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*"‘Many‘lnvestlgators of metaphor WOU|d agree that the productlon and

¢
.

comprehensnon.gf metaphor invoTves the’recognition f some novel s:mllarlty :

S LT e e

convgntional categorles. Thus,

N »
. b

.between concepts that belong to differe ey

%

when we credit a child with producing or understanding a metaphor as a

nonlitergl” use of language, we are tacitly assuming that the child in fact

has the conventional categories that are supposed to be violated by the

RN . N . - . e N
! ‘Eomparison involved in the metaphor. DR . ‘

. )i » “ . . ‘ Q . -

N .

4

Take for examp)e: the tase ofa youhg child who during play calls a

green barpet '"grass"! (Billow, in press). Some investlgators of metaphor,
. . T . Iy

1ike Blllow {in press) and WInner, McCarhty, Klehnan and Gardner (in press,

WIpner, Meparhty & Gardner, 1980), argue that if the se of Mgrass" in
Y . - Lo . .

-

this*context 'is not an'overextension caused by lack of knowledge of the
. ¢ . .

.

A word '‘carpet," byt <is a ‘'renaming" (Winnegi‘et al., in press), then it (
'\ > * » LV ¢ lel

[5
involves a dellberate violati

b -~
4

¢ .
on of ¢onventional category boundarles. This
- ‘,) *
I

in turn IS thought to Justlfy«calllng such productions metaphors. '—j\\\\\~‘

~0thers, (e 9oy Elaget, 1962), argue that such utterances may be based

.

¢

on the perceptiont of some sihilarity between the objegts being compared

. ) ‘
"but refrain.from calling them‘metaphors. Piaget (1962) calls them "verbal
- , /

P -

‘ ’
schemas" and ”precbncepts“ that are "intermediary between the schemas_ of

sensory motor lnteIIlgence and conceptual schemas . . .} (p 218). /

/

According to Plaget, the chlld needs to have the hlerarchlcal ordering of

»
- ~
. .

classes and the complete comprehension of class inclusion, relations
©

1}
-

J v .
characterlstlc of the concrete operational stage before he or she can be
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credited with the ability to categérize. It follows from this that the

production and comprehens,ion of metaphérs as figurative devipes&must await {
;0 the later stages of concrete operations (see, for example, Cometa & Eson,

= 1978) .

N

AJ
i ' i L4 ) - - ’ ' ~
{W< R— la—our—opinien -both of~§k?se positions are top extreme. For example, i

. .. . it is by no means clear that renaming is necessarily metaphorical in nature.
. - - 4

n-calling a green carpet' "grass'' the child is merely noticing an

-

-~ v o

1
- L . - - 3 ) = - i} L3 hd - -
. (interesting) similarity of color and texture, this_hardly seems” sufficient

<

L]
f,
hY

’ to jgigjfyocallihg the prodbction~metaphorical. .Nor is it enough’to know

° liad

- -

that‘the_cﬁild knows the word fer carpet. Rather, what seems to be needed . -~

is that the child also knows that carpets and gra§§ belong te different -y

’

conventional categornesﬁ e . R
. The issue, of course, all hingé; on what one means by calling a pro-

. >

o duction a metaphor. Our view is that there are several c?ite?ia, each

’ 3 - \

"adding to the quality and dépth ofs a metaphor. A néqgssar? condition foxr

. a statement to e considered metaphotrical, is°that it is basedon a meaning-

ful comparison between terms drawn-from different conventional categories, -

# ’

/ . . -
although, as Sternberg andhis cbllaborators'(e.g.,'Sternberg, Tourshgeau '
& Nigro, 1979; Tourangeau & Sternberg, in press) bévg noted, the less remote

these categories are, the less metaphorical is he comparison® Another
o * s

criterion--one that usually characterizes adult metaphors.but, as we will:

v

later argue, is rarely present in child metaphots--is that the respects in ‘

which the two things are alike are differentially importaﬁt or central to

‘ the two terms. Ortony (197?) refers to these two sources of metaphoricity’ *
) » ® " as domain incongruence and salience imbalance respectdvely. The claim is

’
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“that if two terms come from dnfferent domalns they_gannot be Ilterally 3

*

*similar because they are dlfferent klnds of thlngs. HowevePf, comparisons ¥

v

between such terms are not necessarlly meaningless. Thus, there seem to

be three kinds of S|ml]ar|ty statemen;‘,S’I (a) There are lltera1 S|mllarlty

“'stgtements such as A FIV¢T\JS”]Ik€ a Iake. These ave cases in which there

.

are discennible nontrvuLl S|mlfar|tles between objects belonglng to the

« 8 PRI S sl
e

»
» f

—
same category. (b) Theré-are nonliteral similarity statements such as A

-~ .

