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Abstract

Metaphors play a central role in cancer narratives, helping patients and practitioners articulate complex experiences
and technical concepts. While cancer metaphors in English have been extensively studied, Spanish remains
underexplored in this regard, despite its global importance and rich cultural variation. This paper presents a new
dataset of Spanish cancer metaphors designed to address these gaps. The resource comprises over 80K annotated
words drawn from diverse forum posts, with detailed documentation of lexical units, contextual versus basic meanings,
and inter-annotator agreements. To construct the dataset, we adapted the Metaphor Identification Procedure (MIP)
for Spanish medical discourse, proposing methodological refinements to challenges such as defining lexical units or
domain-specific Basic Meaning labels.
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1. Introduction

Metaphors are cognitive and linguistic devices
that enable speakers to explain complex or ab-
stract concepts through more concrete or famil-
iar terms (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). In highly
technical and emotionally sensitive contexts, such
as cancer communication, metaphors play a cen-
tral role in shaping how patients, families, and
professionals conceptualize the iliness (Pinheiro
et al., 2017; Landau et al., 2019; Gustafsson et al.,
2019; Fadul et al., 2009). Building on the premise
that metaphors are not inherently positive or neg-
ative, Semino and Demjen (2017) developed the
Metaphor Menu to help patients and practitioners
select more suitable language based on individual
experiences and preferences, as understanding
their use, potential impact, and the patient prefer-
ences is key to effective communication.

This paper presents a manually annotated sub-
set from the AECC (Asociacidon Espafiola Contra el
Cancer) forums, a central place for communication
among Spanish-speaking cancer patients and their
family members. This dataset will be used to train
and evaluate a model for the automatic extraction
of metaphors from the rest of the corpus. The anno-
tated subset comprises 72 posts (700 words each
on average, including comments).

Following a Spanish adaptation of the MIPVU
(Metaphor Identification Procedure Vrije Univer-
siteit) (Steen et al., 2010) adjusted for the medical
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domain, the subset was annotated by five indepen-
dent annotators. From over 83,000 words, approx-
imately 2,035 phrases (ca. 2.45%) were labeled
as metaphoric vehicles related to the cancer ex-
perience by at least one of the annotators. With
an overall inter-annotator agreement (I1AA) of 0.49
(F1 score), the resulting dataset is available upon
request and can be used to fine-tune language mod-
els for metaphor identification (see Ge et al. (2023)
for possible metaphor identification methods).

The main contributions of this paper are as fol-
lows:

» We present Medical-FLAVORS-AECC dataset,
a large-scale Spanish-language resource on
metaphors used by patients and their families
to describe the cancer experience.

» We describe the annotation process and inter-
annotator agreement, providing the first re-
source for the Spanish medical domain that
explicitly documents the distinction between a
lexical unit’s basic and contextual meaning as
established by the MIPVU guidelines.

» We provide a curated vocabulary of over 800
distinct metaphorical vehicles (grouped into 81
source and 46 target domains), useful for both
qualitative linguistic analysis and NLP applica-
tions.

All annotation guidelines, metadata, and the cu-
rated vocabulary are released in a GitHub repos-
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itory’ to ensure reproducibility and support fu-
ture corpus-based and computational studies on
metaphor in the medical domain.

This paper begins by reviewing relevant prece-
dents in Section 2. We then describe the data
extraction from the AECC forums and present gen-
eral statistics of the corpus in Section 3, followed by
a detailed account of the annotation and curation
process in Sections 4 and 5. Finally, in Section 6
we present an analysis of the resulting dataset,
highlighting the insights it provides into the cancer
experience as communicated by real people.

2. Related Work

Metaphors are not only pervasive in medical
language (Casarett et al.,, 2010; Semino et al.,
2017) but also highly relevant. In medical set-
tings, metaphors translate specialized terminol-
ogy into lay terms (Pinheiro et al., 2017), facilitate
decision-making (Landau et al., 2019), support cop-
ing (Gustafsson et al., 2019), and address sensitive
topics (Fadul et al., 2009).

Research on metaphors has largely focused on
English, with limited attention to Spanish, despite
its global reach. Authors such as Liu et al. (2024);
Pitarch et al. (2024); Magana (2020) highlight the
need to adapt metaphor studies to different lan-
guages and varieties. While some resources al-
ready exist for Spanish, they are scarce and limited.
For instance, the MetaNet project (Dodge et al.,
2015) includes only a small and heterogeneous
set of Spanish examples, while the first version of
Medical-FLAVORS (Pitarch et al., 2024), a dataset
of Spanish cancer metaphors, is biased toward
Chilean Reddit data, with uneven cancer types and
slang-heavy language. Both resources lack trans-
parent annotation procedures, a crucial issue given
the subjectivity of metaphor analysis (Sanchez-
Montero et al., 2025a,b).

