1
2
3	Teaching is like being on a stage: a cross-genre analysis of the use of
4
5	deliberate metaphors in L2 Spanish writing6

7
8	1 Introduction
9
10	The relevance of metaphors in second language (L2) learning is well established.
11
12	Since Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980) influential work reframed metaphor as a
13
14
15	fundamental feature of thought and language, metaphorical competence – defined as the
16
17	ability to comprehend, produce, and retain metaphors (O’Reilly and Marsden 2021: 26)
18
19	–has been recognised as an important component of communicative competence
20
21	(Littlemore and Low 2006; Nacey 2023). In this paper, we report a study on the use of22

23
24	deliberate metaphors (DMs), i.e., metaphors intentionally used by language users (Steen
25
26	2008), in L2 writing.
27
28	L2 metaphorical competence has been shown to contribute to more idiomatic29

30
31	language use (Danesi 2004), as many lexical units, such as idioms or collocations, are
32
33	based on metaphors (Deignan 2005; Philip 2010). Moreover, metaphor awareness has
34
35	been linked to gains in vocabulary and grammar learning as well as pragmatic
36
37
32 development (Littlemore and Low 2006). Although previous studies have mainly
39
40	focused on metaphor comprehension (e.g., Authors 2018; Picken 2005; Authors 2023),
41
42	recent research has turned to metaphor production in L2 writing, with findings showing
43
44	that the ability to produce metaphors develops steadily as proficiency increases (Hoàng45

46
47	and Boers 2018; Littlemore et al. 2014; Nacey 2019). Although much of the existing
48
49	research has analysed metaphor use across a wide range of topics and/or genres (e.g., Li
50
51	et al. 2025), there are only few studies (Authors 2019; Shu et al. 2024) focusing on how52

53
54	the use of metaphors varies across different text genres in L2 writing. This seems
55
56	crucial for tailoring L2 writing pedagogies to actual L2 learners’ needs and practices.
57
58
59
60



1
2
3	The notion of genre – defined as the conventionalized ways of using language
4
5	within specific discourse communities (Halliday and Hasan 1976; Swales 1981) – has6

7
8	received increasing attention in L2 writing research (Tardy 2011; Quin and Uccelli
9
10	2016). Recent studies highlight its relevance for metaphor use (Golden 2021; Hoàng
11
12	and Boers 2018). For instance, Authors (2019) reported higher metaphor density in
13
14
15	expository than narrative texts in Spanish, while Shu et al. (2024) found more
16
17	metaphors in argumentative than narrative writing by learners of Chinese. These
18
19	findings suggest that metaphorical density tends to be higher in topic-oriented genres.
20
21	However, existing research has paid less attention to metaphor as a deliberate22

23
24	and functionally motivated discourse resource in L2 writing. In particular, little is
25
26	known about how learners deploy deliberate metaphors to fulfil different
27
28	communicative functions across genres, beyond differences in metaphor density. A29

30
31	discourse-oriented focus on deliberate metaphor thus enables a move beyond frequency-
32
33	based accounts toward analyses of how metaphor use responds to genre-specific
34
35	communicative demands.
36
37
38	Our study aims to contribute to this line of research by examining the use of
39
40	deliberate metaphors –i.e., metaphors intentionally used by language users (Steen 2008)–
41
42	in two types of written texts: personal narratives and argumentative essays written by
43
44	advanced L1 French learners of Spanish and L1 Spanish speakers as a comparison45

46
47	group. Personal narratives generally recount events in a structured, typically
48
49	chronological format (Berman and Slobin 1994), while argumentative texts aim to
50
51	present a stance on a particular issue, using evidence-based and logical reasoning to52

53
54	persuade the reader (Toulmin 2007[1958]). These genres contrast in terms of their
55
56	textual characteristics, making them especially suitable for analysing genre-sensitive
57
58	variation in the use of specific devices (Rosado et al. 2014). By comparing metaphorical
59
60
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1
2
3	production across these two genres, this study sought to reveal how L2 learners adapt
4
5	their metaphor use to genre-specific communicative demands. These findings may have6

7
8	pedagogical implications. L2 writing tasks often involve genre-based assignments in
9
10	both classroom and testing settings. However, traditional approaches to metaphor
11
12	instruction rarely address how genre influences metaphor use (Shu et al. 2024).
13
14
15	Understanding how L2 learners use metaphors in different text types could be useful to
16
17	design pedagogical interventions tailored to specific genres.
18
19	2 Discourse-based approaches to metaphor use
20
21	The starting point of this study is the Conceptual Metaphor Theory (Lakoff and Johnson22

23
24	1980), which views metaphor as a pervasive conceptual and linguistic phenomenon
25
26	based on source-target domain mappings. As Semino (2008: 1) notes, metaphor
27
28	involves talking (and potentially thinking) about one thing in terms of another. This29

30
31	approach has been crucial in describing metaphors as cognitive phenomena, functioning
32
33	as a ‘figure of thought’ rather than merely a ‘figure of speech’ (Steen 2023a: 2).
34
35	However, research suggests that not all metaphorical language triggers active cross-
36
37
38	domain mappings (Steen 2023a, 2023b). Indeed, most linguistic metaphors are highly
39
40	conventionalised, and language users often employ and interpret them without
41
42	conscious metaphorical reasoning (Nacey 2023; Semino 2008).
43
44	In this study we adopted an updated discourse-based approach grounded in45

46
47	discourse-oriented metaphor studies (e.g., Charteris-Black 2004; Semino 2008; Steen
48
49	2008, 2015, 2023a, and 2023b). From a pragmatic perspective, these approaches argue
50
51	that metaphors operate not only at the cognitive and linguistic level, but also at the52

53
54	discourse level, and therefore the use of metaphors can respond to communicative
55
56	choices (Charteris-Black 2004). While cognitive approaches generally emphasize the
57
58	largely unconscious nature of metaphor use, pragmatic accounts highlight that
59
60



1
2
3	metaphors can also be employed intentionally in specific communicative contexts
4
5	(Materassi 2022). Central to this endeavour is the concept of deliberate metaphors6

7
8	(hereafter, DMs), which are defined as metaphors that are intended by the speaker, and
9
10	recognized as metaphorical by the addressee, thereby engaging active cross-domain
11
12	mapping or comparison (Steen 2023a, 2023b). As Steen (2017: 1) notes, DMs involve
13
14
15	“the intentional use of metaphors as metaphors between sender and addressee” (italics
16
17	in the original). In such cases, the addressee is required to attend to the source domain
18
19	that is evoked in interpreting the utterance (Steen 2015: 68). Building on these
20
21	discourse-based approaches, we understand metaphors as rhetorical devices that22

