated,
and explicitness in respect of those decisions is required as an alternative to cut-and-
dried boundary conditions

. metaphor can slip into what might be seen as non-metaphorical comparison over the
course of several turns in interaction, suggesting that the role of metaphor may not
be uniquely special and that other linguistic mechanisms are available for similar
purposes

. verbs are more often questionable as to metaphoricity, especially delexical verbs used
to suggest independent action of in ~ te objects. Again, decisions need to be
made, in this case motivated by the possible importance of such uses of language
with children learning about the world.

It is believed that the increased clarity resulting from this inter-rater reliability process
contributes to the replicability of the empirical study, and that as such, it was a
worthwhile procedure. It remains important that any cla made for the results of the
analysis are clearly delimited by the researcher. Although results are inevitably open to
question because of the fuzzy nature of the categories, they may still, by being explicit in
their limitations, add something to our understanding of metaphor use in classroom

interaction.

4.12 Data analysis: Level, grammar, and lexical content of metaphor Vehicles

The initial identification of linguistic metaphors was followed by further categorisation in
order to address the research questions quantitatively as well as qualitatively. They were
first categorised as to the level of the Vehicle unit - word, phrase or clause - and then
further analysed for their internal grammatical form (see Chapter 3, Section 3.6).

Level of Vehicle unit
As set out in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.4, Vehicle units of linguistic metaphor were
classified as:
1. Word Internal
2. Single Word
3. Multi-word

3.1 Multi-word Internal

- Within Phrase

In most cases this categorisation was unproblematic. Where there was any doubt, a

simple test of non-metaphorical paraphrase and substitution usually solved the problem:



I can read your lips (maths T2 - Tape 2:425)
was classified as word level after non-metaphorical paraphrasing required the
substitution of read but not of other terms:

I can understand what ou're sa in b lookin at our lips

The level and nature of the utterance as actually produced was taken as categorical of
level. avoiding reconstituting instances of ellipsis, even though this meant that, as in the

following exchange, several related metaphors were put into different categories:

e.g.  where does the time go? Clause level
into the past Phrase level
into the past Within Phrase level
[ know where the time goes Clause level
time goes quickly into the past Phrase level

(Apostrophe Lesson - Tape 3)

Metaphors identified as "Within Phrase" required an incongruity to exist inside a Phrase
level metaphor Vehicle. The incongruity was internal to the phrase, and may not have
been mcongruous relative to the on-going discourse:

make a mental note (apost.- Tape 3:3)
This was identified as a Phrase metaphor, and a further domain incongruity held to exist
between mental as Topic and note as Vehicle.

crinoids wave their arms (Geology - Tape 5: 300)
This example, on the other hand, was held as containing two Word level metaphors
wave and arms, but since there is no domain incongruity between these, no Within

Phrase metaphor was identified.

Grammatical form
Categorisation was guided by the Word Class of the Vehicle term, or if a Phrase, of the
Head word of the phrase, as described in Chapter 3, Section 6.

After initial grammatical analysis, it became clear that Verb Phrase metaphor Vehicles
formed a large category that could usefully be further divided by separating off Phrasal /
Prepositional Verbs such as

let's go back to these rocks (Geology - Tape 5: 351).

Both level and grammatical form analyses provided categories amenable to simple

counting techniques and to some hypothesis testing, giving information as to the relative



frequencies and proportions of different categories of linguistic metaphor in each
discourse event, and thus grounding the emerging picture of metaphor use in these basic

features.

Lexical content of Vehicle terms

Since repetition of whole or parts of linguistic metaphors was a common occurrence, a
further count was carried out of the different lexical types of metaphor Vehicle within
each discourse event. This then allowed calculation of a Metaphor Lexical Type / Token
Ratio which acts as some indication of the number of lexically different metaphors in
each event.

"Type" was determined by lexeme / morpheme, so thatwaste in
I'm not wasting my time (cw T2 - Tape 3:46)
to save any wasted time (cw T2 - Tape 3: 2)

is counted as one type of metaphor in the particular discourse event.