" .river is like a snake. These are cases in'which there are discernible

° )

nontrivial similarities between objects belonging to different conventional

N B . . v
’ PR

f .
categories® We shall sometimes refer to suach statements_as metaphorical
. > ‘ —_— .
\ - ° . . . .

comparisons. Finallvy, (c¢) there are anomaious similarity statements such

as A river is like a cat, in which the compared terms come from different

13

categories but where there are no discernlble nontrIVIaI similatities.

S
L4 P

\\n_,,45’metaphors are defined in terms of nonllteral similarity, then we

need to know whether?the child who is credited with the ability to(produce
- P .. . .
and comprehend metaphors can djstinguish literal from nonliteral similarity,-

A

rathar than whether he or she can merely distinguish meaningful;kpmparlsons

from anomalous ones, or whethér he or ske has a complete understanding of

v Py ~ . °
hierarchical ordering and class inclusion rélations. B . . ! *
LA . 2 -~ ) . LN . . 1
+ . The experiment we conducted was designed as_a first step ~towards ~ . ﬂ
. , « %
exploring children's distinctions between literal, metaphorlgal, and ,

anomalous comparisons. It should be stressed that we were interested, in .

this part of the investigation. in examlnlng chx]dren s conceptlons of

SImllarlty as they relate to the undetstandlng of verbal metaphor. Thus, Y
i . Y .

the task we used was a verbal ‘one that probed chlldren S conceptlons of-

s ~ . .
Qe

sum:lartty based on their representations of objécts in memory. .

. a
- C
B - ’ & - h
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In the experiment cﬁildren and adults were asked to verbélly complete =

statements' of the form "A is like ., ¢ },"*such as "A river.is like . . v

.
L - he

A )
choos}néﬁpne of two words.

L4

This tasi will be-referred to as the comearison

.

task. Each A term (e.g., rlver) in these lncomplete s:mliarlty,statements
mappeared«Jn comblnataon w;xhwthree—word~9asrs—each*of—whlch resulted |n D
'dlfferéht types of comparisons: Firsty a metaphoracal/lltercl word pair

(hereafter the H/L pair type) was used which resulted either in a metaphor-
1c31 or a literal comparison. For example, given r|ver as the A term,,a . -’

chlld wouid Have to choose betweén snake and lake to’complete ~ie similarity

5 .
statement. - -The second-type of word pair was a literal/anomalous word pair 74‘*"

(hereafter an L/A pair type) resulting either in a literal or an anomalous *

comparison. In this case a child would have to choose-between lake and cat.

)

Finally, a metaphorical/anomalous word pair (hereafter an M/A pair type) wds i.

* ' "-.
used. This resulted either in a metaphorical-or an anomalous comparison, s

so that, agaxn, glvew.ruver as the A term, a child would have to chopse
1 .
benween snake and cat. : - . :
It was assumed that the 3elect|on of literal and metaphorlcal compar- ! . '
isons over anomalous ones in the L/A and M/A pair types respecthely would -
t ' ’
Justlfy attrlbutlng to-the chlldren the ability to dlStIﬂQUlSh meanangful ’ ’
s 4 .
similarity statements from anomaic s ones. In particular, a preference o ‘
- [} - . . ‘
for metaphorical over anomalous combarisgns would be evidence that the _ .
child'recognized some similarity in the metaphorical case. |t was further
assumed that the selection'of. the literal over the metaphorical comparison ©
o - R . v R e -
. _in the L/M p3ir type would be e¥idence that the children perceived the o
- ) “terms in the literal comparisons to be more similar than those in the
) - ] ) N , o, ""_ -‘3/ . . .
“ . metaghorical comparisons. i ° ! -
. R .0 T
. - A »
Q. — A . ¢
"
¥ t [ X ’ 'l/ -
) ‘ ’ ~ 2 ~ 2
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Since the recognition of a mectaphorical statement as metaphorical

v . . 4

usually requires the realization that conventional category bolndaties
. 04 1

t s S .

. o ,
aye being transgressed, it was also necessary to, determine how subjects
viewed the categorical relat{onships within the items. For this reason,

another, group of children and adu{ts recei ved instruct}ons to complete . : 77~wf~
statemedt; in which the wo}d "Iik%ﬂ was‘suhétitutedlng“the same kinh of ’
? . \
thingfas." In . this categorvzatlon task the literal cho;ces clearly become -
‘, \
’ the correct ones .and the metaphoztsal ones betome nnapproprnate, something
that ls‘hot true in the comparison task. . For example, ~;h|1e both lake

- /1‘\ ,

nd snake may be equaily acceptable choices to complete the sentence, MA

L

river is iikea . . .," only lake is a suntable completlon for "A river is
= N . T . (

the-sahe kind of th}rg asia .. o Thus, manlpu]atlng th® task in this way
enabled us t? check that subJects doing the comparison task could be /
/

: expected to possess the conventlonaltcategorles whose violations were

LY

. -
.

involved in the metaphorical comparisons. - IR &

Method - ' . - . I
. " Subjects. The subjects were 20 3 year olds (mean‘age 3;7), 20 4 year .
————le—— L4 ° . :
°]di4(k:7)’,20 5 year olds (5:5), 20 6 year olds (é:6), and 20 adults ¢

' 1 W

(updergraduate students). In zach group approximately half of the ehileren

‘were boys and‘half were girls.