23
24	language users may deliberately employ to fulfil specific communicative purposes
25
26	(Authors 2019: 236).
27
28	Metaphors can serve a variety of communicative functions including, among29

30
31	many others, argumentation and persuasion (van Poppel 2021), explanation (Thibodeau
32
33	et al. 2017) or expression of emotions (Goatly 2011[1997]). In L2 writing, learners have
34
35	been shown to use metaphors effectively to convey different communicative functions,
36
37
38	such as organizing discourse, or creating dramatic contrasts (Littlemore et al. 2014; Lu
39
40	2021; Nacey 2019, 2023). Notably, Littlemore et al. (2014) analysed metaphor use in
41
42	L2 English writing across different proficiency levels, and found that learners employ
43
44	metaphors for more diverse communicative purposes as their proficiency increases. To45

46
47	systematise the analysis of the functions that metaphors may serve, in this study we
48
49	adopted Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) three metafunctions of language, which
50
51	distinguishes ideational, interpersonal, and textual functions. As noted by Semino52

53
54	(2008), Halliday and Hasan’s framework is instrumental for identifying the multiple
55
56	functions that metaphors can perform.
57
58
59
60
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1
2
3	These functions were examined in extended and non-extended metaphors.
4
5	Extended metaphors are a type of metaphor pattern in which metaphorical expressions6

7
8	belonging to the same source-target domain mapping are used throughout the text. Such
9
10	extension can occur across multiple lines, a paragraph, or even the entire text
11
12	(Reijnierse et al. 2018; Semino 2008). We analysed them separately because extended
13
14
15	metaphors play a crucial role in structuring the discourse. As Semino (2008) and Steen
16
17	(2023a) point out, extended metaphors enhance discourse coherence by providing
18
19	cohesive conceptual framing throughout a text. Non-extended metaphors, i.e.,
20
21	metaphorical expressions that do not belong to any recurrent source domain in the text,22

23
24	may also serve textual functions, but they do not do so by default. Moreover, extended
25
26	metaphors have been shown to be more persuasive than their non-extended counterparts
27
28	(Sopory and Dillard 2002), which further justify their separate consideration in the29

30
31	analysis.
32
33	2.1 Conventionality, creativity, and transfer in metaphor use
34
35	Previous studies indicate that most metaphorical expressions in L2 writing tend to be
36
37
38	conventional in the target language (e.g., Littlemore et al. 2014; Nacey 2013). However,
39
40	learners also produce non-conventional metaphors, which can arise from creative1
41
42	choices or cross-linguistic influence (Authors 2019; Nacey 2013). For example, Lu and
43
44	Deignan (2024) found that approximately 2% of metaphorically used words in a corpus45

46
47	of essays by intermediate Chinese learners of English were non-conventional.
48
49	While metaphors are largely universal, metaphorical variation is also well
50
51	documented (Kövecses 2005). This variation can occur both across and within cultures,52

53
54	and often surfaces in the linguistic realization of otherwise shared conceptual metaphors
55
56
57
58		
59	1 In this study, we use the terms novel metaphors and creative uses interchangeably, as researchers such
60	as Cameron (2003) and Semino (2008).
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1
2
3	(Philip 2017). For example, the conceptual metaphor SLEEP-TIME IS A TIME TO THINK has
4
5	different linguistic realizations in Spanish (consultar con la almohada ‘check with the6

7
8	pillow’), French (la nuit porte conseil ‘the night brings advice’), and English (sleep on
9
10	something) (Negro 2011: 116). L2 speakers have access to the metaphorical repertoire
11
12	of at least two languages, which may lead them to transfer metaphorical expressions,
13
14
15	intentionally or not, from their L1 or another additional language into their L2
16
17	productions (Nacey 2013; Pitzl 2012; Seidlhofer 2009). As with any instance of transfer
18
19	in other linguistic domains, this cross-linguistic influence can result in conventional
20
21	metaphorical expressions in the L2, in erroneous constructions (e.g., haber* una22

23
24	relación for tener una relación ‘to have a relationship’)2; or in genuine creative
25
26	innovations (e.g., [el jefe es] un patrón de barco ‘[the boss is] a sea captain). L1
27
28	influence has been identified as a common source of errors in the use of metaphors in29

30
31	L2 writing, and often attributed to unconscious transfer (Littlemore et al. 2014; Nacey
32
33	2013). Although L1 influence often occurs unconsciously (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008;
34
35	Odlin 2003), research indicates that L2 speakers may sometimes demonstrate a certain
36
37
38	degree of awareness. For instance, Authors (2019) found that around 6% of metaphor
39
40	transfers produced by intermediate and advanced learners of Spanish were deliberated.
41
42	Similarly, Lu and Deignan (2024), using recall interviews, also reported that
43
44	intermediate Chinese learners of English intentionally transferred L1 metaphors in45

46
47	argumentative writing, even when aware that such metaphors were non-conventional in
48
49	English. Moreover, L2 speakers, just as L1 users, can engage in intentional
50
51	metaphorical innovations to fulfil specific communicative needs (Philip 2017), such as52

53
54	to compensate for vocabulary gaps (Littlemore 2003; Pitzl 2018), to convey deep
55
56
57
58		
59	2 Examples from the corpus are translated following an interpretative translation method, but literal
60	translations are provided when the wording involves a metaphor.