Our work addresses this gap by introducing
Medical-FLAVORS-AECC, a new module for the
Medical-FLAVORS dataset. For its annotation,
we adapt the Metaphor ldentification Procedure
(MIP) (Pragglejaz Group, 2007) to Spanish medi-
cal discourse. This method, along with its extension
MIPVU (Steen et al., 2010), is the most established
framework for metaphor annotation and involves
four steps: (1) segmenting the text into lexical units,
(2) determining each unit’s basic meaning (the more
concrete, physical, or older sense), (3) identifying
its contextual meaning, and (4) labeling the unit as
metaphorical if a contrast exists between the two
meanings.

While extensively used, the MIP poses significant
challenges, particularly in defining text segmenta-

1https ://github.com/LuciaPitarch/
MedicalFLAVORS-AECC/

tion into relevant lexical units and selecting the most
basic meaning of a word. These core decisions are
often controversial (De Backer et al. (2023); Maud-
slay and Teufel (2022)), lack objective metrics, and
are rarely documented in new corpora annotations.
Furthermore, both MIP and MIPVU were initially
developed for English, lacking fine-grained adap-
tations to Spanish. To our knowledge, the dataset
presented in this paper is the first of its kind to ad-
dress these issues for Spanish by providing explicit
guidelines, annotations, and metrics in terms of
lexical unit segmentation and meaning distinction.

3. Data Extraction

The data were extracted from the web forums of
the Asociacién Espanola Contra el Cancer (AECC),
founded in 1953 to provide assistance and sup-
port to cancer patients and their families. Although
based in Spain, the forums are accessible world-
wide, enabling Spanish-speaking users from di-
verse regions to share their experiences. It is orga-
nized into multiple topics, ranging from specific can-
cer types to prevention, volunteering, and events.
While anyone may read the forums, registration is
required to participate. The most active and gen-
eral thread, “Testimonios de cancer” (cancer sto-
ries), has received contributions continuously since
2010. Given the association’s prominence and its
broad coverage of patients, relatives, and experi-
ences over time, the AECC forums were chosen as
a representative and ethically appropriate source
of cancer discourse in Peninsular Spanish.

We selected posts from three topics: “Testimo-
nios” (general thread), “Cancer de mama” (breast
cancer), and “Cancer de préstata” (prostate can-
cer). Their high incidence, together with their cul-
tural and emotional salience (World Health Orga-
nization, 2025; Sociedad Espafiola de Oncologia
Médica, 2025a,b) in patient discourse, make these
two types particularly relevant for metaphor anal-
ysis in Spanish. The “Testimonios” thread, on the
other hand, provides a more general overview of
first-hand cancer experiences. Each post in the fo-
rums consists of a title, an initial message from the
main author, and a thread of subsequent comments
from other community members.

4. Annotation

The annotation process was carried out in two
phases: a pilot testing phase for guideline refine-
ment, followed by the main annotation phase. In
the pilot testing, all annotators applied a prelimi-
nary draft of the guidelines to the first five texts.
Questions and disagreements were discussed in a
subsequent meeting and integrated into the revised
guidelines, with special attention to the delimitation
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of lexical units. To ensure consensus, a sixth text
was co-annotated and reviewed by the entire team.
For the main annotation, the remaining posts were
distributed among annotators under the following
conditions: (a) each post was annotated by two
annotators, (b) the workload was balanced, and
(c) all possible annotator pairs were assigned com-
mon posts. The annotation took place between
May and October 2025, following the principles of
the Belmont Report (National Commission for the
Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and
Behavioral Research, 1979). A summary of the
annotators’ profiles can be found in Table 3.

4.1. Annotation Platform and Guidelines

This section provides a summary of our annotation
guidelines. The entire annotation was conducted
on the INCEpTION platform, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 1. where we can observe how each annotated
post follows a typical forum structure: an initial
message from the main author followed by a se-
ries of comments from other community members.
Figure 2 summarizes the annotation pipeline we
applied.