4.13 Data analysis: Metaphor Framing Episodes

Moving up from the bottom-most level of analysis, in which linguistic metaphors were
identified in their immediate syntactic frame, the next unit of analysis was devised to
cater for the specific genre of classroom oral interaction (although this may well
generalise to other types of oral interactive discourse). The repetition of particular
Topic-Vehicle combinations, or very close reformulations of them, is clearly observable
throughout the data, occurring usually within turns or across nearby turns. This may not
be a particular feature of metaphor, but rather a general feature of oral interaction
(Tannen 1989; McCarthy 1988). To cater for this linking of metaphors within the
discourse, linguistic metaphors, 1.e. the Vehicle term(s) and immediate Topic or Topic-
related terms, together with their immediate surrounding discourse, were labelled
"metaphor framing e isode" in analogy with other published analyses of oral data (e.g.
Kowal and Swain 1994, Samuda and Rounds 1993).

The Metaphor Framing Episode (MFE) is intended to serve as a discourse parallel to the

semantic notion of Frame. The MFE is identified through clustering of features of

. topic (what is being talked about, which may or may not coincide with the Topic of
the metaphor)

+ speaker/ addressee combinations

+ sequential organisation
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It groups together related metaphors that occur very close together or are sequentially
linked. Thus, if a teacher addressed the whole class on a particular topic, and then
directed a question on that topic to one member of the class, any metaphors used would
be kept together. If, later in the same lesson, the teacher used metaphor in recalling the
initial topic in talk with an individual pupil, the lack of sequential links would put this use
into a separate MFE. An episode can only stretch across several turns if there is evidence
of sequential organisation of the turns containing metaphor, as in one of the Maths
lessons when a teacher's metaphorical question is answered metaphornically several
minutes later by a pupil, forming an adjacency pair across the discourse.

Extract 1 presents an example of an MFE to help clanfy the concept. In the extract, the
teacher is talking with one pupil about something she has written. The particular
interaction between this pupil and the teacher begins at line 151. Linguistic metaphors
were identified in lines 151 (started on you) and 162 (a knock-on effect). The two
metaphors were placed in the same MFE since

1) the combination of speaker and addressee is the same

and

2) the topic being talked about (persecution and bullying) is the same.

NOTE: A list of symbols used in transcribing the data can be found on page 340.

Extract 1 Example of a Metaphor Framing Episode from the Class Work

. what were you in?
kent
vou can feel (. ) persecuted (. ) if (. ) people started on you ( . ) at five to nine in the
morning and nagged vou ( . ) all day non stop ( . ) vou would feel persecuted
( 2.0) so it's basically a feeling (. ) but (. ) would it affect you appearance ( . )
yes it would
it would (. ) wouldn't it? (. ) because I reckon you'd be in tears by about (. ) five past nine (.)
yea
so what vou'd look like at half past three ( . ) goodness knows ( 1.0)
so it's
so (. ) the effect ( . ) of the feeling (1.0) is to make you appear very miserable (. ) you'd look
very unhappy (2.0) basically (. ) to feel persecuted ( . ) feel persecuted (. )
and then it would have a knock-on effect
P: night

150

Sow

155

o BN B B

160

(Tape 4)
The MFE can be seen as extending from lines 151 - 162, i.e. from the beginning of the

utterance containing the first linguistic metaphor up to the end of the utterance
containing the last metaphor. In the classroom context, a change of topic was often fairly
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easy to identify because there was a move from one question, sum or example to
another. Sometimes the change was between sub-topics e.g. from a general statement to
a specific example. Topic changes can take place at turn boundaries, or within a tum, in
which case they are often indicated by signalling features such as "decision markers"
(van Lier 1988:177) e.g. "right", "now", often accompanied by significant pausing.
Changes of addressee within the classroom context were quite often signalled with
nominalisation. Field notes provided additional confirmation of addressee. Some
episodes had less clear cut boundaries than those of Extract 1 where change of topic and
addressee coincide. However, this element of fuzziness is not seen as a problem, since

boundaries are not criterial in the types of analysis applied to episodes.