6

7

1
2
3	feelings (Erdmann 2016) or to make writing more vivid (Lu and Deignan 2024). These
4
5	findings underscore the importance of not treating all non-conventional metaphorical6

7
8	expressions in L2 production as mere errors. Rather, they can signal L2 users’ ability to
9
10	strategically play with language to fulfil specific communicative aims. To address this
11
12	issue, our study annotated all instances involving a recognizable cross-domain mapping
13
14
15	as metaphors, even when the formulation was unusual or non-idiomatic, and further
16
17	examined the communicative functions that these non-conventional metaphors served
18
19	(see Method).
20
21	The distinction between conventional and non-conventional metaphors is not22

23
24	binary but rather exists on a continuum ranging from well-established metaphorical
25
26	meanings to completely novel comparisons (Philip 2017; Turner and Littlemore 2023).
27
28	Conventional metaphorical meanings tend to be frequent and familiar, and are therefore29

30
31	generally documented in dictionaries (Philip 2017; Müller 2008). However, this is not a
32
33	strict rule, as creative uses of metaphor often involve subtle extensions or
34
35	recontextualizations of conventional metaphors, rather than entirely original
36
37
38	comparisons, which are rare, if not non-existent (Turner and Littlemore 2023: 46).
39
40	Previous attempts to operationalize creativity have relied on frequency-based corpus
41
42	analysis (e.g., Deignan 2005), but this approach has certain limitations. For example, in
43
44	a corpus-based analysis of colour-emotion phraseological units in Spanish, Martín-45

46
47	Gascón (2023) found 2,160 citations of ponerse blanco (‘to go white’) in the esTenTen
48
49	Spanish web corpus (Kilgarriff and Renau 2013). Although the raw figure may appear
50
51	substantial, ponerse blanco represents only about 0.06% of blanco, which is well below52

53
54	the threshold of 0.1% that has been suggested as a guide for identifying infrequent
55
56	metaphorical senses (Deignan 2005).
57
58
59
60



1
2
3	To address the challenges of identifying (non)conventionality, we followed a
4
5	twofold approach that combined dictionary-based and corpus-based frequency criteria6

7
8	(see Section 4.4). In line with Lu and Deignan (2024), we adopted a deliberately broad
9
10	concept of non-conventionality to refer to those metaphorical meanings that are either
11
12	novel or infrequent in the target language. Following Authors (2019), we further
13
14
15	differentiated between L1-based metaphors, which are motivated by L1 transfer, and
16
17	creative uses, whose contextual meanings are not entrenched in either Spanish or
18
19	French, the participants’ L1 in our study.
20
21
22
23
24	3 This study
25
26	This study examined the use of DMs in narrative and argumentative texts written by
27
28	advanced L1 French learners of Spanish and L1 Spanish speakers with a view to depict29

30
31	variation in metaphor use in Spanish depending on the text genre (narrative vs.
32
33	argumentative) and the linguistic background of the writer (advanced L2 learners vs. L1
34
35	Spanish speakers). The main objectives were: (1) to examine the frequency of deliberate
36
37
38	metaphors; (2) to analyse the frequency and communicative functions of extended and
39
40	non-extended deliberate metaphors; and (3) to examine the frequency and functions of
41
42	non-conventional metaphorical uses. The following research questions guided this
43
44	study:45

46
47	RQ1: To what extent does the proportion of DMs vary across linguistic
48
49	background and across text genres?
50
51	RQ2a: To what extent does the use of extended (vs. non-extended) DMs vary52

53
54	across linguistic background and across text genres?
55
56	RQ2b: To what extent do the functions of extended and non-extended DMs vary
57
58	across linguistic background and across text genres?
59
60

8

9

1
2
3	RQ3a: To what extent does the use of non-conventional DMs vary across
4
5	linguistic background and across text genres?6

7
8	RQ3b: To what extent do the functions of non-conventional DMs vary across
9
10	linguistic background and across text genres?
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60



1
2
3	4 Method
4
5	4.1 Participants
6
7	The corpus consists of 44 written texts produced by 11 advanced French-speaking
8
9
10	learners of Spanish (9 female) and 11 native speakers (all female)2, which were
11
12	recruited at the Université catholique de Louvain and at the Universitat de Barcelona,
13
14	respectively. Table 1 displays the participants’ linguistic profile.
15
16
17	Table 118

19
20	Participants’ linguistic profile
21
22

10

11

23
24	Group	Age
25	M (min-max)

Years of formal instruction
M (SD)

Months of immersion M (SD)

26	Learners	26.74 (21 – 48)	7.42 (1.35)	3 (4.30)27

28
29	Natives	20.32 (18 – 21)	NA	NA
30
31
32
33	Learners were enrolled in MA programs on modern languages and received an
34
35
36	average of 30 hours of language instruction over the academic year. Besides the regular
37
38	Spanish classes, participants attended specialized courses (such as linguistics or
39
40	literature) taught in the target language. Taking into account the prerequisite to take
41
42	these courses and the AVE (Aula Virtual de Español) proficiency test from the Instituto43

44
45	Cervantes carried out by all students, participants’ L2 proficiency level ranged from B2
46
47	to C1 according to the Common European Framework of Reference (Counsil of Europe
48
49	2001). As the learners formed a relatively homogeneous group of advanced Spanish50

51
52	users (B2–C1 CEFR levels) while still reflecting natural variability, the L2 data were
53
54	analysed as a single group. Additionally, due to the small number of participants,
55
56	dividing them into proficiency subgroups would not have permitted meaningful
57
58
59	comparisons. With regards to language learning experiences abroad, 45.45% of the
60

1
2
3	students (n=5) indicated that they had spent at least three months in a Spanish-speaking
4
5	country, while 54.55% of the students (n=6) did not have any learning experience6

7
8	abroad. L1 Spanish speakers were first-year bachelor students of primary education
9
10	teaching. After convenience sampling, L1 participants included in the study were
11
12	Peninsular Spanish-dominant bilingual speakers of Spanish/Catalan. The participants’
13
14
15	dominant language was verified through a validated sociolinguistic questionnaire
16
17	(Aparici et al. 2024).
18
19	The corpus analysed in this study is relatively small compared to those used in
20
21	large-scale corpus research. This reflects the analytical approach adopted, which22

23
24	involves the manual identification and classification of linguistic metaphors and the
25
26	examination of each instance in its discourse context. Such procedures limit the size of
27
28	the dataset that can be feasibly analysed, but they allow for a detailed examination of all29

30
31	occurrences and support case-to-case transferability. Balancing corpus size with
32
33	analytical depth is a common challenge in pragmatic studies that rely on fine-grained
34
35	qualitative annotation (Gras, Galiana and Rosado, 2021; Jucker, 2018; Vaughan and
36
37
38	Clancy, 2013).
39
40	4.2 Writing samples
41
42	The data elicitation procedure was the same for both L1 and L2 populations. In guided-
43
44	learning contexts, participants were asked by their regular teachers to produce two texts45

46
47	about the topic at stake (work environment) using a digital platform as part of the
48
49	students’ regular classroom activities. The writing tasks were integrated into a regular
50
51	set of instructional activities aimed to improve students’ writing. They were asked to52

53
54	discuss about friendships at work (argumentative text) and to write a personal
55
56	experience about how they decided their professional vocation (narrative text). Each
57
58	text was produced during a 60-minute session, dictionaries were not allowed, and no
59
60