4.1.1. Definition of Metaphor

Following the principles of MIP (Pragglejaz Group,
2007) and its extension MIPVU (Steen et al., 2010),
we define a metaphor as a linguistic expression in
which a more concrete, physical, or perceptually
imaginable concept is used to refer to a more ab-
stract domain of experience. For instance, describ-
ing CANCER AS A BATTLE constitutes a metaphor,
as it draws on the tangible and culturally salient
domain of warfare to frame the intangible and mul-
tifaceted experience of illness.

4.1.2. Lexical Unit Segmentation

Given the complexity of metaphorical expressions
in our dataset, a flexible approach to lexical unit
segmentation was required. Metaphorical meaning
often arises not from isolated words, but from the
interaction of multiple elements within a phrase or
clause, or even from a text as a unit. It can some-
times only be comprehended by comparison with
very similar clauses where different words interact.

For example, in constructions such as voy paso
a paso con el tratamiento (“l go step by step with
the treatment”) or lucho a diario contra el cancer
(“I fight daily against cancer”), the metaphor is dis-
tributed across several words. Similarly, in expres-
sions like recibir tratamiento (“to receive treatment”)
or pasar por tratamiento (“to go through treatment”),
the metaphorical meaning, where treatment is con-
ceptualized as an object or a milestone in a journey,
emerges from the semantic interaction among the
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elements involved. In such cases, understanding
how the person envisions the experience of being
ill with cancer or how they conceptualize treatment
only becomes possible by analyzing the full clause.

To account for this, we adopt Lynne Cameron’s
approach to metaphor annotation (Cameron, 2007),
particularly the notion of metaphorical vehicles:
clusters of words that collectively convey a
metaphorical mapping. We annotate all lexical el-
ements central to the metaphor, including verbs,
nouns, adjectives, and multiword expressions.

Importantly, only metaphorical expressions that
pertain to the experience of the illness (e.g., physi-
cal, emotional, or cognitive aspects of cancer) are
annotated, which means our focus is on cancer
metaphors. When the metaphor is confined to a
single word, it is annotated in the Metaphors layer,
as depicted in Figure 2.

4.1.3. Annotating Basic and Contextual
Meaning

Although MIP and MIPVU highlight the centrality
of the basic meaning (BM) and contextual mean-
ing (CM) in metaphor identification, few concrete
examples are provided in their documentation. Be-
sides, BM and CM are not explicitly annotated in
most publicly available datasets. To enhance trans-
parency and reproducibility in our annotations, we
chose to explicitly annotate the BM and CM for each
metaphorical unit. To do so, we embedded the
Spanish version of the Open Multilingual Wordnet
(Vossen et al., 2016) into the INCEpTION platform,
creating an integrated tool for annotation specifi-
cally adapted to our task.

The annotators were instructed to use the BM
annotation fields as follows:

* Enter the basic meaning in the Basic-
Meaning field.

* When available, retrieve definitions from Word-
Net that correspond to the most concrete or
prototypical sense of the lexical unit.

« If no appropriate WordNet entry exists, con-
sult the Diccionario de la lengua espanola
(RAE) (Real Academia Espafiola, 2023) or
other authoritative sources such as ASALE
(Asociacion de Academias de la Lengua Es-
pafola, 2023).

« If neither resource provides a suitable defi-
nition, provide a manually formulated para-
phrase based on your interpretation of the ba-
sic meaning.

* Use the Contextual-Meaning field to de-
fine the meaning of the lexical unit in the given
utterance. If a figurative sense is listed in the
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lexical resources, select it accordingly. When
no direct match exists, but related entries re-
flect the intended sense, they may be adapted
and cited.

These annotations can facilitate further semantic
analysis by leveraging hypernymy/hyponymy rela-
tions and identifying recurring conceptual domains.

4.1.4. Identifying Cancer-Related Themes

We tagged each identified metaphor with its cor-
responding target domain(s) to classify the aspect
of the cancer experience it addresses. Common
domains include bodily experience, treatment, emo-
tional impact, and social relationships.
Annotators selected the most appropriate
theme(s) from a predefined list in the Target-
Domain field. Multiple themes could be tagged
if a metaphor spanned more than one dimension
of experience. The topics were extracted from a
relevant scoping review on cancer metaphors (Liu
et al., 2024) and further adapted to gain a finer un-
derstanding of the experience through discussions
with healthcare professionals and conversations
with patients. The full list of topics is available on

GitHub.

4.1.5. Notes and Issue Tracking

Annotators are encouraged to use the Note field (in
both the Metaphors and MWE layers) to document
uncertainties, interpretation challenges, or contex-
tual ambiguities encountered during the annotation
process. In the event of repeated content, textual
errors, or systemic inconsistencies, annotators had
to report them in the shared Incidencias log for
follow-up and dataset revision.