The MFE provides a basis for analysing how metaphors are related in classroom talk,
and how they build on each other to create the pupils' experience with metaphorical
language. Each metaphor framing episode was examined in quantitative terms for the
number and type of metaphors within it. The number of episodes within events was
counted. Qualitatively, analysis was carried out of the types of relations between
metaphors in the same MFE, to investigate systematic content links (local systematicity)
and how metaphorical language may be made more accessible to discourse participants,
for example through reformulation or elaboration. Systematicity of metaphors across
episodes was also analysed.

4.14 Data analysis: Teaching Sequences within discourse events

The top-down analysis of the data proceeded through the preliminary analysis of each
discourse event into "teaching sequences" that reflected the teacher's goals, at the level
of 'action’' in Activity Theory terms as described by Donato (1994), Lantolf and Appel
(1994).

"Teaching sequences”, each with a distinct teaching focus, were identified through
examination of language, goals and actions, either as explicitly stated by participants or
implicitly signalled by the announcement of a change of activity. Both transcript data and
field notes were used to do this. In the extract below, two sequence boundaries can be
observed: the first at line 2 and the second at line 4. Each of them is marked by a long
pause, a decision marker (so; now), and a change of activity to /ooking at and then to
reading aloud.
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Extract 2 Boundaries of Teaching Sequences

Geology Lesson

T1: it won't take very long cos it's very short (1.0)
o (. ) looking at the first sheet first (2.0) if I let you read ( . ) that one right? (. ) there
is a great variety (. ) of rocks to be found (. ) on the earth (2.0)
now (. ) would you like to read on from there (. ) Ellen (4.0) from (. ) "a simple.."
Tape 5: 206 209)

E RS ]

A limited number of teacher foci were identified in the data, either through explicit
labelling by teacher or pupils, or by reference to what actually happened in, or as a result
of, a particular sequence. The set of teaching focus descriptors draws on relevant
literature (van Lier 1988; Mercer 1995; Alexander 1997; Bames and Todd 1995). None
of these studies provided a set that could be used without adaptation, and the resulting
set combines their categories with the categories generated by the data, attempting to
maintain a balance between exhaustiveness and elegance. The key types of teaching

sequences and sub-sequences identified in the data are shown in Table 4.3.

The use of language for procedural purposes or "framing" (van Lier 1988; Roberts et al
1992, drawing on the work of Bateson 1972 and Goffman 1974) is covered here by the
two categories of "Organisational talk" and "Agenda Setting". These proved to be
important sites of metaphor use, with the distinction between the two remaining clear;
"organisational” reflects concern with the concrete (chairs, pencils etc), while "planning"”
is concerned with the abstract (ideas, concepts, tasks etc). Having these two as distinct
also allowed the links between them to be analysed, so, for example, framing the
conceptual process of the lesson might be reflected in the organisation of the chairs and
tables.

The 'dustbin’' category (6.) contains teacher talk not categorisable in 1-5 above. In line
with the general aims of categorisation in of discourse data (Sinclair and Coulthard 1975)
this was minimised, and contained mostly teacher asides and interruptions to the event by
visitors to the classroom. Since the data was mostly teacher talk, the category of pupil

talk (7.) was not further sub-divided in this analysis but dealt with separately.