1
2
3	word limit was established. After the production of the texts, students engaged in both
4
5	self- and peer-review assessments as part of the instructional activities.6

7
8	The resulting texts were tokenized and lemmatized with TreeTagger (Schmid
9
10	1994) followed by manual disambiguation. In accordance with the ethical requirements
11
12	outlined by the Bioethics Commission of the University of Barcelona, participants
13
14
15	provided oral informed consent for their participation in the study.
16
17	4. 3 Identification of deliberate metaphors
18
19	Deliberate metaphors were manually identified using the Method for Identifying
20
21	Potentially Deliberate Metaphors in Language Use (DMIP) (Reijnierse et al. 2018).22

23
24	DMIP is, in turn, based on the Vrije Universiteit Metaphor Identification Procedure
25
26	(MIPVU) (Steen et al. 2010). The identification followed a two-step procedure: (1)
27
28	identification of linguistic metaphors and (2) identification of potentially deliberate29

30
31	metaphors.
32
33	In step one, linguistic metaphors were identified through a lexical-unit level
34
35	analysis as proposed in MIPVU. The unit of analysis was the lexical unit, including
36
37
38	orthographic words and multiword items; multiword units were automatically detected
39
40	during tokenization (TreeTagger; Schmid 1994) and checked manually. For each lexical
41
42	unit, basic and contextual meanings were established using the Diccionario de la lengua
43
44	Española (DLE) (Real Academia n.d.), considering grammatical category when45

46
47	relevant. Metaphors were coded as indirect when a contrast between basic and
48
49	contextual meanings could be explained via cross-domain comparison; as direct when a
50
51	comparison was explicitly presented (e.g., similes or analogical formulations) (see52

53
54	Example 2); and as implicit when cohesive elements (e.g., demonstratives or pronouns)
55
56	referred to metaphorical material. In the present study, indirect, direct, and implicit
57
58
59
60

12

13

1
2
3	metaphors were considered together for quantitative analyses. An example of an indirect
4
5	metaphor identified following MIPVU is provided in example 1.6

7
8	(1)	no tenemos que abandonar nuestros sueños.
9
10	‘we don’t have to abandon our dreams.’
11
12	In step two, deliberateness was identified using DMIP (Reijnierse et al. 2018).
13
14
15	Following its core principles, only potentially deliberate metaphors were identified: a
16
17	metaphor was coded as potentially deliberate when the source domain contributed to the
18
19	referential meaning of the utterance and this contribution was signalled by contextual
20
21	cues (Reijnierse et al. 2018: 135–136). Identification involved both top-down and22

23
24	bottom-up text analyses. Top-down analysis focused on cues associated with
25
26	deliberateness, such as explicit comparisons, novelty or unconventionality, wordplay,
27
28	and extended metaphor patterns, while bottom-up analysis involved examining each29

30
31	metaphor in its full discursive context. Example 2 illustrates a potentially DM: by
32
33	comparing teaching to performing, the writer explicitly invites the reader to attend to the
34
35	source domain (Steen 2011: 102). Such prompting is absent in non-deliberate
36
37
38	metaphors, where the source domain does not contribute to interpretation. For instance,
39
40	in sueños (‘dreams’) in example 1, the domain of sleeping is irrelevant to the utterance’s
41
42	meaning and no cues highlight the metaphorical nature of the expression.
43
44	(2)	enseñar es como estar en un escenario.45

46
47	‘teaching is like being on a stage.’
48
49	DMIP was not originally designed for L2 production and therefore does not
50
51	provide guidelines for non-target-like or idiosyncratic uses. We addressed this issue by52

53
54	annotating as metaphors those cases where a recognizable cross-domain mapping could
55
56	be established, even if the formulation was non-idiomatic in Spanish. For example, in
57
58	liar afinidades ‘tie affinities’, the lexical unit liar ‘to tie or bind together’ was coded as
59
60



1
2
3	a metaphor because it maps the physical act of binding onto the abstract domain of
4
5	social relationships. By contrast, forms for which no mapping could be established (e.g.,6

7
8	*comblar los huecos, ‘to *comblar the gaps’) were not annotated as metaphors.
9
10
11	To identify deliberateness in non-idiomatic cases, we applied DMIP’s criterion
12
13	of potential deliberateness: if interpretation required attending to the evoked source
14
15
16	domain, the metaphor was coded as potentially deliberate. This is illustrated in Example
17
18	3, where regresos maps the source domain of movement back onto the abstract domain
19
20	of decision-making. Although tener regresos is non-conventional in Spanish, the source
21
22	domain contributes to the utterance’s referential meaning, qualifying it as a potentially23

24
25	deliberate metaphor.
26
27
28	(3)	tenemos que intentar hacer (…) que queremos en el fondo para no tener
29
30	regresos porque ahí no se puede volver.31

32
33	‘we have to try to do (...) what we want deep down so that we don’t have
34
35	comebacks because it is not possible to get back there.’
36
37
38	To ensure coding reliability, 20% of the texts were double-coded by three
39
40
41	annotators. Inter-rater reliability was high for metaphor identification (Krippendorff’s α
42
43	=.86; ICC(2,1)=.86), with excellent reliability for averaged ratings (ICC(2,3)=.95).
44
45	Reliability was lower for deliberateness judgments but remained acceptable
46
47	(Krippendorff’s α =.62; ICC(2,1)=.62), with good reliability for averaged ratings48

49
50	(ICC(2,3)=.83), which is acceptable given the interpretive complexity of deliberateness
51
52	coding (Charteris-Black 2004; Reijnierse et al. 2018).
53
54
55	Following DMIP, 3,758 metaphors were identified, from which 486 were56

57
58	identified as potentially DMs: 245 in the L1 corpus, and 241 in the L2 corpus (see Table
59
60	2).