4.2. Agreement Metrics

To report our inter-annotator agreement (IAA) we
provide F1 score, following Boguslav and Cohen
(2017), as it has been proven to be a more transpar-
ent and efficient metric for tasks that involve phrase
extraction. Most widely used metrics to report 1AA,
such as Cohen’s Kappa or Krippendorf’'s Alpha, will
not work well on tasks where many spans are pos-
sible and the large number of possible negative
spans can distort agreement scores.

Using F1 score implies that, for each post, one
annotator’s labels were treated as the gold standard
and the other’s as the prediction. An agreement,
or a true positive, was defined by a partial overlap,
meaning at least one word was shared between
the spans marked by the two annotators in any
layer (metaphor or MWE). For instance, if Annotator
A marked “fight against cancer” and Annotator B
marked only “fight”, the overlap was considered as
an instance of agreement. The overall F1 score
was 0.49. A detailed breakdown of the results is
presented in Tables 1 and 2.
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Annotator Mean F1
Al 0.60
A2 0.52
A3 0.48
A4 0.53
A5 0.49

Table 1: Mean IAA scores by annotator

L, Ly Fi L, Ly Fi

A2 A1 0.64 || A3 A1 0.62
A1 A4 060 | A5 A1 0.55
A2 A3 054 | A2 A4 047
A3 A5 047 | A2 A5 0.46
A5 A4 046 || A3 A4 045

Table 2: IAA scores by annotator pair (L1,Ls)

5. Curation

The curation process of the annotated dataset
focused on two main challenges: (1) clustering
metaphorical vehicles (including whether to ana-
lyze them compositionally or holistically), and (2)
refining the final annotations to determine which
specific words would be labeled as metaphorical.

5.1.

Metaphorical vehicles pose particular challenges
for annotation due to their morphological variabil-
ity, syntactic discontinuity, and position on a con-
tinuum from compositional to fixed expressions.
In this work, we distinguish two main categories
of multi-word metaphorical vehicles: (a) Multi-
Word Expressions (MWEs), understood as con-
ventionalized lexical combinations with fixed or
semi-fixed structures (Corpas Pastor and Alvar Ez-
querra, 1996; Escartin et al., 2018), and (b) com-
plex grammatical constructions that, although
not MWEs in the strict sense, contribute semanti-
cally or pragmatically to metaphorical meaning.

Curation of Metaphorical Vehicles

5.1.1. Multi-Word Expressions (MWESs)

MWEs were identified through a manual, iterative
clustering process based on structural patterns
described by Corpas Pastor and Alvar Ezquerra
(1996), Escartin et al. (2018), and the Nueva
Gramadtica de la Lengua Espafiola (NGLE, 2009).
The following types were considered relevant for
metaphor annotation:

Light Verb Constructions (LVCs). LVCs? were
considered for metaphor analysis when the choice
of light verb introduced a paradigmatic contrast
that shaped the metaphorical framing of the event.
Common light verbs include dar (to give), tener
(to have), tomar (to take), recibir (to receive), and
pasar por (to go through, to undergo). For instance,

2We take the definition and LVC selection from
Alonso Ramos (2004)

ENGINE

Figure 3: Pipeline MWE curation

in expressions such as dar miedo (to scare, lit. to
give fear) or recibir noticias (to receive news), ab-
stract entities like emotions and information are
conceptualized as manipulable objects that can
be given or received. Similarly, in tocar, recibir, or
pasar por tratamiento (to have, to receive, or to
go through treatment), the noun tratamiento (‘treat-
ment’) is metaphorically construed as a tangible
entity, an impinging external force, or a milestone
within a journey. In these cases, LVCs were anno-
tated as part of the metaphorical vehicle because
the figurative meaning resides in the interaction be-
tween the light verb and its abstract complement,
rather than in either element alone.