7
- Y

Materials. Ten nouns referring to concrete objects were uséd as A " \ .

- = - . ~ - N - ’ a

terms. Each A term had three B terms (BL’ B, and B,) associated with it, .
, .

such that when appearing in a similarity -statement, A pai;ed with ‘BL éave

rise to a literal comparison, A paired with B% gave rise to a metaphorical’ L
pum—— - 3

- ’

comparison, and A palred wnth BA gave rise to an anomalous comparison.

.

’ The .nouns used as A and B terms are I:sted in Table 1. o _ .

Y L}

.
» E
. " . -
kY < / .
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5. . - o .
.Each statement consisted of an A term and a pair of its assoc¢iated B

.o - \

terms, B and BL’ B and BA’ ?ﬁd,aﬂ and B

types'%ﬁ B terms asseciated wi'th eéeh A term, an M/L paire an L/A pair, £

A+ Thus, there were three paif

» -~ and an M/A pair, maklng a total o* 30 statements. On each trlal a subject
would séqect one of the two B t%unfxuith which he was presented Subjects

. in the compar&son task recelved all 30 statements. - The 10 statements

. . N

. . .
involvirg the M/A pagr type were, however, dropped in the categorization
" task because both a]ternatsves resulted in lnapprbprlate chonces. Thus

~ subjects in the categornzat:on task recelved only 20 statements - *Each/ <

.- subject received a different'random ordeF of statements. - ] ' ,Z !
. . D) * N .
Most of the metaphdrical alternatives were selected from records of -

.
L4 ’ -

chiliren's spontaneous metaphor (e.g., Chukovsky, 1968; Koch, 1970), and i )

focussed on perceptual similarity between the twd*terqp. The "litkral
. e N *

aiternatives involved'objects from the same category as the A term. In |

~ e

the anomalous alternatives the terms were chosen so as to m\nlmlze any
_ . - . 4 *
o . L) -

- obvious sharep attributes. ° * . L. Lo

“\
To conflrm our intuitions about the re?atlve{degree oF snmllarlty
i

between the different comparison types all the-.si m arity statements were

,i ) rated by 15 adult Judges on a scale from | to 6 For each°ltem the mean . .o
simila ty ratlng for’ the two terms was a]ways higher for the literal .
comparison that for the correspondin§ metaphorical compartson,*whicn in
turn was always higher than for- the corres;ondiﬂb anomalous. comparison. . * .

.
# . M N

Overgll, th//mean Judged similarity was 4.6 for the Ilteral comparlsons,
’ - L.

- / : « ’ ’
« .‘ . 5~ . . \' ‘.].ﬁ ’I J ; IhE:
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snm:lar:ty levels are consistent with other data {as yet unpublishad)

. > Y bl

being collected in ur lab. .
‘.‘\ - - . ‘ . .’ '
~ . . .
Procedure |, - . . : : , F T .
. (
- , SUbJECtS were randomly asslga d to one of the two tasks,and tested -

[ ‘

indrvudually. l? the comparlson tas they were asked to say whether ”A

- L ]

SUbJeCtS were asked to repeat B and C tom ke sure that they remembered T,

~
» AN

e and took into consideratuon both items.. ‘At the end of the exper:mental~
. o
session the subJects we?e asked to justify then} last five choices.

1y S ¢ L.

Prior to participating-in the e periment all the children.were given’

-

- a pretest of their comprehenslon of the re!atiors "1iket! and‘:same kind of
thlng " They were shoWn three toys- a red truck, a-yellow van, and a white
kltchen 5tove; ,ChnLdren tn the compar:son task were asked fo :ndtcate

L

both whjch |tems»were "like" each dther and which was “dxfferent" from the

‘ Y . . .
others. Slnce the purpose of the study was to determine whether young
children could dnstlnguush literal from metaphorfcal similarity, the pretest

- only afcempted to check that.children understood "like" in the context of
. LI - N~ [N

M s

. "1iteral similarity. Chilgren in the gategorization task were asked to
indicate which ttems were ‘''the same kind of thfhg”.and‘which was ‘a
diﬁferent kind of thing." | Two 3.year 51qé failed ‘to pass this pretest
and were,excluded’from the experiment. ‘The whole experdmental s«sSs fon

Tasted abproximately 30 minutes, and was tape-recorded.