Table 4.3 Teaching Sequences in classroom discourse events

1. Instructional
1.1 explanation of concept, action, skill etc
1.2 exemplification
1.3 modelling by demonstration, or verbally
1.4 checking understanding
1.5 recap

2. Framing

2.1 Organisational

giving instructions relating to the logistics of the classroom or lesson
e.g. worksheets, pencils

2.2 Agenda setting

negotiating with pupils the content or process of a lesson

3. Feedback
comments on or evaluation of pupils’ work

4. Control
stopping or pre-empting unwanted behaviour

5. Information search
asking pupils for(genuinely unknown) information

6. Other
e.g. talk with visitors to the class

7. Pupil interaction
talk berween pupils

In some of the classroom discourse events, discourse structure was strongly constrained
by the content and goals. For example, in the "Maths work with T2" in which the teacher
returned a test the pupils had completed the previous week, characterised by participants
as "going over a Maths test", the discourse moved predictably from one question on the
test to the next. Furthermore, in going over each question, the teacher first gave some
comments on the difficulty of the question and the success of the pupils in tackling it,
then elaborated on how to answer the question, and wound up with further feedback on
difficulty and/or success levels. The discourse event thus could be articulated easily into

sequences that broke talk around each maths question into feedback, explanation and so

on.

"hardware"

137



The impact of metaphor was analysed at the level of the sequence, within the discourse
event. As set out in 1.5.4, three dimensions of "impact" were used: ideational,
interpersonal and interactional. Each use of metaphor was examined for the nature of the
impact it created on the discourse and on participants, with evidence coming from the

talk or observable reactions recorded in field notes.

4.15 Cross-level analysis

After articulation of an event into teaching sequences and nested sub-sequences, the
Metaphor Framing Episodes were mapped on to the discourse event, allowing the use of
metaphorical language to be analysed from the perspective of the contribution made by
metaphor to the teaching goals, and pedagogical pattemns of use of metaphor to emerge.
An example of the mapping of the Geology lesson can be found in Appendix 2. Although
MFEs and Teaching Sequences are not entirely independent because they are linked
through topic and addressee, they do map the discourse differently, with the MFE
working upwards from the linguistic metaphors and the Teaching Sequence working
downwards from the goals and process of the whole event. The interplay of the two
analyses provides a fruitful range of insights into the use of metaphor in educational
discourse that will be reported in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 5

EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION 1 - METAPHOR IN CLASSROOM DISCOURSE:
RESULTS.

5.1 Introduction

This chapter reports the results of the various analyses of recorded classroom data
described in Chapter 4. The results will be presented in a way that tries to reveal
gradually to the reader something of the nature of the dynamic complexity of metaphor
in discourse, and its interaction with non-metaphorical language in constructing patterns

of participation and engagement in educational discourse events.

Presentation of the results will be followed in the next chapter by a discussion of the
implications for the theoretical frameworks of metaphor and for education. The
discussion will lead into the second empirical investigation, of children's interpretations
of metaphor.

The first results reported are quantitative results about the frequency of linguistic
metaphors in different discourse events, their lexical content and their grammatical form.
I then show how individual metaphors group together in Metaphor Framing Episodes,
and how these episodes map on to the event structure analysed as teaching sequences.
Having shown through this cross-level analysis how metaphors function ideationally and
interpersonally in educational discourse, I then return to the level of the episode, where
the links between metaphors and non-metaphorical language are shown to produce
intricate patterns of interaction. Consideration of the lexical content of metaphors adds a
further layer to the emerging picture of systematicity and risk management in metaphor
use. | also report analysis of the small amount of data relating to how pupils respond to

metaphors encountered in discourse.

As has been discussed at length in previous chapters, the identification of prosaic
metaphor is unavoidably fraught with difficulties, and the researcher is forced to make
continual decisions about what will or will not be counted as linguistic metaphor. Each
decision affects the nature and size of the category of prosaic linguistic metaphor, and,
very often, the more difficult decisions concern more frequent lexical items such as
delexical verbs, with resulting greater knock-on effects. Restraint has been exercised
therefore over the use and manipulation of quantitative data; only very broad calculations

and compansons are made, that give a feel for the nature of the data, and, when
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presented as 'results’, these are usually expressed non-numerically. Nonetheless, I would
claim that important features of prosaic metaphor are suggested by the quantitative
results which are presented in this chapter. Key results are signalled along the way with
bullet points, and brought together in a summary at the end of the chapter.