14

15

1
2
3	Table 2
4
5	Total observations of deliberate and non-deliberate metaphors in L1 and L2 Spanish6

7		
8	Group	n. of tokens	n. of metaphors	n. of deliberate metaphors
9Learners
6,889
1,874
241
Natives
5,906
1,874
245


10
11
12
13
14
15
16	4.4 Identification of non-conventional metaphors
17
18	Metaphors were classified as either conventional or non-conventional. Conventional19

20
21	metaphors were annotated as Spanish-based when their metaphorical meanings were
22
23	well established in Spanish (e.g., amistades que florecen en el trabajo, ‘friendships that
24
25	flourish at work’). Non-conventional metaphors were identified using a twofold
26
27
28	approach that combined dictionary-based and corpus-based frequency criteria.
29
30	Following Lu and Deignan (2024), we defined non-conventional metaphorical
31
32	meanings as those that were novel and/or infrequent in the target language. Novelty was
33
34	established when the contextual sense of a metaphor did not appear in DLE. Frequency35

36
37	was assessed using concordance data from the esTenTen Spanish web corpus (Kilgarriff
38
39	and Renau 2013), which is a 33-billion-token corpus available in Sketch Engine.
40
41	Following Lu and Deignan’s (2024) threshold, we annotated metaphorical meanings42

43
44	that occurred infrequently (less than 0.1% of citations) as non-conventional. This cut-off
45
46	point was adopted to ensure comparability with previous research, and to establish a
47
48	conservative baseline for identifying conventional metaphorical meanings. Co-textual
49
50
51	patterns were also examined. As Deignan (2005) notes, conventional metaphors tend to
52
53	appear in familiar lexical contexts, whereas non-conventional metaphors are more likely
54
55	to involve unexpected or rare collocations. Example 4 illustrates a non-conventional
56
57	metaphor produced by a learner.58

59
60	(4)	Soy una prueba viva de lo que digo.



1
2
3	‘I am a living proof of what I say.’
4
5	The DLE dictionary defines prueba in the metaphorical sense of ‘evidence, sign6

7
8	or sample that is given of something’ (sense 8), and vivo in the sense of ‘alive’ (sense
9
10	1). However, the combination prueba viva is not lexicographically codified as an
11
12	idiomatic expression. Corpus evidence further supports its non-conventional status. In
13
14
15	the esTenTen corpus, prueba viva occurs only 838 times, representing 0.03 hits per
16
17	million tokens, and just 0.01% of all prueba occurrences (N=7,178,784). This frequency
18
19	falls below the 0.1% threshold for conventional metaphorical meanings adopted,
20
21	indicating that this combination is not widely conventionalized in contemporary22

23
24	Spanish. Furthermore, most instances of prueba viva are literal, referring to biological
25
26	samples (e.g., se obtuvo una prueba viva del virus ‘a live sample of the virus was
27
28	obtained’).29

30
31	Following Cuberos et al. (2019), we further distinguished non-conventional
32
33	metaphors into two categories: L1-based metaphors3 which were defined as
34
35	metaphorical meanings transferred from French, and creative uses, which were defined
36
37
38	as metaphorical meanings that are not well established in either Spanish or French. This
39
40	distinction was made using the Le Petit Robert dictionary (Le Petit Robert n.d.), and the
41
42	judgement of two research team members who were advanced French speakers.
43
44	4.5 Identification of functions of deliberate metaphors45

46
47	The functions that DMs perform were identified using Halliday and Hasan’s
48
49	(1976) framework of three metafunctions of language which distinguishes ideational,
50
51	interpersonal, and textual functions. Following Semino (2008) and Goatly (2011), a52

53
54	metaphor was coded as ideational when it conveyed representational meaning referring
55
56
57		
58	3 Due to the linguistic similarities between French and Spanish, some metaphors categorized as Spanish-
59	based may include L1 transfers. We decided not to trace these potential positive transfers because our
60	analysis of L1 influence focused on differentiating creative innovations from L1 transfers.

16

17

1
2
3	to people, events, contents, or ideas; as interpersonal when it served to establish
4
5	connections or attitudes with the readers; and as textual when it contributed to the6

7
8	organization and/or coherence of the text. The annotation process was further informed
9
10	by previous studies that identified a range of more specific functions of metaphors
11
12	(Littlemore and Low 2006; Low 2008; Nacey 2019), which can be subsumed under
13
14
15	Halliday and Hasan’s three metafunctions
16
17	These functions were identified in extended and non-extended DMs. Following
18
19	Semino (2008: 25), metaphors were annotated as extended ‘when at least two
20
21	metaphorically used [expressions] belonging to different phrases describe the same22

23
24	target domain/scenario in terms of the same source domain/scenario’. Example 5
25
26	illustrates an extended metaphor in which a learner frames work relationships and
27
28	interpersonal conflicts using the conceptual domain of war:29

30
31	(5)	la única cosa positiva (…) es que tengo una amiga (…). Nosotras
32
33	preferimos quedar neutrales y no hacer parte* de todos los conflictos.
34
35	La jefa (…) dijo que traemos calma (…). En otras sociedades, organizan
36
37
38	eventos (…) para fortificar la cooperación.
39
40	‘the only positive thing (…) is that I have a friend (…). We prefer to stay
41
42	neutral and not take part in all the conflicts. The boss (…) told that we
43
44	bring calm (…). In other societies, they organize events (…) to fortify45

46
47	the cooperation.’
48
49	Ideational, interpersonal, and textual functions are not mutually exclusive, but
50
51	metaphors can fulfil multiple functions simultaneously (Goatly 2011[1997]; Semino,52

53
54	2008). A bottom-up analysis of the data revealed four distinct combinations of these
55
56	functions. All metaphors fulfilled at least an ideational function, and many also served
57
58	interpersonal and/or textual functions. The following four categories emerged:
59
60



1
2
3	-	three-functions metaphors, which simultaneously fulfilled all three functions;
4
5	-	ideational+interpersonal metaphors, which combined ideational and6

7
8	interpersonal functions;
9
10	-	ideational+textual metaphors, which served ideational and textual functions;
11
12	-	ideational-only metaphors, which exclusively performed ideational functions.
13
14
15	To assess reliability, we calculated the agreement between the three annotators.
16
17	As training, all raters annotated an initial sample of four texts and discussed doubtful
18
19	cases. Once they proved to have a similar understanding of the coding criteria, 20% of
20
21	the texts were independently coded by each team member. Inter-rater reliability was22

23
24	acceptable (Krippendorff’s α =.72) (Krippendorff 2004), and confirmed by a two-way
25
26	random-effects ICC for absolute agreement, ICC(2,1) =.72, 95% CI [.63, .80].
27
28	Reliability of the mean ratings was excellent, ICC(2,3) =.89, 95% CI [.84, .92].29

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

18

19

1
2
3	6 Results
4
5
6	6.1 Frequency and functions of deliberate metaphors
7
8	Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics for the proportion of DMs produced by
9
10	learners and natives. Percentages were calculated based on the total number of11