Fixed and Formulaic Expressions. Highly
frequent and context-bound collocations such as
greetings, discourse routines, or conventional
phrases (e.g., scdmo te va? ‘how is it going?’ [jour-
ney] vs. ;qué tal estds? ‘how are you?’ [neutral] )
were annotated when they contributed metaphori-
cal shading to discourse (Dickins, 2020).
Idiomatic Expressions and Collocations. Id-
ioms (e.g., comerse el coco ‘to overthink’, ‘to eat
one’s head’, from lit. ‘to eat the coconut’) were
treated as single analytical units due to their seman-
tic opacity. Potential collocations were evaluated for
institutionalization and frequency, and analyzed
as single lexical units when they met these criteria.
Institutionalization was verified using DIiLEA (Pe-
nadés Martinez, 2020), DiCE (Vincze et al., 2011),
and RAE resources. Frequency was assessed us-
ing the logDice metric (Rychly, 2008), robust to cor-
pus size (Gablasova et al., 2017). Following Pinto
etal. (2021), co-occurrences with logDice > 7 in the
esTenTen23 corpus (Sketch Engine) (Sketch En-
gine, 2025) were considered valid phraseological
units. See Figure 3 for more details.
Grammatical Constructions Included in the Ve-
hicle. Certain grammatical combinations, while
not metaphorical in themselves, modulate the inter-
pretation of metaphors through modality, temporal-
ity, or aspectuality. These were included within the
metaphorical vehicle but not further analyzed for
metaphorical content:

* Modal verb constructions: Expressions
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with haber que/de, tener que, poder, deber,
or querer (e.g., debo tomar precauciones ‘|
must take precautions’) adjust the degree of
the speaker’s modality, obligation or possibil-
ity (Magafia, 2020).

» Temporal verb constructions: Forms such
asira, ir + gerundio, or haber + participio frame
metaphorical processes temporally (e.g., va
a pasar por algo parecido ‘he’s going to go
through something similar’).

» Copulative verbs: Ser, estar, and parecer
frame metaphors by marking states or at-
tributes (soy una persona fuerte ‘1 am a strong
person’, estoy débil ‘Il am weak’). For instance,
la alimentacion y el deporte son aliados (‘nutri-
tion and exercise are allies’) encodes a direct
metaphorical comparison.

5.1.2. Non-MWE Multiword Metaphorical
Vehicles

In addition to MWEs, certain multiword combi-
nations were annotated as single metaphorical
vehicles when they contributed meaningfully to
metaphor construction. Four main cases were iden-
tified:

Frame-interaction metaphors. Following Stick-
les et al. (2016), we included cases where
metaphoricity arises from mismatches between
semantic roles or cross-frame alignments rather
than individual lexical items, e.qg., lo Unico que aca-
para en mi cabeza es la muerte (‘the only thing that
takes over my head is death’) or remamos en el
mismo barco (‘we row in the same boat’).

Explicit metaphors. Following the MIPVU
framework and extensions to Spanish proposed
by Sanchez-Montero et al. (2025a), explicit
metaphors and similes containing overt markers
or signals (como si, como que, ‘as if’, ‘as though’)
were annotated as multiword vehicles (e.g., vivo
como si mafiana no fuera a estar ‘|l live as if
tomorrow | would not be here’).

Extended frame metaphors. In some cases,
metaphorical content extended coherently across
an entire clause or frame, encompassing several
lexical items that together instantiate the metaphor-
ical domain (e.g., es una carrera de obstaculos y
hay que ir pasdndolos ‘it is an obstacle race and
one must keep overcoming them’).

Hyperbolic expressions. Recurrent hyperboles
(no hay nada que puedas hacer ‘there’s nothing
you can do’, no pasa nada ‘it’s fine’, has hecho
todo lo que ha estado en tu mano ‘you’ve done

everything within your reach’) were annotated as
multi-word vehicles when functioning as intensified
metaphors rather than literal exaggerations.

5.2. Vocabulary Curation

Given the restricted domain of oncology, many
metaphorical expressions were highly recurrent,
often used with consistent basic and contextual
meanings across posts. To analyze these patterns
systematically, we compiled a unified vocabulary.
The process began by merging all annotations,
which contained an initial list of 2035 candidate
items. Subsequent clustering and curation refined
this list to a final vocabulary of approximately 800
distinct metaphorical vehicles.

Leveraging the annotated synsets, word senses
were clustered according to hypernymy relations
to identify shared semantic domains. Once these
domains were established, lexical items were re-
viewed and discussed within their respective clus-
ters. This process facilitated the evaluation of simi-
lar semantic behaviors and ensured coherent an-
notation decisions.

One illustrative case involved weak verbs within
the semantic field of movement or transition (e.g.,
seguir (‘to follow/continue’), comenzar (‘to begin’),
terminar (‘to end’), pasar (‘to go through’), pasar
por (‘to undergo’)). These verbs are highly gram-
maticalized, resulting in considerable polysemy and
contextual variability, which made it difficult to es-
tablish a stable basic sense, leading to the following
decisions:

» Seguir (‘to follow’) was marked as metaphor-
ical when referring to pursuing or following
someone, but not when it meant ‘to continue’.