5.2 Density of linguistic metapheor in classroom discourse

5.2.1 Frequency of metaphorical use of language in classroom discourse

Once the linguistic metaphors in each discourse event had been identified, checked and
re-checked, they were first simply counted to give raw frequency figures for each
discourse event. All repetitions of particular metaphors were included in this first count,
and later taken account of through calculation of lexical type/token ratios for each

discourse event.

¢ A total of 406 linguistic metaphors occur in the 28,285 words, giving a frequency of
I metaphor per 70 words or 14 metaphors per 1000 words.

Of the 406 metaphors identified across the 9 discourse events, 28 were produced by the
pupils i.e. about 7%. The analyses presented here were carried out on the combined
production of metaphors. Breakdown of metaphor density by discourse event is shown
in Table 5.1 below.

Table 5.1 Numbers of linguistic metaphors in each discourse event

Discourse event Number of
meta hors
Class Work with T1
Class Work with T2
Geolo lesson
Maths with Tl
Maths with T2
A stro he lesson

Assembl
Ma  le Dancin 41
TV ro ramme
TOTAL 406
5.2.2 Density of metaphor in classroom discourse

The raw count of linguistic metaphors in the transcripts was converted into a measure of
metaphor density by dividing the number of linguistic metaphors by the number of words
in an event transcript and then multiplying by 1000, producing a result for "metaphor
density” as the number of linguistic metaphors per 1000 words for each event. For
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example, in the Maypole Dancing lesson 41 metaphors were found and 3179 words

appear in the transcript. This gives a metaphor frequency of 12.9 metaphors per 1000
words.

Figure 5.1 shows the density of linguistic metaphor in each discourse event. Metaphor
density varies from 9.9 metaphors per 1000 words in the TV programme to 26.3 per
1000 in the Assembly, i.e. the Range is 16.4, which is about 3 times the Standard
Deviation of 5.5.

Figure 5.1 Metaphor density in discourse events

No. of linguistic metaphors per 1000 words

30
26.3
25
216
20
16.3 16.9 15.4
15 12.9
10 1

10

1.1 Ctass 1.2 Class 2.Geology 3.1 Maths {T1) 3.2 Maths (T2) 4. Ap phe 3. A bly 6. Dance 7.7V

Work (T1) Work (T2) Lesson lesson

¢ The average metaphor density across the nine discourse events is 15.5 linguistic
metaphors per 1000 words.

Comparing this average frequency with the few published studies summarised in Table
4.1, we can see that it falls somewhere between the figures reported for use of (written)
figurative language in school textbooks and basic readers, and use in recognised
literature. This suggests it is not unreasonable as a figure, although little more can
reliably be said

5.2.3 Variation in metaphor density across discourse events

To test out the probability of these results for metaphor density showing significant
variation across the nine events, a chi-squared "goodness of fit" test was carried out.
This tested the results against a hypothesis of equal probability of occurrence across all
events (Robson 1994(a) :106).
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The results gave x2 — 16.63, which is statistically significant at p < 0.05, for 8 degrees

of freedom.

¢ There is therefore statistical evidence of a significant departure from equal density of

metaphor in the different discourse events.

We can also note that the two samples of Class Work produced similar density results, as
did the two Maths lessons, suggesting at this point that metaphor density may relate to
the type of event rather than to individual style.

5.3 Semantic content of linguistic metaphors: an overview
Across the data, an examination of the types of Vehicle terms in linguistic metaphors

grouped these in the following categories:

Words with high indexical valency: go, come , find, think
Schematic lexical items: butter, lollipop, whip off, kingdom , miracle of spring

Formulaic items: stick to your guns, let it rip

The general picture that emerges is of widespread use of Vehicle terms with high
indexical valency (Widdowson 1983:94) and comparatively rare appearances of striking
metaphorical idioms or carefully chosen schematic Vehicle terms. If we were to apply
Black's criteria for metaphoricity of being "active" and "strong" (Black 1979: 26-27), no
more than about 8 out of the 406 expression could be classified as metaphors worthy of
further investigation. The most vital metaphors come from the focus pupil, Louise:

