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Abstract

This paper compares the effects of the semantic
features of the figurative expressions on the ratings of
interestingness, comprehensibility and novelty in
metaphor and simile forms. An experiment was
conducted to examine how the relevancy of the
semantic features related to each of the constituent
terms and the interpretation of metaphorical
expressions relates to these ratings. In an attribute
rating task, participants rated nominal metaphorical
expressions on these attributes in metaphor or simile
forms. In a feature-relevancy rating task, 72
participants were asked to rate how each semantic
features related to the interpretation of the metaphoric
expressions. Correlational and regression analysis
showed that the relevance of the topic-related semantic
features decreases the interestingness of the
expressions, when they were presented in metaphor
forms.
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