» Comenzar ('to begin’) and terminar (‘to end’)
were marked as non-metaphorical.

» Pasar and pasar por (‘to go through’, ‘to un-
dergo’) were generally marked as metaphorical
due to their abstract uses to describe experi-
ences or phases.

Another discussion centered on adjectives
describing physical characteristics (e.g., débil
(‘weak’), fuerte (‘strong’), duro (‘hard’), grave (‘se-
rious’), agudo (‘acute’)). The team questioned
whether the physical-quality sense (e.g., fuerte as
the ability to exert physical resistance) was more
basic than its use to describe a person’s body (e.g.,
physical strength, muscular build). Since neither
could be clearly established as more fundamental
without resorting to etymological analysis, which
was beyond the scope of this study, these adjec-
tives were only annotated as metaphorical when
used to describe mental or emotional processes
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(e.g., una persona fuerte ‘a strong person’ in the
sense of emotional resilience).

Similarly, controlar (‘to control’) was marked as
metaphorical in expressions such as controlar el
dolor, el miedo, or la enfermedad (‘to control pain’,
‘fear’, or ‘the illness’). Although controlar has a
broad meaning, examining its noun form control
(‘control’) revealed a more basic sense related
to exerting physical power, which supported its
metaphorical interpretation in these contexts.

A further case involved fe (‘faith’). A distinction
was made between fe as religious belief (not an-
notated as metaphorical) and fe as confidence or
trust in something (annotated as metaphorical), as
in tener fe en el tratamiento (‘to have faith in the
treatment’).

Curation decisions were finalized through a
consensus-based review of concordance lines in
group sessions, which was essential for resolving
borderline cases. To provide transparency, the
complete vocabulary file of over 800 metaphori-
cal vehicles, including basic and contextual mean-
ings, is openly available. To the best of our knowl-
edge, this constitutes the largest vocabulary of an-
notated basic and contextual meanings to date,
and the only domain-specific one. Beyond trans-
parency, the explicit annotation of basic meanings
also enhances interoperability: since senses are
aligned with WordNet (Miller, 1995), the resource
can be linked to other semantic frameworks such as
Framester (Gangemi, Aldo and Presultti, Valentina
and Navigli, Roberto and others, 2017).

Moreover, basic meaning (BM) annotation is a
crucial component in several automated metaphor
identification methods. However, the lack of man-
ually annotated resources has often led such sys-
tems to rely on shortcuts, such as selecting the first
dictionary sense, an approach that does not always
correspond to the most appropriate basic meaning
in language use. By providing a large, systemat-
ically annotated BM inventory, this resource can
help improve the accuracy and conceptual ground-
ing of future automated metaphor identification ef-
forts. For a general-domain counterpart, see Maud-
slay and Teufel (2022).

6. Data Analysis

In terms of the annotation itself, we explored two
main aspects: (1) the distribution of IAA across
different domains to assess which concepts were
more subjective or prone to disagreement, and (2)
the relationship between metaphorical content and
disagreement, based on the hypothesis that words
which can be used either metaphorically or literally
in the cancer context may lead to greater ambiguity
for both manual and automated annotation.
Regarding agreement, as shown in Figure 4, the

most frequent case was that of disagreement. This
outcome is not unexpected given the complexity of
metaphor annotation and is consistent with previ-
ous reports (Sanchez-Montero et al., 2025a). Inter-
estingly, the second most frequent case was that
of unanimous agreement, particularly in domains
related to emotions. We hypothesize that agree-
ment tends to increase for highly conventionalized
metaphors, which are more easily recognized by
annotators.

Agreement Percentage Distribution by Target Domain

Figure 4: Distribution of agreement across seman-
tic domains.

Secondly, we conducted a thematic analysis to
address questions such as: What are the most
metaphorically discussed themes? Are war and
journey the only ways of conceptualizing cancer
or do other source domains prevail for particular
topics?

To understand how target domains (cancer-
related topics such as treatment, diagnosis, or emo-
tions) are expressed through source domains (the
metaphorical images used to represent them, such
as war or journey), we leveraged the BM anno-
tations linked to WordNet synsets. These were
then queried through the Open Multilingual Word-
Net (Vossen et al., 2016) to automatically group
them into semantic domains.