12
13	metaphors.
14
15
16	Table 3
17
18	Descriptive statistics for deliberate metaphors by linguistic background and text genre
19
20
Argumentative text
Narrative text
Group
% M (SD)
% min. – max.
% M (SD)
% M (SD)
Learners
12.10 (5.45)
2.15 – 19.67
12.70 (7.78)
12.35 (5.85)
Natives
12.93 (4.44)
4.13 – 22.16
12.29 (5.30)
13.30 (5.25)


21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29	A two-way ANOVA with linguistic background and text genre as independent
30
31	variables revealed no significant differences in the proportion of DMs produced. There
32
33	was no main effect of linguistic background, F(1, 19)=0.224, p=0.902, η2=0.001, nor a34

35
36	significant linguistic background x text genre interaction, F(1, 19)=0.053, p=0.641,
37
38	η2=0.011. Similarly, no main effect of text genre was found either, F(1, 19)=0.053, p
39
40	=0.820, η2=0.003.
41
42
43
44	Descriptive statistics for extended DMs are shown in Table 4. A two-way
45
46	ANOVA confirmed no significant difference between learners and native speakers in47

48
49	the use of extended metaphors, with no main effect of linguistic background, F(1,
50
51	19)=0.368, p=0.551, η²=0.005. By contrast, text genre had a significant main effect,
52
53	F(1, 19)=18.015, p<0.001, η²=0.353, indicating, with a large effect size, that narrative
54
55
56	texts contained a significantly higher percentage of extended metaphors than
57
58	argumentative texts. The linguistic background x text genre interaction was not found to
59
60	be significant, F(1, 19)=0.027, p=0.870, η²<0.001. Non-extended deliberate metaphors



1
2
3	were not analysed separately in terms of frequency, as they represent the residual
4
5	category of deliberate metaphors not organised into extended patterns. Because the6

7
8	proportion of non-extended metaphors is directly determined by the proportion of
9
10	extended metaphors within the set of deliberate metaphors, a separate frequency
11
12	analysis would be redundant and would not yield additional interpretive insight.
13
14
15	Table 4
16
17	Descriptive statistics for extended deliberate metaphors by linguistic background and
18
19text genre

Group
% M (SD)
% min. – max.
Argumentative text
% M (SD)
Narrative text
% M (SD)
Learners
43.05 (19.27)
0 – 65.71
25.02 (24.09)
57.73 (32.16)
Natives
39.98 (15.09)
17.65 – 64
19.80 (18.72)
55.16 (18.84)


20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31	Regarding the functions performed by extended and non-extended DMs, the results32

33
34	indicated that all metaphors fulfilled at least an ideational function, and many also
35
36	served interpersonal and/or textual functions. Table 5 and Table 6 show the raw
37
38	frequencies and percentages of the functions conveyed by extended and non-extended39

40
41	DMs, respectively.
42
43	Table 5
44
45	Functions of extended deliberate metaphors by linguistic background and text genre
46
47
48	Ideational
49Group
Genre
+Textual
3 Functions
Learners
Argumentative
11 (27.5%)
29 (72.5%)

Narrative
37 (50.68%)
36 (49.32%)
Natives
Argumentative
20 (71.42%)
8 (28.57%)

Narrative
54 (75%)
18 (25%)


50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

20

21

1
2
3	Note. 3 functions = ideational, textual, and interpersonal
4
5
6
7	As for extended metaphors, all metaphors performed ideational+textual
8
9	functions, and in some cases also interpersonal functions. For learners, functions varied
10



11
12	significantly by text genre, χ²(1)
13

=4.78, p<0.05, V=.21, indicating a small-to-moderate

14	effect. In argumentative texts, learners used a higher proportion of metaphors that
15
16	fulfilled all three functions (72.5%), whereas in narrative texts the distribution was
17
18	balanced between the three functions (49.32%), and ideational+textual function19

20
21	(50.68%) metaphors. In contrast, natives showed no significant differences by text
22
23	genre, χ²(1)=0.0125, p>0.05, V=.01. Natives predominantly used extended DMs to
24
25	perform ideational+textual functions in both argumentative (71.42%) and narrative texts
26
27
28	(75%). Taken together, these results suggest that learners tended to use extended
29
30	metaphors with interpersonal functions, particularly in argumentative writing, whereas
31
32	natives employed them for ideational functions regardless of the genre.
33
34	As for the functions of non-extended DMs, results indicated that the functions35

36
37	were also intertwined. Both learners and natives used most non-extended metaphors to
38
39	perform either ideational-only functions or a combination of ideational+interpersonal
40
41	functions. Few metaphors simultaneously performed the combination of42

43
44	ideational+textual functions or the three functions.
45
46	Table 6
47
48	Functions of non-extended metaphors by linguistic background and text genre
49
50
Group

Genre

Ideational
Ideational
+Textual
Ideational
+Interpersonal

3 Functions
Learners
Argumentative
39 (52.70%)
5 (5.76%)
27 (36.49%)
3 (4.05%)

Narrative
12 (22.23%)
1 (1.85%)
35 (64.81%)
6 (11.11%)
Natives
Argumentative
31 (35.63%)
3 (3.45%)
51 (58.62%)
2 (2.30%)


51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

1
2
3	Narrative	23 (39.66%)	1 (1.72%)	30 (51.72%)	4 (6.90%)
4
5
6
7
8	As with extended metaphors, learners used non-extended metaphors for different
9
10	functions depending on the text genre, χ²(3)=16.27, p<0.001, V=.36, indicating a medium
11
12	effect: ideational+interpersonal functions were more frequent in narrative (64.81%) than13

14
15	in argumentative texts (36.49%), whereas ideational-only functions were more frequent
16
17	in argumentative texts (52.7%). In contrast, natives used non-extended metaphors for
18
19	similar functions in both genres, as no effect of text genre was found, χ²(3)=2.60, p>0.05,20

21	V=.13. Specifically, ideational+interpersonal functions were the most frequent22

23
24	combination of functions in both argumentative (58.62%) and narrative texts (51.72%).
25
26	Taken together, these results indicate that learners tended to use non-extended
27
28	metaphors for ideational functions in argumentative texts, and for interpersonal29

30
31	functions in narratives, whereas natives used non-extended metaphors for interpersonal
32
33	functions in both genres.
34
35	6.2 Frequency and functions of non-conventional deliberate metaphors36

37
38	Across the two corpora, we identified 420 conventional DMs and 66 non-conventional
39
40	ones. The learner corpus contained 181 conventional and 60 non-conventional DMs,
41
42	and the native corpus contained 239 conventional and 6 non-conventional metaphors.
43
44	Table 7 presents the distribution of non-conventional metaphors, divided into creative45