- .
{ e L] . . *
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»,,‘ - [ * 9 - .a -
. ) -' » ‘ A . . ) ’ ] . -
} fesults - 7 l " coe . . \’
4 A P ’ ® ’ - Al - *
\ . Flrst\ each subject w;zs qiven 3 score based on t'he number of his or

her lnteral _r_'gsdpons(»% the M/L and L/A pair types in tP(e compar,xson and

- [' < .

’ categorizagion ‘tasks. The mean pumber of these {ll_tera,! responses in the
' . .

two tasks for each aae group appears in Table.2. A5 {Age) x 2 (Task)

. 2 (Pair Type) analys Is of variance on the litet:al responses showed main

effects for all the variables. The main effect for Age, F(%,90) = 21.0%;"

p < .001, was due to an overall increase in the number of literal responses .

.- with age. The ma‘nn effect for Task F(I,SO) = 51.48, p < .001, was & T

i ~ — N

--result of the greaten number of lxtéral responses in the’ categoruzation

- —

. ~  task “than ll‘l the ~corppar|son task and the mam eFfect for Pai Type, F(I,SO)

’ = 203.02, < 001 was due to the gre\ater n!mber of literal r!esponses in

\

the L/A pairs .than_the M/L pairs. There was also a signlffcant Age x Task
. \ i - L4 .

interaction, F(4,90) =6.40, p < .OA}I, a significant Task x Pair Type - .
N \ Vol .

~ . interaction, F(1,90) = 57.54, p < .001, and a significant Agé X Task x

! 1]

Pair Type interaction, F(3 90} = 4.069, p < 005, The Age x .Task inter-.
action was due to thL greater tncrease by ade in ‘the number of literal ' >
responses, in the cafegorazq\tlon task than ;the compartson tesk. The ' Task .
% Pair Type interaction was the result of the greater number of literal

responses for the L/A pair type thanmt“!’xewmg;pe in the compariso_n : . ‘.
task but not in the catZgorization task. Finally, the Age x Tasé x Pair

-l

Tipe interaction was due to the lack of an incroase with age in the number

f literal responses fori the M/L pairs in the’ comparnson task.
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L] '\ ‘ 1 .
The second part of the anatysis involved g:vang each Subject in the | §
gomparison task another score, on ﬁhe basus of thc‘number of his or her L 2

- .

metaphorgca: responses In the H/L and H/A palr t/pes. The mean number cf*

» L4

these mgtaphq{ical respcnses’appears also u@}Table 2. uhere, of course, et
the responses in the M/L columa represent the same data .as those from theé
literal responses. A 5 {Age) x 2. {Fair Type) analy.is of variance on the

metapherifél’responees in the comparison taSRGSHBWed a main effect for . R

“x -

A
Pair Type, F(l 45 = 84.83, p < Ol and an*fntpractuon behﬁeen ge x .
Pair Type,,F(h hs) = 2.59, p < .05. The main effect,fo? P Type was /
v

!
{ .
due ta a greater number\of metaphorical responses in the M/A pa%rs than l PR

the M/L pairs. The Age x Pair Type’,nteraction was due to an increase R

-

with age in the number of metaphorical responses/tn thé M/A pairs but not

.
- N / a A - .

in the M/L pairs. In this latter case there was no preference for either

the metanhorical or the literal.comparlson fotr all age groups. <

Usnng at: test for single means, each mean for, all palr types in -

both tasks was compared against the probabillry that it occurred by, chance )

( 50) A can be seen in Table 2, children of % years and older chose

>

,the Fiteral and metaphpricg! alternatives over the anomalous ones in tha

L/A and M/A pairs In both tasi;, and .they chose the'literal\qver the

rd

metaphorical alternatives in the M/L pairs_in the éﬁtegoriza\iou task. N
" The 3 vear clds also rejected. the anomalies in the cbmparison task, but
failed to choose the literal over'thc metaphorical alternatives in the

* . : . \

"Tcategorization task.
. ¢ e .

¢ 4

. s . \ .
Discussion L . »

The first important ftnding Was that°:n both tasks the ch:!dren,
A v " . __t

X even‘the youngest ones, showed a clear preference for meaningful . .
LS . - ‘ . G

ERIC e T ' T i
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comparnsons over anomalous ones. This preference was evidenced by their

.

rnJectron of the anomalous alternatlves in both the L/A and the N/A pair

N » W
I .o

" types. Of course, as the maan effect for dge and’the different lnteractlons

o ¥ ; , '

lnvolvlng;age ln both analyses of variance show, the older children did"
6. -

b teer até%ejectxng anomalous comparnsons than the younger chlldren,‘ How-
1 \

ever, even -the 3 year o]?s reJected anomalnes, for the. mos t part, signjf-

lcantly more ‘of ten. than predxcted by chance. 1t should he’ menrlhned hera

-
P

-

)