Figure 5 displays the relationships between
cancer-related topics (green nodes) and their
metaphorical domains (blue nodes) as a network
graph. The network’s central node is the general
topic of being ill with cancer, which connects to
experiences like pain, death, healing, and relapse.
This is followed by emotions, people involved (in-
cluding emotional support, a key dimension in the
forums as users sought shared experiences and ad-
vice), cancer itself, diagnosis, and decision making.
Less frequently discussed topics, at least metaphor-
ically, included treatment, body, research, and the
healthcare system. This does not necessarily imply
that these topics are less discussed overall, but
rather that they appeared less often in this anno-
tated sample of AECC posts.

A closer analysis of the largest nodes, being ill
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Figure 5: Relations between target (green) and
source (blue) metaphorical domains.

with cancer and emotions, reveals that symptoms
and side effects were among the most frequently
discussed subtopics, followed by life changes, heal-
ing, and death. Regarding emotions, beyond gen-
eral distress, positive emotions such as optimism
and hope were notably prominent, reflecting the
supportive tone of the forums, where users ac-
tively encourage others seeking solidarity and un-
derstanding.
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Figure 6: Source domains related to emotions.

In terms of source domains, the military domain
was indeed central and frequently used across sev-
eral topics (including emotions, illness, and can-
cer itself). However, other metaphorical frames
were equally or more salient in specific contexts.
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Figure 7: Source domains related to being ill with
cancer.

For instance, metaphors related to buildings, con-
struction, and home appeared recurrently when
discussing emotions, emotional support, and even
diagnosis. Likewise, transport and mechanics
metaphors were common in discussions about
emotions, cancer, and treatment. These findings
demonstrate that Spanish cancer discourse, specif-
ically narratives of cancer experience, draws from a
far more diverse metaphorical repertoire than is typ-
ically acknowledged in the literature, which opens
new avenues for the study of metaphors in Spanish
biomedical communication.

7. Conclusions

The paper presents Medical-Flavors-AECC, a
dataset of cancer narratives in Spanish extracted
from digital forums. We propose a manual an-
notation framework based on distinguishing basic
and contextual meaning, following MIP (Praggle-
jaz Group, 2007) and MIPVU (Steen et al., 2010),
through the use of various lexical resources, such
as WordNet, in different annotation layers.

This resource is intended for the automatic detec-
tion of metaphors, especially in the medical field, as
well as for the linguistic study of cancer discourse.
To this end, we offer an analysis of the metaphori-
cal contents in Spanish cancer narratives, as well
as the emotions involved in the production of these
metaphors and the degree of lexicalization across
different conceptual domains.

This research has significant social and humanis-
tic impact. The study’s results can help physicians
and healthcare personnel improve their commu-
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nication strategies when discussing the disease.
At the same time, our results provide psycholo-
gists with an empirical basis for investigating how
metaphors shape the perception of illness.

As a future work, we will seek to test alterna-
tive forms of annotation frameworks that allow for
more extensive research into the subjective scope
of metaphor and lexicalization processes in cancer
narratives. Another area of current development
is the annotation of a larger dataset using LLMs,
including hybrid labeling approaches that combine
human-Al collaboration. Future work will involve
extending the annotation scheme with multiclass
labels to distinguish between different metaphor
types. This will enable a more fine-grained analy-
sis of the specific metaphors characteristic of each
conceptual domain.

8. Data Statement

We follow the guidelines specified by (Bender and
Friedman, 2018) for creating a Data Statement to
mitigate bias and ensure transparency in collection
and annotation of the data.

A. Curation Rationale Posts were collected
from the public forums of the Spanish Association
Against Cancer (AECC). Given the association’s
prominence and its broad coverage of patients, rel-
atives, and experiences across time, the AECC
forums offered an ethically appropriate and repre-
sentative source of cancer discourse in Spanish.

B. Language Variety The publications are written
in Peninsular (European) Spanish. Orthographic
and lexical variation was preserved during the an-
notation process to maintain linguistic authenticity,
as the orthography employed in this type of public
forum often deviates from normative conventions.
Non-textual content such as images or links was
removed, while the original punctuation, capitaliza-
tion, and emoticons were retained.

C. Forums Authors Demographic The authors
of the posts are patients, relatives, and caregivers
participating in AECC online forums between 2010
and 2024. Since all forums contributions were
publicly posted and pseudonymized, no person-
ally identifiable or demographic information (e.g.,
age, gender, location) was collected. We expect
diversity in socioeconomic background, education
level, and regional origin among contributors since
the AECC’s broad reach in Spain.