(someone) is going to be squashed meat with pepper and mustard all over

(cw T1- Tape 5:184)

and from teacher T1:

rock...becomes like sticky treacle ... or even like runny butter

(Geology - Tape 5: 374-376)

A strong personal factor seems to come into play in the use of idioms when semantic
content is examined. Teacher T1 produces several striking, perhaps rather archaic,

metaphorical idioms:

keep the kettle boiling (cw T1-Tape 6: 190)
had a good innings (cw T1-Tape 1. 792)
come up trumps (Geol - Tape 5: 342)
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and other less unusual ones:
keep your fingers crossed (Dance - Tape 4: 29)
on the right track (Mathsl - Tape 7: 50)

T2, on the other hand, seems to produce fewer and less striking idioms:

ring a bell in your mind (Maths 2- Tape 2: 503)
it was a mystery to me (Maths 2 - Tape 2: 453)
that's only half the story (Maths 2 - Tape 2: 323)

¢ Prosaic metaphor in classroom discourse often features Vehicle terms with high
indexical valency; striking Vehicle terms are likely to be part of metaphorical idioms

used formulaically, rather than deliberately chosen as part of active, vital metaphors.

5.4 Level of Vehicle unit in linguistic metaphors

In this section I report the results of analysing the stretches of language categorised as
linguistic metaphor in terms of the level of the Vehicle units. As metaphors were
extracted from the data, they were classified in terms of the Vehicle units, as Single
Word metaphors e.g. lollipop trees, or as Multi-Word metaphors e.g. you have to stick
to your guns. Multi Word metaphors were then examined for any internal metaphoricity,
i.e. whether the Vehicle unit of the metaphor itself containing a further incongruous
Topic and Vehicle e.g. stick to your guns where stick and guns are incongruous. These
latter metaphors give some indication of layering of metaphors. The category of "Word-
Internal" metaphors was dropped, since only one possible example was found
(bookworm). This was put into the Single Word category. Multi Word Internal
metaphors then included only Within Phrase metaphors, and from this point on, these
categories are collapsed.

In a raw count, Multi Word metaphors were consistently more frequent (Figure 5.2
below), and the number of Within Phrase metaphors did not appear to depend on how
many Multi Word metaphors actually occur. Within Phrase metaphors occurred largely
in layered idiomatic metaphors such as stick to your guns; does this ring any bells in

your mind? ; make a little mental note.
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Figure 5.2 Frequencies of Single word, Multi Word and Within Phrase Metaphor
Vehicles in each discourse event
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The Maypole Dancing lesson appears as somewhat anomalous in featuring a small
proportion of single word metaphors. Inspection of the dance lesson analysis shows that
many of the metaphors used were idiomatic phrases used as commands e.g. pick your
feet up (Tape 4: 29) or to describe the process required we have to polish it up (Tape 4:
183); the secret to this skipping thing (Tape 4: 100). The demands on the teacher in this
lesson were very high; she was organising pupils and tape recorder, demonstrating the
dances, watching and giving feedback. High processing demands perhaps contributed to
a greater use of conventional idiomatic phrases that could be retrieved as formulae.

¢ Across the set of discourse events, there is a consistent pattern of more frequent use
of Multi-Word Vehicle terms than of Single Word terms.

¢ In terms of typicality conditions, this suggests that a typical linguistic metaphor in
classroom spoken discourse has a Vehicle term of two or more words.

I now move to report results of the grammatical analysis of linguistic metaphors, and find
once again that, for prosaic metaphor, typicality is very different from the apparent
assumptions of many metaphor theorists.

5.5 Grammatical analysis of linguistic metaphors

Grammatical analysis of the linguistic metaphors identified in the data focused on the
form of the metaphor Vehicle (Chapter 3, Section 3.6.2). For Single Word metaphors,
the Word Class of the Vehicle term, and its syntactic function in the clause of which it is
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an element, were the key classifying features. Multi Word metaphors were classified as
Noun / Verb / Adjective Phrase etc depending on the Head word.