. they have it, that they_also possess a Tore salient nonconventEOnal

———

?hat the 3 yeéar olds had some difficulty with-a- few specnf:c |tems, S
)
especlally qhose in whtch the obJects belonged to the same category but

dxd not share nany pérceptual propertxes. For example, they consistently
chose the anbmalous comparlson V'leyes are like a-bicycle" (presumably

because eyeslare round and bicycle wheels are round), over the literal

‘- Te, N M ]

comparison ”éyes are like ears." Such preferences suggest either that

younger chlldren do not have the conventlonad category well establlshed

-~

(in this case, one that might be called "facial features“)\ or, that if

> ]

-

category (e.g.;’”circular things"). However, the po;nt remanns that the

-

overall reJectnon of anomalles suggests that even 3 year old chlldren <an

dxstnngu:sh a meannngful comparison from an anomalous one.

-~

The second Jmportanr flndung involves the M/L palr type. As the Age

X Task x Parr Type in'tes actlon shjred an increase with age in the number

N -
«

of lxteral responsef for the M/L palr type occurred only in the categpr|~

zat:dn task, and’ not in the compar!son son “task. The laék of preference for

the llteral élternatlves in the M/L word paxrs

Fd

-

4 .
dn the comparison task was

~~

~,nterestnng. It vntlates agalnst any developmeital\aCcount\that proposes
i

that children first understand "real“ (i.e., lfteral) shmilar;ty\ah

13-
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later, based on that, metaphorical similarity. Such an account would

predict that the young childrén vould always choose R literal a!ternatfves,
with no‘preferehcé'only showing up “later. In fact, the data shows no-

L .« ' ) ~-
'preference responses at all ages.’ None-of the grOups selected Iltera] or

n

metaphorlcal completions sagnnfncantly more often than chance, In other

words, the 3 year-olds, Iike adurts, treat metaphorical sipilarity state-

’ - L TR

-~

I

ments as bona fide snmalaryty statements. Thus the crucnal result .in the

)

.., comparison task is thexun|VersaI rejection of anomalies.

)

<

4
- It might stlt//be argued that\at least the adult subjects should have

preferred~the Iyterai over the metaphorxcal palrs, especnally since the
\-

‘adult ratlngs for the corresponding comparlsons indicated that thenx per-

- g

ceived semllarlty was greater. This lack of preference can be»explalned
t is assumed that subJects, rdeIZlng that both alternatnvesaﬂere

A} i e

Meorrect,' employed one,ofase%eral alternatlve s&rategles to resolve thei-

Wif

-dilemma. Inspection of the protocols.showed that most adults awd older

e T SR
children were quite systematic, some choosing predoninately. metaphorical

-comparisons, others making primarily literal selectiops instead.
- . A ingrease with age in the number of literalxrésponses in the M/L

-~
“n

pair typés did occur in*the categorization\fask wvhere, in contrast to the .

?
-

comparlson'task 'the literal alternative was clearly the correct choice.

LY

This difference between the two tasks acc:yhts for the -interactions
& -

I
between age-and task age and pair type, and age, task and pair type

obtann*d lh/;he’analySIs of varlance on tne Ilteral responses. The Fact

\-
~ e

thet in the categornzatlon task al! chlldren except the 3 year olds
‘seLecfedztbe’1iteral over the metaphorical alternatives significantly

more than chance would ﬁrediet is,important. It suggests that these

Y "d » s’
AR

=
~ - .
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A . S .
children realized that the ‘terms involved in .the metaphorical pairings
" h 3 - :‘ ) . > ¢
belonged to different conVenfTéan categories.

A

P ‘.

It could be obJected that the chaldren who selected the !lteral

“alternativés in the categorlzatlon task were 10|ng so because they selected ,

-

high associates and not because they knew that the two terns belonged }o T

the same tategory Whlle it is true that terms from the same category

i -

are Ilkely to ,be hlghly assocuated the *act that‘chlldren of the same age

did not choose the*hlgh associate in.the comparison Yask argues’ against . -

~ .

using association fo account for their'responses in (only) the categori~

zation task. It is morg pars imonious -to asshme t;at the'chlldren who were

oy years and older chose words that belonged‘to the same category. . s ,/\
_ The 3 year old ehlldreo showed no evidence of dlstlanL§hgng‘the *’”“’/;i// ) l« .

riteTaI from the ﬁetaphpricalﬁaltgfgatives:in‘the M7E‘Qard pairs. Unlike . ‘

<

phorical ulternatives in the categorization task is probably not attrib-

* s \

‘the older children, their selections for, this pa|r eype did"not dlffer |n -

.

the two tasks. Regardless of task, the young children clearly did prefer

the Iltera! over, the metaphorica}, selecttons for particular items; for

example; over 70% of the 3 year old children. selected the Ilteral pairings

”sugar/honey“ and ”raln/snow“ over their metaphorical aIternatlve ("'sugar/ i
. v

show,”-and "rain/tears'}+. With other iteTs‘the metaphorical_pair?ng.was

areherfed. &Nihety-five hercent of the 3 year olds selected "'ears/pancakes,' -

and 75% of them chose "sun/orange'' and ''moon/cookie.!" Still, for the -

‘ .
majority of the items there was no clear preference ,for either of the

.
? -
’

I ’ . ) < .
alternatives. . "/
- & -

%

) \ e . 1
The, 3 year old children's failure to distinguish literal from meta-

i
utable to total ignorance about the class-defining properties of the < SR
. * - 4

! .