46
47	uses and L1-based metaphors, in argumentative and narrative texts. Examples of these
48
49	non-conventional metaphors are provided in Table 8.
50
51	Table 752

53
54	Frequency of deliberate non-conventional metaphors (creative uses, L1-based and total)
55
56	by linguistic background and text genre
57

58	Group	Genre	Creative uses	L1-based	Total
6059


22

23

1
2
3Learners
Argumentative
20
5
25

Narrative
29
6
35
Natives
Argumentative
1
-
1

Narrative
5
-
5


4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15	Table 8
16
17	Examples of deliberate non-conventional metaphorical uses
1820


19	1	leer (…) o escribir permiten escaparse en otro mundo.
21	‘reading (…) or writing allow to escape in other world.’
22
23	2	es evidente que me dirigiera hacia esa profesión ya que soy un ‘cerebro’ para
24	[los niños].25

26	‘it is obvious that I was heading towards that profession as I am a "brain" for
27
28	[children].’
29
30	3	para algunas personas lo más importante es subir en el lado de la empresa
31	para tener una posición más alta.32

33	‘for some people the most important is climbing on the side of the company to
34
35	attain a higher position.’
36
37	4	[el jefe es] un patrón de barco que toma direcciones que no siempre van en tu
38	sentido.39

40	‘[the boss is] a sea captain that who makes decisions that don't always go your
41
42	way.’
43
44	5	tratar el trabajo como algo frío es un error.
45	‘treating work as something cold is a mistake.’46


47	6	lo bonito de trabajar en lo que siempre has soñado es que tu trabajo se
48
49	convierte en tu motor.
50
51	‘the beauty of working in what you've always dreamed of is that your work
52	becomes your engine.’
53
54
55
56	Most DMs in both genres were conventional, followed by creative metaphors57

58
59	and, lastly, among learners, L1-based metaphors. Conventional metaphors were used to
60



1
2
3	a similar extent by both groups of speakers, but learners produced much more creative
4
5	metaphors (n=60) than native speakers (n=6). As for L1-based metaphors, results6

7
8	indicated that learners only occasionally drew on their L1 when producing DMs (n=11).
9
10	Table 9 shows the functions fulfilled by non-conventional metaphors. In
11
12	argumentative texts, learners most often employed them to serve ideational purposes
13
14
15	(n=12), though some non-conventional metaphors also served textual (n=3) or
16
17	interpersonal functions (n=6), and a few cases combined all three (n=4). In narrative
18
19	texts, the functions were more diverse: most non-conventional metaphors conveyed
20
21	ideational+interpersonal functions (n=16) or integrated all three functions (n=15), and22

23
24	purely ideational functions were infrequent (n=4). Native speakers produced very few
25
26	non-conventional metaphors overall, but when they did, these served ideational and/or
27
28	interpersonal functions.29

30
31	Table 9
32
33	Functions of non-conventional metaphors by linguistic background and text genre
34
35Group
Genre
Ideational
Ideational
+Textual
Ideational
+Interpersonal
3 Functions
Learners
Argumentative
12
3
6
4

Narrative
4
-
16
15
Natives
Argumentative
-
-
1
-

Narrative
2
-
2
1
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25

1
2
3	7 Discussion
4
5	This study examined the use of DMs in narrative and argumentative texts written by6

7
8	advanced L1 French learners of Spanish, and L1 Spanish speakers. Specifically, it
9
10	analysed the frequency of DMs, the communicative functions performed by extended
11
12	and non-extended DMs, and the frequency and functions of non-conventional deliberate
13
14
15	metaphorical uses. The findings revealed that L1 and L2 writers produced a comparable
16
17	number of DMs across genres but differed in the communicative functions for which
18
19	these metaphors were used. Both groups relied predominantly on conventional
20
21	metaphors, but learners displayed a greater metaphorical creativity. In the following22

23
24	lines, we elaborate on these results and discuss the pedagogical implications for the
25
26	teaching of metaphors in L2.
27
28	Regarding the first goal, to examine the frequency of DMs in L1 and L2 writing,29

30
31	the results indicated that the amount of metaphors did not significantly differ between
32
33	advanced learners and natives, which aligns with previous studies on the use of DMs
34
35	(Authors 2019). The fact that both groups engaged in the production of DMs to a
36
37
38	similar extent suggests that potential gaps in linguistic knowledge do not hinder
39
40	learners’ ability to use DMs in writing. In addition, we observed high individual
41
42	variability within both groups, which points out that the use of DMs may depend on
43
44	individual writing styles rather than directly correlating with proficiency. It is also45

46
47	important to note that the learners’ L1 may have facilitated metaphor production due to
48
49	cross-linguistic similarities between French and Spanish. Future research would benefit
50
51	from examining individual difference profiles, including the potential mediating effects52

53
54	of L1 influence. In addition, future research could examine metaphor use in both the
55
56	learners’ L1 and L2. Analysing comparable texts produced by the same participants in
57
58	French and Spanish would allow for a direct exploration of within-subject cross-
59
60



1
2
3	linguistic influence in metaphor production. We also found that the proportion of DMs
4
5	did not vary depending on the genre. This partially contrasts with earlier studies6

7
8	(Authors 2019; Shu et al. 2025) in which expository texts were found to include a
9
10	higher proportion of metaphors than narratives. This discrepancy may be due to the
11
12	nature of expository texts, which tends to elicit greater use of metalinguistic and
13
14
15	conceptual elaboration skills on the part of the writers (Tolchinsky et al. 2017), even
16
17	more than argumentative texts.
18
19	With respect to the second goal, to analyse the frequency and functions of
20
21	extended and non-extended DMs, the findings showed that the two types of metaphors22

23
24	were distributed differently across genres, and that their functions varied in L1 and L2
25
26	writing. Extended metaphors occurred more frequently in narrative texts, whereas non-
27
28	extended metaphors were more prevalent in argumentative writing. This tendency,29

30
31	observed in both L1 and L2 writing, suggests that writers employ metaphor strategically
32
33	to fulfil genre-specific communicative purposes. In narrative contexts, extended
34
35	metaphors may contribute to coherence by providing a sustained conceptual framework
36
37
38	that supports storytelling (Ritchie 2017). In contrast, the higher occurrence of non-
39
40	extended metaphors in argumentative texts may reflect a preference for figurative
41
42	expressions that help clarify ideas while maintaining the flow of the argument. This
43
44	observation aligns with the view that single, well-chosen metaphors can serve as more45