5.5.1 Relative proportions of different grammatical forms

It was clear from the beginning of the data analysis that verb metaphors would vastly
outnumber nominal metaphors at both Single Word and Phrase levels, even with fairly
tight constraints on what was counted as a verb metaphor. The size of the difference can
be clearly shown in graphical form (Figure 5.3 below), in which Single Word and Multi
Word metaphors are put together. The very small number of adverb metaphors has been
omitted.

Figure 5.3 Proportions of different grammatical forms of metaphor Vehicles (%)
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A table giving exact numbers of different grammatical forms of Vehicle terms in each
discourse event can be found in Appendix 3.

The graph that follows (Figure 5.4) displays, for each discourse event, the proportions of
Noun, Verb, Preposition, Adjective and Adverb metaphors. This graph illustrates the
varniation that occurred in the relative proportions of grammatical forms of Vehicles in
different discourse events.



Figure 5.4 Grammatical forms of metaphor Vehicles in discourse events
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¢ The overall distribution of grammatical forms shows that the general picture of a
preponderance of verb metaphors is broken only by the Assembly, which features a
relatively higher proportion of nominal metaphors.

The lesson on apostrophes has only one nominal metaphor, along with 47 verb
metaphors. When we look at the nature of the metaphors, we find that even this one
noun metaphor Vehicle is a somewhat marginal example of metaphoric catachresis :
the spine's almost broken (Apost- Tape 3: 266)

In this discourse event, the higher proportion of verb metaphors can be accounted for by
observing that, in addition to the use of metaphors to talk about classroom processes as
will be described below, the content of the apostrophe lesson also concerned actions and
processes, in this case the use of the apostrophe to shorten words or show possession.

The Assembly has a higher proportion of nominal metaphors to verb metaphors (a ratio
of 1.25:1) than other events. 7 of these were Nominal Group metaphors of the type NP
of NP e g. the miracle of spring; the wakening of the earth. Overall in the data, 25 of
the 55 noun phrase metaphors were of this type, which metaphor identification tests to
be reported later showed to be readily recognisable to adults (Chapter 8), and which
Broderick found canonical in children's stories (Broderick 1992). Since the Assembly
talk was comprised mostly of two stories, this may be the link, or, more likely, Nominal
Group metaphors are used in both stories and assemblies because they are recognisable

or striking in some way.
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5.5.2 Verb Phrase metaphors

These were divided into 2 sub-categories:

1. Phrasal / Prepositional verbs where the verb complement NP is Topic-related.
e.g. we're going back to possession (Apost - Tape 3:117)

2. Verb Phrases without a preposition attached, and which were also usually more
hi vy lexicalised
e.g. make a mental note (Apost.-Tape 3: 3)
or
Verb Phrases with an attached Vehicle-related Prepositional Phrase (i.e. preposition
+ noun phrase)
e.g. the ... rocks fit into the overall picture of the age of the earth
(Geol - Tape 5: 472).

The first type were almost twice as frequent as the second, even though verbs with have,
efc had been omitted. The exception was again in the Assembly, which featured more
highly lexical / schematic verbs; even the Phrasal / Prepositional verbs were of this type:
look for, deliver from, lead into. This relates to the higher density of information
content in the Assembly talk.

Delexical Phrasal / Prepositional verbs included:
go through / back to / on / into / up in/ away from
come from / back / up with / out of
get .. out of the way / down to/ on to / to
look at / for

The delexicalised nature of many verb metaphors is somewhat counter-intuitive, as it
might be expected that metaphors would make use of more schematic lexis in order to
have rich and striking domain transfer. What we are seeing here, though, is not the use of
rich poetic metaphors, but rather exemplification of the characteristics of prosaic
metaphor. In spoken interaction, items with high indexical valency can also be made rich

and productive carriers of metaphorical meaning,

In summarising findings about the grammatical form of metaphors, I conclude that,
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