Ea - a s
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referents of the words 'used in the experjment. The chuldren provuded

, adequate information when they were asked to say what they knew about the

~

objects compared._,But, as. other investigators of early chjid language i
. o . 1 . "
have noticed (Bowerman, 1978; Nelson, 1978), they did not seem to have this

~

_ information well organized,jn te}ms'of the relative importance of the -

— -

Y]

. s

different attributes. Evidance for this was provuded in the explanations .

of their choices in both tasks. For example perceptual simflarity, >

e e e - VJ—-.». JREn—— .
2 ﬂa especnally sumularlty in. shape, was ‘often the crutucal dimension on which

- C o
______ﬁ_ﬁri_thﬂl_categor|zatuon and snmllaruty Judgements were based. This dimension

~ . R

’/};V///<’T”/ has often been cited asa potent determinant of chlldren s snmllarlty N

vJudgements (Gardner, WInner, Bechhofer & Wolf, 1978; Winner, et al., 1980).

o, At other times chonces appeared to be based on attrubutes that from an ‘ Sy
< ) - . \\\\ ~
¢ adult perspectlve, seemed to be reIat:ver unimportant (e g., eyes are T~
like a'bicycle because they are both blue). Spmetumes a judgement was |
\< * based on an imnoqtant attribute 6f\the first object but a relatively . o

- _ J X e
‘unimportant attribute of the second object (e.g., the moon is'the same kind

i
el ¥

" of thing as a shoe because the moon is round and a shoe's heel is round).
¢ Somet imes an important artrlbute cited for the first objéct seemed not to | , °

be an attrlbute of the second objeof at all (e g., a river is the same /

..

kind of thrng ds a cat because a river has water, the sun is Iike a chair
! .

<

——

because the sun is round), and Fina1lf sometimes the child provided no /
.,
' substantive justification whatever (e.g., clouds afe like ice cream becaé
-, )

| Iuke ice cream) ' ot /

’

Although traces of these types of reasoming~were also found ih thj b

»%

Year old group, children of that age showed that they coulld reason about ,
‘ N [ . . i
their choices in ways much more similar to those of adults. They could
< N <

e

R 16
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f easily focus ori the important attributes that the two objects shared and
! as a result produced many more literai responses, especially in the .

) .

because there is water {n both of them, a leg i5 the same kind of thing

ki

f categorization task (e.g., a river is. the same kind of thing as a lake
f _ .
as an arm because they are parts of the body, etc.).

s

|

! :

I ' Although neither task alone has anything to say about the emergence
I .

- o

R bf the literal/metaphorical distinction, taken together, they provide a

»

basis for attributing some metaphoric competence to the 4 year old child.

I *

f First, the results of the~comoari50h task showed that all children, even -
i N .

1

dlStlngUlSh between two kinds of snmllarlty statements,

-

! the 3 year olds,
’ al) and those that do

those that make sense (i.e., Ilteral and metaphorf

Further, the‘results of the categorlzatlon task

.- ;

i
] :
| not (i.e., anomaloqs).

> " showed that after about 4 years of age, ehildren are aware that the terms .

~ 3
-

\ .ot
. ~n such statements belong to dlfferent conventlonal,categorles. Since

the subJects for both tasks were drawn from the same populatlon and were

tested with the same materlals t is reasonable to’ assume that h year olds S »

both prefer metaphorlcal to anomalous comparisons and are aware that, the

_terms involved in metaphorical comparisons do not belong to the same - ) }

. . |
conventnonal category, while those in Ilteral comparlsons do. It is on .%
g this basns that'we are wnllln;‘to attribute some-metaphorncal competence .
to them. In other words, it appears that by 3 years of age:chlldren see A
only undlfferentlated similarity, dlstlngU|sh|ng that from anomaly, while , ‘)»

by 4 they also know that some meaningful similarity statements compare

terms from the. same conventional category, while\othj;/meaningful compar-
¢

£l
¥ ~ *

*} - . isoris involve terms from different categories. /

R P 1:7.
- < d .
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investigation would be needed to resolve this question.* It ?Eypossible . .
. . \ ) r { N \ "
. that the 3 year olds, and maybe even younger %thildrern, could dist{nguish o’
— ] P " o M

- between litaral and metaphorical comparisons in th_se cases in which they

‘lnvoIV|ng the use of context, and, of course, ln‘non-verbal tasks that tap /
"perceptual and functional similarity.~ If this should turn out to be the.