D. Annotator Demographic The annotation
team comprised five independent annotators, all
native Spanish speakers previously trained in the

Categories Data

2 female
Sex

3 male
Native Language Spanish

. . 4 Spanish

Nationality 1 Mexican
Residence Spain and Mexico
Education level University

Table 3: Annotator demographic

Metaphor Identification Procedure (MIP) and with
experience in metaphor annotation. Four were
trained linguists, and one had a background in Nat-
ural Language Processing (NLP), Table 3 summa-
rizes their profiles. All annotators provided informed
consent, and the annotation process adhered to
the principles of the Belmont Report (National Com-
mission for the Protection of Human Subjects of
Biomedical and Behavioral Research, 1979).

E. Speech Situation The forums posts are about
personal experiences with cancer, including di-
agnosis, treatment, recovery, and emotional sup-
port. Topics vary from medical advice and coping
strategies to interpersonal communication and tes-
timonies. Posts were written asynchronously in a
semi-formal or non-formal tone, frequently used in
online patient support environments.

F. Text Characteristics The dataset includes
7,964 forum posts (5,641,005 words?®), of which
74 posts (88,196 words) were manually annotated
for metaphor use. Posts cover three main topics:
breast cancer, prostate cancer, and personal testi-
monies. Texts were pseudonymized before anno-
tation, with user mentions, personal hames, and
identifiable references removed or replaced follow-
ing GDPR-compliant pseudonymization protocols
(Parlamento Europeo y Consejo de la Unién Eu-
ropea, 2016; Burdalo, 2025; Lépez-Garcia et al.,
2023). Additionally, each of the 74 posts includes
comments that respond directly to the main topic
introduced in the main post.

G. Recording Quality The text was processed
into UTF-8 plain text format, ensuring consistency
in encoding and tokenization. We scraped the
posts from the AECC online forums. Descriptive
statistics are presented in Table 4.

H. Ethical Considerations The data collection
and annotation procedures were reviewed and ap-
proved by three independent entities: the AECC,

3Text splitting into words was done automatically by
INCEpTION software.
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Metric Total Annotated
Number of words 5,641,005 83,316
Number of posts 7,964 72
Number of users 2,976 442
Avg. words per post 708.30

Avg. interactions 2.58

(main author)

Avg. interactions 12.20

(comments)

Breast cancer = 504.5
Prostate cancer = 784.7
Testimonies = 749.8
2010-2024

Avg. words per topic

Covered years

Table 4: Descriptive statistics of Medical-FLAVORS
AECC full corpus and the presented annotated
dataset.

the University of Zaragoza, and the EU project
funding the research. All posts used were pub-
licly available and pseudonymized to protect par-
ticipants’ identities. Annotators were fully briefed
about the study’s purpose and informed that the
content could be emotionally sensitive. They were
free to withdraw from participation at any point. Fi-
nally, this procedure followed the General Data Pro-
tection Regulation of the European Union (GDPR,;
Regulation (EU) 2016/679) (Parlamento Europeo
y Consejo de la Unién Europea, 2016), estab-
lished guidelines for anonymizing Spanish medical
texts (Burdalo, 2025), and existing anonymization
tools for Spanish (Lépez-Garcia et al., 2023).

9. Limitations

We acknowledge some limitations in our study.
First, although the dataset comprises over 83,000
manually annotated words, inter-annotator agree-
ment on the curation could not be quantified, and
the annotations result from consensus between two
annotators and are then curated by a single curator.

Second, the calculation of metaphorical density
relied in part on automatic lemmatization using
SpaCy. During manual inspection, several lemma-
tization errors were identified, particularly involving
irregular verb forms and clitic pronouns, which may
have affected the precision of metaphor frequency
estimates. Consequently, the metaphoricity per-
centages reported should be interpreted as approx-
imate rather than exact.

Third, not all lexical items in the vocabulary could
be assigned a WordNet synset. In some cases, no
synset adequately captured the sense of a word
as used in the dataset. These items were there-
fore excluded from the semantic domain analysis.
Moreover, while WordNet domains are suitable for
nominal concepts, many verbal synsets are as-
signed to the generic domain factotum, limiting their

discriminative value. Future work should explore
frame-based mappings (e.g., FrameNet) or man-
ual domain annotation to improve coverage and
granularity for verbs and other non-nominal items.

Finally, subsequent iterations of this resource will
benefit from integrating domain-adapted lemma-
tization models and incorporating peer-reviewed
quality control to further enhance reliability and re-
producibility.
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