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Abstract

This study examines the processing of metaphor
comprehension, which is affected not only by the
factor of metaphor itself but also the contextual
information of metaphor. My survey study reveals that
the process of metaphor comprehension includes the
reference process of contextual information, and that
the reference process can be affected by the factor of
metaphor itself: the conventionality of metaphor
vehicle can weaken the chance of reference process in
metaphor comprehension.
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