_case, the possibility. that the renamings.of*children~youngen than 4 are - A

. The.failure of the 3 year-old chiidren ‘to distinguish literal from

metaphorlcal snmllarnty statements in the catcgorlzatlon task |s compatible

“with the possnb:llty, raised “in the lntroductlon, that the young child's ..

" ~

renamlngs ‘might be based merely‘on the perception of undifferentiated

3
e .

similarity rather than on metaphorical similarity., However,\further ’

’

. ‘e

, k4

were very fam?liar with the items compared' or in which thJ items. in the >

\ L3
literal co}parlsons shared many properties.of a phys:cal/perceptual nature. -

“

It is also po sible. that the younger children could do better in tasks

2 & A

\
[y > \‘
\

’

metaphorical in nature would again become ﬁ}ablé.’

-While the present results suggest: that one should be cautious about h_
attrlbutxng metaphorical competence to 6ery young chlldren (sometlmes
even.younger thar 2 years o'd) who engage irf renaming, they also argue
aga|nst the other extreme whereb; sUch competence lS‘dcﬁIed to chlldren . . ¢

prior to the stage of concrete operatlons.) The fi flndlng that by L years “

of age children appear to be abIe to d|st|ngu15h meannngful comparisons
~ ¢ N

that are literal from those,that age metaphorical suggests that they have
-4

7

thelr knowledge adequately organ:zed to E/gerstand when the terms in a

‘o

meaningful comparison belong to dff?erent conventlonal categorles, and

’ .

that, therefore, they have at Ieast one |mportant prerequisite for metaphor
. 0. . . ) o
production and comprehension. Howevér, we say ''one important prerequisite' .




.the "'so-callad" child metaphcrs usualdy ‘encountered in the literature,
Ve

) gimilarity between the actions associated with the compared, objects). ‘ "

) reiatlons, functlonai attrlbutes, ‘etc. (see Carbonell, 1981 for an

a . -

. -
"The Literai-MetaphorgcaI—Anomaious Distinction N

2

o - ]7 ) “.

%

.

advisedly.* The metaphorical comparisons used in this study, as welll as

hY

. . [

differ from adult metaphdrs in certain important respects. First, they -
. .
reiy almost exciD51veiy oi perceptuai similarity (and, occassnonal'y, on

2

. - D

This is not an accidenta] phenomenon. .The perceptuai properties of objects

k-4

are very sailent for chlidrén~-ln many cases they aimost exhaust thelrv\ r

. ‘ ‘e

knowledge of obJects. For adults, howeVer, perceptual predicates, while * v
\ ‘ \-

‘ X v

not representing triviai properties of objects, re less central than otherc

k|nds of predicates such as those having .to do.w1th causal and structurai \\\<

! .-
interesting discussion of the relative importance of different kinds of

conceptual relations). For example, knowledge of the sort that the sun -
r‘ . &Q“' . A : 1
is an astronomlcai obJect /Pe center of the solar system a source of :

IS

~heat light and energy,. i's much more central to, the. concept of "sun' for <

9 - . - »
‘an adult than the perceptuai |nformatgon that it appears to the eye as a

-

disc and that it has an orange color. In contrast the perceptual infor- ,’ .

mationis what the young chlld mostly knows about the suneand what the

chjld consequently regards as |mportant.u'Th|s dxfference in aduit chlid = <
- 1 . i |

knowledge is probably the main’ reason why ‘child metiaphors 3ppear from an: S

. -
- .

‘_aduit perspectlve to be relatively .impoveérished. ¢

- ..
.

“A second, reiated difference bet&ean adult met phors and child’
metaphors |s that chlld‘metaphors tend to lack salience ﬁmbaiaice SR

Typlcaiiy,_aduit metaphorical comparisons such as Lectures are like

sleeping pills depend on predicates that are highly «salient (conceptuaily

“«

central) for the B term bejng less salient for the A term-~inducing sleep

<'\' 19‘ - i ] ' e
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or éesé?iptive properties have little,. if any, salience imba[ahpe both for . B

.
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is more cefitral to the concept of sleepnqgﬁplll% than it is to the concept®

.
of lectures. Metaphorlcal comparlsons-whlch rely exclu51vely on perceptual

3 ? 4

children and for adglts,,élthough°for different reasons. F}rsm, if there

is"to be sgffidjenf differentiation of salience levels there needs to be '
a rather rich}khowlédge representation, which the yoqﬁg child mi ght we{!
lack. Children Lnow relatively llftle about objécts in,generg}, ;q what
they ao know tend; to be highiy-sél?ent: Thére is, as i§'were, insufficient;
room in the schemas of a young'chjldJ;o permit any significant degree of