46
47	effective communicative tools than multiple comparisons (Sopory and Dillard 2002).
48
49	Despite this shared genre-based pattern, learners and natives differed in the
50
51	communicative functions for which these metaphors were used. Learners exhibited a52

53
54	genre-sensitive use of metaphor, adapting their choices to the rhetorical demands of
55
56	each type of text (e.g., extended metaphors for interpersonal purposes in argumentative
57
58	writing), whereas native speakers used them in a more stable and consistent manner
59
60

26

27

1
2
3	across genres. A possible explanation for this differentiated use is that L1 writers have a
4
5	more automatized control of figurative language (e.g., Siyanova-Chanturia et al. 2011),6

7
8	which may allow them to integrate metaphors in their writing for diverse functions
9
10	regardless of the genre. Moreover, as Littlemore and Low (2006) observe, L2 learners
11
12	often view metaphor as a poetic or literary device rather than as a pervasive feature of
13
14
15	everyday communication. Consequently, L2 writers may approach metaphor in a
16
17	selective way, focusing on its rhetorical potential when its communicative value
18
19	becomes salient in a given type of text.
20
21	With respect to the third goal, which was to analyse the frequency and functions22

23
24	of non-conventional metaphorical uses, the findings showed that these were rare overall,
25
26	appearing almost anecdotally in L1 writing. In L2 writing, however, learners employed
27
28	non-conventional metaphors to convey ideational meanings in argumentative texts, and29

30
31	a broader variety of functions in narratives. This occasional and potentially deliberate
32
33	use of non-conventional metaphors may indicate learners’ ability to use figurative
34
35	language creatively to some extent. However, it is not possible to determine with
36
37
38	certainty whether these non-conventional uses were intentionally produced as
39
40	metaphors or represent unintended non-target-like expressions. The greater use of non-
41
42	conventional metaphors in L2 writing compared to native production may be explained
43
44	by learners’ use of metaphorical creativity as a compensatory communication strategy45

46
47	to bridge potential lexical gaps in linguistic knowledge (Littlemore 2003). Consistent
48
49	with previous studies (Authors 2019; Littlemore et al 2014; Lu and Deignan 2024),
50
51	metaphorical transfer from the L1 was infrequent, at least when it did not result in52

53
54	conventional Spanish metaphors. This pattern suggests that cross-linguistic influence in
55
56	metaphor production largely operates unconsciously, much like other areas of language
57
58	use (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008). As noted in the method section, non-target-like
59
60



1
2
3	expressions were annotated as metaphors if a recoverable cross-domain mapping could
4
5	be identified. Some readers may perceive these innovations as mistakes, even though6

7
8	they may have been deliberately produced by the writers. The distinction between
9
10	intentional and unintentional non-conventional metaphorical uses can be challenging for
11
12	the addressee to discern. As Lu and Deignan (2024) note, echoing Steen (2011: 85), “a
13
14
15	metaphor may be deliberately produced as a metaphor but not received as one”. These
16
17	non-canonical uses, noted earlier (e.g., Authors 2019; Lu and Deignan 2025),
18
19	undoubtedly warrant further detailed analysis in future studies. Future research could
20
21	offer additional insights through recall interviews (Lu and Deignan 2025). It would also22

23
24	be worthwhile exploring the impact of these non-conventional uses on the perceived
25
26	quality of writing (Hoàng and Boers 2018), and how acceptable they are to different
27
28	groups of speakers (e.g., foreign language teachers) (Prodromou 2007). Such research29

30
31	would be useful in gaining further insight into genuine innovative metaphors and
32
33	reader-costly deviations.
34
35	7.1 Pedagogical implications
36
37
38	Our findings have implications for L2 writing pedagogy. The use of deliberate
39
40	metaphors in learners’ writing reflects metalinguistic awareness, as learners employed
41
42	both conventional and non-conventional metaphors to fulfil specific communicative
43
44	purposes. Rather than treating non-conventional uses as errors, teachers may view them45

46
47	as opportunities for feedback and reflection on metaphor use (Acquaroni 2008; Authors
48
49	2014; Lu and Deignan 2025). Teacher guidance is particularly important when learners
50
51	experiment with metaphor in unfamiliar ways (Littlemore et al. 2014), and tolerance52

53
54	toward creative metaphor use may encourage learners’ engagement with the expressive
55
56	potential of the L2 (Nacey 2013).
57
58
59
60

28

29

1
2
3	In this respect, approaches such as attribute-matching training could be adapted
4
5	to writing instruction to foster metaphorical competence (Azuma and Littlemore 2010;6

7
8	Authors 2022). Applied to authentic learner and native-speaker texts, such activities
9
10	may help learners identify cross-domain mappings and reflect on the rhetorical effects
11
12	of metaphors in different genres, a form of metalinguistic awareness shown to support
13
14
15	L2 metaphor development (Chen et al. 2025). More broadly, our results support a
16
17	genre-based approach to metaphor instruction, highlighting the need to integrate
18
19	metaphor use within specific text types rather than treating it as a purely lexical
20
21	phenomenon (Caballero 2003).22

23
24	7.2 Limitations of the study
25
26	Some limitations should be acknowledged. Firstly, a small sample size can
27
28	introduce biases that limit the generalisation of results. Therefore, additional29

30
31	studies with larger samples are necessary to confirm our findings. Secondly, the
32
33	results are constrained to advanced French-speaking learners, which compromises
34
35	generalisation to other L2 populations. Future research should explore the use of
36
37
38	DMs among learners with different proficiency levels and different L1–L2
39
40	pairings. The linguistic proximity between Spanish and French may have
41
42	favoured the production of metaphors. Future research would benefit from
43
44	tracking equivalent metaphorical expressions in L1 and L2. Thirdly, previous45

46
47	research suggests that women tend to use metaphors more frequently than men
48
49	(Galantomos 2018). Therefore, the sex bias in our sample may restrict
50
51	generalisations to female populations. Lastly, judgements of deliberateness52

53
54	inevitably involve interpretative elements. Complementary methods, such as
55
56	think-aloud protocols or stimulated recall, could provide valuable insight into
57
58	learners' intentionality and awareness of metaphor use. Further research along
59
60



1
2
3	these lines would certainly enable us to gain a deeper insight into the role of the
4
5	deliberate use of metaphors in L2 writing.6
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