4

salience imbalance.s In this sense, the.young child's appreciation of

?

metaphors (both in production and in comprehension) -is likely to be rather

Limited. éecond, for the adult, perceptual propertiés tend to be sub-.

o . - - : : N

‘praiqaté to more abstra&t properties, regafdless of the object. Thus,

F) M . . R . '
- 6 .
when “two obJects are metaphorlcalfl similar, sallence nmba]ance for per- . . ‘
ceptual attributes is unllke]y .y - . T o o
L7 . - - -
To the extent that they lack much salience lmbalance metaphorlcal , .
o 1

comparlsons will not exhibit the asymmetrnes ordlnarlly characteristic

of them (Ortony,*1979). Thus, whale/Sleeplng pills are‘Jike lectures is

> \
_vé};\odd in comparison tp Lectures are like"sleeping pills, Pancakes ‘are ’

"syntactmg constraints make some of them sound awkward when reversed.

‘0 - . 2 l\ - ) ’ * »
llke ears Is, not much worse that Ears are like pancakes! It does seem to

- i o

be the case that the kinds of meﬁabhors childréﬁ'produce and Understand

Ed

b ° o, oo B > % . Sy
tend nat to undergo significant meaning changes-when reversed, a}though
- . t .

L
"

-~

= .
. . : :
o

’In onclusion, we speculate that ch}ldren start Wwith an und ffer- ,
entiated notjbn of s'imilarity which at about ‘the age of 4 becomes differ- -

entiated into literal and.rionliteral similarity. Then, as children ga{n .




<
.

~more experience of the w0(]d the richness of their k

permit the produﬁ(ion and coﬁprehensioﬁ of nonl

nowledge begins to

5o
iteral comparisons which

do ‘not rety solely on descriptive propgrtigs of objects but on proper ties

[ L3

of a more abstract and relational nature,, This know]edge’in turn allows

L .
/.

« “for comparisons between objects whose schemata permit more di fferentiated
. v : T " o
salience levels of their constituents and thus, a more sophisticated

. v . v N -
’

appreciation of metaphor. I _ -t

»

i3

/
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< . ‘ Table 1 - .
P . N
Nouns Used as A Terms and B Terms -
in the Comparison and Categorization Tasks
. : r . N * ¢
oo B Terms :
A Terms * -+ ° - . -
. . Literal Metaphorical Anomalous
* . Alternative Alternative Alternative °, -
rain. . snow | tears dog
" eyes ears , buttons ‘bicycle "
clouds fog - fce-creanm table
. . ‘ .
mogn - star cookie - shoe ; .
. A 4 . : -
sugar honey Snow - road
- i . « -
‘river lake - snake , . cat
- : +
sun . moon 1 orange chair .
Y
leg arm “atick wall
. ] - PN
ears eyesb o | Pancakes truck
. ¢ .f . - -
nose mouth - mountdin bed ,
-, .
- = i - ! -
2 » rs
- . " -
'Y L}
. . "‘ e i LI
-, ’ . - ’o )
* \ > . - -
. - 3 *.
.-¢ '
. = ’
25
¢ - [
- . &

.
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. - - t e L3
el Table 2 ‘
i .. o L . - *
Mean Number of Literal Responses in the Two Tasks (Out of 10} « - A
C ~ ' R
= s 2 - ] ;
- Comparison Task’ . Categorization Task '
. Age — - - : , e — .
~ H/L Pair Type ~ L/A Pair Type WL Pair Type . L/A Pair Type b
—— = . = = ' * .
3 4.2 707 3.9, 6.3 ° ™ .
v ‘ * % :
y 4.6 8.1" 7.0 . 8.8 N
L « . . * ' :
5. by 8.8" 8.8 9.5 B
. - * Pl *“ - ] ’ % ‘{. ’ ‘
6 . 5.9 9.2 8.8 9.8, ‘
' : C % . % Lk
Adult 5.1 = 10,0 v 9.5 : 10.0
. . . “ S
. ‘\‘. - .
e F . \\-\( Ad . ‘ .
. : Mean Number of Metaphoricai Responses & ., .
: * . in the Compatison Task ’ 3 ,Jl
’ ' "y >a" ) . ’5 g
. . *
. * . Age W/L Pajr Type . W/A Paii Type ¢ :
. . - : % 7 .
. i 3 5.8. o 7.0 - '
* N 1 )
‘o k 54 8.9 . )
5 5.9 - 8.8 ”
- ’ * ' ’ * *® ’
.,6 ‘t‘ol 90” - N
. % ’
. Adult .9 8.4 AN
P — .Y
l. ) 3 * . o
* ) LI ' g . »
Significant above Achan‘ce, [ 4'.05 . ¢ ,
.. L 26 . ' $




